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o LEGISLATWEREFERRALMEMORANDUM .from‘pm(,,: o
— ‘: TO Leglslaﬁve m Sae . " - — . —

.- FROM: ‘-Janet FORSGREN . L (on-
TR " Assistant Dimctorfor Legislatlve Refem |
~ OMB CONTACT: . Chris MUSTAIN - 3853823 . . . . -

' S ,Legislative Assistant's Iine (for simple responses) 395-7362 }:

| . 'ksIJBJ_ECT OMB Request for Views RE HR1157 Welfare Tmnsfonnation Ad of 1995

. . N o "1,,

B Y aooordanoe with OMB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above subject before
advlsing on its relationshlp to the program of the Pmsadent - o

L DEADLINE' ~10: 00 am Wadnesday;’lﬁarch 15 1995

'_/'Please advise us if this item wili aﬁect direct spendmg or recolptc for purposes of tho )
j"Pay-As-You-Go pmvislons of Tiﬂe X of the Omnibus Budgat Reconclliatlon Act of 1980,

COMMENTS - ATTACHED ARE COPIES OF HR 1157 AND HR. 999, as ordered reported by the H. Ways
, . and Means and H. Economic and Educational Opportunities committees, respectively. We .
exped these bilis, along with HR 1135 (H. Agriculture Cte. bill - text as ordered reported not -
* yet avallable), to be rolled into one bill; a substitute for HR 4. H.Rules is scheduled to
‘,considar HR 4 on Thursday, March 1Sth ’ ‘

. PLEASE IDENTIFY ANY ISSUES THAT RAISE SIGNIFICANT ENOUGH CONCERNS TO
o BE ADDRESSED IN A STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY

.2



LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM |

Distnbution I..lst

LRMNOSM

. AGENCIES

i : FILE NO 15 -
. ‘312-AGRICULTURE-Mamn Shapim (202) 720-1516 c ) _Ken Apfel .
~ . "324-COMMERCE - Michael A. Levitt - (202) 482-3151 - | Doug Steiger -
L §02-Corporation for Natl and Oommumty Service - Gene Sofer (202) 606-5000 . Barry White -
"~ 325-DEFENSE - Samuel T. Brick, Jr.'- (703) 697-1305 - ‘ ~ Kelth Fontenot (7)
' " 207-EDUCATION - John Kristy - (202) 401-8313 ~ .- " Richard Bavler
"~ 328-HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES - Frances White (202) 690-7760 : "~ Larry Matlack -
215-HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT - EdwaMJ ‘Murphy, Jr. - (202) 708-1793 .- Lisa Fairhall
399-Interagency Council on the Homeless - George Ferguson (202) ?08-1480 R Shannah Koss .
- '328-INTERIOR - Jane Lyder - (202) 208-6708 - ) , - Wernxdy Taylor . -
217-JUSTICE - Kent Markus - (202) 514-2141 L ;' b Laura Oliven
. 330-LABOR - Robert A. Shapiro - (202) 219-8201 o P Dan Chenok
. 429-National Economic Councll - Sonyia Matthews - (202) 458-2174 . : - . TimFain - "
- 257-Office of Natlonal Drug Control Policy - John Camevaie - - (202) 395—6736 . .. Maya Bemstein -
.~. . 331-Office of Personnel Management - James N. Woodruff (202) 606-1424 © - Maria Gonzalez
' 225-STATE - Julia C. Norton - (202) 847-4463 - o .. Art Stiglie -
226-TRANSPORTATION - Tom Herlihy - (202) 366-4687 = , * . KimBurke ..
228-TREASURY - Richard S. Carro - (202) 622-1148 - Lissa Topel -
. 229-VETERANS AFFAIRS - Robert Coy - (202) 273-6666 - - ‘Greg White - -
A e R T " - Andy Allison
: - Tom Lewis
: .. Ray Kogut
; v - Lin'Liu
o - Jim Duke - .
; Kathleen Turco .
' Steve Redbum
- Tom Stack
" Bob Damus
_ Chuck Konigsberg
"Bruce Reed
" Jeremy Ben-Ami "
David Levine
Pat Griffin
- Clarissa Ceda
" Jack Radzikowsky
Jim Murr:

~ Janet Forsgren
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. RESPONSETO " . ~ . LRMNoeu
U LEGISLATNEREFERRALMEMORANDUM . FILENO: 1§

(p:

. | If your response to thls request for views Is. slmple (e g oonwrino comment). we prefer that you naspond by e-mail or -
' byfaxing usthisresponsesheet. E - , -

i the response is slmple and you prefer to oall please eall the branch-vﬁde llne shawn below (NOT the analyst‘s llne) S
to leave a message with a. leglslative aseistant : ] ) » :

" You may also respond by: -

te

(1) calling the analysilattomey's direct Ilne (you will. be oonnected to volee mail if the analyst does nol answer) or ,' '
(2) sending us a memo or letter. - . - e

* Please inelude the LRM numbershown above, and the subject shown below ~ R

."~

To Chns MUSTAiN 395-3923
. 'Office of Management and Budget -
- - Fax Number: 395-6148 ' ‘ ’
S »Braneh-Wide Line (to neach legislatlve assistant) 395-7382
FROM: _ (Dé.tei |
: (Telephone)

SUBJECT OMB Request for Views RE HR1157 Welfane Transfonnation Act of 1995

A

%

'The following is the response of our agency to your mquest for views on lhe above-captloned subject

COncur

‘ No Objection’ o

NoComment o o )
“_____&eproposedednsonpages I

_.. " FAXRETURN of ____pages; attached to this response sheet



CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET omce
U.S. CONGRESS :
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

’March 2'0,. 1995

" Honorable Bill Archer L -
- Chairman P : '
Committee on Ways and Means

- U.S. House of Representatxvcs
Washmgton D C 20515

Dcar Mr. Chalrman

At the request of your staff the Congressxonal Budget Ofﬁcc has preparcd the
enclosed cost estimate for H.R. 1214, the Personal Responmblhty Act.of 1995,
as mtmduccd on March 13 1995.

. The bxll would affect dlrect spendmg and thus would be subject to pay-as-you-
go procedures under section 252 of the Balanced Budget and Emergency
Deficit Control Act of 1985 ,

[

If you Msh further detaﬂs on this estnmate we will be pleased to prowde :
them :
‘ ‘Smccrely, -
Z 9 W
une E. O’Neill "
~ Director :
- Enélosu’rc | '



CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
" COST ESTIMATE - - |
, . S March 20, 1995
BILL NUMBER: HR. 1214 . S

BILL TITLE The Personal Responsxbmty Act of 1995 ' o :
BILL STATUS: As mtroduced on March 13, 1995.

.»BILL PURPOSE

| .
To help chlldren by reformmg the Nation’s welfare system to promotc work, marriage,
and personal responmblhty : :

ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
DIRECT SPENDING |

" The bill would affect federal outlays in the following mandatory programs: Family
Support Payments, Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, Child
. Nutrition, Foster Care and Adoption Assistance, and Family Preservation. Additional
funds would be devoted to certain drug treatment programs without the need for
. annual appropriations. Finally, by making certain non-immigrant aliens ineligible to
receive the Earned Incomc Tax Credit, the bill could reduce spending in that program
by a small amount.” The follomng table shows projected outlays for these programs
under current law, the changes that would stem from the bill, and the pro;ccted

: outlays for each program 1f the bill were cnactcd :

" (Outlays by fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

1995 1996 - 197 1998 1999 2000

PROJECI‘ED SPENDING UNDER CURRENT LAW

Facily Support Payments® N - 18223 18544 - 19048 1953 20132 20793

+ Food Stamp Program ' 25,120 25930 . 27400 28900 30390 . 32,030
" Supplemental Sccunty Income® . 2432 24,497 29,894 32967 - 36,109 42,749
Medicaid - ) ! . 89216 - 99292 - w'»,‘llﬁ,Oll 122,060 134,830 148,116 -
Child Nutrition Programs - i 7985 - B4 9,065 . 9,665 10291 10922
Foster Care and Adoption Asslstance , . ' ) o ' : C .
and Family Pmc:vatlon S ' 3540 4,146 4,508 4,930 5,356 5809
Drug Treatment ngram , ‘ ‘ 0 . 0 0 0 0 .. @

~ Total o 4. 168408 180,908 .. 199936 218056 237,108 = 260,419

(continued)



¥

' - ’ ~ (Outlays by fiscal year, in millions of dollars)_

Total

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
PROPOSED CHANGES
Family Support Payments® i 0 . 2162 2,479 2883 3508 4,085
Food Stamps ; 0. -1,445 3,604 - 4,399 - «5,008 5,722
Supplemental Security Inoomc . ‘ 0 -1,307 4,640 -5,051 -5,355 6,286
Medicaid - ) ’ 0 -156 -1,948 -2,051 -2,090 217
.Child Nutrition Programs® ; o 1292 -2.137 2456 2783 3104 -
Foster Care/Adoption Assistance : . . o o
and Family Preservation® ; 0 171 —305 448 609 762
Drug Treatment Grant 0 - 0 45 80 100 100
0 4191 15068 17208 -19253 22,031

PROJECTED SPENDING UNDER HR. 1214

Family Support Paymcnls‘ , : 18223 16382 16569 16,651 16624 16708

Food Stamps T 25,120 24,485 23,796 - 24,501 25,382 26,308
Supplemental Secumy Income = 24322 23,190 25,254 27,916 30,754 36,463
Medicaid . ' 89,216 99,136 108,073 120,009 132,740 145,944
. Child Nutrition l’mgrzunsb A - 7985 7,207 6,928 7,209 7,508 . 1,818
Foster Care/Adoption Assistanoce : L v o o
and Family Preservation® © 3540 4317 . 4203 4482 4,747 5,047
Drug Treatment Programs? ; 0 - 0 45 80 100 100
Total '

168,406 174,717 184868 ' 200,848 217855 238388

Notes;  Details may not add o totals because of rounding.

CBOi

is awaiting an estimate from the Jomt Committee on Taxation of a pnmsnon that is cxpected to havc a small effect on the

Eamed Income Tax Credit. That pmgram is omitted fmm the above table.

Under curreat law, Famtg Support Paymcals includes spending on Aid w Faumilics with Dependent Children (AFDC),
AFDC-related child care, administrative costs for child support enforcement, net federal savings from child support
collections, and the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training program (JOBS). Under proposed law, Family Support
Payments would include spending on the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Graat, administrative costs for chdd
support enforcement, and net fcdctal savings from child support collections. ; .

Under current law, Child Nutrition Programs refer to dm spending authorized through the National Sdmai Lunch Act
and the Child Nutrition Act. Under proposed law, Child Nutrition ng;mms mfer to dircct spending that would be -
authorized by thc School-Based Nutrition Block Grant Program.

Under currcnt law, Foster CarclAdoptton Assistance and Family Preservation refers to direct spending authorized through .
Titles IV-B and IV-E of the Social Security Act. Under proposed law, Foster Care/Adoption Assistance and Fatmly

' Pmsavatm refers to direct spendmg that would be authorized thmugh the Child Protection Block Gmnt_

’4

These funds, which are not subjoc( to annual appropriation, would oonslltutc an addluonal sourcc of tundmg for two
treatmeat programs that arc cummly fundu! wholly thmugh dlsa'cuonaxy appmpnatlons.

B

The direct spendmg costs of thls bill fall mthm budget funcnons 500 550 600 and

750. T



AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS
H. R 1214 would replace the authorizations of appropnatxons for existing child welfare- «
services under Part B of Title IV of the Social Security Act and other laws with a

, dxscretlonary portion of the Child Protection Block Grant. - The bill would also
increase the authorization of appropriations for the Child Care and Development -
Block Grant and would repcal three small child care programs. In discretionary child
nutrition programs, H.R. 1214 would repeal the Special Supplemental Food Program
for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) and federal administration for child nutrition -
programs and would authorize a new Family Nutrition Block Grant Program.
Commodity distribution programs would be consolidated and reauthorized. The -
following table shows the estimated authorizations of appropriations and outlays under

current law, the changes proposed in H.R. 1214, and the authonzatxons of
appropriations and estxmated outlays under the bill. ‘

= - ‘ E (by fiscal year, in millions of dollars) o

1995 199 1997 1998 1999 2000

3

AU'I‘HORIZATION LEVEL UNDER CURRENT LAW .

: Total Authorizationof Appropnatlons ' ‘ : Lo
Estimated AuthorizationLevel 5214 4,038 4,165 4302 469 469
Estimated Outlays L 5,109 5185 - 4,629 - 4375 826 485

PROPOSED CHANGES TO AUTHORIZATION LEVELS

Total Authorizationof Appropriations . ; B |
Estimated AuthorizationLevel . 0 3409 34564 3,490 7,512 7,704
.Estimated Outlays ~~ * ° ' 0 3,049, 3471 - 3,486 7,149 7,681

AUTHORIZATION LEVEL UNDER HR. 1214

‘Total Authorizationof Approﬁriations . ‘ , : . .
Estimated AuthorizationLevel - 5,214 7.447 7,629 7,792 71981 8173
Estimated Outlays’ b 5109 0 8234 8,100 7,861 7975 8,166

i
0

?  The amounts shown for 1995 jére based on enacted appropriations.

Because some current prdg’rams, such as the Child Care and Development Block
Grant and WIC, are not authorized for all years shown, comparing authorizations

prowdcs an incomplete pxcturc of the effects of the bill. An alternative approach,

shown in the following table, is to compare the authorizations stated in the bill with
the 1995 appropriations for comparable dlscrenonary programs or thh 1995
appropnatlons adjusted for mﬂatlon ' : o : :

hd



- Section 801(b) of the bill specifies that the discretionary spending limits in the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 are to be adjusted each
- year based on actual appropriations compared to the level of appropriated for 1995.
Therefore, if appropriations equalled the authorized amounts, the discretionary
spending limits would be increased by the difference between the authorization levcl
under H. R. 1214 and the 1995 appropriation, as shown in the table. ' '

| (by ﬁsml year, in mﬂhons of dollats) o

1995 199 1997 1998 1999 2000

4

PROJECTED APPROPRIATION UNDER CURRENT LAW

1995 Appropriation . B 5,214 5214, 05214 5,214 5,214 5,214
_Estimated Outlays oo 5,109  5456 5546 . 5449 5209 5232
1995 Appropriation o e o

Adjusted for Inflation =~ - - 5214 538 5570 . 5773 5970 6,180
Estimated Outlays - . 5109 559 583 593 5919 6145
PROJECTED CHANGES | o
Compared to 1995 Appropnatlon 0 2,233 2415 2578 2767 2959
Estimated Outlays : , 0 2,777 2,554 2412 2766 2,934
Compared to 1995 Appropriat'io'ti;i e . :

Adjusted for Inflation L0 2,059 2059 2019 - 2011 1,993

. Estimated Outlays 0 2644 2237 189 205 2021
AUTHORIZATION LEVEL UNDER HR. 1214 '

Estimated AuthorizationLevel ' - 5214 7447 . 7629 179 7981 ‘8173

Estimated Outlays ' 5109 8234 8100 781 7975 8166

2 q appropnauonsm each year equal the authonzed levels the dxscretxonaxy spending limits would be -
mcreased by these amounts. '

The blll’s costs: assoc1atcd with authonzatlons of appropnanons fall within budgct S
functions 500 and 600 , '



BASIS OF ESTIMATE '

|
CBO estimates the enactment of H.R. 1214 would reduce outlays for direct spendmg

programs by $6.2 billion in 1996 and $22.0 billion in 2000. " Outlays for discretionary
programs would increase by $2 billion to $3 billion in each year. These estimates
incorporate the economic and technical assumptions from CBO’s March 1995 baseline.
and assume an enactment daté of October 1, 1995. The remainder of this section
outlinés the methodology used for these estimates. The attached tables detail the
estimates for each title of the bill.

Title LJ‘emDorarvAsﬁstance for Needy Families Block Grant

Title I of H.R. 1214 would alter the method by which the federal government shares
in the cost of providing cash and training assistance to low-income families with
children. It would combine two current entitlement programs--Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) and the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training
program (JOBS)—into a single block grant with a fixed funding level. The conversion
to a fixed funding level would generate net federal outlay savings of $0.8 billion in
1996 and $2.2 billion in 2000 (see Table 1). In addition, the bill would repeal related
child care programs with projected federal outlays of $1.1 billion in 1996 and
$1.4 billion in 2000. Federal.funding for child care activities would be provided
through a separate block grant authorized in Title III of this bill.

Effect of the block grant on cash and training assistance. The new Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant would replace federal participation for
AFDC benefit payments, AFDC administrative costs, AFDC emergency assistance
benefits; and the JOBS program. The bill would fix the base level of the block grant
at $15.390 billion annually through 2000. Each state would be entitled to a portion
of the grant based on its recent spending in the AFDC and JOBS programs. The total
amount of federal spending could be adjusted through three provisions. In 1997 and

subsequent years, the bill would provide $100 million to account for population -

growth, bringing the block: grant total to $15.490 billion. Second, the bill would
-authorize a loan fund (called the Rainy Day Fund) with an initial balance of
- $1.0 billion from which states could borrow during economlc downturns. States would
repay borrowed amounts, with interest, within three years:.! Finally, the block grant
could increase—by up to 10 percent—if states were successful in lowering an

1. CBO estimates the creation of the Rainy Day Loan Fund would not generate additional outlays. Although
’ upto$1 0 billion would be made available to states for loans, CBO assumes that every state borrowing funds
would repay its loans with interest. Thcrcfon:. the program would involve no long-run loss to the federal
* 'government, and under the credit reform provisions of the Balanced Budget Act, it would have no cost.



1lleg1t1macy ratlo "2 whxch could be achlcvcd by reducmg the number of out—of- »
wedlock births or limiting the growth in the number of abortions performed. Based -
on a review of birth statistics from the 1980s, CBO assumes states would not be"

- successful in reducing the ratm and consequcntly, would not be awardcd hlgher block :
grant amounts. : : : :

CBO estimates fcdcral savings in Title 1 by comparing current law projections of
.AFDC and JOBS spending with the block grant levels. In 1996, CBO projects that
under current law. the federal government would spend $16.1 billion on AFDC
benefits, AFDC administration, AFDC emergency assistance, and the JOBS program,
‘or $0.9 billion more than the states would spend under the block grant. By 2000, the
gap between spending pro;ccted under current law ($18.0 billion) and spending

permitted under the block grant ($15.5 billion) would grow to $2 6 billion. '

, Effect ‘of the block grant on the F‘ood Stamp and Medica'id ,prog[ams. The federal

savings estimated from the block grant conversion was reduced to account for higher
estimated*spcnding'in the Food Stamp program. CBO estimates that enactment of
. Title I would result in families receiving lower average cash payments relative to
- . current law, and consequently, higher food stamp benefits. Under current rules, each
dollar lost in cash would increase a participating family’s food stamp benefits by an
estimated 33 cents. However, because of changes to the Food Stamp program
proposed in Titles IV and V, families composed of non-citizens and some others
would not be entitled to such incrbases. Taking the proposed food stamp rules into
“account, CBO estimates cash provided by federal, state, and local governments would
decline relative to current pro;ectlons by $2.3 bﬂhon in 2000, gencratmg a food stamp
~ cost in that year of $0.4 bllhon » :

CBO estimates no change in Medicaid spending associated with Title I, which reflects
the bill’s stated intention to preserve current.standatds for Medicaid. How states
implement these new programs would determine thé ultimate impact on the Medicaid
program. The requirement that states continue to provide Medicaid benefits to all
individuals who meet current chgxblhty criteria for AFDC may increase the
administrative burden'in state agencies. In.order to meet this requirement, states that
dramatically alter their AFDC programs would need to conduct two Medicaid

:ehgiblhty determinations based on both the old and new welfare chgiblhty ru]es ’

2 The lllegmmacy ratio would be dcﬁned as the number of out—of-wedlock births plus the increase (lf any) in
"« the number of abortions. performed in a state rclauvc to the preccdmg year divided by ‘the total number of
bmhs in the state. Lo . . .

‘3. . This estimate assumes that onc third of states would oonlunue w spend at levels pmjcctcdvby CBO under - -
current law. The remaining (wo-thirds of states would follow the federal. examplc and frecze their spendmg
~ on cash bcnefzs at thclr 1994 |cve|s



The creation of the block grant could affect: Medlcald spending in a second way.

- ‘Granting funds for cash assistance (with no requirement for state spending) while . R

" leavmg Medxcald as a shared federal-state responsibility would provide states seeking’
to maximize federal assistance with an incentive to spend more money on Medicaid.

- Under proposed law, a state dollar spcnt on cash assistance would no longer generate

a federal matching payment while a state dollar spent on Medicaid would.

' Consequently, states could. decide to expand Medicaid eligibility, financing -the
.expansion -with -state dollars that otherwise would have been -devoted to cash

- assistance. CBO has little basm upon which to predict such bchavmr and thcreforc f

has not estimated any change in Medicaid spending.

- Criteria for state garticipatic@n; To participate in the block grant program, states would
present an assistance plan to the Department of Health and Human Services and
would ensure that block grant funds would be spent only on families with minor
children. States could, howcver, transfer up to 30 percent of Temporary Assistance

for Needy Families Block Grant to’ supplement other grants, including the Child -
Protection Block Grant, Soc1a1 Services Block Grant, and the Child Care and

‘Development Block Grant. CBO’s estimate assumes states would not make sizable

- transfers.” The bill would not rcqmrc states to spcnd any of their own resources .to

~ obtain the funds. . : , . ‘

As a condition of accepting the funds, states would have to ensure no federal dollars
~'would be prowded to certain families and individuals. Groups ineligible to receive -
block grant moriies would include most non-citizens, children born while their mothers
were receiving welfare, families headed by a mother who is under age 18 and who
gave birth outside of mamagc, and most families who have received cash assistance
for more than 60 months since October 1, 1995. The bill also would requlre states to
-reduce benefit payments to families with a child born outside of marriage for whom
patcrmty is not estabhshcd : -

If every state’ stnctly adopted the rules outlmcd in H R. 1214 28 million famxhes -
would lose some or all of their federal and-state benefits—-with losses totallmg :

*.$2.8 billion in 2000 relative to current rules. The effect of these policies would rise
** substantially after 2000 ‘because families would begin to encounter the 60-month
lifetime limitation on cash benefits. By 2003, cash payments to families with
dependent children could decline by as much as 50 percent relative to current law.
‘The actual effect of these prohlbmons on families is'uncertain because H.R. 1214
‘'would permit states and localities to provide cash assistance to such groups with their.
own resources. The inclusion of these provisions in the legislation did not affect the
'CBO estimate of federal costs because they would not dlrectly change thc amount of

block grant funds dxsburscd to thc states. ;



!
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- Other provisions in Title I would’ Tequire. states to prowde work and training actlvmcs
- for -an increasing pcrcentage of block grant recipients or face penalties of up to
- five percent of the state’s share of the grant. State would have to involve 4 percent

of all families in 1996, with the rcquxrcment rising to 50 percent by 2003. At the same - ‘
time, states would have to show that 50 percent of families with two adults are inwork = = - -

‘programs in 1996-1997 and 90 percent of such families are in work programs in 1998
and thereafter. States would engage participants in a more narrow set of programs
than exists under- the current JOBS program, with approved activities including

‘unsubsidized or subsidized employment, work experience programs, and on-the-;ob N »h

. training. - The literature on welfare-to-work programs, as well as the experience with

the JOBS program to date, indicates that states are unlikely to obtain such high rates -

of participation. CBO’s estimate assumes each of the 54 jurisdictions would fail the "
~mandatory work rcqulrement beginning in 1998 when the participation rate for two- -
adult families would reach 90 percent. Consistent with current practice, CBO assumes
_ that the Secretary would impose small penalnes (less than one-half of one. pcroent of
'the block grant) on non-complymg states. ' : C

Title II: Child Protectlon Block Gran;
Title II would repeal many of the existing programs for child protection services and
replace them with a block. grant to states. For direct spending programs, CBO -

- estimates the costs and savings of Title II relative to CBO’s March 1995 baseline. For
discretionary programs subject to annual appropriations, CBO estimates the change
in the level authorized to.be appropriated in Title II relative to authorizations of
appropriations in current law. Outlays are estimated using historical spending patterns
of these and similar programs. Estimated outlays assume full appropriation of

- authorized amounts. - S c .

_Title II would amend Part B of Title. VI of the Social Security Act to create a new
“ block grant to states for child protective services. The bill would replace existing
programs for child welfare services in Title VI-B and would repeal Title VI-E, which
authorizes payments to states for foster care and. adoption assistance. These two titles
contain both direct spending and authorizations of appropnatxons Direct spendmg

- programs include Foster Care maintenance payments, administrative services, and -

‘training; Adoption maintenance payments, administrative services, and trammg,

B ‘Independent Living; - and Famlly Preservation. CBO estimates that, under current -

law, outlays for these . pmgrams would total $3 4 bxlhon in 1996 and $5 8 billion in .~
2000 (see Table 2). : o :

The discretionary programs that wQuld no longer be authorized include Child Welfare
_ Services, for which $325 million is authorized to be appropriated in each fiscal year,
and Child Welfare research and training, which is authorized to be appropnated at

such’ sums ‘as may be necessary for each ﬁscal year:

R



~ The new Child Protection Block Grant would be made up of two parts—a direct 5
spending part.and a part subject to annual appropnatlon Each state would be -

entitled to its share of the child protectron amount, which is stated in the bill. CBO-
estimates outlays of $3.5 bxlhon in 1996 and $5.0 billion in 2000 associated with this
entitlement. Each eligible state would also receive a share of an additional grant
subject to annual appropriation. ‘The bill authorizes an amount not to exceed $486
million for each fiscal year through 2000 for this addmonal grant. .

. Title II would appropnate $6 milhon in each of fiscal years 1996 through 2000 to the
Secrétary of Health and Human Services to be used for a National Random Sample
Study of Child Welfare. Finally, the bill would authorize to be appropriated $10
million in each fiscal year for research and training in child welfare and $7 million for
each fisca} year for a cleannghouse and hotline on mxssmg and runaway chrldren

Title III Child Care and Nutrmon Assxstance Block Grants

Child Care Block Grants “Title II of HR. 1214 amends the Chrld Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 and authorizes to be appropriated
$1.943 billion a year for fiscal years 1996 through 2000. - Current law authorizes
appropriations through 1995. Title III also repeals the authorizing law for three
discretionary programs --the Child Development Associate Scholarship Program, the '
State Dependent Care Development Grants Program, and Native Hawaiian Family-
based Education Centers. Only the Native Hawaiian Family-based Education Centers
are authorized after 1995. . CBO estimates the annual amount of authorization of
appropnatlons repealed to be $6 million in fiscal years 1996 through 1999

Famil ly and School-based Eu rition Block Grants. Title III repeals the Ch]ld N utrition -
Act and the National School Lunch Act. These acts provide direct spending authority

for the School Lunch Program, the School Breakfast Program, the Summer Food

Service Program, the Child and Adult Care Food Program, Commodity Procurement

(including commodities funded through Section 32), State Administrative Expenses,

* the Special Milk Program, and other federal activities. CBO estimates that repealing

- these laws would reduce dxrect spendmg by $7. 305 bllhon in 1996 and $10.922 bﬂhon

in 2000 ‘ :

These savings are partially offset by the authorization of a new capped entitlement to
states — the School-based Nutrition Block Grant Program. The total amounts from
which each eligible state would be entitled to an allotment are stated in the bill. CBO
- estimates that states would' spend 90 percent of the new block grant in the first year .
the funds became avaxlable for obhgatlon and 10 percent in the following year.

The Specral Supplcmental Food Program for Women Infants, and Chxldren (WIC)‘ o

. program is currently authorized to be appropriated at such sums as may be necessary
~ 'rhrough fiscal year 1998. This authorization would be repealed and appropriations



| would be authonzed for a new Famlly Nutnnon Block Grant Program for ﬁscal yoars :
1996 to 2000 at Ievels statcd in the bﬂl ! . o

H. R 1214 would repcal the authonzatlon of appropnatxons for the fedcral o
administrative costs of the ‘child nutrition programs. CBO estimates that half of the -
.~ currently authorized’ amount would be needed to carry out the federal functions
authorized in the b:ll such as overseemg the block grant funds and compllmg data
\

‘H.R. 1214 rcqmres the Nanonal Acadcmy of Scxence* to dcvclop model nutritional
standards for the School-based and Family Nutrition Block Grants and to report to ~
Congress on the states’ progress in implementing such standards but does not
authorize appropriations for these activities. The Food and Consumer Service has -
already undertaken the development of such standards. CBO estimates that the
requirements of H.R. 1214 would add $1 million-in costs in 1996 to these efforts.. .

Other Provisions. Title III would repeal the authorizing law for a number of
discretionary child welfare ,programs, including Abandoned Infants Assistance, the
Child Abuse State Grant Program, Child Abuse Demonstration and Research Grants,
the Commumty-based Family Resource Program, Adoptlon Opportunities, Family -
" Support Centers, the Missing and Exploited Children’s Program, Grants to Improve:
the Investigation and Prosecution of Child Abuse, Children’ s Advocacy Centers, and
the Family Umﬁcatlon Program under Sectlon 8 housmg :
Title III authorizes appropqatlons for two federal activities. It authorizes $1.5 million
for each fiscal year through' 2000 for the Secretary of Health and Human Services to
Ppublish local level poverty data, and $2.5 million in fiscal year 1996 and $10 million
in 1997 through ! 2000 for the Sccretary to pubhsh data on program parncnpatmn and
: outcomes ‘ . L 4 -

Txtlo IV; Restnctmg Welfare for Ahens 4

Tlﬂc IV of HR. 1214 would bar most legal ahcns from recemng bcnoﬁts in ﬁvc
programs: Supplemental Security Income (SSI), the new program of temporary
“assistance for needy families, social services block grants under Title XX of the Social
Security Act, Food Stamps, and Medicaid. Social services are already a block grant |
to the states, and temporary assistance to needy families—the successor to the family -
~ support programawould be ‘turned into a block grant under Title I of HR. 1214. -
Because those grants are snnply set at a fixed dollar total, barrmg legal aliens from
" receiving some of those dollars results in no additional savings to the federal
‘ government The title however will directly affect SSI, Food Stamps and Medicaid.
Net savings are expectcd to e.qual ‘more- than SS bxllxon a year m 1997 through 2000' c
(sce Table 4) . co : . . ‘
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In general legal ahens are now clxglblc for SSI and other bencﬁts adrmmstcrcd by the o

federal government. Most aliens, other than refugees, do not receive benefits during -
their first few years in the U.S., however, because administrators must deem a portion
of a sponsor’s income to an ahen in determining the alien’s eligibility for the first
three years or five years after arrival. ‘H.R. 1214 would eliminate federal benefits
altogether for most legal aliens. Exceptions would be made for groups that make up
about one-quarter of aliens ‘on the SSI rolls: refugees who have been in the country

for less than 5 years, immigrants aged 75 years or older who have been lawfully -
-admitted for at least 5 years, and veterans of the U.S. military. .All other legal aliens -

would be allowed to continue recemng benefits for one year aftcr enactment.

'. CBO bases its estimate on admlmstratlve records for the programs affected In SSL |
such data suggest that non-c1t1zens -accounted for about 700,000 recipients or

11 percent of that program’s population in 1994, and that their numbers might be

‘expected to-continue to grow in the absence of a change in policy. The administrative

data, though, are of uncertain quality. These data are not likely to reflect some.

"~ changes in citizenship status (such as naturalization) that may have occurred since the

date of initial application for benefits. In the past, it has not been important for

_-agencies to kccp citizenship status up-to-date so long as they have verified that the
recipient is, in fact, legally eligible. That problem is thought to be partxcularly acute

for SSI, where some beneficiaries identified as aliens have been on the program for -

' many years.. CBO assumes that about one-fifth of SSI beneficiaries coded as aliens

are in fact naturalized cmzens

- CBO est:mates the number of SSI recipients removed from the rol]s by pro;ectmg the
- future caseload in the absence of policy change, subtracting the three groups (certam

refugees and aged persons and veterans) exempted under the bill, and assuming that
some of the remainder will be spurred to become naturalized. The rest, estimated by
CBO at slightly more than a half million legal aliens, would be cut from the SSI rolls.

* Multiplying by the average benefits paid to legal aliens—assumed to e.qual 1994 levels =

plus subsequent cost-of-hvmg adjustments, or about $4,200 per alien in 1997-yields
annual federal budgetary savmgs of between $2 billion and $3 bxlhon a ycar o

~The Quality Control (QC) data for the Food Stamp program suggest that legal aliens

made up about 6 percent of that program’s caseload in 1993. Along the lines just

sketched for SSI, CBO estimates that approxlmately 1.1 million legal aliens would be .~

removed from food stamps in.1997 under the provisions of H.R. 1214. Assuming an
average benefit of about $1,000, the savings in food stamps would total more than

| ‘$1 billion. The savings in food stamps shrink slightly in later ycars principally because
some aliens are assumed to naturalize and because other provisions of HR. 1214 pare '

back the food stamp program and thereby limit the avallable savmgs

Finally, H R. 1214 would bar ahcns from the Mcdlcald program (except for cmergency o

~ treatment, which would continue to be available ‘to both legal and illegal aliens).

o



‘CBO estimates that about 1.7 million aliens would thereby lose Medicaid coverage in
1997. About one-third of ‘that number consists of aliens removed from the SSI
program, one-third aliens removed from the program of temporary assistance to needy
families (the successor to AFDC), and one-third aliens who participate in neither of
the cash programs.. SSI beneficiaries are estimated to cost Medicaid about $4,400 per
year on average; AFDC and other beneficiaries, who are generally healthier, are’
estimated to cost an average of $2,200 in total Medicaid benefits, in 1997. Aliens
. appear to be slightly more concentrated than other Medicaid beneficiaries in states
that have a lower-than-average federal matching rate. For these estimates, CBO
assumes an average 53 percent federal share (versus a nationwide average of
57 percent). Federal Medicaid savings under this proposal would equal 53 percent of
the number of individuals no longer reccmng Medicaid times the assumed average per
capita costs. ' The resulting figure is then reduced by one-quarter to account for
increased Medicaid expenditures for emergency services and for costs of
uncompensated care reimbursed through disproportiona’te ‘share payments to
" institutions. Federal savings’ would total $1. 85 bllhon m 1997 thh shghtly larger
savings in later years. =~ ' - _ .

‘These estimates, and other CBO estimates concerning legal aliens, are rife with.

uncertainties. .- First, administrative data in all programs are of uncertain quality. -
Citizenship status is not recorded at all for some recipients, and--as previously noted--
some. persons coded as aliens are certainly naturalized citizens by now. Second, it is
hard to judge how many non-citizens would react to the legislation by becoming
citizens. ‘Most legal aliens now on the rolls are eligible to become citizens; the fact
‘that they have not may be attributable, in part, to the lack of a strong financial
incentive. After all, legal unn:ngrants have not heretofore been barred from most jobs,
from eligibility for benefits, or from most other privileges except voting. More than

* 80 percent of legal aliens on SSI, for example, are eligible to become naturalized, but o

because the naturalization process takes time and effort, CBO assumes that only one-
third of those whose benefits are eliminated will become citizens by the year 2000. -

Title IV -also contains several other provisions thhbut direct effects on the federal ‘
budget. Beginning with sponsorship agreements executed within 3 months after

enactment, the bill would make such agreements legally binding. Specifically, any . \

agency of govcmment—»federal state, or local--could sue to recover from sponsors any
' .monies spent on legal aliens for upto 10 years after the benefits are paid. Since the
. federal government is barred from making such. payments in any event, no
enforcement actions or recoveries are expected in the 1996-2000 period. Title TV
‘'would also direct state and local governments to bar any illegal aliens from receiving

- benefits in means-tested programs. It would permxt them to deny beneﬁts to legal

allens but require them to. adopt deemmg rules in any event.
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" Title V: Food 'Stamp Reform and Commodity Distribution

Title V of HR. 1214 would affect dlrect spendmg in the Food Stamp progranr'
. primarily by limiting benefits and by restricting eligibility for able-bodied recipients- .
who do not have children. Discretionary spending would result from the
reauthorization and consolidation of commodjty programs under Subtitle A.  The

following paragraphs descrﬂ)e the provrsrons of the utle with majcr budgetary effects.

1mghﬁed E_gqc_l amp Program. The srmphﬁed food stamp program provrsrons have
no effect relative to current law because they depend on the Temporary Assistance

- for Needy Families Block Grant that would be created by Title I. With the block
grant, CBO estimates the net effect of the provision would be negligible because states
would likely pay no more in food stamp benefits under a simplified program than they

" would under the regular Food Stamp Program. This would be achieved by. limiting
~ the average benefit to all food stamp households that partxcxpate in the Temporary
. Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant to the prevmus year’s average benefit
adjusted for increases in the maximum benefit. Federal savings or costs are possible

. depending on how states implement the new block grant and the other epnonal food
Stamp prowsmns under this hrll o :

ﬂlow 2 Percent Annua] Increase in Maxlmum Beneﬁts Sectron 551 of the bill would

allow for lower annual increases in the maximum benefit for all food stamp
' households ‘than under cuirent law. Under current law, maximum benefits are
increased each October to reflect the increase in the prevrous year’s Thrifty Food
Plan. CBO’s economic forecast estimates an annual increase in the Thrifty Food Plan -
of about 3 percent between fiscal years 1995 and 2000. H.R. 1214 would limit this
annual increase to 2 percent. Under that scenario, the maximum benefit in 2000
would be about 5 percent lower than it would be under current law. Average monthly
benefits per person would decrease by $1.50 in 1996 and $6 in 2000 relative to current
- law. CBO estimates that food stamp outlays would decrease by $480 mr]hon in 1996

. and $2 billion in 2000 asa result of thrs change (see Table 5) :

Income Qeductrons and Energy Assistance. Section 552 of the bill would freeze theT

 standard deduction and the excess shelter deduction at $134. and $231 respectxvely
" Under current law, the standard deduction is adjusted annually to reflect changes in

 the Consumer Price Index (CPI); the cap on the excess shelter deduction is scheduled S

to increase from $231 in fiscal year 1995 to $247 through December 1996 and to be

eliminated in future years. CBO estimates the savings from the freeze of the standard.

deduction to be $190 million in 1996 rising to $1.1 billion in 2000 and the savmgs from
the freeze of the €XCESS shelter deductlon to be $80 rmlhon in 1995 nsmg to $915 L
mﬂhon in 2000 ‘ . :
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Other provisions in section 552 would change the treatment of state energy assistance .

- payments and payments from the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program

(LIHEAP). CBO estimates that, combined, these two prov1slons would lower food-
stamp outlays by about $220 million a year. ,

‘ Vehlcle ﬂlowance Section 553 would freeze the vehrcle allowance at $4 550. Under ‘
current food stamp policy, the fair market value of vehicles is counted as.an asset in

determining food stamp eligibility when the value is more than $4,550. This figure is -
scheduled to-rise to $4,600 for fiscal year 1996 and $5,000 for fiscal year 1997 and to

" increase in each succeeding year by the percentage change in the new car component

of the CPI. CBO estimates that keeping the vehicle allowance at $4,550 over the next
five years would reduce food stamp outlays by $10 mﬂhon in 1996 and $200 million

in 2000

)

Work Regmrements Section 554 would lumt recelpt of food stamp beneﬁts to a’
period of 90 days for able-bodied individuals who do not have dependent children, and -
who are not working at least 20 hours a week or participating in-an appropriate job
activity or workfare program at least 20 hours a week. Based on the QC data and.
studies of caseload dynamics, CBO estimates that this - prov1slon would save $780

- million in food stamp benefits in 1996 and $1.3 billion in 2000. These savings -
- correspond to 800,000 individuals in an average month, once the provision is phased

in, losing an average monthly beneﬁt of about $110.

Encourage EBT Systems. ,Sectlon 556 would allow states that have a statewide
electronic benefit (EBT) system operating to elect to receive as a block grant for a
low-income nutrition assistance program either (1) the sum of the amount of the food

-~ stamp benefits paid to individuals in the state and the food stamp administrative funds
paid to the state in 1994 or (2) the average amount of food stamp benefits and ~

administrative funds paid over fiscal years 1992 to 1994. Receipt of this block grant
would preclude the state’s participating in the food stamp program. Maryland is the
only state that now has EBT statewide. CBO estimates that by the middle of fiscal
year 1997, states with 10 percent of food stamp benefits will have statewide EBT
systems, and that by 2000 states w1th half the food stamp caseload will have this .

- ‘technology.

Not all the states with EBT systems, however, would be interested in receiving a block -
grant in lieu of participating in the federal food stamp program. CBO assumes that

‘relative to a food stamp program where maximum benefits are increasing 2 percent' S

a year, states with 20 percent of the food stamp caseload would choose to receive a -

: block grant at either the 1994 level or the average of the 1992 to 1994 level of food S 'A
stamp beneﬁts paid in thelr state once they had statewide EBT. : S

. Criminal Forfeiture. SCCthIl 576 allows courts to 1mpose on people convicted of .

certain violations sentences that . would include forfelture of property involved in the. ‘



! =l

violation. The proceeds from the sale of this forfeited property could be used to
* reimburse federal and state agencies for costs incurred in law enforcement relating to
the forfeiture. If receipts from one fiscal year were not spent until the following year;-
a small change in the deficit could result in a given year. Because CBO cannot
predict the number of violations or the proceeds from the sale of any forfeited
property, CBO cannot estimate thc effect of ttus prowsxon, but any additional rcvenues .
are likely to be small. > . o -

' !nteractlons among Prcmsmns "The csnmates of the mdmdual provmlons shown in.

Table 5 do not reflect the effects of other provisions of the bill. If the bill were,
enacted, total savings would be less than the sum of the estimates of the individual
provisions. For example, the savings attributed to lowering the maximum benefit.
based on food stamp participation under current law would not be achieved for people
who lose all benefits because of the work requirements. CBO estimates that the
interactions among provisions in Title V would reduce savings relative to the sum of
the independent estimates by $20 million in 1996 and $572 mllllon in 2000.

- Obligations and Allotmcnts Sechon 561 would cap Food Stamp Program Obhganons

for fiscal years after 1995 at the amount CBO estimates would be. spent after
enactment of H.R. 1214. Consequently, CBO does not estimate additional savings as
a result of the cap. The cap could limit food stamp spending if the number of ehgible
individuals or the level of bcneﬁts is hlgher than CBO now estimates. '

Authorization of App_ropnatlons for Commodities Proggams. Undcr current law, the
Secretary of Agriculture provides food to needy families and individuals through state

and local emergency feeding programs. Commodities and financial assistance for
program operations are distributed to state and local organizations through four
principal programs: the Emergency Food Assistance Program (EFAP), the Soup
Kitchen and Food Bank Program, Assistance for Summer Camps -and Charitable
Institutions, and the Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP). Combined, .

~ these programs received appropriations totaling $190 million in fiscal year 1995, the -

last year the programs are authorized under Currgnt law.

‘Subtitle A of Title V would consolidate the four programs and would authorize $260

million for each of the fiscal years 1996 through 2000 to purchase, process, and
distribute commodities to state and local orgamzatlons In addition, the bill would
authonze $40 mllhon each ycar to cover- the cost of distribution.

Title VI Supglemental Sccung Income '_

~ Title. VI has two distinct prov1s1ons Thc ﬁrst tlghtens SSI chgxb)lxty rcqmremcnts for '
many drug addlcts and alcohohcs the sccond revamps SSI bencﬁts for dlsabled
Achlldren o - : . - :

i
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Drug addicts and alcoholics. For many years, the Social Security Administration
. (SSA) has been required to identify certain drug addicts and alcoholics (DA&As) in
. the SSI program, when the substance abuse is a material contributing factor to the .
finding of disability. Special provisions apply to those recipients: they must comply
with treatment if available, they must have representatxve payees, and (as a result of
‘legislation enacted last year) they can receive a maximum of 36 months’ benefits.
About 100,000 recipients elass1ﬁed as drug addlcts and alcoholics received beneﬁts in -
-Deeember 1994 L A B : ‘ -

CBO assumes that, under current law, the DA&A caseload would grow to about
190,000 by 1997 fall in 1998 (as the first wave of terminations under last year’s.
legislation occurs), then resume climbing gradually. Under H.R. 1214, DA&As would
be removed from the rolls, on October 1, 1995, unless they had another dlsabhng '
eondmon, and future awards would cease.. - , . o

Estimating the number of DA&As who already have or will soon develop another.

-disabling condition is a thorny issue.: A sample of 1994 awards with a primary -

diagnosis of substance abuse found that two-thirds identified a secondary dlsablmg
- condition (predominantly mental rather than physical). That fact must be interpreted

with caution. In order to be worth noting, the sécondary condition must be qnite
severe--but not necessarily disabling in its own right. On the other hand, there is no
requirement to record secondary conditions: some of the one-third for whom none was .
recorded undoubtedly had them And the health of many DA&A recipients certainly-
deteriorates over time, with or without continued substance abuse. Thus, CBO

assumes that only about one-quarter of DA&A recipients would be permanently -

terminated from the program; the rest could requalify by documenting that they have
another sufficiently dlsablmg condition. Multlplymg the number of recipients
terminated times an average benefit yields savings of approximately $250 mﬂhon to
'$300 million a year in SSI beneﬁts (see Tab]e 6).

Besides saving on benefits, the Social Security Admmxstratlon will also be freed from :
 the requirement to maintain contracts with referral and monitoring agencies (RMAs)
for its SSI recipients. Those agencies monitor addicts’ and alcoholics’ treatment status

- -and often serve as representatxve payees. Savings are estimated at about $150 million

to $200 million a year in 1997 through 2000. Savings in 1996, however, are uncertam
as SSA will likely have to pay cancellatlon penaltles :

The legls]atlon would also ehmmate Medxcald coverage for DA&As termmated from
_ the SSI program, resulting in another $100 million a year or so in savings. And

 because former SSI recipients would experience a reduction in their cash income, food

stamp costs would increase slightly--by approximately $30 million a year. Beginning
‘in 1997, H.R. 1214 would also grant an extra $100 million a year in funding to two
drug treatment and research programs--$95 mxlhon to the Federal Capacxty Expansxon .

1
N I
‘s
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.Program and $5 million - to an ongomg pro;ect of thc Nat10na1 Instltutc on Drug‘
‘ Abusc : _ : '

Q;sat_)led gpld[en HR. 1214 would restructurc the SSI prbgram for 'disabled
children. - Under current law, poor-children may quahfy for the SSI program and its
federal cash benefits of up to $458 a month in two ways. ‘They may suffer from one
or more specific impairments (with accompanying clinical findings) that are listed in
~ regulation, or they may qualify through an individualized functional assessment (IFA)
. that determines whether an unlisted impairment senously limits the Chlld from
performmg activities normal for his or her age : :

H.R. 1214 would ehmmatc IFAs as a basis for rccclpt. Most children now on the rolla
as a result of an IFA (roughly a quarter of the 900,000 children on SSI) would be
terminated, and future IFA-based awards would be barred. Thus, the program would
" be restricted to those who met or cqualed the listings. Furthermore, the-bill would

also treat those now on the rolls and those seeking benefits in the future differently. .

Those who now collect benefits could continue to receive cash benefits if they have
conditions found to meet or equal the listings. Those applying after enactment would
be granted cash benefits only if they are institutionalized or if they can show that they

need personal assistance (defined in the bill as assistance with eating, toileting, -

dressing, bathing, and transferring, and the administration of medical treatment)
without which they would be at risk of institutionalization. Other children who meet
- or equal the listings would not receive cash benefits, but would be eligible to receive:
services administered.by their state using monies from a new block grant program.
States would choose which services to finance from a hst of allowable services
_“promulgated by the Commlssmner of SSA. :

- ‘CBO estimated the cost of 'this provision by judgmg how many present and future
children would likely qualify for cash and services under the new criteria. CBO relied
extensively on SSA program data and on analyses conducted by the General
Accounting Office of the total caseload and of recent awards. Approximately 900,000
children now collect SSI benefits, and CBO projects that the number would reach 1.25
million in 2000 if polxmes were unchanged. CBO estimates that about 80 percent of
- children now receiving bcncﬁts would continue receiving benefits because they meet
or equal the listings. (Some of the children now on the rolls who qualified via an-

" IFA are assumed to meet the listings). Of children who would be awarded benefits

in the future under current policies, CBO assumes that slightly more than two-thirds
would meet or equal the’ hstmgs and that, in turn, 30 percent of those chﬂdren ‘would ’
mcet the pcrsonal assnstance criterion for cash bcneﬁts : :

. The number of disabled chlldrcn ineeting a personal ass:stancc cntcnon is uncertain.
Administrative data list the recipient’s primary impairment but contain few clues about
its severity or the possible presence of multiple impairments. CBO estimated how
. many SSI remplents mlght mcet such a crltcnon based on an ana]ysm of thc 1990
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B Health Interview Survey, whlch quened respondents about SSI recelpt and (for school-»

aged respondents) about their inability to meet basic personal needs—defined generally -

as eating, bathing, dressing, toilet functions, and mobility--without assistance. Parents
" of children younger than school age, however, were not queried about such needs.
CBO assumed that the growth in SSI since 1990 had taken place mostly among the
" less severely impaired population, but that most SSI recipients under age 6 would
meet the personal assistance criterion. That analysis underpins CBO’s assumption that
- about 30 percent of children who met or equaled the listings would still qualify for
cash benefits under the proposed criteria. ‘Ultimately, CBO assumed that there would
be approxxmately a half-million . child recipients of cash benefits in 2000 under the
proposal in contrast to 1.25. xmlhon if currcnt policies remam unchanged.

Savings in cash bcneﬁts relative to current )law are estimated by multiplying the
number of children assumed to lose cash benefits by the average benefit. That
average benefit was about $430 a month in December 1994 and would grow with
inflation thereafter. Total savings in cash bcneﬁts cqual nearly $1 bx]hon in 1996 and
$4.7 billion in 2000. S . A

The block grant t6 thc statés would begin in 1997. The amount of the block grant
would equal the number of qualified children (the number of children who were
certified through the disability determination process to meet or equal the listings as
well as SSI’s financial criteria), minus those who actually received cash benefits, times
75 percent of the average cash benefit in the most recently available 12- month period.
As fewer children receive cash benefits, the block grant will grow in size, although it
will never exceed the benefits saved. Consistent with its estimate of the SSI benefits
‘saved, CBO estimates that the block grant will grow from $0.4 billion in 1997 to
31. 5 billion in 2000. : ‘ '

The cutbacks in chﬂdren s SSI benefits would affcct spendmg in other programs. Food
~stamp outlays would increase to replace a portion of the cash income lost by the
children’s families. Effects on two other programs, however, are omitted from CBO’s
- estimate. Under current law, approximately half of the disabled children losing SSI
* benefits would be. hkely to:end up on the AFDC program; because that program
-~ would be abolished in Title I and replaced by a fixed block grant to the states,
. however, no extra spending would result. The cutback in children’s SSI benefits would
have only negligible effects on the Medicaid program. H.R. 1214 would explicitly
preserve Medicaid eligibility for all qualified children (those who.have been through
the disability determination process and found to meet the income and medical
criteria), whether they receive cash benefits or are eligible solely for the services -
financed by the block grants. Therefore, the only children at risk of losing their
- Medicaid coverage are those removed from-the SSI program by the elimination of
- IFAs. Most of those children, however, would qualify for Medicaid independently of
' SSI--either through their ehgxbxhty for the program of temporary assistance to needy
famllles (the successor to the AFDC program) or thexr povcrty status _ :
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'H.R. 1214 would make many othcr changes to the. SSI program for dlsabled children. -
- It steps up requirements for continuing disability reviews - (CDRs) applies asset’
' divestiture rules now used by the Medicaid program to children in SSI, and requires’
studies of the listing of impairments by the Commission on Childhood Disability and -
the Commissioner of SSA. All of those changes either have no budgetary effect, or
their effects are embedded in CBO’s estimates of the savings of other provisions. In
particular, CBO assumes that CDRs will serve as the vehicle to move many children
from cash benefits to services, as their maturation and therapy enable them to meet
. more of their personal needs without special assistance. Although the language of the
bill is not clear, the estimate assumes that such a conversion—that is, switching a child
from cash to scmces—-would not be treated as a termination of SSI benefits. That
distinction is important, because terminations generally cannot be carried out under
current law without clinical evidence of medical improvement in the beneficiary’s
condition. If the courts were to hold. instead that such an action amounted to .a
termination, the estimated savings in cash.benefits would be reduced by about $200
mllhon in 2000 and by greatcr amounts in later ye.ars

Other SSI Changes. H.R. 1214 would requlre that SSI re(:1p1ents who are hospitalized
for a month or more, and for whom private insurance is paying any portion of the bill,

receive only $30 a month in cash. That policy already applies to persons whose.
medical bills are -paid by Medicaid. -CBO estimates that this policy change would .
affect approximately 10000 SSI recipients in an average month and would save
approximately $50 million to $65 million annually

The bill also restores a block?»grant to Puerto Rico, the'Virgin Islands, and Guam that
substitutes for the SSI program in those territories. Under Section 1108 of the Social
Security Act, that amount under current law is set at $19 million a year. Title I of
H.R. 1214 would rcpcal that grant, and CBO’s estimate of that title therefore includes
$19 million in savings. Title VI restores 1t, at a cost of $19 mxlhon ayear, for no net ,
budgctary effect. . - f - :
Fmally, H.R. 1214 would repeal section 1618 of the Socxal Secunty Act, whlch contains
the maintenance of effort requirements for state supplementation of SSI benefits.
Most states voluntarily supplement the incomes of their SSI beneficiaries; section 1618
essentially stipulates that, having begun to do so, they must continue to do so. In
* 1993, States augmented the benefits of approximately 2.8 million SSI beneficiaries at
~ atotal annual cost to the states of about $4 billion. If states use their new latitude to-

. cut back their supplementation, the direct effects would appear in state budgets, not
the federal budget. CBO judges that any effects on the federal budget would be -

roughly offsetting. The federal government could save slightly in SSI benefits if
qualified persons choose not to bother applying for small federal benefits when state
‘supplementation is no longer offered; it could pay more. in food stamp ‘benefits . if
. recipients’ income falls; and it could spend less for Medicaid if some people who

- qualify for t?at program exclusively through state supplements lose their coverage.
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SSI Administrative Costs.  Several provisions of Titles IV and VI would affect the
administrative costs of the SSI program. Those costs are funded out of an overall
discretionary appropriation that limits total administrative expenses of the Social
~Security Administration. The most significant burdens would be those involved in
. checking citizenship status and conducting continuing disability reviews (CDRs). Title
"IV would presumably require ‘SSA to check the cmzenshlp status of all SSI
beneficiaries—those coded as citizens as well as those identified as aliens—to verify
their continued eligibility for benefits. Title VI would require SSA to conduct far’
. more continuing CDRs than it currently does for SSI beneficiaries; CDRs typically cost
$1,000 or more and may or may not result in termination. Because aggregate
discretionary spending is controlled by fixed dollar caps, those new requlrements
would need to be offset e]sewhere ‘ . S

. Title VII: C}u id Support Enforcement

Tltle VIl would change many aspects of the operatlon and financing of the federal and
state child support enforcement system. CBO estimates that Title VII would decrease
federal spending by $0.1 billion in 2000 (see Table 7). . Its key provisions would
mandate the use of new. enforcement techniques with a potential to increase
collections, eliminate a current $50 payment to welfare recipients for whom child
support is collected, and authorize new spending on automated systems. Similar to
current law, the bill would require that states share with the federal government child
support collected on behalf of families who receive cash assistance through the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant

_ Usmg reports on the performanc_e of various enforcement strategies at the state level,
CBO estimates that child support collections received by families on cash assistance

in 2000 would increase under the bill by roughly 10 percent over current expectations- =

(from $3.5 billion to $3.8 billion) Most of the improvement would result from the
" .creation of a new-hire registry (deslgned to speed the receipt of earnings information
* on noncustodial parents) and provisions that would -expedite the process by which
states seize the assets of noncustodial parents who are delinquent in their child
support payments. Some states have already applied the proposed enforcement
techniques, thereby reducing the potential of improving collections further. Given the .
collections estimates described above, CBO projects that the enforcement proposals

in H.R. 1214 would result in' savmgs of roughly $0:2 billion- in 2000 through shared g
- - child support collections, .well as reduced spendmg in food stamps and Medicaid.

ﬁ

Additional federal savmgs would be generated by ehmmatmg the current . $50

passthrough.. Under current law, amounts up to the first $50 in monthly child support - -

. collected are paxd to the cash assistance. famlly, ‘without -affecting the level of the . -
welfare benefit. * In essence, the current policy means that famlhes for whom
. noncustodial parents contribute child support get as much as $50 more a month than -
: do otherwme identical families . for whom _such contnbutnons are not made.


http:Title.VI

Ehmmatmg the $50 clnld support payment—bcgmmng in 1996--wou1d save the fcdcral
: government more than $0.1 bllhon annually
The savings ‘from the . enforcemcnt measures and thc elimination of the $50
passthrough would be largely offset by ‘a number of other provisions that would
increase federal outlays. First, H.R. 1214 would authorize further improvements in
states’ automated systems at an estimated annual cost of $0.1 billion. Second, the bill
- would limit the amount of collected child support that the state and federal
- governments would retain to reimburse themselves for past welfare payments made
‘to custodial families, at a annual cost of approximately $50 million. Third, the bill
would authorize about $50 million annually to provide technical assistance to states
. andto operate a’ computer. system designed to locate non-custodial parents. Finally, -
~ the bill would change federal cost sharing in enforcing child support. Although
individual states would see thexr share of federal funds change relative to current law,
CB(‘)‘esnmatcs that the new fundmg formula would be cost ncutral to federal budgct o

‘PAY-AS»YOU—GO CONSIDERATIONS
The Balanccd Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 sets up
pay-as-you-go procedures for legislation affecting direct spending or receipts through

1998. The pay-as-you-go effects of the bill are as follows.

(by fiscal years, in millions of dollars)

1995 1996 1997 1998

Outlays -~ . - 0 -6191 -15068 -17,208
Receipts - - : S . ‘é T a . a . .a’

‘Note: CBO is awaiting an estimate from the Joint Committee on Taxation of H.R.
1214’s effects on the Earned Income Tax Credit. That estimate may alter the §
above numbers shghtly

" a.CBO is unablc‘ to estimate these amounts, b\it‘they are likely to be small.

' BSTIMATED COST TO S’FATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS’:‘

In general, HR. 1214 mandatcs no new or additional spendmg by state and local -
- governments and glves those governmcnts the freedom to cut back on some spendmg

I 21‘
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A that they already incur. It is posslble that state and local government w111 opt to spend .l

- .'more on certain act1v1t1es, but that choice would. be up to them.

f Txtles I and II of H R. 1214 would change the structure of federal fundmg for cash .

assistance, foster care, adoption assistance, and job training for recipients of welfare

- benefits.  The bill would repeal the federal entitlement for these programs to-.
individuals and would allow states to spend a specified amourit of federal money
provided in-a block grant with a greater degree of flexibility. To the extent that - -
demand or eligibility for these programs increases above the level of federal funding,
states could choose to increase their own spending to keep pace or could reduce the
‘amount of benefits or limit ehgiblhty to maintain current levels of spending.

Title III of H. R 1214 changes the structure of federal funding for child care, child
‘nutrition, and job training for recipients of welfare benefits. The bill repeals the
~federal entitlement for these programs to individuals and allows states to spend-a
specified amount of federal money provided in a block grant with a greater degree of
flexibility. Agam, to the extent that demand or eligibility for these programs increases
~ above the level of federal fundmg, states could choose to increase their own spendmg
to keep pace or txghten beneﬁts or elxg:blhty '

Tltle IV’s provisions, whxch would ehmmate federal welfare benefits for most legal
 aliens, likewise could increase or decrease state and local spending, depending on a
variety of factors. State and local government spending for legal immigrants would .
automatically be reduced by eliminating legal aliens’ eligibility for several joint
federal/state programs: AFDC, Medicaid, and SSI (which is typically supplemented
by states). Legal immigrants cut off from federal benefits, however, might turn to
state- and locally-funded general assistance (GA) and general medical assistance
- (GMA) programs instead, raising the demand for such benefits. But H.R. 1214 grants
state and local governments the authority to deny public assistance benefits (defined
_ as cash, food, housing, social services, or medical benefits, but not non-cash emergency
assistance) to legal aliens--an authority that they now lack under Supreme Court
decisions. H.R. 1214 also requxres state and. local govemments to deny such beneﬁts

to illegal ahens : f o

Title V would lower food starhp benefits and limit eligibility. To the extent that states

choose to provide benefits either through their General Assistance programs or in - .

~ other ways to offset the loss of food stamp benefits to certain categories of recipients— -

- primarily -able-bodied. reclplents with no children who do. not comply with work
requlrements--states could incur add1t10na1 costs. A]so, states may choose to invest
more in workfare or other Job-related programs for those recipients losing benefits
o ‘because of the work requ1rements, thereby allowmg them to retain federal food stamp

benef ts. R : : - : -

. ."
't : .
[ a0

A
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- ‘reported by the (‘,ommrttee on Ways and Means on March 8,.1995. In addition to. the ;
..three constituent "bills, H. R 1214 ‘would make most : non-citizens me11g1b1e for ..
Medlcard (w1th the. exceptlon of emergency semces) H R. 1214 would requrre that

[
I

I

¥
b
y

I

|

I

].

- i
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Food Stamp qualrty control (QC) prowsrons would be strengthened under HR. 1214
‘CBO has not estimated any savmgs to the federal government from these provisions.

‘The Secretary has the: authonty to allow any penalties assessed to a state because of "~ °

hlgh error rates to be spent|to improve the state’s food stamp administration. . Even

- 50, if hrgher penaltles are assessed to the states under the rewsed QC rules the states y

could incur ‘some addmonalr costs. Pl

I

‘ Sectron 576 would allow courts to 1mpose on people convrcted of certam food stamp
" violations sentences that would include forfeiture of property involved in the violation.

The proceeds from the sale of this forfeited property could be used to relmburse R
federal and state agencies for costs incurred in law 'enforcement relating to the
forfeiture. To the extent that states are currently mvolved in these law enforcement
activities and not being' re1mbursed for them, th1s provrsron could result in some
- savings to state and local govemments ‘ ; SRR '
Co I
Trtle VI dealmg wrth Supplemental -Security Income rmposes relatlvely few D
requrrements on'states and relaxes some current ones. ‘The proposed removal of drug -
addicts and alcoholics from the SSI and Medicaid rolls would probably boost demand
for general assistance payments but trim_states’ costs. for Medicaid, with uncertain
overall effects. Cutbacks m cash SSI benefits to disabled children w1]l probablyf |
increase demands on state -and' local welfare programs, but those . are extensively -
restructured by Title Iin-a way that affords states great latitude in determining future
spending on such populations.  The new block grants for services to disabled children -
“will bé state-administered, ;permitting states to offer services chosen from a list
authorized by the Commissioner of SSA. Finally, the proposed repeal of section 1618
- (the maintenance of effort requirements that now apply to optional state

supplementation of.SSI beneﬁts) would grant states’a' latitude  that they TIOW lack, o '

though it is not. clear how many would rush to take advantage

* Title VII would increase chrld support collectrons and reduce. the relrance onwelfare - .

for certain families. - CBO lestrmates the prov1slons would reduce state and local_ o

spendmg by $0 4 brlhon in 2000

ESTIMATE COMPARISON None. -

PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE S & PRI

‘This estlmate tracks closely wrth CBO’s’ analyses of three ‘other b111s that compnse'
HR. 1214. Those bills are H.R. 999, ordered reported by the Committee -on
" Economic and Educational Opportumtres on February 23, 1995; H.R. 1135, ordered
reported by the Committee on-Agriculture on March 8, 1995; and H. R. 1157, ordéred

i
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ESTIMATE APPROVED BY: .

an alien obtain citizenship before becoming eligible for food stamps rather than simply

~ apply for citizenship, as would be allowed in H.R. 1135. The levels of the Temporary

Assistance for Needy Famlhes and Child Protection block grant in H.R. 1214 vary-
slightly from levels authorized in H.R. 1157. ‘This cstlmate also rcﬂccts 1nteract10ns '
among the prov151ons of the thrcc earlier bills. o :

, ESTIMATE PREPARED BY

‘ John Tapogna (Tltles I and VII), Dorothy Rosenbaum (Txtles II, III, and V), Kathy -

Ruffing (Titles IV and VI), Robin Rudowitz (Mcdlcaxd), and Ian McCorm1ck
(Commodities) (226-2820) : S N :

o (@d ()(m e cJZ@I

Paul N. Van de Water
Assistant Director
for Budget Analysis
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SUMMARY TABLE: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF HR. 1214
THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995
As introduced March 13,1995 .
{by fiscal year, in millions of dollars) - lA . L - S
— . 1996 - 1997 1958 1999 2000 Total
TITLE |: TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR . |*
NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT :
DirectSpendlng , . o o ’ R S
Budget Authority (2004) (2265 (2681) ' (3.135) (3617) (13,702)
Outlays (1.906)  (2211) - (2636) (3,100) (3582)  (13,435)
TITLE If: CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT :
Direct Spending : » Lo
BudgetAuthonty - L (286) (388) (498) (662) r(816)  (2.650)
Outlays . 171 -~ (305) (448).  (609) (762)  (1.953)
Total Authorization of Appropnahons ' . o . ‘ : A :
Budget Authority L 167 - 166 166 - 166 165 na -
Outlays S 179 179 166 166 . 166 na
TITLE Ili: CHILD CARE AND NUTRITION
BLOCK GRANTS
Direct Spending o L :
Budget Authority v (1,890)  (2196)  (2518)  (2848) - (3,167) (12.619)
Outlays . : o (1292) (2137) (2456)  (2783) (3,104) (11,772
Total Authorization of Appropriations o , ‘ o :
Budget Authority T ; 2842 - 2998 3,024 7.046 7.239 ‘na
Outlays 2617 2992 3,021 6,682 7.215 na
TITLE V: RESTRICTING BENEFITS
FOR LEGAL ALIENS
Direct Spending , - _ Q ) 3
Budget Authority (100) ~ (5200) (5350)  (5250) . (5.450) & (21,350)
Outlays (100) - - (5.200) (5,350) (5.250) (5.450)  (21.350)
TITLE V: FOOD STAMP REFORM AND
- COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION
Direct Spending . . : IR SR o A :
Budget Authority - - C(1779)  (3.045)  (3.964)  (4.833)  (5822) - (19.443)
‘Outlays ' ‘ (1.779) - (3045) (3964) . (4833) (5822) (19,443
Tota( Authonzahon of Appropnahons ‘ N . : : ‘. : - :
‘Budget Authority 300 .-+ 300 . 300 . 300 300 na '
Outlays ! 253 - 300 300 na

(oontinued) :



SUMMARY TABLE: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214

THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995
As intmduced Mard't 13,1995 o

H

(by fiscal year.mm«l!mofdollam)‘ ‘ ; . . .
T 1996 1907, 1998 1999 2000 Total.
TITLE Vi: SUPPLEMENTAL secumw .
INCOME
Direct Spending : ’ e :
Budget Authority (1,345)  (2100) (2300) (2620) (3.224) (11,589)
Outlays - » (1.203) © @111)  (2340) (2593). (3203) (11,450)
TITLEVI: CHILD SUPPORT ~ - . .
Direct Spending ' : o
* Budget Authority (83) 59 - (149 (85) - (108) (349)
Outiays (83) (59) (14) (85) (108) (349)
|voraLs: TiTLES | - Vit
Direct Spending . . . Ce , : .
* Budget Authority ! (7A487) (15253) (17325) (19.433) (22,204) (81,702
Outiays . (6.191) (15068) (17.208) (19253) (22.031) (79.752)
Total Authorization of Appropriations ' ‘ IR
Budget Authority ‘ 3,409 3,464 3,490 7512 7.704 3
Outiays : 3,049 3471 3486 7149 7.681
o ,
Memoranda: - E
New Authorizations Relativeto , ,
Budget Authority ; 2233 2,415 2578 2767 - 2859 12,951
. Outiays - R ¥ £ £ 2,554 2412 2766 2934 13443
New Authorizations Relative to i '
1995Amropnat;onAdjustedforlnﬂauon L ' .
Budget Authority 2,059 2059 2019 2011 1993 10,141
Outiays 2644 2237 1,899 2056 2,021

10,856

Rows and columns may not add due to rounding
‘na = not applicable .

Note: Nwﬁbers in parentheses are negative numbers
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TABLE 1: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214 TITLE I
. TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT
As introduced March 13, 1995 |
{by fiscal year, in millions of doliars) - - L ‘
IR 1996 1897 1998 1999 2000
CREAT|0N OF BLOCK GRANT :
Repeal AFDC 'Emargency Ass:smnoe :
and JOBS Programs :
Family Support Payments . ' £ ;
Budget Authority . - (16,299)  (16,645) (17,061) | (17,535)- (18,072)
. Outlays - B -{16,089)  {16)595) (17.011) (17,505) (18,042) -
Food Stamps a/ P
Budget Authority i 50 . 20 130 - 260 370
Outlays " 50 - 90 130 260 370 -
Medicaid : _ .
‘Budget Authority - b b/ b/ b bf
Outlays b/ ‘bt bf b/ bf
Authorize Temporary Family
Assistance Block Grant
Family Support Paymenﬁs . C . : o o
Budgst Authority - ! 15,390 15,390 15,390 15,390 15,390
Outiays i 15,236 15,390 15,390 15,390 15,390 |
State Population Adjustrment Fund | T
" Family Support Payments ' o ’
Budget Authority ‘ o 100 100 100 100
Outiays ! 0 100 100 100 100
i . .
Evaluation of Biock Grant !
Family Support Payments -
* Budget Authority 10 10 10 10 10
Outlays 2 g 10 10 10
Establish Rainy Day Fund
Family Support Payments . : . oy
" Budget Authority . 0" 0 0 0. o
Outlays 0 0 1 0 0 o
Penalties for State Failure.to ;
" Meet Work Requirements : -
Fanﬂy Support Payments - ’
. Budget Authority : 0 0 0 - (50) {50)
© Outiays ; 0 0 0. - (50) (50)
Direct Spehding Subtotal by Account, Creation of Block Grant
Family Support Paymen& o T NS
Budget Authority 1 (899) (1,145) {1,551) -{2,085) (2,622)
Outlays ' (861) (1.096) (1 511) (2,055) (2.592)
Food Stamp Program N R
. Budget Authority ' 50 90 ‘130 260 370
Outlays - . 50 90 ‘130 . 260 370
Medicaid - 4 N L :
‘Budget Authority . ' b bf v bl bl - Y
) Out!ays i b/ - bl b/ b/ b/
Direct Spendmg Subtotal all Acoounts Cfeat]on of Bk)ck Grant .
_ Budget Authority {849) . (1,055) (1,421) (1,825) (2,252)
Outlays {811) {1,008) (1,381} (1,795) (2.222)

(continqed)



TABLE"! FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214, TITLE .
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT

As infroduced March 13, 1995

{by fiscal year, in millions of qouars)'

1997 .

2000

1558

1999

1996 -
REPEAL CERTAIN CHILD CARE PROGRAMé -
Repeal [V-A, Transitional, and At-Rtsk
Chikl Care
Famtly Support Payments : .
. Budget Authority (1,155) (1,210} (1,260) (1,310) (1,365)
_Ot-fﬁaye ' (1,095) | (1,205)  (1,255) (1,305) _ (1,360)
TOTAL DIRECT SPEND#NG TITLE |
Famtly Support Payments 5 S . :
Budget Authority. (2,054) (2,355) (2,811) (3.395) (3.987)
Outlays : (1,956) (2,301) (2.766) (3,360) (3.952)
Food Stamps : o ’ . .
" Budget Authority ‘ i 50 90 . 130 260 370
Outlays 50 90 . 130 260 370
Medicaid . i : )
Budget Authority - ; o, b/ b/ b/ b
Outlays - ‘ b/ Y o/ b/ b/
TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS « |
Budget Authority (2,004) {2,265) (2,681) (3.135)  (3.617)
Outlays (2211) . (2,636) {3,100) {3,582)

‘Note: Numbers in parentheses are negat:ve numbers.,

(1,906)

- afFoodsiampoostsassoaatadwrﬂxT:ﬁelmHR 1214ambwﬂmanﬁwoseeshmatedlnTtﬁeiofHR 1167

bacause of interactions with food stamp policies that were not included in H.R. 1157.. Those policies includea .
craat_ionofafoodstampbhckgram(atstata‘opﬁon)andﬁmitaﬁmsonfoodsmmpbemﬁtsﬁomostbgalaliens.' )

b/ Theeﬁoctoflog:slatzonholdmgMedmndbemﬁcianeshamlessmmMedmadbudgetasundear States
: mynpmnmmmanwnbefdmyspowmallymswmhmﬂm small savings, or

budget neutrality. Thempactofﬁwhgzsla@mmbbohmdydgﬁarmmdbyﬁwnmp‘enwnﬁngmguhbons. |

]
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TABLE 2: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF HR. 1214, TITLE (% Co L osoes

CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM
Asmfroduoed March 13, 1995

' (by ﬁscai year in mnlhons of ddlars)

1906 1997 1998 1998 2000
DIRECT SPENDING ; g U |
' FosterCarelAdophonAsstsmnceand ; T R PR
FamuIyPresarvabon fee oL I
Repeasrmw-amw-sofuwmtmny‘m P T
Budget Authorty. I. (4 2] (4589) - (5011) | (5435)  (5893) .
Ouﬁays coo T s, (3367) (4479) (4830)0 (5356) {5,809)
Authorize Chid Protection Block Grant . .. T
Budget Authority . - | 3930 4195 4507 - 4767 5071 .
Ouays ~ ~ - S s 4169 - 4476 4741 - 5041
NauonauRandanSampleswdyofChMWetfara' < e S
Budget Authority A : - 86 7 -6 .8 o8 6.
Outiays « 1 1 - 6 . 8 - 8 . 6

A
[+]
¥
[}
[+]

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING TITLEN - '

Fostsr CarelAdopbon Asssmma and o
Famiily Preservation L
Budget Authority !
OQutlays . ’

LA (B05). (s48) - (609). (762),

AUTHORIZATIGN OF APPROPRIATIONS R

. Reptace Child WetfareSemcesunderwrrentlaw
.PartBofToﬂeNofﬁeSocsaiSewntyﬁct - ’ ) e o
' Authorization Level e C (328) . . (325) (325) (325) - (325)
Estimated Outlays ‘ o ' (260) (315) . (325) = (329) {325)
Replace Child Wetfare Research and Training under - ‘ S
. wrrantlawPartBothﬂeNaftheSmlSawmyAct T o
: . Estimated Authorization Level Sy (12 0 (12 0 1y 13y
EsumatedOuuays L f.» L@ © (12 . (12, - (12)

) Auﬂ’uonze Mdmona! Biock Gmnt for Chl!d Pr'otection

(286) - (388).  (498) (662  (818) .

outays ks oais o es ws as

Estmated Outlays =~~~ . . 437 ' 486 - 486 . 486 . 1486

C!eanngm:sqandhoﬂimmmssmgandmmway oo L S

Children P e B
_Authotization Level ' S A ST SUR T A A
Estimated Outays S B T A AN A A

' ChndWetfareResearehandTmmmg R I RS N P

Authorization Level -~ -~ . . v 10 10 o100 0 10 100

Esamamwuuays S 2710 100 100 o

. TOTAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS VIR R P |
. Estimated Auﬂ'xonzatmn Level "~ = - to467.0 v 1667 186 - 166 ., 185 -
- . Estimated Outiays - . C o179 o179 1660 0 166 0 0 186, .

i
k'« &

‘Notes: Numbers in parentheses are negat:ve nurqbers
. Details may not add to tomls due to rounding.



TABLE 3: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214, TITLE Il L caromes
BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE AND FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE -~ -
As introduced March 13, 1985

_ {by fiscal year, in mtllms of dollars)

1996 1997 1998 1959 3000
‘DIRECT SPENDING - , ‘

Reptace Child Nutrition Act and Nat:ona! SGhool
Lunch Act: Child Nutrition Programs
Child Nutrition Programs o «
Budget Authority ‘ . (8,571) {8,152y  (9,755) (10,386) (11,016)
Outlays : S {7.305) - (9.065) (9.665), (10,291) (10,922)

-Authorize School-based Nutrition Block
" Grant Program 7
Child Nutrition Programs . ' , , ; y ' .
Budget Authority ' 6681 6956 7237 7638 7849 .
. Qutlays : ) - 6,013 6,929 - 7,208 7.508 7818

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING TITLE 1t

" Child Nutrition Programs ' ! o S _ ’
Budget Authority o ¢ {1,890) (2,196) (2518)  (2,848) (3,167)
Outlays - - (1.282) (2,137) {2,456) {2,783) (3.104)

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Authorize appropriations for the Child Care
Development Block Grant . ‘
Payments to States for the Chikd Care

Development Block Grant - :
Authorization Level 1,943 © 1,943 - 1,843 - 1,043 1
‘Estimated Outlays - : ) ! 1,748 1,943 | 1,943 1,943 1,943

Repaal Other Child Care Programs :
‘Other Child Care Programs : " B o :
Authorization Level » L (8) (6) - {B) " A (5)) 0.
Estimated Outlays : ' (1) 5y ®) (6) (6}

Authorize Family Nutrition Block Grant Program _

Family Nutrition Block Grant : o . _ ‘ ,
Authorization Level : 4606 = 4777 4,936 5,120 ' 5,308
Estimated Outlays -~ . 4145 4760 4920 5102 - 5289



Estimated Outlays .

T 2617

2892

3,021 -

TABLE 3: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214 TITLE W} " 03120095
BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE AND FOR NUTRlTION ASSISTANCE . o
As introduced March 13, 1895 , i
' (by fiscal year, in milions of dollars) ' , L
] , « 1996 - 1997 1998 1999 2000
Replacae Special Supplemental Food Program
for Women, Infants and Chikdren
~ Special Supplemental Food Program for
Woimen, infants and Children S C
Estimated Authorization Level. . {3,685) - (3,708) (3,838) o .. 4]
Estimated Outlays " {3,262) (3.695) (3,826} {345) (4]
‘Replace Federal Administrative Costs of the
Child Nutrition Programs I
Food Program Administration _ i S o - '
Estimated Authorization Level ’ (41) (43) (44) (46) (4D
Estimated Outlays (37) (43) (44) - (46) ©(4T)
Authorize Federal Activiies under School- S
Based and Family Nutrition Block Grants : :
Food Program Administration ) : T
Estimated Authorization Level 21 21 2. 23 24
Estimated Ouﬂays 18 C 2t ﬁ; < B 24
Authorize Fund!ng for National Academy of Saemes
to Develop Model Nutrition Standards forthe
Schooi-based and Family Nutrition Block Grants
Food Program Administration - : '
Estimated Authorization Level 1 0. o 0 0
Estimated Outlays 1 0 0. 0 0
Authorize Data Publication
Food Program Administration . : . - .
Authorization Level - oo 4 12 12 i V4 12
Estimated Outlays : 3 10 12 12 .12
TOTAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS, TITLE Il -
* Payments to States for the Child Care
Development Block Grant ) .
Authorization Level ' 1,043 1,943 1,943 1,943 1,943
Estimated Outlays . : . T 1749 0 - 1,943 1943 - 1,943 1,943
Other Chiid Care Programs . N o T . . :
Authorization Level {6) (6) &)y (6) 0
Estimated Outiays ) &) : 6y 6 )
Family Nutrition Block Grant . N . ’
Authorization Level 4606 4777 - 4938 - 5120 . 5308
Estimated Outlays 4,145 4760 . 4920 . 5102 © 5289
Special Supplemental Food Progmm e :
for Women, Infants and Children. . . ' : :
Estimated Authorization Level - - . - (3,586).  (3706)  (3,838)+ ¢] .0
. Estimated Outlays ' i (3,262) - (3695)  (3,826). (345 . 0
Food Program Administration o . L o -
Estimated Authorization Level -~ . . | (16) (10)- an -1y (12
Estimated Outlays : : {14) - (11). {11)- (- (12)
TOTAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS . C . ‘ .
Estimated Authorization Level ‘ 2,942 2,998 3024 7046 @ 7,239

. 6682 7215




TABLE 4: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS dF H.R: 1214. TITLE IV

RESTRICTING BENEFITS FOR LEGAL ALIENS
As Intnoduoed March 13, 1995

0320/85

(By fiscal year, In mlllms of doflars)

1987

1999

(100)

1996 - 1998 2000
Supplemental Security Income : c '
Budget Authority -{80) . (,250) (2.350) (2,350) (2,600)
Outlays ! (50) ~  .250) (2.350) 1 (2,350) (2,600)
Medicald . , '
Budget Authority - ! {(50) (1,850) (1,850) (1,950 (2,000)
. Outiays ‘ (50) = (1,850) (1,850) (1,950) (2.000)
Family Support Payments . .
and Title XX Block Grant - .
Budget Autmnty al a/ af - af a/
Qutlays al a/ a/ a/ a/
Food stamps b/ ‘
, Budget Authority -0 {1,100) (1,050 (950) {850)
- Qutlays . 0 (1,100)  (1,050). - E50) (850)
Earned income tax credit o/ - ) : :
: Budget Authority na’ © na na na na
Outiays . na ‘na- na na na
_ Studentloans o/ . :
Budget Authority -* - - -~ -
Ouuays « . ! o u =
Child nutrition and foster care . .
Budget Authority o o & o al af
Outlays ’ o af a/ a/ al a/
TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE IV
Supplemental Security Income
Budget Authority - (50) (2,250) (2,350) (2,350) (2,600
Outlays - (50). (2,250) (2,350) (2,350) (2,600
Food Stamp Program
Budget Authority 0 (1,100} (1.050) (950) - (850
Outlays o (1,100) (1,050) (950) (850) .
Medicald : . )
Budget Authority (50) (1,850) (1,950 Q ,950) (2,000
(50) (1,850) (1850) .  (1,850) (2,000
Eamed Income Tax C(edlt . o
~ Budget Authority . na na na na
: ! na na na na
Student loans i o
Budaet Aoty : SR S S R
- [TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS - v . ' ' )
Budget Authority (100) (5,200) (5,350) (5.250) (5,450)
Outlays , (5.200) (5,250) (5,450}

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are negative numberé

CBOis relymg on the Commniees assurance, that a technical correction will be made In H.R, 1214 clanifying . -
that several small categories of aliens (asylees, aliens with deportation withheld, and temporary agricuttural workem)

will be ineligible for benefits under S8l food stamps, and Medicald.

l

a/ Progtamarebtockgmntsorwouldbeoomeftedlntoblockgrantsundero(herprowsnonsofl-{R 1214 No

additional savings from denying eligibility to afiens. .

b/ Assumes enactment of other provisions atfecting food stamps in Title V.of H.R. 1214
¢/ CBO is awaiting an estimate by the Joint Committee on Taxation. Expected to be small or zero.

d/ The student loan program is not on the fist of "blg 5‘ programs from which most tegal afiens would be explicitly barred.
Small savings, though, would occur if nommmtgram borrowers on student visas were barred under the promsaons

of Section 402,

.



TABLE 5: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214, TITLE V - ‘03r0ms
FOOD STAMP REFORM AND COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION B
As introduced March 13, 1995

(budget authority and outlays by fiscal year, in millions of dollars) :
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

4

DIRECT SF‘_ENDING .
Food Stamp ngram o e | { ‘ .
SunpuﬁedFoodStammegrama/ 0 0 o o o
Allow 2% annual increaseto © -~ | . c o o N
103% of Oct. 1994 Thrifty Food Plan | (480)  (800) _ (1,140) (1.550) (2.030)
Freeze standard deduction at $134 ! (150 (400)  (830) (876)  (1430) :
Freeze excess sheter deduction @) (500 (10) (805 . @15)
Freeze homeless shetler deduction o MW @ @
Count state energy payments asincome - (175)  (175) - (180)  (180) (185)
ChangeinueamentofLIHEAPpayMs | L @) @) (40) @0) . - (40)
Freeze vehldeallwanoeat$4550 0 (®) (130 (165) . (200)
Work requirements N (110 (1170) (1230)  (1,300)
Treatment of disqualified individuals L) @) @ @ @)
Encourage EBT systems ; | "0 4o (160  (300) }(540)
Value of minimum aliotment ’ .0 0 (30) (305 (30)
Inital month benefit determination e . @ @) (2 (@)
Food Stamp Program management | 0 0 -0 0 1)
Work supplementation or support program ‘ 1 10 15 2 30
Cimnal Fortetwre . - I 5 Wb W b
Double penatties for program violations: PR e
Claims Collection o Y e © ©) © - (_5)
Interaction among provisions Ul e 2 s 572

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLEV - .~ - i |

~ Food Stamp Program - , : : S '
Budget Authority . (1,779)  (3045) (3964) (4833 (5822].

Outiays Lo o (1.779) ~ (3045) © (3.964) (4833) - (5.822)

TOTAL AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPR!ATIONS, TITLE'V

Authonze Consolidated Commodity Distribution e L . : .
Authorization Level 300, 300 ° 300 300 300
Estimated Outlays ‘ T T 283 T T 3007 300 300 © 300

NOTES: Numbers in parenthes&s are negatnve numbers
* Less than $500,000 i
a/ The language for the simplified food stamp program ensures that states will pay no more in food
stamp benefits under a simplified program than they would ‘under the regular program. Savings
or costs are possible, however, depending on how states |mplément the Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families Block Grant and the food stamp provisions under this bill. CBO esumates '
» the net effect of this provision to be negligible. - . :
bl CBO is unable to estimate these amounts ' '
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TABLE 6: FEQERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214, TITLE VI

03120195
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME T
As introduced March 13, 1995
Uﬁsea!year, in millions of dollars) - L L , .
. 1996 1997 . 1998 1999 2000
Denial of S8 BanaﬁtstoDrugAddms
and Alcoholics S
SupptemlSeamtylm beneﬁts N ‘ o
Budget Authority ) (277) (243) (215) (249) © (260)
Outiays o (277) (243) (215) (249) (260)
Supplemental Security Income RMA oosis al ' A
Budget Authority \ o (142) - (186) (166) - (193) (214)
Outlays - ‘al - (142) (186) (166) .(193)
Family Support Payments : - ‘
Budget Authority b/ LY - b/ © bl
Qutlays o b/ Y b/ b/ bl
Food stamps ¢/ R B -
Budget Authority . . . 30 30 20 20. 20
Outlays . : 30 30 . 20 20 20 .
Medicaid : . o ‘ :
Budget Authority (108) - - (98) (89) {108) (117).
Outlays . (106) 96) - (89). ~ (108)- (117)
Additional Funding for Treatment df i y ‘ o ) -
Budget Authority j o 100 100 100 100
Outlays 0 45 80 | 100 100
Subtotal, provision . )
Budget Authority (495) (395) (350) - (430) (471)
Outlays . (353) (406) (390) (403) (450)
$Si Benefits to Certain Chi{dren
Supp!ementaloewntylnoome | L T : ‘ o
. Budget Authority : » (849) (2,381) (3.054) (3.698) (4,677)
Outlays (849) (2.381) (3.054) (3.698) (4.677)
Family Support Payments - :
Budget Authority Y LV b/ b/ Y
. Outlays V. . . ) b
Food stamps ‘ ‘ . Lo :
Budget Authority - ’ 130 300 350 400 480
Outlays » 130 300 350 400 - 480
. Madicaid. ; = Ly . ’ -
BudgetM\omy : o el of el e/ ol
‘Outlays - ' : e/ ef of e/ ef
- Block Grant (SSI) - - ’ L o :
Budget Authority : . 0 412 790 1,148 1,490
Outlays . 4] 412 790, 1,148 1,490
Subtotal, provision i Co ‘ c - ' . B
Budget Authority o o (819) (1,669) ' ' (1,814)  (2149)  (2707)
© Outiays - (1669)  (1,914) (2,707)

(819)

. (2,149)

R R



TABLE 6: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OFHR 1214_‘mst1‘ t e - oar00e5°
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME = ! « :
As introduced March 13, 1995 .

. (By fiscal year, inmilions of dollars) o Lo
~ N 1996 1867 1998 159 2000°

Other SS provisions

Supplemental Socurrty lnoome ‘ o : o
* Budget Authority oo . (31 (36) - (36) ,  (41) (46)
| Outays e e e @ e

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE VI

Supplemental Security Income ) : . :
Budget Authority , . (1,399) - (2.434) (2,681) (3.032) ©  (3,707)

Outlays - ; . (1.257)  (2390)  (2701) (3,005) {3,686)
Food Stamp Program ’ : . ’ ' . ]
’ BudgetAuthonty ! 160 - 330 370 . 420 500
. Outays - i 160 330 370 420 - 500
Medicaid Lot : : : : .
Budget Authority . . (106) . (96) (89) (108) - (117)
Outlays I, o (108) (%) - (89) (108)  (117)
Drug Treatment Program - e e : C ' ’ . o
Budget Authority - : o - 100 100 - 100 . 100
Outiays - . : o - 4 80 100 100
TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS . | . ' . v
Budget Authority a0 -~ (1,345) (2,100) | (2,300) . (2,620) (3. 224)

Outlays ) | ‘ (1,203) (2111) ©  (2340) (2.593) (3,203)

Notes: Numbers in parenmoses are nogatve numbers

Theesumtesassummatdxsauoddawmnmrdedbmeﬁtsaﬂerefmm“nbeswm:hedfromceshbeneﬁs-
to block grant services without such conversion being viewed as @ “tarmination.” Terminations generally requu'e
- evidence of medical improvement, wheareas the cash-versus-services assignment would hinge onthe
du?d‘sabﬂdy(evenhﬁweabsecmofuwdmlmpmva)tooopemﬂuﬁsmalpersonalass:stancesudxss
heipwrtheahng dressmg,andtodetfuncums ‘
dCostsforcontactsmﬂxrefanalande»gagetwes(RMAs} Bmusesuchcontactsamnegobahadayeat
in advance, cancellation penalties may preclude savings in 1996.
1+ Thesepmgramsaremmedtabebbck—gmmadatfmdddlaramnt NoaddmonalcostsfmmwthngSSl
beneficiaries.
o/ m«mntofcﬁwfoodsmmpdtamesomtamedhﬁueVdHR 1214, Nsoasumﬂxatated\nml
change will be made in Title V goveming the level of the food stamp caps.
d/ Theseaddiuonaimnds not subject to appropriation, would be directed through two existing programs: the Federal
Capacity Expansion Program and regearch activities at the National Institute on Drug Abuse. :
o H.R. 1214 explicitly maintains Medicaid eligibility for children receiving SSI, whether they qualify for cash orforsemces
(through the block grants to states).  CBO assumes that most disabled children removed from the SS1 program entirely.
would nevertheless retain Medicaid coverage through their eligibility for the Temporary Family Ass:stanoe Block Grant
mesueoessortoﬂ\eAFDC program, as estabhshed in Title l)orthecr poverty status.” .
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TABLE 7: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H R. 1214, TITLE VI ‘ 0TS
CHILD SUPPORT _ \ o o
As introduced March 13, 1895 .

(budget authority and outlays, byﬁscalyaar.hrmumofdonam)

1996 1897 1998 1999 2000
State obligation to provide . ,
Family Support Payments - 0 .0 0 3. 11
Food Stamp progmm 0 0 0 0 0
Maedicaid 0 "0 0 0 0
Subtotal ‘ 0 0 o 3 NELE
Distribute pre & and post AFDC arrears to famnly ﬁrst . : )
. Family Support Payments o 0 o] 0 44
,  Food Stamp program "0 0] 0 0 8)
Medicaid o 0 .0 0 0 -
- Subtotal 0 ] ] 0 36
Eliminate $50 passthrough payment to - '
families - ’

. Family Support Payments S (250) (260) - (280) - (290) (300) - ¢
Food Stamp program - . 130 140 150 150 - 160
Medicaid ] S+ I 4] 0 ‘ 0 0
Subtotal t(120) (120) (130)  (140) {140)

Stats directory of new hires I L ‘
Family Support Payments o 0 11 (9) - (14)
Food Stamp program’ .0 0 (2) (10) - (15) -
Medicaid (o] 0 @ . (9 (31) -
Subtotal .0 0 1 . (37)- 60y -
Adoption of uniform state laws . .
‘Family Support Payments 0 10 1 (8 (12)

-Food Stamp program : , o . 0 (%)) 3 5
Medicaid ~ ; 0 o @ - {4) A7)
Subtotal 0 - 10 2 @15 ~(44)

" State taws providing expedited setvices . BN ’
Family Support Payments .0 0 0 (18) . (38)
Food Stamp program ' 0 0 o - ) (14) -
Medicaid 0. 0 0 ) - (14)
Subtotal .0 "0 0 (30) (88}

" State laws concerming patemity S : :
Family Support Payments. ) 0 {1€) (18) ° {20) (22)
Food Stamp program - 0 ) G @ (4)
Medicaid 0 @ ) - (3) (3)
Subtotal ~ 0 ;

@ @ @ (29)

{continued)
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TABLE 7: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF HR. 1214 TlTLE Vi

CHILD SUPPORT
As lntroduced March 13, 1995

i

Q3an7es,

Metau&vﬁyandwﬁays.byﬁsw!year,hmdimofdoﬂats)
. 1996

:

Performance-based incentives
Family Support Payments -
Food Stamp pmgram '
Medicaid

' Subtotal

Federal and state reviews and audns 5
Family Support Payments ;
Food Stamp program s
Medicaid .
Subtotal

cocoo

Automated data processing development §
Family Support Payments . o
Food Stamp program
Medicaid :

Subtotal

Automated data processing operation and

maintenance

Family Support Payments

Food Stamp program -

Medicaid - . o

Subtotal ) .
Technml assistance to state programs

" Family Support Payments

Food Stamp program

Maedicaid
Subtotal

Grants to states for access and visitation -
Family Support Payments ,
- Food Stamp program
Medicaid
Subtotal

. Interactions with Tite V Provisions
Family Support Payments . . « 0

Food Stamp pmgram ] . o @
Medicaid - : ’ 1]

Subtotal S | LM

cooo

8003 WOoOOoOW CO0CO

Noowm

1997

o000

WOoOOoOWw

Bool

Béoé‘

noon

(16)
0
- (16)

NO O

" Bool . woow

foo®

000

EOOE WOooWw ococoO0O

o
woo%

Boob

0
@2)
-0

@2

cooo

O00O0

Roo® " woow

Sool

%ob%

[oNalolo]

0 v
(34)
¢}

(39)

‘IroTAL DiReCT SPENDING, TITLE whoooo

Budget Authomy and Outiays

Family Support Payments - T (208)
Food Stamp program S 124
Medicaid , R .0

TOTAL o @)

(178)
121

S (@

. (59)

(117)
. 115

(12

(14)

(148)
. 95.
1(32)

- (85)

(133> |
(55)

(108),

Note: Numbers in parentheses arehegaﬁ?a numbers. -
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ESTZMA?ED FIVE- XEAR STATE LOSSEB UNDER THE HOUSE

REPUBLICAN’PROPOSAL H.R. 1214
‘ Table 1

AT

This table 1llustrates the fundlng loss that would occur to‘
each state under the various titles of H.R. 1214. The
losses under the cash assistance, the child protection, the
child care, and the child nutrition and food stamp programs
are based upon a 81mple methodology that assumes each
. state’s losses are in proportion to overall spendlng levels
" in that state. The percentage loss for each state is
roughly equivalent to the percentages shown in Table 7 at
the end of this packet. In actual fact, states who
experience greater population growth or a recession over the,
next five years will lose substantlally more than these
estimates would 1nd1cate

The funding loss for restricting eligibility for legal
immigrants is distributed upon the basis of legal immigrants
currently receiving assistance. This loss -is most heavily
concentrated in four states--California, Texas, Florida,.and
New York. These four states have over 76 percent of the

~ total loss in federal funding and are most at risk of having

- this loss translate into an increased need at the local
level or be reflected into more charity. care at institutions
like publlc hospitals, for example.

The loss in SSI funding is also not. évenly‘dlstrlbuted among
states. The percentage -0of lost funding for SSI chlldren,
for example, varies greatly among states. :

The differences between Table .l and Table 7 are due. to the
following: (1) the cash assistance and child protection

‘block grants in Table 7 have funds for research included in
their totals, and these are not shown in Table 1; and (2)

~ the estimate of the state losses for the 1mm1grant provi-

" sions in Table 1 contain SSI and Medicaid savings while'.
Table 7 shows these losses in the SSI program and the other-

» spendlng cuts 11ne.' ‘ o
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TABLE 1 I o

Prelimina Analy: sis
" Estimated Five Year State Lossw Under the
“House Republican Welfare Bill, H.R. 1214

360y .

($43)

(Millions of Dollars) : , , - v
. State Title 1 Title 11 “Title 111 Title 1V Title V Title VI
. Child Care . ; ‘
AFDCBlock =~ Child Block Grant ) ) ; o " Food |- Total
Gram {no child Protection = (Includes Title I Nutriton .Immigrant - Food Stamps 8s1 Stamp Five Year
‘ care cuts) Block Grant - child care cuts) Block Grant  Provislons ~ Provisions Provisions Offsets Reductions
Alabama (580) ($35) ($44) . ($120) (814) ($282) ($339) - $86 (§828)
Alaska " - {$50) - ($5) ($6) {$40) ($18) ($30) ($11) - 818 ($142)
- |Arizona - . (5168) ($45) , ($40) . ($133) ($165) ($337) ($106) . m $922)
- llArkansas . ($26). ___. @83 . . @18y 167 R ¢ 7)) ($129) , ($362) $73 | - $575)1 .
California _ ($3,438) . (8531) T ($208) ($1,099) T (87,71717) C($2,486) T 7T ($880) $1242 | @150l -
Colorado . , ($130) . ($31) T(825) ($87) ($87) ($185) ($65) $53 85571
Connecticut ¢$121) ($35) . $27) (340) ($109) - ($162) 6315 - $48. ($502)
.. {Delaware $19) $6) - 7 ($22) {$10) ($36) (817 $9 ($109)
. |iDist. of Col. $0 ($15) 37 (520) ($24) %67 ($25) . %4 ($153)
orida ($412) - (d121) ($100) ($388)  ($1,419) ($1,207) ($430) - $207 ($3,871)
liGeorgia ~ - ($192) To(815) - {$82) $131) ($82) ($429) - ($202) $97 ($1,037)
Guam’ ($40) s $2) $s5 NA NA * - $13 ($35)
awaii - ($68) 17 ($8) ($41) ($114) ($95) $7 823 o ($328)
Idaho . - 81 L (84) ($9) ¢ ¥)) ($8) $47) ($65) . 8171 ($150)
Minois (3458) - ($158) ($86) ($198) $471) (§958) ($869) : $298 ($2,896)
- ($168) ($52) . (348) $71% ¢ ($287) - ($273) . $102 | ($820)j -
119 . - {$23) $19) ($34) sy ($110) (887 o853
($53) T(820) ($25) . ($100) ‘ ($28) ($139) ($112) 371 ($441)
($92) ($52) $41) $s1n - ($12) - ($290) ($363) $94 | - ($837)
G Vi) BRI ¢ 1.1} {$44) ($20M) - ($63) - {$402) - ($727) $153 |- (51,445
($52) {$15) ($8) ($37) 12y - ($88) T (819) $20 $211)
$192) ($50) - (543) C(s118) ($173) ($326) ($137) $85 o (8953)
$297 ~($76) ($63) ($108) ($548) ($342) ($188) | $127 | ($1,494)
{$340) ($143) ($59) ($159) ($209) (3710) ($675) $227 ($2,066)
($206) ($41) ($43) ($153) ~($120) ($223) ($160) - $94 ($852)
($46). T($33) $25) ($123) )] ($251) - ($384)" $83 | (5789
R ¢ 18 ) IR 1)) (346) © ($113) ($31) ($371) ($270) $105 | - ($909)
(8300 . - (%6) R 1)) ($30) (84 - ($39) ($22) "$13 | ($124)
($18) . (81 ($20) ($66) ($10) ($52) $13 | ($205)




Pre!lmlna% nalysis
v

Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the
“House Republican Welfare Bill, H.R. 1214
(Millions of Dollars) ) , S :
! tate Title 1 tle itle’ Title 1V e V Title V1
: : Child Care
- AFDC Block Child Block Grant . : - Food | = Total
Grant (no child ~ Protection  (Includes Title I Nutrition Immigrant Food Stamps SSs1 Stamp Flve Year
- care cuts) . Block Grant child care cuts} Block Grant ~ Provisions Provisions Provisions Offsets Reductlons |’
- (38) .58 . (37) ~(s27) ($48) ¢ " ($20) $6 | (3187
($31) - -89 . (88) (5103 DR ($44) . . (8 13 ($103)
- ($163) $59) ($41) ($79). (3598) - (3451) {5230) 173 ($1,528)
($110) V) 1) (1) 873 S15M . (369) $46 | .- ($508)
(82,026 . ($267) ($143) T ($373) (52.846) (82,543) - ($1,170) - $848° T ($8,520)
($209) - ($36) ($107) (3170) - (342) ($303) ($443) 5145 (31,165)
($14) ... . .. {36) . (86) . ... ($31). 8. LT (824 ¢ )] $6 | T (885
(§525) ($169) ($112) $171) ($94) ($957) ($529) -$260 ($2,297)
($82) - ($24) . ($44) ($105) (324) - ($210) ($8%) 341 ($533)
. (s11g) ($24) ($34) - ($88) 3 ~ ($308) (359) $48 ($661)
;o (3189) ($158) ($94) - ($121) ($199) ($902) . (§568) $161 ] . - (82,069
($26) - ($13) ($30) ($129y NA . © NA * $8 ($189)
($52)° | ($15) ($10) ($15) (392 (8103) ($28) $21 | ($294)
70 . (19 T (331 ($96) - ($16) - ($174) . .($168) - 3.73 " ($522)
$14) ($4) (36) ($20) ($2) ($26) ($30) $10 S (892)
$7%) 9 (565) ($116) {819 . .. (3473 (5236) $661 - - ($927)
. ($323). ($196) $172) (5690) ($1,300) (52 137) . ($598) © $208 ($5,208)
) (525) ($8) ($26) ($80) - (323) ($81) ($49) 17 ($276)
Vermont . ($29) ($8) (36) - {$13) ($6) ($32) (38) $u (391)
Jivirgin Istands - (84 (81 . $2) s - %0 . NA . * 1 ($83)
- [Virginia - ($91) ($27) -(344) 39 - -(5145) . S ($364) . ... ($32D) $87 (3$920)
iWashington $277 ($24) (364) - ($142) . ($220) ($503) . ($163) $116 {$1,276)
[West Virginia $90) .- $17 ($18) - - ($48) $4) ($134) - Ts1e | - . s48. ($373)
Wisconsin ($210) - (348) (839 ($27) ($99) L (8183) ($354) $129 | - ($830)
Wyoming ($10) (89 - (3% ($16) ¢sn ($18) ($19) 36 ($67)
Territories * (s1) L)) $1 NA . (316 NA | $0 . ($22)
ITO's ” L d $71) (339) bl L. * $0 ($111)
Totals ($11,852) ($2,816) ($2,372) ($6,622) ($17,500) = ($20,300) $12,174) $5,910 - (367,127
nallocated s T8 _$0 52 $0 (820 ($979) ($865)
ther provisions . ' S ($747)
rand Totals ($11,809). {($2,724) - ($2,372) (§6,624)  ($17,500) " ($20,320) ($13,183) .1 $5910 | - ($69,364)

NA - Estimates are not available
* # Sate or Territory has no program

** HR1214 contains no funding specifically designated for tribat orgamzatiom

#4# Number in columns and tows may not add due to rounding
##¢# Estimates may not gdd due to rounding.
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Table 2 ‘ ‘ .

»  This table dlsplays the b111 8 FY 1996 allocatlons to states ,
for Titles I (Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy
-~ Families), II (Child'Protection Block Grant), and III (Block
Grant for Child Care) o



| TABLE 2.

Prehmmary Analysns

‘Allocation to States in the House Repubhcan Welfare Blll
H R. 1214, Escal Year 1996

. (Millions of Dollars)

sate . Tidel ‘ Tite 11 - Title 11
AFDC -~ Child Protection -~ . Child Care
. Block Grant ' Block Grant Block Grant

Alabama | 386‘ T s2 836
Alaska . $62 $9 - 85
JArizona - . %206 . . s48,. . $33.
JArkansas o sss L s o s15
California . $3,374 - $841. - - $170°
Colorado . |- sio8 SR 7 - 820
Connecticut | ©$235 o $53 $22
[Delaware 85 | s $6
Dist of Col oS4 o s $6
Florida. - $529 $127 $82
" |Georgia - $325 $47 . $67.
Guam = 85 | st $2

Idaho = S < 3 U . $8
Nlinois | - $528 $20  $10
{ndiana -~ |- - $200 - SO~ & N 839
Towa o - $119 o $33 o 815
Kansas . |~ osw03 . $35 - 820
Kentucky S 811 . 860 | B
Louisiana | s1s8 o $62 $36

Maryland -~ | " $211 - S 880 835
_IMassachusetts . %S0 . osn21 .. 852
" IMichigan b s o s . %48

 [Minnesota - %23 . . s $35

Mississippi - |- $79 SR 37 R )

Montana - %2 s 86
" INebraska . %51 . T %20 - 816,

[Hawaii - 1 $93 815, %6 |

Maine | $75 o %20 s6 )

Missouri ' $20L . . $66 e8|




Preliminary Analysis

Allocation to States in the House Repubhcan Welfare Bill
H.R 1214, F:scal Year 1996

(Millions of Dollars) 3 - B -
State  TitleI Title I -+ Title I
| _AFDC =~ Child Protection Child Care
Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant
[Nevada . 835 . 1/ ;  $6 -
New Hampshire | $38 o $13. ' 8T
INew Jersey - . | $394 . o $59 T $33
" |New Mexico OS2 ‘ $16 $17
New York 228 . s4a1 . ST
North Carolina | $280 %45 . $88
INorth Dakota = 823 812 T 8s
Ohio ~ : [ . sm- . %196 . . %2
Oklahoma - . 8146 - $23 - 836
Oregon - 8165 $36 828
.- |Pennsylvania L 647 . s61 877
Puerto Rico - - $90 o s ‘ $24
Rhode Island o889 . $18) $9
"|South Carolina | " $95 SR /X3 ©$25
ISouth Dakota B 5 E P A
Tennessee S8 836 $53
Texas $440 - $153 . 8141
Utah - - $75 T (2 $21
Vermont o ss L s 85
Virgin Islands $3 B VO T )
Virginia . s1s8 . . $33 - . - $36
Washington s394 . $40 $52
West Virginia =~ | $los . - - $12 . . 314
Wisconsin $309 SRR 72 S 832
Wyomng | . %0 B
Territories .+~ NA . P R T $58
fiTo's N T *: o 86
Totals ~ |~ $1539%0 . $44l6 - $1,937

* HR 1214 contains no funding specifically for tribal organizations.
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‘ ‘ Table 3.

This table displays the FY 2000 Reduction by State in :
Federal Child Care Funding and in the Number of Chlldren
Recelvzng Federal Chlld Care A551stance

The proposed Block Grant for Ch11d Care-reduces and caps
federal funding for child care. Accordlng to the proposed
law, in FY 2000, states would receive 25 percent less in
child care funding than they would have received under _
current law. This means that 400,000 fewer chlldren would
receive federal child care asszstance ‘



' Table 3
i
PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS | ; 7
FY2000 REDUCTION BY STATE IN FEDERAL CHILD CARE FUNDING ~ o e

J\NDTEIENUMBEROFGMDR!NWHO mmmcanbcmammca

t

- .. LOSSINFEDERAL _-REDUCTION IN
i » L "+ CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE CHILDREN RECEIVING
JSTATE . : . - FROM BLOCK GRANT . FEDERAL CHILD CARE
. , ‘ (in millions) ASSISTANCE IN FY2000
ALABAMA o C $12.0 ' 7,400
JALAS] . . ‘ . . - $1.6 . 950
JARIZONA S . ) . $10.9 ) B 6,720
RKANS : L ' ‘ $4.9 ‘ . 3,020
[PFORNIA . o » ‘ $57.1 : . 35230
}COLORADO . S : ) $67 2 4,130
JCONNECTICUT o - , $14 T 48T
DELAWARE Co ' ‘$2.0 , , © 1,230
DISTRICT OF COLUMB ‘ R K 1,170
IFLORIDA ‘ : 274 16,900 §
BCEORGIA , . : . $22.6 13,940
BHAWAL 4 : S - 3 § : 1,300
EDAHO - ‘ ‘ 2.5, ‘ 1,540
PLLINOIS L . i x] 14,500
ENDIANA . . o $13.1 8,080
powa - . ~ ' o B % | ‘ . 3,150
Beansas . B T $68. C | 4190
e CKY c s ) o 811-3} L 6,970
RLOUISIANA : o » P - X B L 1,460
MAINE - S ' . $21 o A 1,300
RYLAND ; o - : $11.8, . 7,280
SSACHUSETTS ! o $17.3 , : 10,670
ICHIGAN v ‘ . $16.1 . 9,930
IMINNESOTA . : A - $11.8 . . 7,280
ISSISSPY ’ . o . . $7.0 . . 4,320
BMISSOURI ‘ | - $128 - 7,900
MONTANA ' _ o 21 : 1,300
PBRASKA . T : - $5.4 o 330
EVADA . A ‘ $2.0° - 1,230
' HAMPSHIRE i . S22 . : o 1,360
JERSEY ‘ L ) L 2 : . 910
INEW MEXICO e 387 - : 3,520
EW YORK _ T . : 393 : : 24,240
ENORTH CAROLINA : L ' 294 o 18,140
ORTH DAKOTA i : ’ ' . 816 ‘ ‘ . 990
for10 » : , B - X B 18,940
OKLAHOMA . . $12.0 ‘ o 7,400
JOREGON . ~ e $9.4 5,800
' PPENNSYLVANIA | : S S 287 . T 15,850
IPUERTO RICO : ; s ‘ o $8.2 o 5,060
RHODE ISLAND . | . A A I 2 T
ISOUTH CAROLINA : o : I $84 . - 7 sa80
ISOUTH DAKOTA : v 3 WA 990
A TENNESSEE ' . S . $17.8 a 10,980
T S : $47.2 29,120
BUTAH - : ) . G $72 e
fVERMONT . - o $t8 ‘ 1,110
JVIRGINIA - - ‘ , $12.0 o 7,400
ASHINGTON : v : ) $174 ) 10,730
IWEST VIRGINIA ‘ e T o $4.8 Tl 2,960
EWISCONSIN o . s10.8 . . 6,660
JWYOMING S I : : R X 930
ITRIBES © U T T $19.5° . - 12,030
fTERRITORIES .| -~ = .0 .« " . $33 S 2,040
BALL STATES . : ) - T - 6510 o . m.seo
Peccent Roduction : - S . 25% : R
Notcs

1. The block gnnt amount is set &t FY!994 CBO Baseline fevels. : . ’
2. Funds sre allocated acoording to HHS figuces on FY1%94 expenditures and allocations.
3. FY2000 figures are FY1994 allocations and expenditures adjusted by the nationsl growth rate figures.
4. Children served was determined by dividing total federal allocations and expeaditures
by an average federal expenditure figure of $1621. Thisisnot a lu!l-(ime - equivalent.
S. Numbers may not exactly equal m(lonal ﬁgures due to rounding. .

i.‘
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Iﬂlﬂ? OF ENACTMENT
i - Table 4

> VThls table dlsplays the effect of 1mp1ementatlon of the :
= House Republlcan bill on the chlldren on the SSI rolls by
state 1n December 1994. o j ‘ ;

> "An estimated 186,579 chlldren (21%) would continue to be
© eligible to receive cash benefits and Medicaid as well as
‘block grant services due to being institutionalized or’at—
‘risk of institutionalization. New applicants must be in
- this category to receive cash benefits under criteria
establlshed in H R. 1214. .

> An estlmated 476, 941 chxldren would contlnue to receive cash
‘ benefits and. Medlcald because they were determined eligible
for SSI based on the medical listings and are, therefore,
grandfathered under the proposal; however, in the future, .
this category of children would only be elxglble for block
grant services and Medicaid..

> An estlmated 67,478 children would. 1mmed1ately lose cash
beneflts, but' may be determined eligible for block grant
services and Medicaid if they reapply since they would have
met the medical listings if they had been screened for them.
Despite the fact that these children are identical to
children that were screened under the medical 1lst1ngs, the
- bill doces not continue thelr cash beneflts.

> An estlmated 157,472 chlldren would 1mmed1ately 1ose cash
and medical benefits and would not be ellglble for any
benefits under the proposal

L =



Table 4

859

Preliminary Analysis
- Reduction in Child E eéibihsr for SSI Benefits Under the
House Republican Wellare Proposal Upon Date of Enactment
Children Who Would Children Grandfathered Children Who May ‘Chlldren Percentage of
) : - - Still Recelve SSI into SSI.Cash Benefits and Reapply & Receive Losing All Children Who
State Chiidren on SSI Cash Benefits remalning eligible for Medl- Non-Cash Beneflts " SSI Beneflts Would Lose
"FY 19%4 and Medlcaid cald and SSI block grant*? Under Llst_tngs and Medicald Cash Benefits
Alabama 26,910 5,651 14,411 2,054 4,793 25%
Alaska . ’ 720 151 402 50 117 23%
Arizona 10,450 | o 2,195 6,411 - - 553 - 1,291 18%]
" llArkansas 18,730 3,933 6,969 - 2,348 5479 - 429
California - 67,320 14,137 44,627 2,567 5,98 13%
[Colorado B v {1 T 1,829 - 8,807 22 = 782 129
Connecticut o 4,860 : 1,021 © 12,7183 kil 739 - 2%
“|Delaware 2,150 452 1,406 88 205 14%
Dist, of Columbia 2,530 . 531 . 1,561 . 131 T - 307 . 17%
Florida : - 51,880 4 10,895 33,064 2,376 5,545 15%,
* IGeorgia . 25,920 T 5,443 ‘ 16,930 1,064 2,482 14%
Guam : ou » : * . . .
awail” 950 200 - 685 20 46. 1%
Idahe 3,390 2. 1,298 414 966 - 41%
Ilinois 46,840 9,836 123,092 4,173 9,738 30%
Indiana 18,170 3,816 - 8,959 1,619 m 30%
6,870 1,443 3,719 513 1,196 25%
7.150 - 1,628 . 13,801 696 - 1,625 30%
19,900 4,179 “8,314 2,222 5,185, 3%
39,830 8,364 15,756 4,713 10,997 . 39%
2,430 510 1,677 73 170 10%]
11,450] . 2,405 6,510 761 1,775 22%
14,240 2,990 8,063 956 2,231 22%
36,540 7.673 17,135 3,520 ~ 8,212 32%
9,570 - S 2,010 4,917 793 1,851 8%
24,270 o . 5,097 11,068 2431 . 56M 33%; -
19,600 ' . 4,116 10,051 1,630 3,803 28%
2,000 420 1,235 103 - 241 17%
2,429 241

4,090

20%




Preliminary Analysis

Reduction in Child El ‘bﬂig for SSI Benefits Under the
r

House Republican Wellare

" Table 4

oposal ‘Upon Date of Enactmént

Children Who Would Children Grandfathered Children Who May . Children Percentage of
: o Still Recelve SSI into SSI Cash Benefits and  Reapply & Recelve Losing All ‘Children Who
State -~ -~ . |. ~Children on 881 -Cash Benefits remsining eligible for Medi- Non-Cash Beneflts SSI Benefits Would Lose
‘ - FY 1994 | and Medicaid cald and SSI block grant" ] . Under Listln‘g_rs and Medlcaid Cash Benefits
. 2,370 498 1,605 80 187 1%
1,700 357 1,230 34 - 1%
T 20,090 4,219 11,338 1,360 3,173 23%4
. - §,440 - 1,352 , 3,881 - 362 i 845 - 19%
— ... 15,160 15,784 ©o---35,673 — - T 16,592 - Nn%
26,310 - 5,525 11,430 *2,806 6,548 6%
1,150 - 2427 B 5 ‘ 47 109 13%
46,740 9,815 27,150 1932 6,842 2%
11,040 , 2,318 7,213 453 1,056 14%) -
6,590 - 1,384 4,348 287 601 13%
39,750 8,348 -20,150 3,364, . 7,849 C28%
. * L] * L] *
‘ ) 2,540 . 533 1,484 157 366 21%
o - 16,340 . 3,431 9,631 983 2,295 20%
i . 2,600 546 B 1,488 - 170 ~396 22%|
~ - T 22,560 4,738 13,914 1,173. 2,736 17%
53,200 iam . 30,065 3,589 8,374 22%
e 4260 895 - S~ 2,405 288 - 6N - -33al
1,330 27% 973 23 . 55 6%
- * ' . ] .. . [N}
© 20,220 -, 4,246 - 9,184 2,037 - 4,783 34%
10,420 2,188 5,576 797 1,859 - 25%
7,800 1,638 4,106 617 1,439 26%
20,630 © 4,332 9,684 1,984 4,629 - 12%
1,070- 225 459 116 271 © 36%
90 LX) e *he " [Y 1)
- 888,470 186,579 476,941 67,478 157,472 25%

* Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands do not have child SS1 programs.

**+ Assumes that 30% of the IFA children who would lose all benefits would reapply

and receive benefits under the listings criteria,

s#2 Other includes the Northern Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases; International Cases, and

cases with invalid DDS coding. . Data are unavailable to determine the distribution of SSI children in this category. '

i

—



REDUCTION 111 CHILD ELIGIBILITY FOR SSI BENEFITS @
' UNDER THE HOUSE REPUBLICAN RROPOSAL, FY 1996 - Fx”gpqp

Table s

> This table displays the estimated state-by-state number of .
.children (one million) who the Social Security Administra- -
tion would determine are eligible and would receive SSI
benefits under current law between FY 1996 and FY 2000 and
how they would fare under the House Republican proposal.

» . Of the one million children, only 210,000 would qualify for

© cash benefits; 612,800 children would be eligible for block
grant services and Medicaid; and 177,200 children would be

determined ineligible for benefits. : ‘



Preliminary Analysis

Reduction in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits
Under the House Republican W;lfare Proposal,

Table 5

Fiscal Year 1996 - Fiscal Year 2000
*| Number of New | Children Who Would  Children Losing SSI Children
Child SSI |- Still Receive SSI ~ Cash Benefits, but _ Losing All
State Recipients Cash Benefits - eligible for Medicaid - . SSI Benefits
- .FY96-FY00 and Medicaid and SSI block grant and Medicaid
Alabama 30,288 6,360 18,536 5,392
~ JAlaska 810 - . 170 .. 509 131
- |Arizona 1,762 2,470 - 7,839 1.453
Arkansas 21,081 | 4,427 110,491 6,164
California - 75,771 15,912 53,122. 6,737
Colorado 9,803 2,059 6,899 846
Connecticut 5,470 1,149 3,490 832
|Delaware 2,420 508 1,681 230
IDist. of Columbia 2,848 | . 598 1,905 345
Florida ' 58,393 | 12,262 - 39,893 6237
|Georgia. 29,174 6,126 20,255 2,792
Guam 0 ot o* *
Hawaii 1,069 225 793 52
Idaho 3,816 . 801 1928 1,087
Miinois 52,720 W 1,0M 30,695 ° 10,954
Indiana 20,451 4,295 11,908 4,249
Iowa 7,732 | 1,624 4,763 1,345
Kansas 8,723 | 1,832 . 5,063 1,828
Kentucky 22,398 | 4704 ] 11,862 5832
Louisiana | 44,830 9,414 23,045 12,370 | .
[Maine 2,735 | 574 1,970 191
-[Maryland 12,887 2,706 8,185 1,996
Massachusetts 16,028 3,366 10,153 2,509
IMichigan 41,127 | . 8,637 | 23,252 9,238
|Minnesota e S22 . 6,428 2,082
Mississippi 271317 . 7 5,736 © 15,198 6,382 |
. IMissouri S 22060 . 4,633 1349 4,278.|
Montana 2251 T4z 1,507 271
Nebraska 14,603 | 967 3,005 632




Prelumnary Analys:s

" Reduction in Child Eligibility for SST Benefits
Under the House Republican Welfare Proposal

Fiscal Year 1996 Fiscal Year 2000

"Table S

|

'

Children Who Would

Children Losing SSI

* Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands do. not have child SSI programs.

**% Other includes the Northem Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases, International Cases and .
cases with invalid DDS coding. Data are unavailable to determine the distribution of SSI ch:ldren in this category
***%* Number in columns and rows may not add due to roundmg

Number of New - Children

Child SSI Still Receive SSI Cash Benefits, but Losing All

State Recipients |’ Cash Benefits eligible for Medicaid ~ SSI Benefits

FY96-FY00 -and Medicaid and SSI block grant and Medicaid

2668 | . 560 1,897 211

e 402 1,423 89

: 22,612 4,749 14,294 3,569

7,248 1,522 4,776 950

84,505 I . 17,765 48,166 18,664

29,613 16,219 16028 7,366

1,294 m N 900 122

52,607 11,048 - 33863 7,697

12,426 2,609 ;8,629 1,188

7,417 . 1,558 5,184 675

44,740 19,395 26,516 8,829

, ol o * *

2,859 . 600 1,847 411

18391 1. 3,862 11,948 © 2,581

2926 615 1,866 446

25,392 | 5,332 ; . 16,982 13,078

Texas 59,878 12,574 37,884 9,419

4,795 | 1,007 ' 3,032 - 156

Vermont 1,497 314 - 1,121 61

Virgin Islands 0 : e . e

Virginia = 2758 . 4,779 : 12,632 5,347

Washington - 8| 2,463 ‘ 7,174 2,001

West Virginia 8719 . 1,844 5317 1,619
Wisconsin S 23220 4876 13,136 5208 | -

. |wyoming 1,204 253 647 305 |

lother ‘101 Lk ®kk . kE

) | o : } o o

Totals ' 1,000,000 | 210,000 612,800 177,200
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‘ PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF NUMBER OF CHILDREN DENIED
ELIGIBILITY FOR AFDC BENEFITS BY H.R. 1214
- Table 6

The number of children who aré denied AFDC benefits or have
their benefits reduced is based on the 1993 AFDC caseload
using the 1993 AFDC Quality Control Data. The research on
the relatlonshlp between AFDC benefits and fertlllty and
marrlage is inconclusive. Therefore the progected impacts
for minor mothers and the family cap provisions do not
assume changes in behaviors such as fertlllty and teenage
marriage. The impacts do incorporate an increase in
 paternity establishment due to the 1993 OBRA amendments
regarding-in-hospital paternity establlshment and an
assumption that a pregnant woman without prlor AFDC receipt
who would be subjected to the family cap provision wlll
delay appllcatlon until after the chlld's birth.

"'70 000 chlldren would be denied benefits due to the
provision to deny benefits to the’ chlldren of mlnor mothers
‘until the mother turns 18. ‘ ; v

2. 2 million chlldren would be denied beneflts due to the
famlly cap. : -

4.8 million chlldren would be denled benefits. due to the 60
month time limit on. AFDC receipt.

. 'An est;mated 6.1 m;lllon children would have their benefits
‘denied or reduced due to the above provisions combined.. The
combined effects do not equal the sum of the independent

~effects since some children would be affected by more than

one prov1 8 1on
-
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‘Table 6

o Preliminary Estimate of the Number: of Children Denfed from AFDC
and by Specific Provisions of the House Republican Bill (H.R. 1214) by State
INDEPENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS - Steady State (no behavioral effects)

.hPage 1

92,000

Denial of Denial of Denial of - Number of |
Projected | = AFDC AFDCto | AFDC fo Children
Number | to Children | Additional Children who have
T "of . | Bornto | Children | = Because | - o their benefits
) - State Children | Unmarried Born to the Family Combined | Reduced
L ~ on- | Mothers |: Current [Recelved AFDC| Effects . Because
AFDC - Under Recipients | ~ for more of -Paternity is
-~ in |+ 18 of AFDC |than 60 months | Provisions Not -
_ , 2005 @ 1. @ - (3) o (1,2,3) Established |
- {ALABAMA - - 122,000 1,670~ © 21,000 ] 46,000 58,000 39,000
.|ALASKA 30,000 110 4,000 10,000 13,000 6,000
ARIZONA 170,000 1,250 | 24,000 57,000 - 73,000 51,000
ARKANSAS 63,000 | * 170 12,000 24,000 31,000 16,000
-~ - | CALIFORNIA 2,241,000 12,050 433,000 994,000 1,261,000 588,000
COLORADO 101,000 ' 520 16,000 34,000 45,000 28,000
CONNECTICUT 136,000 . 1,070 25,000 . 50,000 |. 64,000 34,000
. |DELAWARE 28,000 | 220 5,000 - 10,000 13,000 6,000
DIST OF COLUMBIA| . 56,000 560 12,000 26,000 33,000 26,000
FLORIDA ' 605,000 5,570 93,000 192,000 253,000 193,000
- |GEORGIA 348,000 2,340 64,000 142,000 180,000 50,000
HAWAII 48,000 10 8,000 18,000 23,000 12,000 :
IDAHO - 17,000 - 140 2,000 5,000 7,000 - 4,000 | -
ILLINOIS 598,000 - 4,440 138,000 250,000 321,000 227,000 |
INDIANA 177,000 1,040 33,000 69,000 | 88,000 47,000
IOWA - 82,000 450 15,000 31,000 39,000 19,000
KANSAS 73,000 320 13,000 27,000 36,000 19,000
KENTUCKY - 187,000 1,560 33,000 72,000 89,000 47,000
LOUISIANA - 235,000 600 46,000 100,000 125,000 | 89,000
MAINE V ; - 55,000 430 10,000 24,000 - 30,000 11,000 | -
MARYLAND 185,000 950 34,000 73,000 50,000 | !



Table 6

MASSACHUSETTS |

66,000 |

The sum of the states may not add to the total due to rounding, .
' Individual provision effects do not add up to the combmed effects because some children may be affected by more than one provxs:on

Pa_ge 2

256,000 1,930 44,000 101,000 { 131,000
MICHIGAN 553,000 2,100 126,000 267,000 329,000 139,000
MINNESOTA 155,000 - 310 27,000 62,000 79,000 36,000
- |MISSISSIPPI 153,000 1,000 31,000 66,000 82,000 53,000
MISSOURI 218,000 1,720 43,000 - 90,000 | - 114,000 54,000 |- -
- IMONTANA 28,000 50 4,000 | 9,000 .- 11,000 6,000
NEBRASKA 39,000 __ 210 8,000 15,000 - 20,000 12,000
NEVADA ; 30,000 180 |. 5,000 11,000 14,000 10,000
- INEW HAMPSHIRE . 24,000 110 4,000 9,000 - 11,000 5,000
INEW JERSEY 302,000 1,700 57,000 123,000 155,000 87,000
. |NEW MEXICO | 72,000 290 10,000 23,000 30,000 19,000 |
 INEW YORK -{ 917,000 4,210 154,000 373,000 477,000 216,000
- |NORTH CAROLINA 281,000 1,920 50,000 - 108,000 138,000 81,000
- INORTH DAKOTA - 15,000 140 2,000 _ 6,000 | 7,000 - 3,000
. J|OHIO 597,000 _.2,550 114,000 211,000 276,000 180,000
- [OKLAHOMA 111,000 _ 450 - 19,000 46,000 57,000 33,000
OREGON - 97,000 910 16,000 . 38,000 48,000 22,000
PENNSYLVANIA 517,000 2,490 | 110,000 239,000 293,000 | 146,000
- |RHODE ISLAND {52,000 130 10,000 20,000 | 27,000 14,000
SOUTH CAROLINA 135,000 1,280 24,000 - 46,000 60,000 41,000
SOUTH DAKOTA 18,000 60 3,000 7,000 | 9,000 5,000
|TENNESSEE 246000 2,120 - 40,000 92,000 115,000 69,000
TEXAS 670,000 4,780 102,000 228,000 297,000 _.-.222,000
- |UTAH 45,000 120 6,000 15,000 19,000 10,000
VERMONT - 22,000 30 4,000 9,000 11,000 | ‘4,000
|[VIRGINIA- . 166,000 730 29,000 61,000 78,000 52,000
- |WASHINGTON $ 237,000 . 920 - 38,000 92,000 117,000 51,000
|WEST VIRGINIA 93,000 320 17,000 41,000 | 49,000 21,000
- |WISCONSIN 205,000 1,190 37,000 75,000 96,000 50,000
WYOMING = 14,000 130 2,000 5,000 6,000 3,000
. -|TERRITORIES _ 173,000 310 24,000 58,000 | 70,000 | 25,000 |
‘ TOTAL_ 12,000,000 70,000 2,200,000 4,800,000 6,100,000 3,300,000
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UNDER H.R. 1214
Table 7 ‘

Fifth Year Spending Reductions

>

In the fifth year of 1mplementetlon, federal spendlngkfof'
social welfare programs will be reduced by 14 percent under
the House Republlcan bill.

The 1argest.percentage reduction is in child care spending.
The House Republican bill reduces federal child care
spending by 25 percent .in FY 2000. Cash assistance spending
is reduced by 19 percent, child welfare spending by 14
percent, SSI. spending by 14 percent, child nutrltlon by 11
percent and Food Stamps by 18 percent '

Reductiona Over Five Years

»>

‘Over five years between FY 1996 and FY 2009 the House
-Republican bill will reduce federal spending on soc1a1

welfare programs by 12 percent

Over the five years between FY 1996 and FY 2000 the largest
percentage reduction is in child care spending. The House
Republican bill reduces federal child care spending by 20
percent over five years. Cash assistance is reduced by 13

percent, child welfare spending by 10 percent, SSI spending

by 13 percent,; child nutrition by 10 percent, and Food
Stamps is reduced by 14 percent. ‘



~ Table 7

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY PROGRAM AREA UNDER H.R.1214 .

1. All estimates are preilmimq Cash Assistunce, Child Wellare and Child ere are yrellmlmry HHS estimates.

This estimate does not Include child cure repealers.

[PPSR

.. Baseline figures do not Include Puerto Rico,

. Due to staté behavior In drnvdng down CCDBG funds, budgd nuthnrity nguru were used for chl)d care mimatu

» Food Stamps offsets are from the Caxh Ammnee. 8st Rel‘oms, and chﬂd mupport enforcement estimates. -

SSI Reforms Is  preliminary CBO estimate. Chlld Nutrition and Food Stamps are preliminary Department of Agriculture estlnmtu.

(Numbers in millions)
. - .' 3 5 Year
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 -1999 2000 Totals
: Cash Assistance Block Grant . : o . ' _—
Baseline 15,373 15,846 [ 16,519 17,226 17,822 18476 19,161 89,204
Doliar Cut n Funding/2 -1,125 -1,726 -2,321 -2.976 -3,661°  -11,809
Percentage Cut in Funding - <T% -10% -13% . -16% ~19% -13% -
Child Welfare Block Grant L “ ~ , o
Baseline 3,489 4,192 4,749 5,107 5,544 - 6,006 6,498 27,904
Dollar Cut in Funding . -288 -376 -491 -691 -878 -2,7124
Percentage Cut in Funding 6% 1% . 9% -12% -14% -10%
Child Care Block Grant/3 o , L '
- Baseline 1,914 2,171 1 2,235 - 2,331 2,421 2,506 2,594 12,087
Dollar Cut in Funding ) 29 388 478 563 651 237
. Percentage Cut in Funding--- - - 13% 0 <17% 20% T -22%. . -25% -ZQ%
. Chlld Nutrition Block Grants o 4 ; '
Baséline 10,745 11,561 12,378 12,923 13,509 14,095 14,725 67,630
Dollar Cut in Funding ' . -1,091 -1,190 -1,337 -1.4%7 -1,569 ~6,624
Percentage Cut In Funding 9% S%  -10% - -10% -11% -10%
Food Stam, o v ‘ » S }
Baseline/ 25519 . 25,1591 26,120 27,347 28,521 29,677 30,846 142,511
Dollar Cut in Funding . 2,135 .-3,525 4,140 4,880 5,640 «20,320
Percentage Cut in Fundin 8% -13% ~15% -16% -18% ~14%
Offsets from Other Provisions/s 85 . 915 1,220 1,520 1,870 5,910
-Net Dollar Cut in Funding -1,750 2,610 2,920 -3,360 3,770 14,410
Percentage Cut in Funding (with offsets) 1% -10% -10% =11% -12% -10%
SSI Reforms o L o I -
Baseline | ' 26,300 26,600 ] 27 700 32,500 35, 600 38900 45,600 180,300
_ Dollar Cut in anding o ' . 41,308 - 4,642 . -5,054 -5,358 -6,289 -22,651
PercenmLCut In Fundlnj 5% -14% -14% -14% -14% ~13%
TOTAL «BASELINES : ‘ . 83,340 85,529 89,701 97,43'4' 103,417 109,660 119,424 519,636 o
TOTAL DOLLAR CUTS IN FUNDING . -5,8584 410,932 -12,601 -14,385 .16,818 -60,590
PERCENTAGE CUT IN FUNDING - 7% -11% «12% -13% -14% -12%
o OTHER SPENDING CUTS/6 . -148 2 122 -2,115 -2,149 «2,240 -8 774. :
TOTAL FUNDING CUTS 6,002 -13,054 -14716 -16,534 -19,058 69,364
"NOTES:
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TITLE I: BLOCK GRANT TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES S

Block Grantmg of AFDC o

14

Proposal - BT

The Personal Responsibility Act would eliminate all existing statutory language on the purposes,
administration, and requirements of the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Jobs,
Opportunities and Basic Skills (IOBS), Emergency Assistance (EA), and Quality Control (QC)
programs and replace them with a block grant to states to provide assistance to needy families and -
their children, end welfare dependency, promote work and marriage, and discourage out-of-wedlock
births. Eliminated, for example, would be provisions on: individual entitlements; fraud; fair ;
hearings; state financial pamclpatlon consrstent standards of need who in the family is eligible; and
statewide program avaxlabrllty

The Transntlonal At-Risk, and IV-A JOBS chlld care programs also would be repealed States would
be required to operate work, child support, child protection, foster care and adoption programs.

Discussion

Block granting the AFDC program would have adverse effects on low-income families with children
- and could potentially deny many needy families their primary means of financial support. The bill is

designed to allow states the flexibility to address the needs of the low income families: with children

of the state in a manner which the state deems appropriate. However, many states may not have the.
. ability to provide for the effective administration of public aid and, under the provisions of the
Personal Responsibility Act, there would be no means to ensure that services a family might need
would be available. Also, fewer needy families would lnkely ‘be served since states would no longer.
be tequired to match federal funds spent on public assistance. It is likely that dollars traditionally set
aside for public assistance may be diverted- to meet other state needs. The historical record of states
in the adrmmstratxon of publlc ald is a mixed record that vanes cdnsrderably among states.

Table 1 (see Appendzces) shows that there is a wide variation among states in their performance in-

- different programs under current law. For instance, columns .one and two show that the percentage of
adult' AFDC recipients who participated in JOBS in 1993 ranged from 5.1 percent in Tennessee to '
49.5 percent in Nebraska, while the percentage in work activities during that year ranged from 0
percent in many states-to 15.9 percent in Nebraska. In regard to rates of paternity establishment for

 IV-D cases, New Mexico had the lowest rate (11.2 percent) and Missouri had the highest (92.6

percent). These examples show that when states are given control over the spendmg and operatxon of
these programs there wxll be large variations in their performance ‘

Given the removal of almost all federal oversight reqmrements the federal govemment would have
little ability to require states to-meet basic standards of fairness. States are allowed to impose any -
benefit level or time limit on a case-by-case basis. The state would also be allowed to treat married-
- couples differently from smgle-parent families and, for example, place on these families more severe
eligibility criteria. In times of budget crises, a state may eliminate families from the assistance rolls _ .
in order to meet balanced bu‘dget requirements. This raises serious equity-issues; some families -~ -~ -
within a state might be denied benefits despite having equal needs and similar characteristics to a o
family that receives aid. Although local charitable organizations may provide services when state

© assistance ceases, it is unhkely that they would be able to meet, the increased demand for private

SCI‘VICCS ;
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ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (HLR. 1214) — continued - .. L Page 2

Currently, the AFDC program is funded through an open-ended federal-state match. Eliminating the -
entitlement status of AFDC and movmg to a block grant program would have adverse consequences
for states’ ability to handle economic and demographic changes. One of the more important beneﬁts
of the entitlement status of AFDC is the considerable protection it offers states during times of :: .
. recession that result in drastic caseload increases. When the unemployment rate in a state lncreases ,
leading to an increase in the caseload, federal dollars are automatically available to the state to help
maintain the economy and protect citizens. Although these circumstances require additional state
spending to meet the crrsrs the federal dollars help off-set the 1mpact

For example between 1987 and 1993, the child populatlon increased 17.2 percent in Florrda (see
Tables 2 and 3). Meanwhile, the poverty rate for children increased 6.3 percent over that same time
period. Tables 2 and 3 show that there was substantial variations across states in the number of
children and the child poverty rates. Some states’ child populations did not change a great deal, for
example, Iilinois (1.1 percent 1ncrease), Indiana (.1 percent decrease), and Iowa (.3 percent decrease).
~ Other states showed large increases. For example, Nevada’s child population increased by 39.2
percent between 1987 and 1993. The District of Columbia’s child population decreased by 15.4

- percent during that same period. During this same period, states also showed differing changes in
‘their rates.of child poverty. - While the poverty rate in the United States increased by 2.5 percent
between 1987 and 1993, some states’ rates decreased while others’ increased. During this period of
‘time, the child poverty rate of Colorado decreased by 4.2 percent while the rate of Connecticut -
increased by 11.2 percent. These tables show that after a block grant is implemented there will most
likely be changes in the number of children in a state and in the poverty rate among those children.
The block grant will not be able to adequately adjust, for example, to a 39 percent increase in the
number of children and/or an 11 percent increase in the poverty rate among children. As a result,
states that face difficult economic times would have to make tough choices about reducmg beneﬁt
levels or denying benefits to needy chlldren and families. : .

It is not uncommon for caseloads to increase 20 or even 40 percent in a year or-two as a recession
hits. Tables 4 and 5 (see Appendices) show how over the years, both AFDC caseloads and

" expenditures for AFDC and other related programs have increased. Caseloads have increased by
about one-third and expenditures have increased by over-50 percent (some of that increase is
attributable to the creation 'of .the JOBS programs). However, once again we see variation in the
growth or decline of caseloads and expenditures among the states. Some states show particularly
dramatic increases in their caseloads. For instance, between 1988 and 1993, Florida’s caseload grew
by 130 percent, Arizona’s by 118 percent, and New Hampshire’s by 156 percent. During this same

- period of time, Wisconsin’s caseload decreased by 10 percent. Factors that could lead to these state- I

specific changes are démographic changes (illustrated in Tables-2 and 3) and economic upturns or
downturns. The data clearly illustrates correlations between increases in caseloads and expenditures
in some states as they entered recessions or experienced population growth, or corresponding
decreases as states’ economies 1mproved If a block grant had been in place during this period of -
time the impact on states would have varied considerably and this variation would not have been the
result of individual state policies or factors within the states’ control. Currently, the federal
government pays an average of 55 percent of each dollar spent on AFDC benefits. When Food
Stamps is included (currently funded 100 percent by federal resources), the federal government pays .
an average ¢f 80 percent of the benefits of AFDC plus food stamps. Without such support from t.he
federal govemment states would be unable to meet unforéseen needs : .
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ANALYS1S OF THE PRA (H.R. 1214) — continued B ' o : . Page3

. A block grant has no such stablhzmg effect. Thc state would face a greater need to provide
assistance at exactly the same time that the state would face losses in tax revenues. States may be
forced to cut back on support at a time when private resources, both those of families and those of

_private charities, would be significantly diminished. Entitlement programs also automatically adjustzz
.for demographic shifts. Demographic changes caused by migration and immigration and other factors
can radically change the population base — and the need for welfare benefits — of a state over time.
For example, the child population in Nevada increased by 39 percent between 1987 and 1993 while
other states such as Florida expenenced increases of over 15 percent. As discussed subsequently, the.
- mechanism under the provisions of the PRA would be wholly madequatc for the purposes of. meetmg
‘additional needs caused by such changes. :

i
Funding and State Allotment.

Proposal

“The Title I block grant would be a capped entitlement to states which. would allocate $15,390,296,000
for each year from FY 1996 through FY 2000. Additionally, for the years 1997 through 2000, $100
‘million per year would be made available to compensate states, for increases in population, Each -

. year, each state that experienced growth would receive a share of the $100 million equal to its share
~ of the total population growth across all states. States with constant or decreasmg populatlon would
not have their grant reduced . .

Each state would be allotted a fixed amount of the Tatle I funds. Each state’s share would be equal to
the greater of ‘ ‘ o : .

~(a) - one-third of the federal obhgatlons to the state for AFDC and EA benefits, JOBS, and AFDC "
administration between FY 1992 and FY 1994 or

) federal obligations to the state for AFDC and EA beneﬁts JOBS and AFDC administration
- inFY 1994 | . ' ,

~ multiplied by the ratio of federal outlays for AFDC and EA beneﬁts JOBS, and AFDC
administration in FY 1994 to federal oblagatlons to states in FY 1994 for AFDC and EA benefits,
JOBS and AFDC admlmstranon .

- Since this formula would result in allocatxons greater than the $15 390 296,000 avaxlable under Txtlc :
I, a reduction formula would be used to fit the allocations within the dmgnated funding limit. The
Secretary of HHS would be given the authority to determme a umform perccntage by which each :

. state’s allocation would be reduced Co : ’ O

Dzscu_sszon

. Under the block grant, federal AFDC spending would be reduced by more than $11.8 billion over
five years, a reduction of approximately 13 percent over current baseline projections. This reduction
would be accompanied by increased federal pending on Food Stamps of apptoxlmatcly $3.1 bglllon
The dramatic reduction in spending would makd-it 1mposs1b1e for states to contmue prov1d1ng

assistance at current lcvels , :
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1

- In real dollars funding to states would declme over tune, since the block grant is capped, but AFDC

spending under current law is projected to rise by about 2 to 3 percent a year through FY 2000.

Under the Personal Responsibility Act, federal savings would be $890 million (with Food Stamp

~ offsets) in FY 1996, a 5 percent reduction in projected federal funding to the states. By FY 2000,
federal savings would be at $2 62 bxllxon alq percent reduction in pro;ected currcnt law fedcral

fundmg to states. :

. Thcre is likely to be a parallel reduction in state AFDC spending. ' An even sharper reduction is
possible since the bill contains no state matching or maintenance of effort requirements. - Under
current law, state spending on AFDC is matched by federal funding. In poorer states such as’
Mississippi and Alabama, each $1 dollar spent by the state is matched by approximately $4 in federal

‘spending. Converting AFDC to a block grant would ehxmnate the match, and some states would
decrease their spendmg on AFDC related programs.

- The conversion of AFDC from an entitlement to a block grant would also worsen the effects of
economic downturns. Entitlement programs like AFDC are countercyclical — federal payments to
states increase during recessionary periods as-caseloads rise. If AFDC is converted to'a block grant,
‘states would not receive additional federal dollars during recessions. Thus, states would be forced to -
: elther reduce beneﬁts rwtnct chgxbxhty or use more state funds to mmntmn aid to those in need.

The bill authonzes an additional $100 :mlhon in. spendm,g per year for FY- 1997 through FY 2000 in
. order to compensate states for overall population growth. Because the additional funds would be -

distributed solely on the basis of overall population growth, these funds would not respond dlrectly to .
changes in the poverty rate or number of persons needing assistance. - This fundmg strategy would not . -
effectively target federal dollars to the areas of greatest need.- . .

Historical Analysxs ~

'Undcr the block grant provmsmns most states would suffer- severe fundmg losses (see Table 6). . To
demonstrate this, Table 6 illustrates the state fiscal effects in FY 1994 if an AFDC block grant similar
to the provisions of H.R. 1214 had:been implemented in FY 1990. The table clearly illustrates that
most states would have suffered severe funding. losses during this time period. In FY 1994 alone,
states would have experienced a $4.86 billion decrease in Federal AFDC funds, a reduction of
approximately 33 percent: If the block grant had been implemented in FY 1990 in the manner
specified in H.R. 1214, the total funding available for states for each year of the block grant' would
have been frozen at the level of expenditures in FY 1988. States would have been allocated funding -
based on the distribution of Federal AFDC payments to states between FY 1985 and FY 1987 or FY
1988. This allocation method would have been especially harmful to states that were experiencing

- increases in'caseload and spending dunng this time such as California, Florida, Texas, New York,
and Washington. As illustrated in the table, these states would have been among the biggest losers,
with California receiving the largest dollar reduction ($1.4 billion) and Florida, Arizona, and Nevada
receiving among the largest perccnt reducuon (63, 72, and ?0 percent respectlvely)

The prowsmns also fail to address =several important consxderauons. They do not address the
incidence of] inflation and recession, and they do notaccoupt for differences among states in the rates
of growth in either child poverty or population.  Florida and California are representative of typical ©
states that would be the most adversely affected by the implementation of a block grant., The child

- population in Florida over the last few years grew to the third highest rate in the nation, and child
poverty also grew at one of the highest rates in the country As a result, welfare expenditures
increased significantly. A block grant would not adjust to the changing needs expenenccd by each .
state. . .
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ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (HL.R. 1214) - continued = - . Pages
" Adjustment in Allocation Based on Non-marital Birth Ratio '

‘Proposal e

-

Block grant amounts to states would be adjusted for a decrease in the non-mantal birth rate. Such

. rate is defined as the total of non-marital births, plus any increase in the number of abortions in the
state relative to the previous year, all divided by the total number of births. Bach data element would
'be measured in the most recent year for which statistics were available. Beginning in 1998, states
-whose non-marital birth ratio is 1 percentage point lower than the ratio in 1995 would receivea § =
percent increase in their grant and states whose non-marital ratio is 2 percentage points lower would
receive a 10 percent increase in their'grant. (However, it is unclear whether these bonus payments
would constitute an increase in the capped amount or if the bonus payments would be made at the

- expense of states who falled to achxevc decreases.) ‘

~.Dzscasszon

It is difficult to predict what effects using this ratio to adjust state block grant funding would have on
the number of non-marital births or the rates of abortion in the welfare population. - First, the
~calculation counts all non-marital births whether they occurred to women on public assistance or not,
and counts all abortions whether they occurred to married or single women. Second, the most recent
year of data available for births is not necessarily the most recent year of data available for abortions.
Thus, as defined, the ratio might be measuring births and abortions from two different time periods.

Administrative data collected on non-marital births and abortions is ixnperﬁéct. As of 1989, the
marital status of mothers was not directly reported in 6 states: California, Connecticut, Michigan,
Nevada, New York and Texas. The marital status of the mother would have to be inferred by =
comparing child and parent surnames, paternities established and other factors. Without knowing the
-marital status of the mother, it is impossible to determine the incidence of non-marital births. As of
1990, abortion data was reported by only 35 states. States that did not report abortion data include
California, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, and Pennsylvania. In the remaining states, abortions are
often under-reported and difficult to verify. There is also a significant lag in the collection of this
data. Currently published data on non-mantal births is only available through 1992 and dataon -
abortions through 1990 ' ¢ .

'Ramy Day{Fund
Pmpo&af .

~ The Personal Responsibility- Act includes provisions intended to aid states in the event of unexpected -
increases in need among the AFDC eligible population. States may accumulate unspent block grant. _
funds from one ‘year to the next for the purpose of providing emergency assistance. Amounts accrued "
_in excess of 120 percent of a state’s annual allocation may be transferred into the state’s general '

- revenue fund and used for any purpose. There would also be a national rainy day account of $1
billion dollars administered by the Secretary of HHS from which eligible states could borrow. -
‘Eligible states are those with 3-month average unemployment rates in excess of 6.5 percent and at
least ‘10 percent higher than either of the previous 2 years.  (Wllile the trigger is based on a-three- -
month average unemployment rate, it is unclear whether this trigger would be recalculated every

- month based on a three month moving average unemployment rate, or calculated once per quarter.)
In each fiscal year, a state may not borrow more than $100 million-or half of its annual block grant
amount, whichever is less. ' States would have to repay each loan, with interest, within three years.

o : .
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ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (HLR. 1214) — continued . : S T Pages .

Discussion - . . . . b

- Not 6nly would states expénence sub.étantially diminished support from the federal govemmeni during

a recession, but making this money available only through a loan means that states will be requiredto

~ bear all the additional costs (plus interest) of increased poverty due to recessions. This requirement

could discourage states from applying for the loan to begin with, dﬁpxte the increasing need for =~
assistance by the population. The requirement that such a loan be paid back within 3 years would be
impractical because it assumes that all states expenencmg economic downturns would fully recover
and be in a strong enough fiscal condition to pay back the loan in a relatively short period of time.
The three year repayment period begins immediately even if the state has not yet recovered from the
recession, and given that states may take out new loans yearly if they qualify, some states may
continue to take out new loans to meet 3-year debt obligations on existing loans. '

The federal rainy day fund trigger does not account for factors besides unemployment that can
sometimes cause the AFDC caseload to increase. For example, an increase in the child population

“can lead to hlgher child poverty. rates and increases in- AFDC usage. Even when a recession causes a
* significant increase in AFDC caseloads, states-would not necessarily reach the unemployment level

(i.e., 6.5 percent) that triggers eligibility for a rainy day loan if they previously had particularly low -
ICVels of unemployment — e.g., less than 4.4 percent. Many states in need would not‘qualify for the
fund and the proposed fund will not be large enough to cover states who do qualify. Analysis shows
that even during periods of high unemployment, many states would experience prolonged spells =~
during which they would not qualify to borrow from the fund because although their unemployment .
rates were over 6.5 pcrccnt the rates were droppmg

If the AFDC block grant had been unplemented in FY 1990, states would havc lost about $15 btlhon
in funding between 1990 and 1994, and over $10 billion of these losses would not have been covered
by the rainy day fund. These losses would not have been covered either because the state’s :
unemployment rate was not high enough, or because the state had already reached it's maximum loan

- amount. Roughly half the states would have reached their maximum loan balance and no states would

have any surplus with which to repay the loans by 1994. The furid would have had to have been
about four times the proposed $1 billion to cover the potential borrowing of states that would have
quahﬁed This sxtuanon would also be the case if claims continue to rise as thcy have since 1988.

“There is a substantlal lag of up to-5 months between the time a state actually hits the unemployment
. trigger and when unemployment data becomes available for determining if a state is eligible for the -

loan. Under these conditions, state administrators would not be able to determine in advance how
much they could spend on benefits since they would not know when or if they could qualify for a '
federal loan. They could underspend their block grant dollars leaving families in need of and

otherwise eligible for benefits without support.  Recent experience also shows that the $1 billion loan
fund is not sufficient to cover the need for additional federal support during a recession. Under the
current entitlement structure, because the number of needy people increased, the federal government
spent increasing amounts on the AFDC program in the years immediately after 1989. In 1990, the .
federal government spent $863 mxlllon more and by 1992 it was spendmg around $3 billion more than'
in 1989. - : : C

The state rainy day account proposal may well have little impact because it is much more likely that
states would run out of funds, particularly in times of recession, than accumulate unspent funds.
However, allowing states to transfer savings in excess of 120 percent would create a perverse
incentive for states to underspend these block grant dollars so that they can accumulate enough

K reserves to transfer the funds for altogcther dnfferent uses, such as building hlghways or prisons, or o

maintaining parks.
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ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (H.R. 1214) — continued ‘ o ' - Page7
State Requirements and Prohibitions

Proposal
Benefits would havc to be used to serve families thh a minor Chlld Statas could not use federal IR
blOCk grant funds to provide beneﬁts to: :

(1) . Famxhes who have been on the mlls for 5 cumulative years (cxcept states could exempt 10%
of the caseload); ‘

@) Individuals receiving cash benefits undcr Title II of the bill, SSI (except for some services in

: Title VI) or Old Age Assxstancc, unless such benefits are trcated as mcome in determining
g benefit levels;

3 Non-citizens, except: veterans, certam refugees in the U.S. less than 5 yeam _and aged non-
citizens who have resided in the U.S. more than § years (see Title IV); o

@) Minor mothers with children born out-of-wedlock (until the mother reaches age 18)

.-(5) - Children born while the parent is on AFDC or to parents who received welfare at any time

’ during the 10 month period ending with the birth of the child (i.e., family cap); and
(6) - Families that fail to cooperate with the state child support enforcement agency to establish
' paternity or who have not assigned the child’s claim nghts against the non-custodial parent to:
the state. . .

In addition, beginning 1 yeér follow'ing the enactment of the bill states must ﬁay a reduced benefit (a

. fine) to children whose paternity is not established. The reduction would be either $50 or 15 percent ,.

of the monthly benefit (state choice) and would be.in effect until paternity ‘was established. Once
patermty was established, the monies withheld as a penalty- would be remitted to the family.

Individuals found to have fraudulently misrepresented their residence or oiher information in order to
obtain benefits from two or more states simultaneously would be denied federal welfare benefits for
10 years (beginning thh the date they were convxcted)

Dzscusswn

Each of these provxsxons wmxld deny benefits to many poor chxldren At full mplemcntanon, ‘

" prohibiting states from' giving benefits to children born out-of-wedlock to minor mothers would deny

benefits to 70,000 children, the family cap provision would deny benefits to 2.2 million children, and
the §-year time limit would deny benefits to-4.8 million:children and assuming no behavioral effects
(or shorter state time limits). Overall, 6.1 million children would be denied benefits when all the .
provisions are combined. (As some children would be affected by more than one provision, one

. -cannot sum these separate provision effects.) If all states utilized the full extent of the hardshlp .
" deferrals, the number would decline to 5.6 million. However, states would have the. ability to remove

many famxhes from the caseload earlier than five years

Denial of AFDC for certain chxldrcn bom out-of-wedlock
Proposal ‘ - , . " : “71 N

In cases in which an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th blrthday, that family ‘would not be ,
eligible for AFDC benefits until the mother turned .18. States would be required to exempt mothers

who had children born as a resuit of- rape-or mccst 'Families denied benefits under this provision
would snll be cltglble for Medncald » ' - S C
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. ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (H.R. 1214) — continued . S o - Page8
. Discussion

The Personal Respons1blhty Act seeks to dlscourage non-marital births among minors by removmg

the availability of AFDC as an “incentive." However, research indicates that the effects of welfare ==
on non-marital fertility are small, and that the majority of non-marital pregnancws would occur in
spite of a large reduction in AFDC. Thus, it is unlikely that the proposal would have a significant
impact on the number of children born to unwed parents under.18. However, these provisions would
severely harm the children born to teen mothers — who already comprise some of the most vulnerable
and at-risk children in our society — and these provisions are unlikely to affect behavior to any .
significant degree. This is particularly troubling given that research strongly shows a child’s early
years -- the period when they would be denied benefits - to be critical to its future success.

Evidence suggests that a mother’s education is a much stro‘nger determihant of her family’s peverty ’

-status and future need for assistance than whether the mother gave birth as a teen. While young

single mothers are much less likely to finish high school, and single mothers without a diploma incur
longer welfare spells, the Personal Responsibility Act does nothing to encourage education of most ' -
single minor parents. By denying AFDC benefits to most single parents under- age 18, there would

be no mechanism for keeping these parents in school or. providing them with training. Evidence from
programs such as LEAP indicate that linking AFDC benefits to school attendance can srgmﬁcantly ‘
increase the number of young smgle mothers who get a hlgh school degree.

The Personal Responsrblllty Act treats women. and chlldren who are in similar crrcumstanees

" inequitably. For example, a single women who has her 'child at an older age, say 26, would recerve

benefits while most single mothers under age 18 would be left unsupported even though the teen
mother may have fewer opportumtles to support herself in the labor market than the older woman.

Finally, by llmltmg the options for young mothers, the proposal could also increase abortions.

- 'Denial of AFDC for additional children born to families on AFDC.

Proposal

AFDC benefits would not be provided to chlldren bom to families already receiving welfare or to

children of famrlres that received welfare at any time during the 10 month period before the birth of

the child. States would be required to exempt children born as a result of rape or incest. Children :
denied benefits under these provisions would remain fully eligible for Meédicaid. - P o

Discussion S

The Personal - Responsrblllty Act s famzly cap provision would deny assrstance to some children even
though conception took place while the mother was not receiving welfare. This policy would be a
state requirement, not a staté option, even though there is neither sufficient nor compelling research
on the effects of benefit levels to justify implementing -a- mandatory national policy.  Under the .-
provision, a pregnant woman could make a first time application for aid and receive assistance during

. the last trimester of her pregnancy. Once the baby was born, however, he or she would be 1nelrg1ble

to receive benefits throughout their entire childhood. - Since the mother has no eligible child,.she too..
would be ineligible unless she qualified as the mother of anottier child born prior to applying for

AFEDC. Another technical with the PRA family cap provision is that it contains powerful incentives-
for a pregnant woman to stay off AFDC until she had her child since the child would not be subject

* to the cap if the mother were to subsequently apply for aid. - This would encourage mothers only to

apply for aid after the birth of the child, potentially denymg needed support and medical services
durmg her pregnancy and - possrbly leadlng to harmful effects for the mother and her unborn.children.
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Denial of beneﬁts for families who received n'ssistanoe for more than 5 years

‘ Proposal

e

States would be prohlblted from servnng farmlles who have received assistance for 5 cumulatwe years '
(i.e., 60 months). States would be permitted to provide exemptions-to this provision for up to 10
- percent of their caseload, States would have complete discretion to deny elxglblllty to families after

. any period of tlme These families would be fully ellglble for Medncald

Discussion .
The impact of this provision is dependent on the policies established by the individual states with
respect to eligibility rules, payment and needs standards, and state time limits. States would be
permitted to set a time limit much less than 60 months (in which case the federal requirement would
be moot). Many of those who reach the five year federal limit on assistance — even allowing for the
10 percent exemption — would have barriers such as responsibilities for disabled children, mental

' . illness, or low skills that preclude them from finding jobs. It is unclear what would happen to these

families and children if the national safety net were eliminated, The burden of providing for these .
fanulles 1f they are assisted at all would be hkely to fall on local governments and private charities.

Reduction of beneﬁts for chlldren whose patermtv is not establlshod

.Proposal

Under the Personal Responsibility Act, states would be required to provide families with children for.
whom paternity has not been legally established with reduced AFDC benefits until paternity was
established. The penalty would be either $50 or 15 percent of the child's portion of monthly benefit,
whichever the state elects. Once paternity was established, the monies withheld as a penalty would be .
remitted to the family. However, it is unclear if families would still be eligible for withheld benefits
if they leave the assistance rolls prior to the establishment of paternity and subsequently establish -
paternity. - Additionally, states would be required to exempt children born as a result of rape or
incest. The proposal is effective for new applicants as of October 1, 1995 and would take effect for
families ‘already on the rolls at the end of the first year, or the second year at state option. The-
Personal Responslblllty Act does not provide for any exceptions. . States would be prohibited from

. using federal dollars to pay the full benefit (a state could choose to supplement a farmly s benefit with
state dollars). These families would be fully ellglble for Modlcald

Dzscusswn

The provision would penalize many single-parent families who have made a good faith effort to

establish paternity. Paternity establishment can be a lengthy process. Audit records who that it has
. taken states an average of 435 days to establish paternity for a child. Paternity is never establlshed

- for many children, even when the mother provides all the information she has on the father, because
there has been no contact between them and the father cannot be located. For those cases in which
patemlty is not acknowledged (presently the majority of cases) the father must be located, served . .
legal process, appear in court, have genetic tests, etc., all of which take time. Even when paternity . (% °
has already been voluntarily acknowledged, subsequent legal action may have to be taken to legally
establish patermty in many states. Thus, under the proposal, mothers and children would often be

) punished for somethmg over which they had no control. Nearly 1 million children come on to the .
welfare rolls each year without paternity established ‘and, in 1993, 3.3 million children receiving -
benefits did not have patermty establlshed _All of these children would suffer a benefit reductlon
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~ under the proposal and for many the reduction would be pcrmanent because patermty could never be o
estabhshed . 4 . .

While providing the remtttance when paternity is establlshed would help improve the well-being:of ==
these families, there is little incentive for the state to act expeditiously in these cases. Once the -
mother has fully cooperated she can do nothing to induce the state to act more quickly. In fact, this
provision could create perverse incentives for the states, since it would be in their financial interest
not to establish paternity until the mother goes off the rolls because the state only has to make the
retroactive benefit payments to families still on the rolls. - Because of this, in addition to creatang
administrative burdens, it would do little to increase paternity establishment. Moreover, the - '
remittance would not negate the harm that had already occurred during the penalty period.

‘I‘reatmg SSI, Old Age, and Foster Care Assistance as income in determining AFDC benefit levels

Proposal

States may mclude SSI, Old Age Assnstance or Foster Care cash payment recipients as part of the
assistance unit under the block grant. If they do, the income from SSI, OAA or Foster Care must be
included as countable income in determining a family’s cash assistance payment under Title I.

Discussion :

Recxplents of assistance under SSI, OAA and Foster Care are not mcluded nnder current law as part
of the AFDC filing unit since that income is intended only for the recipient. - ‘

State Flexlblllty

Proposal '

Excapt for the provisions dlscussed above, there are few stxpulatlons reoardmg how the block granx
funds could be-spent. States would have broad discretion to define needy populations, program
content, and program availability. States may pay benefits to recipients who have moved from
another state at the level of their original state of residence for up to 12 months. In addition, states
would be allowed to transfer up to 30 percent of the funds to othér block grants .

Dtscussw:z

Thc Personal Rcspons1blllty Act would ehmmate current requxrements for statewndc standards of need-
-and payment." States and local governments would be able to use their own criteria to define who is
needy on a case-by-case basis. The Personal Responsibility Act allows states to use their block grant -
funds in any manner that is. perceived by the state to be reasonably calculated to accomplish the
purpose of the proposal. At the same time, the proposal prohnblts the Secretary of HHS from
regulating the conduct of states under this proposal or enforcmg any provision. States could use the
block grant monies only to provide cash benefits and services to unwed parents, to run the work
program for this population, and for program admihistration. ‘There would be no control over how
states choose to allocate their monies among these various functions. ‘Finally, the elimination of-a-

' state match requirement means that states could save their state dollars and shift them to ent:rely
dxffercnt programmatic areas -- such as’ pr:sons hxghways tax cuts, or general revenues.
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thle states would be able to supplement the monies provxded by the federal block grant with state
monies, this ends the partnership between the federal and state governments in providing assistance
for needy families with children. States would not be required to provide additional funds as a
condition of receiving federal funds. - Additionally, funding would. not be tied-in to state perfounanee:
There would be no rewards for states that were better able to meet the needs of the needy population,
States that are unable or unwilling to' commit needed resources, or whose programs exhibit few
posmve results, would faee no penaltles for fallure

Also the provmlons might increase vanablllty in beneﬁts across states. There is currently already a

large variation in AFDC benefit levels, ranging from $120 per month for a family of three in '
Mississippi to over $900 per month for a family of three in Alaska. Complete flexibility for the -
states combined with provisions that require no state match would is likely to lead some states to
lower their benefit levels. Other states may keep benefits low and restrict eligibility, in part to
encourage poor families to move out of the state. . States could also pass restrictive residency
‘requlrements to avmd serving new resxdents «

The Personal Responsnbllxty Act would also give states complete dxscretxon to determine ehglbnhty for .
benefits. For example, there would be no requirement for the timely processing of applications for

aid. Also, states could choose to eliminate benefits for children in two-parent families’ as half the

states did before the passage of the Family Support Act, or they could include in the eligibility
determination the income of individuals not responsible for supporting the child. As noted before,

~ since there is no longer a requirement.for states to establish need and payment standards, states and
local governments could use arbitrary- entena to exclude groups or even choose to define who is

needy on a case-by-case basxs S ‘ . . 3

- The apparent purpose of ‘setting a.durational residency requirement to receive full AFDC benefits is to .
déter migration to the state by low-income families with children. However, research strongly
indicates that the size of the welfare grant does not have a considerable effect on migration decisions.
Most individuals move because of other factors that include wage differentials, job prospects, and
- proximity to family and friends. A ‘state’s benefit levels are often’ based on factors that can vary
.substantially by state or region such.as the.cost of shelter, utilities, and transportation. Families may
not be able to afford even the basic levels of sustenance if they move from a state with a much lower .
cost of lwmg and benefit levels

Work Requlrements
‘ 'Praposal

A state’s reqmred "Work" pammpatlon rate for all families would be sét at 4 percent in 1996 and
1997, 8 percent in 1998, 12 percent in 1999, and 17 percent in 2000. Although H.R. 1214
authorizes the block grant only through 2000, it also includes nominal work participation rates of 29
percent in 2001, 40 percent in 2002, and 50 percent in 2003. There would be a separate work
participation rate for two-parent families that would increase from 50 percent to 90 percent by 1998.
In each year, a state’s participation rate would be reduced by the same percentage as their state
AFDC caseload was r,:duced from 1995 levels, hut:reductions required by federal law would not
“count. In other words, any state-generated caseload cuts would help reduce the number of people that -
states would be requlred to place in the work program. The Secretary can reduce the block grant
funding by up to 5 percent for failure to meet the annual participation standard. The mandatory work .
- population would constst of all rec:p:ents on the rolls for 24 months (mcludmg rec1p1en£s currently on
AFDC) ‘ . RS : . ‘
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Work activities would include unsubsidized and subsidized employmcnt. on-me-Job trauung ,
subsidized public sector employment .or work experience, and job search and job readiness actmtles ‘
(for the first four weeks an individual was required to participate). Single-parent families would be -
required to participate a minimum of 20 hours per week in 1996 rising to 35 hours in 2002 and " ==
theredfter. Two-parent families would be required to participate a minimum of 35 hours per week.
Participation in job search (besides the first four weeks); job skills training; and employment-related
education and secondary school (for those under age 20 without a high school diploma) would count
towards this requirement if, for single-parent families, individuals participated in work activities for -
20 hours per week and, for two-parent families, individuals participated in these activities for 30

.. hours per week. Educational activities for those over age 20 would never count towards the

participation requirement. Child care would not be guaranteed to mandatory work program -
participants. Limited child care services would be avarlable undcr the block grant created under Title
III of this Act. ,

In a "Sense of Congress,” the Personal Responsibility Act specifies that states may require non-
custodial, non-supporting fathers under 18 to fulfill work obligations and attend appropriate parenting
or money management classes after school. Under Title VII of this Act, states would be required to
seck a court order compelling individuals owmg child support to pamclpate in work actmtres ("as the
court deems appropnate") if they fail to pay.

Dzscusswn

Work Pamcrganon Rates

Because the participation rates are relatlvely low. untrl FY 2000 in the aggregate the proposal would
require fewer participants to work than current law. - Table 7 (see Appendices) shows that 17 percent
of the AFDC caseload participated in JOBS and work in 1993. Through FY 1999, fewer recipients
would be working urider the provisions than under current law.. Even in FY 2000, more than half of.
- the states would have a smaller percentage in the work program than would be partu:rpatmg in JOBS
or work under 1993 current law

A The bill also contains a p['OVLSlOB by whrch states could reduce therr participation standard. Statcs
could use caseload reductions (that result from state policy) to offset their required work participation
rates. Reductions due to federal law requirements — such as denying benefits to teen mothers and to
those who reach the five-year time limit - could not be counted. However, reductions required by -
state law — for example, if a state set a two-year time limit on benefits - would be allowed to count.
Given that high participation rates in later years would be difficult for states to meet and that
terminating benefits is less expensive than operating a work program, states would face strong L
incentives to meet their participation rates by terminating benefits. In addition, an important factor in
determining AFDC caseload growth and reductions is the economy. While the intent of this provision
may have been to capture caseload reductions resulting from the work program, states most likely to
benefit from this provision are those whose economies boom after the effective date — not those who
operate effective work programs. Finally, it unclear how states would determine the causes of and -
track this caseload reductzon :

The Personal Responsibility Act would r‘equlre states to meet one participation rate for all families

~ (both single and two-parent famlhes) and a much higher rate for two-parent families alone. This has
the effect of focusing states’ programs on two-parent families, particularly in the initial years of the
bill. If states were to meet both the overall rate and the rate for two-parent families, two-parent
families would comprise 97 percent of all. ‘work participants in FY 1996. This proportion would
decrease to 38 percent in FY 2000, and 12 percent in 2005. The focus on two-parent families is
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unwise gnven that research on’ welfare-to-work programs shows these programs are more effective for
: smglc-parent families and that two-parent families represent a small propomon of the caseload (about
-7 pcrcent) :

More xmportzmtly, many two-pa'rent families include one parent that is disabled. - The parncxpanon
* rate for two-parent families is problemanc because it would apply to these families as well as UP .
families where both parents can work. States-would have considerable difficulty meeting the high
participation requxrements if they mclude fammes wlth a disabled adult.

Further, the Work requxrements of H.R. 1214 would require many parents (pnmanly mothers) to
work for subminimum wages in order to “earn" their AFDC and (possibly) Food Stamps. For each
state, Table 8 (see Appendices) illustrates the effective hourly wage rates if H.R. 1214 were
implemented and recipients were working in exchange for their benefits for the number of hours
required by the bill (35 hours per week). The family type that is shown is a single parent with two
children (which is the average family size for an AFDC family). In only. four states (Alaska, ‘
Hawaii, Connecticut and Vermont) would AFDC recipients earn above the minimum wage, taking
into account only AFDC benefits. In 28 jurisdictions, AFDC recipients would still earn below the -
minimum wage takmg into account both AFDC and Food Stamp benefits.

In the medlan AFDC state (Maryland), AFDC recxplents would receive $2.46 per hour takmg into -
account AEDC benefits and $4.21 for the combined AFDC and Food Stamp benefits. ‘The weighted
‘average effective wage rate is only $2.56 for AFDC benefits and $4.20 for AEDC and Food Stamp
benefits. The minimum hourly rate is $.79 for ARDC benefits and $2.74 for combined AFDC and
Food Stamp benefits in Mississippi. The maximum hourly rate is $6 09 for AEDC and $7.61 for
AFDC and Food Stamps in Alaska. .. -

Unless a state has sxgmﬁcant caseload‘reductions, it is nét clear how the work program would be

financed in-years requiring substantial participation: Particularly in later years, the resources required .
- to operate the work program on-the scale envisioned would be greater than those currently dedicated

to the JOBS program. Under a block grant system, where there may be pressure to use limited funds
to provide benefits to individuals, it is unclear where the necessary resources would come from.
Moreover, states may choose to take a penalty rather than meet the relatively onerous rates.

- Bducation, training, and. Jdb search activities would be allowed under the H. R. 1214. However, only
- . in certain-circamstances would participation in these activities count towards the pamcxpatlon rate,
As a result, statw would have lxttle mcennve to place recxpxents in these services. .

e Job search counts as a work acthty only if it occurs durmg the ﬁrst four weeks an mdmdual is.
reqmred to partxcnpate

o' Individuals that received AFDC for two years or more would be requnred to work — they could
only participate in other activities. if they participated in work activities for 20 hours per week (30

. hours per week for two-parent families). Single-parent families would not receive any "credit”
towards the participation requirement for time spent in other activities until the work requirement
increased to more than 20 hours per week in FY.99. When the work gcqulrement reached 35 hours
per week, single-parents could participate in- work activities for 20 hours per week and in-other
services for 15 hours per week to fulfill the participation requirement. However, this dual
commitment may be difficult for many welfare recipients to arrange and maintain -- particularly -
with no guarantee of child caré. At best two- parent fa:mlles would only receive “credit” for five . ’
hours of activities other than work. :
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.. For individuals who recewed AFDC for less than two years, the state would be allowed to prov1de |
education, training, and job search services (beyond the initial four weeks) thhout requlrmg work

but thcy would not count thls towards the work pammpauon rate. ,

¢ Education and secondary school would only count towards the partlc1panon requlrcment for those

~ under 20 who did not have a high school diploma. But again, in order to count towards the
requirement, these individuals would have to participate in work activities for the number of hours
specified above. Education would never count as a work actmty for thosc 20 and older — even if
r.they did not have a high school dxploma ‘

These provisions are problematlc gwen that educatnon trauung, and jOb search services have been
shown to help recipients become job ready — that is, they are better prepared for the labor force and
better able to stay employed and stay off welfare. Many recipients face substantial barriers to
employment, including low levels of education and basic skills that require education, training and jOb '
placement services in order to find and retain employment. Evaluations of the JOBS program and
" welfare-to-work initiatives such as SWIM and GAIN have found that programs providing a mix of
education, training, and job search consistently enhance recipients’ chances of finding and maintaining .
- employment. Even recipients under the age of 20 who did not have a high school diploma or GED 5
~ would be required to work 20 hours per week (30 hours for two-parent families) to be included in the ' -
participation rate. This may make it difficult for thcm to return to school and, given the importance
of a high school diploma in de.tenmnmg future earnings, further diminish their labor market
prospects .

. Chnld Care .

: Uuder current law, chlld care must be provnded to JOBS pamcxpants and remplents cannot bc
- -sanctioned for non-participation if they need child care services and the state does not provide them.
" ‘Under the Personal Responsibility Act, child care services would no longer be guaranteed to those . .
- who are required to participate in work activities. There also would be no exemptions from or
extensions of the time limit for families who cannot find child care arrangements. ‘The proposal -
" would also eliminate the guarantee of one year of Transitional Chxld Care for families who leave
AFDC for work. g o S
b
'I‘he current law chxld care guarantee helps to assure that mothers are not forced to leave thexr
children in dangerous child care situations or leave young children alone while they participate in
- their work activities. It'is likely that as the work participation requirements increase, states will have
spent all of their child care funds. This would leave little or no funding for child care for additional
work participants and the working poor (the At-Risk child care program which currently serves the .
working poor would also-be repealed). In other words, people who are transitioning off welfare into -~ -
- the workforce or are keeping their family -off welfare by workmg would not be able to gct the child
care support that they might need.

[Scc Title II¥ for child carc-block grént provisioos.} ’

Data Collection, Data Reporting, and Evaluation Activities - | o g ‘
) o 1 - o E e . o .. "'.

Proposal

States would be required to submit a staté data report to HHS within 6 months after the end of each
fiscal year. States would be allowed to collect the data on an aggregate basis or use statistical

I ~ sampling techniques. Data on the number and charactcnsuos of famxhes recewmg beneﬁts -

i
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including 1f they became employed -- would be reqmred Data. demonstrating comphance with the ,
state’s plan, the amount of funds spent (including the proportion spent on administrative costs), and a
report on participation in work activities by noncustodial parents would also be required. Failure to
provide required performance data within 6 months would result in a 3 percent reduction in block &%

N grant payments to that state. The penalty would be rescinded if the report had been submltted within

12 months.

States would be requlred to submit a- b:-annual audit on how funds were spent. If an audxt determines
that federal funds were spent mappmpnately, the misspent amounts can be withheld from future
payments to the state. Failure to participate in the Income Eligibility Venﬁcanon System would

- result in a penalty of 1 percent of state payments

‘The Secretary would report within 6 Lmonths of enactment on the status of automatic tracking systems
" 'in the states, what systems are needed to track recipients over time and across states (including
_determining whether individuals are receiving benefits in two or more states), and a plan for

‘ developmg such as system (mcludmg txmeframes and-cost).: »

The Census Bureau would Teceive $10 m:lhon per year for the ‘purpose of expandmg the Survey of
Income and Program Participation (SIPP) to evaluate the effect of the welfare reforms ‘on a random
national sample of recipients and other low-income families as appropriate, Pamcxﬂar attentlon would
. be paid to the issues. of out-of-wedlock births and welfare dependency

The Personal Responsxbxhty Act repeals HHS’s broad authority under section 1110 to conduct or fund
states to conduct research and demonstration projects on prevention and reduction of dependency,
.planning coordination, and improving the administration and effectiveness of programs. - However,
the bill would allow and/or require the Secretary to sponsor research-related activities in several
areas. First, research on the effects, costs and benefits of state programs could be conducted.
Secondly, the Secretary is required to help states evaluate innovative approaches to employing welfare
recipients. Random assignment methodology would be required, to the extent feasible. Thirdly, the

* Secretary would be allowed to conduct studies of states’ welfare caseloads.. Finally, the Secretary
would be required to develop mnovanve methods of disseminating information. ‘

HHS would rank the states® .work programs and review- the least and most successful programs (in
terms. of moving rec:plents into long-term pnvate sector gobs)

Discussion

The Personal Responsibility Act provides for little accountability to the federal government and the . -

- public. States are required to submit a range of data items; however, there are few penalties for poor .
performance Most of the penalnes are for failure to report data. Moreover, it does not appear that

the range of data collected would enable the federal government to hold states accountable for the
critical outcomes of their programs — such as the number of families and children eliminated from the
rolls due to its provxsmns whether rec:ptents moved toward self-sufﬁcxency, and whether famlly and -

' Chlld well-being improved.. 4 : : ~
Although studles of the proposal’s effects are called for, the leglslauve language is very open and
nonbinding as to what issues these studies would address, and the resources dedicated to them are
likely to be insufficient. First, the funding for the SIPP survey is not. nearly. sufficient to analyze the
-effects of these programs on a state-by-state basis: At best, the survey’s funding level only would
allow a sample size sufficient for reporting on national-level statistics and trends. Second, while .
evaluation activities using random assxgnment (provrdxng the best evidence on the effects of the
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welfare proposals) would be encouraged, it is unlikely that tlus prowsron would yreld the statc-by- -
state information on program effectiveness needed to ensure accountab:llty ~

Finally, while studies of the states’ caseloads and the proposal's effects, benefits, and costs, could bez -
conducted, they are not mandated. Presumably, the purpOse of these studies is to understand the
effects of the provisions on AFDC caseloads and recipients in each state. They could potentially be
designed to address questions of interest. In particular, state-by-state information on a number of
- dimensions needed to evaluate and understand the effects of the Personal Responsibility Act could be
collected. However, the questions addressed by these studies are not clear, and they are only an -
option available to the Secretary. The level of resources. dedicated to these studies would be a key
factor in determining the quality and usefulness of the information - and this is not specified. Thus,
it is unclear how comprehenswe or ngomus these studies would be or how much information they
would yleld
While HHS would be requnred to report on the success of state programs ‘there are no provisions or
- resources to penalize or provnde technical assistance to unsuccessful programs or reward the most
'successful programs.. Also, given the data collected, it would be drfﬁcult for HHS to measure
"success” in a meanmgful way. :

The Personal Responsxbrhty Act does provide mcenuves for meeung one performance measure — the 'I
non-marital birth or "illegitimacy" ratio. However, as discussed previously, this measure is. '

- problematic because it does not directly measure the objective the proposal is trying to achieve —
reducing out-of-wedlock births, particularly for teens and those on public assistance. For example, it
counts all non-marital births whether they occurred to women on public assistance or not and all.
abortions whether they occurred to married or single women. Moreover, it mixes non-marital births
and abortions into one measure -- making relationship between actions and outcomes very muddied.

‘Thus, the proposal’s only outcome measure with incentives attached is a poor one.

The state-reported data would also be complex and costly for states to collect. The proposal would
require-either detailed aggregate annual data to be collected for all recipients or for the data to be
collected through statistical sampling techniques. Either way, the data collection requirements
established under the proposal would require a significant overhaul of state data systems and data
from a number of other programs (such as WIC, housing, and Head Start) to be linked. While HHS -
would report on the issues involved in developing a national tracking system, there is no funding for
its development.. The complexity of the data also'means it could take states years to change their
information systems and put a new system in place. In the meantime, states would not be reporting
the required data. Moreover, no audits of these data-would be conductéd and there are no provrsrons
~ to ensure the comparability of these measures across states :

- There are penaltres 3 percent of the block grant — for not submrtttng the requrred data items.

" .However, because many of the measures would be complex and costly for states to collect, states may
decide it is cheaper not to collect the data. This would leave the federal govemment wnth no -
information on states” programs. :

_The propcsal does not place a high prronty on ellmmatmg fraud and abuse Aithough the prcposal
- denies benefits to individuals if fraud is discovered, the proposal does not make a stong commitment
to detecting fraud in the first place. States would be penalized for only 1 percent of their grant if
they do not participate in the Income and Ehgrb:hty Verification System. Since H.R. 1214 repeals
_the QC system, it completely eliminates the primary mechanism currently used for detecting errors.
The QC system has demonstrated over fifteen years of operation that when QC tolerances are relaxed,
the incidence of error increases; when QC is strengthcned the mcrdence of error decreases
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* Medicaid

Proposal

. »Medxcald rules would remain. unchanged ‘Medicaid for traditional wclfare groups will not be :
affected. Despite major changes in eligibility for AFDC and despite broad state flexibility, Medicaid
will continue to rely on pre-PRA welfare eligibility criteria. With the exception of most noncitizens
(see title V), Medicaid eligibility would continue for individuals who lost or were denied ARDC
because they were one of the prohibited groups: (1) mothers under age 18 and their children, @
children born ‘while mothers received AFDC, or (3) individuals who have received aid for 5 years. -

" Other individuals would qualify for Medicaid based upon state income and asset rules in existence just
prior to enactment. These rules would, in effect, be frozen and apply to new and ongoing recnpxents
regardless of whether or not states lowered cash payment levels under the block grant, :

Dzscusswn

Farmha would not lose Medicaid chgxbxhty under a state s new block grant programs However, it

.is possible that the provision could result in a Medicaid expansion. If a state uses the block grant to
provide more people benefits, but at lower benefit rates, more people would be eligible for Medicaid.
‘This could have the effect of increasing both. state and federal Medicaid expenditures. -
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TITLE ll‘ CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

Repeahng Title IV-E Foster Care and Adoptlon Assxstanee and Block Grantmg Child Pmtectmn )
' Programs el

Proposal

The bill repeals the current entitiement program for the Foster Care Program and the Adoption
Assistance Program authorized under Title IV-E of the SSA. Title IV-E provides for federal
participation in the costs related to placing and maintaining children in foster care, if the child would
be eligible to receive AFDC payments. Under current law, a state may claim a share of the cost of
placing and maintaining each eligible child. The Adoption Assistance Program provides federal
participation in on-going cash assistance to persons who adopt IV-E eligible children with "special
needs®, such as children with special medical needs, older children, and minority chxldren who might
not be adopted w1thout thc availability of this support '

The bill also repeals the Title IV-E Independent Living Program, which supports foster children in .
their transition to independent living; the Title IV-B Child Welfare Services Program, which provides -
funds that states can use for a wide variety of child.protection activities; the recently enacted Family
‘Preservation and Support Program, a capped entitlement that enables states to provide community-
based services to children at high risk of abuse or neglect; and a number of other programs related to-
child protection and welfare, including the Family Unification Program, the Adoption Opportunities -

~ -Program, the Abandoned Infants Assistance Program, the-Crisis Nurseries Program, the McKinney

Act Family Support Centers, grants for the Investigation and Prosecution of ‘Child Abuse, Children’s
Advocacy Centers, and programs funded through the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. A
new chxld protection block grant' would be established in place of these programs

e

Dzscusswn

Ehmmatmg the IV-E Foster Care and Adoptlon Assistance enuﬂements and replacmg them w1th a

capped block grant will increase risk to children and hinder reform of state child protection and child
welfare systems. The amount of the block grant is set at $4.416 billion in FY 1996 compared with

$4.713 billion that would have been available if current programs were continued. The block grant

- would provide $4.681 billion in FY 1997, $4.993 billion in FY 1998, $5.253 billion in FY 1999, and
$5.557 billion in FY 2000. Over five years, about $2.7 billion of federal fundmg to state chxld

protecnon and chﬁd welfare systems wﬂl be lost. : .

The capped block grant 3eopaxdlzes hundreds of thousands of chlldren When child welfare systems -
have less money, more children go unprotected. State programs will be put in extra jeopardy by the
repeal of the IV-E entitlement programs. It is very difficult for states to control foster care costs
without risking severe harm to children. State laws appropriately require courts to place chlldren into
foster.care when they will not be safe at home. The number of children who cannot be left safely i m
their own homes is mﬂuenced by a number of uncontrollable and unpredictable factors, such as
growth in the child population, the amount of drug use by parents, levels of family violence, the
-number of abused and neglected children actually being 1dent1ﬁed and increases in the number of
famxlles in poverty : : l -

' Bccause the Personal Res;:;onsxbthty Act reduces funds in AFDC, SSI and other programs that provxde .
basic support to poor children and families, it is likely that the need for foster care and other
protective services will increase even more than might otherwise have been the case. In addition,
children in foster care now receiving SSI payments, instead of IV-E foster care payments, may
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become ineligible for SSI under ‘Title IV of the Personal Responsrbrlrty Act. This will result in added
costs to the states that must be met through the child protectron block grant. 4 . .

The programs being cutlserve the most vulnerable children in socrety, those who have been abused BE
neglected. In 1993, nearly 3 million children were reported as abused or neglected; this is 4 percent

- of all the children in the Unrted States. -Over 1,000 children die each year from abuse or neglect. -
Between 1988 and 1993, the national rate of reported child abuse and neglect rose by- almost 25
percent. In 1993 alone, a.million children were found to be neglected, physically abused, or sexually
abused. During that same period, the total number of children in foster care increased from 340,000
to over 440,000; there was.a fifty percent increase in the number of IV-E eligible children in foster
.care. Moreover, children coming to the attention of the child protection system have increasingly -
severe physical and emotional problems. About 25 percent of children entering foster care are under
a year of age and many were exposed to drugs in utero.

The deleterious effects of poverty on children and their families is well documented, according to the
National Research Council. Child maltreatment is disproportionately reported among poor families, ,
and child neglect is' found most frequently among the poorest of the poorfamilies. Poor children are - -
also more likely to experrence severe violence. - .

There is unanimous agreement that state chrld welfare systems do not respond adequately to the needs
-of children. The proposals in the-Personal Responsibility Act will worsen this already serious

- situation. First, there will be considerably less funds available to states. Second, eliminating foster

© care and adoptron assistance payments -climinates a critical safety.valve for the states.

- State child welfare systems have been unable to cope wrtlr the magnitude of the problems they face.
The situation is so extreme that courts in 22 states and the District of Columbia have found that the

- child welfare system violates state and federal laws designed to-protect abused and neglected children.
These courts have determined that children under agency care continue to be abused, both at home -

-and in foster care. Twenty states have entered consent decrees, admitting major inadequacies, -
including the inability to even investigatc many repozts of child abuse, the inability to provide )
children with basic care, and in some instances, 2 failure to even provide.children with a caseworker "
In several states, courts have found 1t necessary to appornt monitors-to run the system.

The dlfﬁculty states face is that the demands on the chrld protectron system are enormous and
growing. To deal with this crisis, states need adequate resources to investigate reports of abuse
promptly, so that children do not remain in life-threatening situations; to provide services for parents -
and children, so that more children can remain safely in their own homes; to provide treatment for
children in foster care, many of whom evidénce substantial emotional problems and educational -
deficiencies and to support programs that help prevent child: abuse it is wrong to provrde help to
children only after they have been abused or neglected. S

In many states, foster care costs are llkely to consume a larger and larger share of the avallable child
- protection resources. Fewer funds would be available to support other critical activities: .investigation
of reports of abuse or neglect, provision of services to maintain children in their homes subsidization
of the adoption of children who need new famrlres.\ and prevention activities. Moreover, the loss of
mdney for prevention prograris and community-based famlly support and family preservatron
programs would likely mean that more children will be abused or neglected, which would mcrease the -
need for foster care. '

CHis s DRAFT - FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY
225 . .



ANALYS!SOFTHBPRA(HR.IZM) continued o ST S PageZO

The Adoptxon Ass:stance cnutlcmcnt enables states to place foster chﬂdren with speclal needs into
adoptive homes. . Adoption assistance payments have increased by 254 percent nationally from 1988--
1994, as states have placed more and more children in adoptnve homes. It is estimated that over A
100,000 families now receive these payments, and they will remain entitled to state support until:their
children reach age eighteen. However, clmunatmg the Adoption Assxstance entitlement and including
itina capped block grant could lead to ‘sharp cutbacks in efforts to place more chnldren in adoptive
hcmes ‘

Finally, the repeal of Title IV-E means that states will lose federal funds that are now available to
help states develop information systems to track the services these vulnerable children receive.-
These funds are critical to help the states keep track of children in out-of-home placements and
coordinate the multiple services abused and neglected children need. Under current law, federal
funds cover 75 percent of the costs of developmg mformatxon systems.

Purpose and Use of Funds; Pepalties and Limitation on Enforcement
P}oposal |

" The bill would allow states to use the funds in any manner they choose to accomplish the purposes
specified in the law. These are to: (1) identify and assist families at risk of abusing or neglecting
their children; (2) operate a system of receiving reports on abuse or neglect; (3) investigate families-
reported as abusive or neglectful; (4) provide support, treatment and family preservation services to
-families which are, or are at risk of, abusing or neglecting their children; (5) support children who
must be removed from or cannot live with their families; (6) make timely , decisions about permanent,
" living arrangements for children; and (7) provide for ongoing evaluation and improvement of child
‘protection laws, regulations and services. For the first two years of the block grant, states are’
required to maintain non-federal spending levels equal to their non-federal spending in FY 1995.

A state would be eligible for funds as long as it submits a plan to HHS with information on how it
intends to use the funds to meet these purposes, including descriptions of the procedures used for: (A)
receiving reports of child abuse or neglect; (B) investigating such reports; (C) protecting children in
families in which child abuse or neglect is found to have occurred; (D) removing children from |
dangerous séttings; (E) protecting children in foster care; (F) promoting timely adoptions; (G)
protecting the rights. of families; (H) preventmg child abuse and ncglect and (l) estabhshmg and
_responding to citizen rev:ew panels :

The plan must also provxde certifications to HHS that procedures are in place in the state for the ﬂ

 following: (1) reporting. of abuse and neglect (including a mandatory reporting law); (2) investigating:
child abuse and neglect; (3) removing and placing endangered childreén; (4) developing, and L
periodically reviewing, case plans for children in.foster care that will lead to permanent placemt;nts

'(5) honoring existing adoption assistance agreements; (6) providing independent living services; (7) -

* responding to reports of medical neglect of dxsabled infants; and (8) 1dentlfymg quantitative goals for

the state’s child protection programs

~While states would have to make these certifications, the bill spccnﬁes that the Secretary may only
- determine whether a plan contains the requlred elements;’she may not review the: adequacy of the .
- procedures described or whether the state is carrying out the activities it certified it would un_dertakc
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~ The only penalties in the bill relate to illegal use of ﬁmds failure to submit required data, failure to ‘
maintain levels of state effort for the first two years, and violating interethnic adoption provisions. If o
an audit finds that a state has used funds in a manner not authorized by this part of the Act, the . . - -
amount of illegally spent funds may be withheld from the next year's funds, although no more thari==

25 percent may be withheld from each quarterly payment. Also, the annual grant would be reduced

by 3 percent if a state fails to submit required data reports within 6 months (although the penalty

would be rescinded if the state submitted the report before the end of the following fiscal year). A

state found to violate the interethnic adoptlon provisions would lose all of its Title I funds for the

penod of the violation.

_A clearinghouse and hotline on rmssmg and runaway chlldren (currently operated by the Department
. of Justice) is authonzed at $7 mtlhon per year wnthm HI—IS

Dzscassson

Concern that state child welfare systems were failing to protect children and to provide stable
.permanent homes led Congress to pass the Adoptxon Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980.
There was strong bipartisan agreement on the need for a federal role in child welfare. Only two:
Congressmen dissented. Because of the major problems with child welfare systems, the Act was -
. desngned to ensure that there would be some federal momtormg of how. states were using federal
funds. ‘ ‘

_Under current law, states are requxxed to comply wuh a small number of basic standards in runmng
these systems. For example, the law requires that the state develop a case: plan for each foster child,
describing the reasons for placement and the plan for reuniting them with their parents or for
providing them with another permanent home; that states assure that all children in foster care receive
proper care; and that the status of children in foster care be reviewed periodically in state proceedings
to determine that the case-plan is being followed States that fall to follow these basic procedures can
" be penahzed _ ‘

The Personal Responsibility Act requxres states to certxfy that they will do many of the thmgs required
by current law, but the bill eliminates any federal means of holding states accountable when they fail -
to perform adequately. A state neglecting its responsibilities to children would not be subject to any
monitoring or penalties, except when 'a financial audit identified fraud or use of funds for illegitimate
.. purposes. - The federal government’s role would be reduced to collecting information on state
performance measures, with no authority to take any aetton 1f the data mdtcated t.hat a state was
performing poorly N - ’ : :
. ‘The bill seems to assume that HHS has been over-regulatmg state child welfare systems In fact,
between 1980 and 1992, HHS never issued regulations that provxded states with guidance as to what
requirements they were expected to meet or how they could best comply with the 1980 legislation; the
only regulations adopted simply repeated the language of the statute. HHS’s enforeement of the
: reqmrements estabhshed by Congress often was not ngorous and was mlsdtrected

oy : .
~ There is no questlon that the federal role in child- welfare could be substanttally 1mproved and smce . o
1993, HHS haS\begun to work cooperatwely with' states to bring ‘about tompliance with the 1980 -~~~ === ===
without the necessity for penalties. The new HHS process was facilitated by legislative changes -
Congress made last year. These changes authorize the Department to take a flexible approach in
monitoring state compliance and allowmg HHS to work with states to correct deficiencies, rather than
‘ rely excluswely on penalties. :
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Yet, despite problems in enforcement federal requirements have led to many crmcal unprovements in

the child welfare system over the past 15 years. All state child welfare officials who testified in

January before the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight attested to the importance of the

~ federal requirements. The continued failure of many states to improve their child welfare systems ...

indicates that meaningful monitoring of these systems remains important. Without outsuie incentives,

it is extremely doubtful that many state systems will reach 4 point where children are truly protected.-

- As a result, courts will need-to continue to step in to run these systems. Court oversight is a far less
desn'able alternative than a meamngful federal—state partnershxp in unprovmg child welfare. ‘

Citizen Review Panels
Proposal

States would be required to establish at least threé citizen review panels that would review specific
cases to determine state compliance with the state plan and any other standards the panel wishes to
establish. While the panels would be required to make a.report of their findings available to the

. public, they. have no further powers. In its plan for the block grant each state is required to describe .
how it will estabhsh and respond. to these pancls .. .

 Discussion

Increasing citizen involvement in the child welfare system is a highly desirable goal. This is a central
purpose of several of the programs that would be repealed by the bill. However, under the proposal,
the citizen review panels would have a very limited role. It is unclear to what cases citizen panels

~ would have access. Most unpoxtantly, the citizen review panels would not have authority to hold
states accountable. | :

The evidence from a number of states is that the rédommendations of citizen panels have been igndred
by state officials. These panels are not a substitute for having some ultimate federal abtlxty to ensure
that thc reqmrements of the law are bexng comphed with.

Data Collectnon and Reportmg
'Proposal ‘

Annual state data reports would be submitted to HHS. They would include aggregate state-level data,
such as the number of children abused and neglected; deaths. resulting from-child abuse and neglect,
the number of children in foster care, and the number of families who received services. These
statistics could be determined through actual counts of children or could be estimated through
sampling. Additional data elements would have to be approved by a majority of the states. States -

~ would also provide data indicating their progress toward achieving the goals specified in the proposal,
as well 45 a summary response to the citizen review panels’ findings and recommendations. The
Secretary of HHS would issue an annua] report of this data and provnde it to the publlc

~ ‘Under the provnsnons of thlS blll the Adoptlon and-Foster Care Automated Reporting System
(AFCARS). would be repealed. 'This program provides individualized data on the experiences of : :
children in foster care and adoptive placement in all 50 states. The program is just beginning this " :
year and will provide the first national view of the foster care population. :

S ' o {
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The proposal would provrde $6 mrlllon per year to eonduct a nattonal random-sample study of chxld
welfare. In addition, $10 million per year -would be authorized for research and training in child

welfare, to be spent at the Secretary $ discretion.
Discussion

Collection of meaningful data by the states is important to improving child welfare systems.
However, the aggregate data that would be reported under the proposal will not provide a clear
understanding of which children the states are serving and whether the states are reaching the
established goals of protecting chlldren v .

For the Congress or HHS to adequately assess and monitor state performance, analysis of o
individualized data such as that in AFCARS is required. Without individual-level data, it is difficult -
to understand whether children are being served and protected adequately within the states. Important
policy and practice issues—such as how long different types of-children stay in care before returmng
home or being adopted»—cannot be addressed through aggregate reportmg

Though the blll provxdec some fundmg for child welfare research and training, the funding is well
below that under current law. States are not likely to increase their own contributions to reséarch as

... federal funds are cut back. Therefore, an important source of learning about the problems of these

. vulnerable children and the effectlvenws of programs armed at helpmg them could be lost.
Fundmg and State Allotment , |
‘Proposal

The block grant would consist of two components: most of the funding would be. a five year-capped
entitlement to the states, while in each year $486 million of the total would be subject to annual
" appropriation. Total funding would be $4.416 billion in FY 1996, $4.681 billion in FY 1997, $4.993
‘billion in FY 1998, $5.253 billion in FY 1999, and $5.557 billion in FY 2000. - The block grant
funds would be allocated to the states based on their proportion of the higher of (1) one-third of the
state's amount of federal obligations for selected child welfare programs for FY 1992 through FY.
1994 or (2) the state’s amount of Federal obligations for those programs for FY 1994. The proposal
~ would provide no funds for Indian tribes. The proposal does not address how states would receive
payment for legitimate entitlement .claims mcurred in earlier fiscal years ‘

States would be requlred to mamtam ‘their 1995 level ‘of spending on these programs through 1997.

~ Beginning in 1998, states would be allowed to transfer up to 30 percent of funds from this block
grant to other block grants, including those created by this bill as well as Title XX and any food and
nutrition block grant that may be created in the future by the 104th Congress. .

Dtscusswn

The amount of the block grant is set at $4 416 billion in FY 1996 compared with $4 713 billion that
would have been available if current programs were contmued Over five years, $2.7 billion of
federal funding to state child protectlon systems will' be lost. - This is 2 reduction in federal funding of
10 percent. The ability of states to transfer funds out of this block grant increases the lrkehhood that -
state chxld weifare systems will lack’ necessary fundmg '
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By dxstnbutmg funds based on a state’s recent propomon of Title IV-B obligations, the formula
favors states that have placed large numbers of children in foster care or have succeeded in making
large claims for child placement services and administration. Many states have hlgh IV-E claims for

~ child placement services and adrmmstratlon because they have used these funds to improve their-. i
casework systems and to provide prcventlve and in-home services. ' These states would get more =
money under the Title II block grant, while states that have not yet used administrative funds for

~ system improvement would get less. For example, 41 states are just beginning to develop computer
systems which would be eligible for special funding, funding that would be repealed under the
proposal. As a result, states with the greatest need may have access to the least amount of funds.
The current inequitics among the states would be frozen in place for the next five years.

The formula would greatly disadvantage those states that, for reasons beyond their control, such as
changes in population or increases in cases of serious child abuse, will need to increase the number of ~
children placed in foster care. In addition, creating a formula based on payments to states for any

one year locks in place problems created because of IV-E foster care and adoption’s multi-year -
claiming process. - Any state with many back claims in the selected year will have a dlspropomonately
large share of funds in cach of the ﬁve years of the block grant :

Historical Analysis

If a block grant had been put into effect in FY 1990, based on funding levels in FY 1988-—and
-escalated at the same rate as the proposed block grant--states would have received 49 percent less = .
funding in FY 1994 than they actually received. Overall, states would have lost $1.5 billion dollars .
- of federal funding in that year alone. Every state but one would hﬁve lost, funding under such block -
‘grant. The biggest losers in dollar terms would have been California (losing $356 million), New
York (losing $310 million), Pennsylvama (losing $102 million), and Illinois (losing $101 million). In
percentage terms, the biggest losers would have been Massachusetts-(losing 83 percent), Hawaii -
(losing 80 percent), Indlana (losing 72 percent). -and Connectlcut (losmg 71 percent).

. This clearly shows that a child protection block grant - even w1th mcreasmg allocations over ﬁve
'years — would have the potential to dramatically cut the funding to states. A block grant cannot
anticipate growth in child abuse and neglect or in the need for foster care. If states experience foster
care caseload growth beyond that assumed in the capped amount over the next five years they would o
lose tmlhons of dollars in federal child welfare fundmg ‘

Medicaid

Proposal

As with other children, any foster chlld whose family meets ‘those requxrements for IV-A ehgubxhty
that were m effect on March 7, 1995 would be Mcdlcald ehglble . '
Dzscus;wn : -

The bill would require States to oonﬁnixé judging Medicaid eligibility on IV-A standards from March

-7, 1995 even if it subsequently changed its AFDC eligibility requnrements This will: potentlally
create a two-tiered Medicaid ehglbthty system in €ach state. :
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Interethmc Adoptmn |
Proposal o

The bill repeals the Multiethnic Placement Act and substitutes replacement language. A state foﬁng to
have discriminated: would losc all of its Title II block grant funds for the penod of time durmg wluch S
the vmlatxon occurred : -

Discussion

The Multiethnic Placement Act provides that states or other entities that receive Federal funds shall

. not deny, delay or otherwise discriminate in making foster and adoptive placements on the basis of
‘the race, color, or national origin of the prospective parents or the child. The Act further provides
that a state or other entity may consider the race, ethnicity, or cultural background of a child and the
capacity of prospective parents to meet the needs of a child of that background as one of a number of
factors in making placement- -decisions, providing that it did not delay or deny placements. Fmally,
the Act requires that states and other entities make active efforts to recruit foster and adoptive parents
capable of meeting the needs:of the children needing placement. States and other entities violating the
Act are subject to-sanctions pursuant to Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. These penaltus range
from comphancc actions to full tcrmmanon of funding.

The proposed blll includes essentmlly the same. prohlbmon as provxded for by Multxcthmc Placement
* Act. Unlike that Act, it contains no language discussing whether -or how the backgrouud of the Chlld
.'may be considered. It also does not addrws recruitment issues.

Under thc proposed bill a state that vxolates the prohxbmon sha.ll remit all funds that were paid it .

under the Child Protection Block Grant during the period of illegal behavior. This proposed penalty

“would mean that a state would lose all Federal funds provided to the state for use in supporting fostcr
care, adopuon, and child protection actlvmes based on a single act of dlscrmnnatlon

W%@m DRAFT -- FOR INTERNAL USE OMLY
, S o

t
¥



ANALYS!SOFTHBPRA(HR 1214) — md ' ‘-‘ ' f Page 26
T[TLE I: BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE AND NUTRITION ASSISTANCE
* Subtitle A CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANTS ‘ ‘ '

‘ﬁ.

Block Granting Child Care Programs t‘or Welfare and Low-Income Families

'Proposdl T L = .
The Personal Recponsrbrhty Act would repcal threc programs authorlzed under Title IV-A of the
Social Security Act: .
(1) the AFDCIJOBS Child\Care program. an entitlement progrern which guarantees child care
assistance for AFDC families who are working or in training; ‘

) . the Transrtlonal Chr!d Care program an entrtlement program which guarantees child care
assistance for up to 12 months for those AFDC recrprents who earn their way off the welfare
rolls; and

(3) . the At—Rxsk Child Care program a capped entitlement whrch provides chxld care assrstanee
- for wcrkmg famrhes at risk of becommg welfare dependent :

Aoeordmg to adnumstratwe data, these three programs provrded states and territories with -
approximately $970.million in FY 1994. .In addition, the Personal Responsibility Act would repeal
several small discretionary child care programs.! All of these programs would be consolidated into a
substantially revised Child Care and Developrient Block Grant (CCDBG), a program currently funded
.. at $890 5 mllhon in FY 1994. ,

The block grant would be a drscreuonary program, authorrzed at $1 943 brllron (FY 1994 combined
funding level for all programs) for each year from FY 1996 through FY 2000. Up to three percent
~would be reserved for Indian Tribes.! Up to one-half of one percent would be reserved for territories -
and possessions., The amount remaining would be allocated on the basis of funds received in FY'

1994 under the CCDBG and IV-A chrld care programs. Fundmg for the block grant would be subject ‘
to an annual appropnatron

o ‘-The current law reQurrement that scates‘mateh federal funds and maintain certain levels of chrld care

expenditures would be eliminated. The bill would also.limit administrative costs to five percent of
state allotments and would allow states to transfer.up- to 20 percent of the total amount of funds into
_other block grants ' - :

Analyszs

-The two Title IV-A mdmdual child care entrtlement programs that would be repealed served an -
- average ‘of nearly 424,000 children a month in1993. Currently, because AFDC/JOBS Child Care is-
an open-ended entitlement program, it grows as the number of AFDC families requrred tobein -
training-or working grows. Transitional Child Care also grows to meet the needs as more famrhes
leave the welfare rolls due to eammgs from Work helpmg to ensure that their move toward mdepen«
dence is successful ' : :

1. The drscretronary programs are the Chrld Development Associate Scholarshlps the State

o Dependent Care Grants, Programs of National Significance of Title X of the Elementary and

Secondary Educatmn Act, and thc Nauve Hawauan Famil y-Based Education Centers.
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" The At-Risk Chxld Care program and the current Chlld Care and Development Block Grant servedan

average of 975,000 children a month in 1993. The vast majority of these children lived in working
poor families that were at or below the federal poverty level. Inits May 1994 report, the General
Aeeountmg Office (GAO) noted lengthy waiting lists for child care assistance for working poor ... ...~
families in five of the six states visited. According to the GAO report, 255,000 children of low—
income families in California are on' waiting hsts for subsidized child care. ‘

The prOposed child care block grant ‘would. eliminate three of the four child care prograrns under the .
jurisdiction of the House Ways and Means Committee. The Committee’s remaining program would
be the Dependent Care Tax Credit, whxch does not prowde support to many Iow—mcome fanuhes

'because it is not refundable

The proposed Chlld care block grant would be unable to respond to the growing need for child care
assistance for poor families. There is already a tremendous unmet need for child care assistance in
states that are engaged in welfare reform. The child care needs of welfare families will grow .
significantly with the proposed increase in work requirements. In addition, there will continue to be -
greater needs among the working poor as more and more mothers enter the labor force.

Not only does the preposed block grant autherimtion remain fixed for five years, federal child care -
funding will decline, at a minimum, by 20 percent, or $2.4 billion, over the next five years. Because

-the program will be discretionary, actual appropriations in any given year may be set lower than
-authorized levels. Even if the block grant were fully funded in FY 2000, states would receive in that.

year 25 percent less federal funding ($651 million) than under current law, whlch would mean that

-approximately 400,000 fewer children would receive assistance. Child care funding will be reduced .

at the same time that welfare reform may require more parents to enter the workforce. With
insufficient resources, the child care needs of welfare recipients would compete thh the child care
needs of the low income worlcmg farmhes , :

Chlld Care for Famnlles -on Welfare-

Under current 1aw families on welfare are guaranteed child care assxstance if they are Workmg or
participating in JOBS or other state-approved training programs. This entxtlement was created to
ensure that parents could successfully participate, and children would be provided adequate care. The
PRA would eliminate this guarantee, forcing many parents to choose between meenng their =~ -
obligations to pamcxpate in work and the obligation to care for. their child.

The lack of child care may jeopardxze the success of welfare reform efforts Moreover, many states -

have already recognized the importance of child care to successfully move families from welfare to
work. A number of states, including Connecticut, Florida, Iowa, Illinois, and New York, have
sought to expand Transitional Child Care benefits as part of their welfare reform demonstrations.
With the limited- funding of the proposal providing such expanded benefits will be difficult. The
GAO conducted a study of participants in welfare-to-work programs in 1987, and 60 percent reported .
that lack of child care was a barrier to work. A recent GAO study predicted a 50 percent increase in

. workforee pamcxpauon by poor women if Chlld care were provnded

-

ChlldCareforW rkm Famlhe .:' : ' o

Currently, each year close to one mlllxon chrldren in non- welfare workmg famxltes receive fedcral
child care assistance. Accordmg to the Census Bureau, poor families that must pay for child care
spend 27 percent of their income on child:care. Many of the ‘poor -families who receive federal
assistance could not afford to continue working at such a cost. Yet as the number of AFDC
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. recipients needing child care in order to work rises, this could deprive these hard working families of
the child care assistance that has enabled them to escape welfare. In January 1995, the General
Accounting Office reported to the EEO Early Childhood Subcommittee that states are already using -
funds originally targeted to the working poor to meet the increasing needs of welfare recipients.:: ==
Losing child care assistance could have the unintended effect of puttmg more poor families at risk of :
welfare dependency. . o : o ; :

Eligibility
Proposal

The PRA does not modify the eligibility requirements currently in the CCDBG. The bill eliminates
the guarantee for assistance for welfare recipients who are working or in training and for those who
have worked their way off the welfare rolls. States will set their own priorities in determining who
will receive child care subsidies among families at or below 75 percent of the state median income.

Analjsis

HHS estimates that 75 percent of the state median income on average is-approximately 200 percent of

. the-federal poverty level. There are currently an estimated 7.6 million children under 13 years old in -
families with income below 200 percent of poverty that have two parents or a single parent who
works full or part-time. In addition, two-thirds of AFDC recipients have at least on preschool child.
While the Child Care and Development Block Grant is intended for non-welfare families, some states
have used CCDBG for welfare families. The At-Risk program is reserved for the working poor. As .
the programs are consolidated, states will have flexibility to set their own priorities for the reduced
funding, although the increasing needs of the welfare populatron are lrkely to crowd their ability to .
assist the working poor. :

Paresital Choice and Child Care Services L | L
: Proposal “ | |

‘The PRA does not modify the provisions of the CCDBG that assured parental chorce of child care -
arrangements funded through grants contracts, or certlﬁcates i

Analysis o S o
Under the cnrrent child care subsidy prograrns, parents choose the ehild care provider for their |
children. Parents can choose a child care center, family day care provider, group home provider, or.

" an in-home provider. While states. must provide certificates for-care directly to families, states can

also use some funds to contract with provrders to provrde slots to a certam number of subsidized
children.

Elimination of Health and Safety Requirements
Proposal

The PRA would eliminate most of the health and safety requirements currently in the CCDBG.

program, including the assurance that states set their own standards for the prevention and control of -
infectious disease, building and physical premises safety, and provrder training. It would repeal state
assurance of provider compllance and state review of hcensmg and regulatory requirements. It would
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repeal the requxrement that providers who are cxempt from hcensmg regxster with the state agency in :
order to receive funding through the block grant. However, the PRA includes one provision

| . requiring child care providers to comply with appllcable state and local health, safety, lnoensmg or .

n

rchstratlon requxremcnts R ; o o i kma
Analysw

Child care Iegxslanon and regulanons have not mposed federal child care standards on provxders
Instead, federal law has insisted that states set up their own standards to protéct children in child care
settings. The recently released study, Cost, Quality and Qutcomes in Child Care Centers (January
1995; University of Colorado at Denver, University of California at Los Angeles, University of North
Carolina, Yale University), found that states with high standards had substantially fewer poor quality -
centers than those with low standards and that children were safer,. happier, and better educated in

~ higher quallty centers. J

Removal. of the ,requiremcnt that states address infectious disease control (including immunizations),
building safety, and provider training through their own regulations-would allow states to ignore
fundamental health and safety issues. The HHS Office of Inspector General conducted a nationwide
survey of health and safety in child care settings before the implementation of the Child Care and

- Development Block Grant. They found numerous health and safety violations including toxic .
materials, broken glass, and nails in areas accessible to children. The OIG found that the block grant .
requirements have been mstrumcntal in improving Chlld care quahty for children across the country:

Elimination of the. Set—Asude to Improve the Quality of Child Care and to Increase the
Avallablllty of Early Childhood Development and Before--and After-School Care Services

.Proposal

The PRA eliminates the feqmrcxﬁent that states set aside 25 percent of block grant funding for
activities to improve the quality of child care and to increase the avaxlablhty of early chlldhood
development and before- and after-school care services.

Analysis - P | c . ‘ '

Numerous recent studies have demonstrated that lugh quality early chlldhood -experiences are

important for healthy development At the same time, studies have documented that much of the care

- children are receiving is poor or mediocre. The Cost, Quality and Outcomes: report found that 40
percent of infant care was judged to be of poor quality. The report found that providers with access

to some type of support beyond parent fees were able to provide higher quality care. The CCDBG

set-aside is one of the most significant resources states have to help their prowders and 1mprove the

quahty of care. : ‘ : :

Certain geographic areas (especially rural areas and inner-city neighborhoods) and children of certain
age groups (particularly infants and school-aged children) are highly underserved. When pressure to
provide. more care in these areas increases, states are able to use the set-aside funds to increase thc o
Supply of child care through stch actxons as recruxtmg and supportmg new- provxders S R

: States have used funds set aside for quahty activities’ for

. Chlld Care Resource and Referral ageneies whlch help parents select child. carc services, obtam
ﬁnancual asmstancc and access quahty child care. . .
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* Grants and loans to help provxders meet applicable state and local child care standards licensing,
and regulatory requlrements and health and safety requirements. ‘

.. Improvement of child care l:censmg. increased monitoring efforts and consumer educatton . _,..,.
1mt1auves A

. Training -and technical assistance to child care center and family child care staff..

The elimination of the set-aside would almost certainly reduce the types of investments made in
quality services. Currently, approximately nine (9) percent of the block grant goes into quality
activities such as those described above. The remainder of the set-aside has been used to expand
services to underserved areas and groups of children. The set-aside in current law offers a protection
to children in care by making investments in quality and capacity building. Without a set-aside for
these purposes, and with overall reduced funding, states will be under tremendous pressure to direct
all funding toward direct services certificates. :

Accountability

State Match and Supplantation

- Proposal

The Personal Responsibility Act deletes the fequirement for a state match and the requirement
prohibiting states from usmg federal funds to replace state and local dollars spent for child care
services. : :

Analyszs

Currently, states do not contribute to the CCDBG program. State$ contribute to the AFDC/JOBS
Child Care Program and the Transitional -Child Care program at the Federal Medical Assistance
Percentages (FMAP) rate for services and at SO percent for administration. For the At-Risk program
both administration and servxces are matched at the FMAP rate. , :

- States spent the followmg amounts to match federal dollars for the. AFDCIJOBS ’I‘ransmonal and At-
- Risk Child Care programs . A ’ .

- in FY 92: $575.9 million
. _in FY 93: $616.5 million
. " in FY 94 $697.8 million

Without a requ:rement to continue providing state and local funds at the current level and with
- pressures of state and local budgets, it is likely that the overall reducuon in chlld «<are funding would

. exceed the 20 percent reduction in federal funds.
Transfer Authonty o LN
Proposal |

The PRA would allow up to 20 percent of the funds of the block grant to be used for the purposes of ,
other block grants. ‘ " . ‘ : , S

H
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Analysis :

There is currently. no ability to use &asignhted éhilci care funding for other non-child care pui'poses.
The ability to transfer child care fur_lds could result in greater reductions in overall child care suppogts-

Repoiting Requirements -

. Proposal

The Personal Responsxbxhty Act rcplaces current CCDBG reportmg requlremcnts thh extcnswe new .
requlrements for information conoemmg chlldren and families reccwmg assistance. -

Analysis

~ The Personal Responsibility Act would create burdensome, detailed new reporting requirements for
* states at the same time that it would reduce the amount of funding available for administrative
purposes (5 percent of state allotments). The degree of detailed information demanded greatly
. exceeds current data reportmg capacmes of most: states . :

Consolidation of the State Dependent Care Grants and the Chxld Development Associate
Scholarshlm :

_ Proposal

The Personal Responmblhty Act would consolidate several discretionary programs m addition to the
Social Secunty Act child ¢are entltlement programs into the block grant

Analysxs . I . - ."

The Administration’s FY 96 budget proposed consolidation of twd of the discretionary child care
- programs -- the Child Development Associate (CDA) Scholarships and the State Dcpendent Care -
Grants - into the Child Care and Dcvelopment Block Grant. :

- The State Depcndent Care Grants provxde grants to states for r&cource and referral system actlvmes
and school-age child care services activities, and the CDA scholarships fund child care provider
training. - Since these are all areas currcntly addressed .under the CCDBG, consohdauon is -
appropnate : :

‘Subtitle B: FAMILY AND SCHOOL—BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS
Block Grantmg of Nutntlon Programs
Proposal ' |
The Personal Respons:blhty Act would repeal the Cemmodlty Distribution Reform Act and W"IC
" Amendments of 1987, and the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization Act of 1989.It-would -
amend the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (which authorizes the Specxal Milk, School Breakfast, and

‘WIC programs) to create a Family Nutrition Block Grant, and it amends the National School Lunch
Act (which authorx;es the School Lunch program) to create a School- -Based Nutrition Block Grant..
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Thc Family Nutrition Block Grant to states would bc authonzed to. pro\nde WIC-type nutrition

assessment, food assistance, nutrition education and counseling, and referrals to health services -

(including routine pediatric and obstetric care) to economically disadvantaged women, infants, and

~ young children; to ensure that economically disadvantaged children in day care centers, family day ___ -
“care homes, homeless shelters, settlcment ‘houses, recreational centers, Head Start and Even Start o

programs, and child care facilities for children with disabilities receive meals, snacks, and milk; and

to provide summer food service programs in non-school settmgs to economically dlsadvantaged

children when school is not in session..

. Each state that submits*an application would also be entitled to receive a School-Based Nutrition
Block Grant to: safeguard the health and well-being of children through nutritious, well-balanced
meals and snacks; provide economically disadvantaged children access to free or low cost meals,
- snacks and milk; ensure that the children served are receiving the nutrition they require to take -
.advantage of educational opportunities; emphasize natural sources of nutrients that are low in fat and
sodium over enriched foods; provide a school nutrition program, and minimize paperwork burdens
and administrative expenses for. schools :

‘Approprlatnons for the Fam:ly Nutrition Block Grant would be authorlmd at:

$4.606 billion for FY: 1996
$4.777 billion for FY 1997
$4.936 billion for FY 1998
$5.120 billion for FY- 1999 |
*$5.308 billion for FY 2000. 5 -
'Authorized amounts would .remain ‘available until the end of thc fiscal year subsequent to the ﬁscal
ycar for which they were approprlated '

“The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant amount would be:

$6.681 billion for FY 1996
$6.956 billion for FY 1997
$7.237 billion for FY 1998
$7.538 billion for FY 1999

. $7.849 billion for FY 2000.

- Nine percent of the school-based nutrition assistance available would be in the form of commodities.
States could obligate their allotted funds in-the fiscal year received or in the succeeding fiscal year.

Analysw . k - .

USDA’s Child Nutrition and WIC programs have produced s:gmﬁcant and measurable nutrition . = ..
outcomes among the children who participate in them. "The programs work because natiorial nutrition °
-standards are established, required, and verified, and because the funding structure ensures that the

. program can expand to meet the increased needs that are created by a recession or similar economic
Hownturn. THe block grant structure would eliminate both of these protections, leaving children.

~ vulnerable to shifts in the eccnomy, and to changes in nutrmon standards that could be driven more.

- . by cost consxderatlons than children’s health
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Spcndmg for the Family Nutntlon Block Grant would be $987 mllhon less in FY 1996 and $5.3

~ ‘billion less over the five-year period FY 1996-2000. Overall spending for the school-based programs
would be $104 million less that the current policy in FY 1996, and over $1.3 billion less over the -
five-year period. If enacted in 1989, the Family Nutrition Block Grant would have resulted in a 43

- percent reduction in funding for meals to young children and food and services to women, mfants
and children in 1994, WIC funding would have béen 33 percent less than actually spent, and - .
spending on non-school child care, milk, and summer programs would have been 66 percent less than .
was needed. Under the Family Nutrition Block Grant, 275,000 women, infants, and children would

" be removed from the WIC program at the outset of the block grant. If enacted in 1989, the School-
Based Nutrition Block Grant would have resulted in nearly a 1‘7 percent reduction in ﬁmdmg for

meals to.school children in 1994 >

The Family Nutrition Block Grant risks dmumshmg the effectweness of the WIC program. By
dropping national program requirements for the WIC ‘program, there would likely be an erosion of
national program standards that could reduce or reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC in such areas
as reduced low-birthweight and infant mortality. This could increase prenatal and pediatric health

 care costs. Cost savings to the Medicaid program resulting from the WIC program, now valued at -
$400 million to $1.3 billion per year; would decline.- In addition, there is no requirement to maintain

competitive bids for infant formula rebates, or that funds generated from rebates should be used for

WIC-type services. Currently, WIC rebates generate over $1 billion per year and support over 1.5
million persons annually in the WIC program ‘ ,

" The Family Nutrition Block Grant-would also eliminate the viability of supporting meals served in

+ 185,000 family day care homes. Denying all children in day care homes the.modest subsidy available .
to children in school-based programs could drive family day care homes out of the program. In
- addition, national nutrition standards for child care programs would be eliminated. With the -
significant reduction in funding, and state allocations being tied to the total number of people served,
there would be few incentives to put children’s health and nutrition needs first.

Allotment of Funds to States - .
Proposal
Appropnated nutntlon block grant ﬁmds would be allotted to states each year as follows:

First fiscal year: Each state’s share of Family Nutrition Block Grant funds would be propomonal to
the share of funding it received under current law in the previous year for the aggregate of WIC (100
percent); homeless children nutrition (100 perccnt), and 87.5 percent of funds received for the child
and adult care food program, the summer food service program and the special milk program. Each -
. state’s share of the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant is proportional to the share of funding it

- received under current law in the previous year for the aggregate of the school breakfast program

(100 percent); the school lunch program (100 percent); and 12.5 percent of funds received for the
-child and adult care food program, the summer food service program, and the special milk program.

For the second fiscal year: Ninety-ﬂlr;: percent of fgnding would be allotted in proportionv to its share

. iof preccdmg ﬁscal year fundmg The remaining 5 percent of fundmg would be allotted based OR:-oo. oo rn

* for the Fanuly Nutrition Block Grant — the relative number of 1nd1v1duals in each state who
' rece:ved assistance under the Family Nutrition Block Grant in the year ending June 30 of the
precedmg fiscal’ year to the total number such individuals, or-
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@ for the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant = the relative number ot‘ meals se'rv‘ed in each state
in the year ending June 30 of the preceding fiscal year under the School-Based Nutrition Block
Grant to the total number of meals served in all states v

o

e

~ For the third and fourth ﬁscal years:, Nmety percent of fundmg would be allotted in proportlon to 1ts
share of preceding fiscal year funding, and 10 percent would be allotted based on the relative number -
of people (for the family numtton grant) or meals (for the schqol-based nuttmon grant) served.

For the fifth fiscal year: Eighty-five percent of funding would be allotted in ptoportton to its share of
preceding fiscal year funding, and 15 percent would be allotted based on the relatwe number of -
people or meals served : ‘

Analysis . -

. Since a state’s funding for the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant would be based partially on the
number of meals served in the previous year, states that serve more "free” meals than the national
average would be penalized. In contrast, states that serve more total meals would fare better in the .
allocation formula. Since it costs more to serve a free meal to.a poor child, states have an incentive

~ to maximize their total meal count by serving more meals to affluent students or by charging poor
students for their meals. Without national ‘nutrition standards, states also might be inclined to cut the
quality or amount of food provided in order to serve more meals and maximize funding. This effect
would be heightened in a recession, when even more poor children need meals free or at low cost. "In
addition, the grant will not respond to changes in the school age population, even though demographic
data suggests enrollment will rise four to six percent during the authorization period of the grants.

_Applications must be submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture

Proposal

B Family Nutrition Block Grant: States would be required to set miimum nutritional standards for
food assistance based on the most recent tested nutritional research available, although they can use
the model nutrition standards developed by the National Academy of Science.

School-Based Nutrition Block Grant: States would be required to set minimum tmtritional standards
for meals, based on the most recent tested nutritional research available, although they could choose -
to implement the model nutrition standards developed by the Nattonal Academy of Science.

“The ‘state apphcattons for both the famxly and School-Based Nutrition Block Grants must include an ..
agreement to take reasonable steps to restrict the-use and disclosure of information about recipients.

In addition, for the Family Nutrition Block Grant, the state would be required to agree to spend not
more than five percent of its grant amount for administrative costs, except that costs associated with
nutritional risk assessments and nutrition education and counseling are not considered administrative
costs. In the case of theJSchool-Based Nutrition Block Grant, the state would be required to agree to
spend not more than two percent of its grant amount for admtmstranve costs. Annual reports are also

requlred for both grants. )
l
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Analysis

The Personal Responsibility Act would permit states to prescribe nutrition standards for the block
“grants, and could vary widely from state to state. National standards, on the other hand, protect- "

children, no-matter where they live. There would be no guarantee that state standards.would .
‘adequately promote children’s health; children’s health could suffer if states set or alter nutrition-

standards to meet shifting budgets or other priorities unrelated to children. By dropping national
" standards for the WIC program, there would likely be an erosion of national program standards that
could reduce or reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC in such areas as reduced low-birthweight and
infant mortality. Elimination of standards in the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant means thcre will
be no assurance that children would have access to healthy mcals at school. -

| Use of Amounts
Proposal

. The Personal Responsibility Act would require states to use at least 80 percent of all Family Nutrition -
_ Block Grant funds to provide WIC-type services and the remainder -on meals and snacks to children in
child care and other non-school settings. Funds can only serve persons under 185 percent of poverty.

The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant funds would prowde meals and snacks to students." Eighty
percent of the block grant funds would be required to be used to provide free or low cost meals or -
snacks to children below 185 percent of poverty. In addition, states would also be required to ensure -
that food service programs.are established and carried out in private nonprofit schools and

. Department of Defense domestic dependents’ schools on an equitable basis with food programs in -
public schools

States would also be authorized to.transfer up to 20 percent of block grant funds to carry.out a state

program pursuant to Title IV-A, Title IV-B, or Title XX of the Social Security Act, or the Child Care

»and Development Block Grant Act of 1990. Funds could also be transferred between the School-

- ‘Based Nutrition Block Grant and the Family Nutrition Block Grant. Before transfer, the state would
be required to determine that sufficient funds are avallable to carry out goals of the family or School-

Based Nutntxon Block Grants ' » : : : :

' Wlth respect to the prowsxon that nine percent of thc avaxlable school-based nutrmon assistance would
be provided to states in the form of commodities,- states would be prohibited from requiring- individual
- school districts, private nonprofit schools, or Department of Defense domestic dependents’ schools
which had been receiving commodity assistance in the form of cash payments or commodity letters of.
credit in lieu of entitlement commodities as of January ‘1, 1987, to accept commodities for use in their
district, except at the request of the affected school dlstrlct Such schools/districts would be permitted
to contmuc recexvmg commodlty assistance in the form that they . reoewed it as of January 1, 1987.

Schools would also be prohibited from: physically separating children ehglble for free or low cost
meals or snacks from other children, overtly identifying such children by use of such means as special
tokens or tickets, or announced or pubhshed lists of names; or from otherwise discriminating against
such children. : l
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Analyszs

‘Because of the restriction to funding only children below 185 percent of poverty, the Family Nutrition
Block Grant would eliminate the viability of supporting meals served in 185,000 family day care~ =
homes. Denying all children in family day care homes the modest subsidy available to children in
school-based programs could drive family day care homes out of the program. If welfare reform .

" _ efforts result in more working, low-income parents, this cost squeeze on day care would be

exacerbated.  Transfer authority of 20 percent could result in no funds available for child care and
summer nutrition programs in the Family Nutrition Block Grant, and no funds for ctuldren over 185
percent of poverty in the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant :

Reports
Proposal

States would be required to report to the Secretary of Agriculture each year for both block grants on:
- the number of individuals receiving assistance, the different types of food assistance provided under -
the block grants, the extent to which the assistance was effective in achieving the stated goals of the
grant, and the standards and methods the state is using-to ensure the nutritional quality. The Family
Nutrition Block Grant would also require reporting on the number of low birthweight births in the .
state that year compared to the number in the previous year, and any other information the Secretary
deems to be appropriate. The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant would require reporting on the
different types of food assistance provided to individuals receiving assistance; the total number of

- meals served to students, including the percentage of such meals served to.economically
dxsadvantaged students; and any other information the Secretary dcems to be appropnate

| Analyszs

The reporting required in this bill would not guarantee that poor children will be adequately served,"
or that the nutrition standards set will be appropriate to children’s “health needs. It also provides no

" guarantees that state oversight for program compliance will occur, which could allow errors or fraud
to occur without detection. There is also no guarantee that significant issues, such as dairy bid-

: nggmg, Where USDA has taken more than 100 actions in the last year, would be addressed. ‘

" In addmon,, reports would not be required for the state programs carried out pursuant to Title IV-A,
Title IV-B, or Title XX of the Social Security Act, the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant
established under Subtitle C of the Personal Responsibility Act, or the Child Care and Development
Block Grant Act of 1990, as penmtted in the Use of Funds section. ;

Penalties ‘ : - ‘ A
Proposal .
. . ‘ 1 .

Any family or School-Based Nutrition Block Grant amount found to have been used in violation of
the family or School-Based Nutrition Block Grant programs as a result of an audit would be required
to repaid, except that any quarterly payment of block grant funds to the state may not be reduced by
- more than 25 percent. The block grant(s) will also be reduced by 3 percent if a state fails to submxt

_ts reqmred fiscal year report(s) within 6 months of the end of the preceding fiscal year.
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Assnstanoe to Chlldren Enrolled in anate Nonprofit Schools and Department of Defense
- Domestic Dependents’ Schools In Case of Rastnctxons on State or Failure by State to Prov1de
Assustance ' : , . oL ;« . :

v
TR

]
4

Propasa{

The Personal Responsibility Act would provide for the Secretary of Agriculture to arrange for school-

based food assistance to children enrolled in private elementary or secondary schools or nonprofit

schools or Department of Defense domestic dependents’ schools in any state which is prohibited by

state law from using block grant funds to provide assistance to such children. If the Secretary

~ arranges for such assistance, the amount of the grant for such state would be reduced by the amount
- of the assistance provided to the private or domestic dependents’ schools. In addition, the Secretary
of Agriculture would make available to the Secretary of Defense funds and commodities to establish

. and carry out food service programs for students in Department of Defense overseas dependents’

- schools. The amount of needed funds and commodities will be determined by the two Secretaries,
and would be reserved from the amounts avallable to the states for the School-Based Nutrition Block

Grant. : , :

Model Nutrition Standards for Food Assistance for Pregnant, Postpartum and Bmastfeedmg
Women, Infants and Children

Propasal

The Pcrsonal Responsibility Act would require the National Acadcmy of Sc1encc, in cooperation with
pedlatncmns obstetricians, nutritionists, and (WIC) program directors, to develop model nutrition
standards for food assistance for pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding women, infants and children
" — by April 1996. Such nutrition standards would require that the food assistance provided to such

women, infants, and children contain required nutrients (as determined by nutritional research) found
to be lacking in their diets. :

* The bill would also require the National Academy of Science, in oooperation with nutritionists, and
- program directors providing meals to students, to develop model nutrmon standards for meals to such
students by Aprll 1996 ‘ .

Wlthm one year after development of the standards the Natlonal Academy of Scxence ‘would be
required to prepare and subrmt to the Congress on state cfforts to nnplement the model nutrition
standards.

Subtitle - D RELATED PROVISIONS ;
Requirement to Produoe Data Relatmg to Poverty and Program Partxcxpatmn and Outcomes

Proposal

“The Personal Respons1b1hty Act would require thc Secretary of Health and Human Services to pubhsh

data relating to the incidence of poverty in the United States every two years, for every state, county,""i B PR

. and locality, and for every school district. For school districts, the number of children ages 5-17 in
families below poverty would be required, beginning in 1998 and every two years thereafter. For
states and counties, the number of individuals 65 or older living below poverty would be reported in

" 1996 and every two years thereafter. $1.5 million would be authonzed to be approprlatcd each year

for FY 1996-2000.to carry out this requirement. | SR :
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‘The Secretary would also be required to produce data on changes in participation in welfare, health,
education, and employment and training programs for families and children, the duration of such

participation, and the causes and consequences of any changes in program participation. $2.5 million
would be authorized to be appropnated for FY 1996, $10 million for each of fiscal years: 1997-2002-- :

and $2 mxllxon for FY 2003

' i . - ol o
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- TITLE IV: RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALJENS

Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welfare Assistance

Proposal

Most legal immigrants would be specifically denied benefits under.5 federal programs: Supplemental
Security Income;, Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant, Social Services Block Grant, Medicaid,
and Food Stamps Refugees would be exempted from the general elngxbxlxty bar for their first ﬁve
years of residence in the Umted States -

Legal 1mxmgrants over age 75 who have 5 years continuous residence and honorably discharged
veterans living in the U.S. or the territories or possessions, active military personnel, and their .
spouses and children would be exempted from the general bar on eligibility. However, for immigrants -

in these categories who have persons sponsoring their entrance, the sponsor's income would be
deemed to the immigrant; the immigrant would be eligible for benefits only if the sponsor’s income
was very low. Deeming would apply only to immigrants whose sponsors had signed a new, legally
binding affidavit of support developed subsequent to the effective date. Sponsor-to-alien deeming
would continue until the sponsored immigrant -attained citizenship, would be: requxred under any
federal, state, or local means-ttsted pubhc assistance program. .

The affidavit of support s_igned by spons‘ors would become a legally binding document. However,

sponsored immigrants would be specifically prohibited from bringing suit against sponsors who fail to

" provide. ptonxised financial support. Only government agencies -would be allowed to seek reimburse-
ment from sponsors, if the immigrants they sponsored somehow managed to receive means-tested
public assistance, desplte the ban. : )

Immigrants receiving current benefits under any of the programs would have one more year of ‘
- eligibility before becoming ineligible. Federal agencies currently delivering benefits to immigrants
would be required to give notice to recipients who would become' ineligible due to these provisions.

Lawfully present nonimmigrants would be ineligible for any federal, state, or local means-tested
public assistarice except for non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance (including emergency medical
services) and various housing and community development assistance administered by HUD,

' Nonimmigrants are people admitted for temporary periods of time and limited purposes (e.g.,
tourists, diplomats, journalists, athletes, and other temporary workers). Unlike HR 1157, thxs blll
~ would not exempt public health and lmmumzatlon programs from the ban..

Asylees, temporary agricultural workers, and persons whose deportatlon has been withheld under
section 243(h) of the Immigration and Nationality, Act, would rémain eligible for assistance (even
though asylees and persons.under withholding of deportation status are not considered '

~ “nonimmigrants” by the Immigration- and Nationality Act (INA). Individuals paroled into the U. S.

for a period of less than a year would be considered lawfully present nonimmigrants for the purposes
of this title (although they are not considered nonimmigrants by the INA). The bill is silent with
respect to persons granted parole for a period of 1¢year. Any current nonimmigrant recipients would
become ineligible for assistance 1 year after date of énactment. [NOTE: Nonimmigrants are not - - :
currently eligible for the ma;or welfare ent;tlement progranu'. althoagh asylees and parolees are
currently elzgtble ] : .
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States would be authorized to restrict’ elxglblhty to legal immigrants on the same basis, and subject to -
the same exemptions, -as the federal government. State and local governments would be required to
deny means-tested public assistance to aliens "not lawfully present in the U.S*, except non-cash m-
kind emergency assistance (including emergency medical services) and various housing and =~ =% .
community development assistance administered by HUD. The Attorney General would be-

authorized to determme which classes of al:ens should be constdered not lawﬁllly prwent“ for such
purposes.: : b

H

Discussion :

Based on previous Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates, this title would save nearly $22 .
billion over 5 years. This figure includes savings under the SSI, Medicaid, and Food Stamp -
programs, since the other major programs would be subject to block grants (AFDC and Social
Services). - Based on CBO projections, HHS estimates that the provisions would deny assistance to
almost 2.2 million legal immigrants in the first year of implementation. Most of the legal immigrants
affected by this proposal are earlier amvals who would have their. beneﬁts taken away retroactively.

An underlymg pnncxple of U S. immigration policy has been that immigrants adxmtted for family -
_reunification purposes or for their potential economic contribution would reside permanently in the -
United States as productive individuals and be accorded virtually the same rights and responsibilities
 as citizens. Current law does provide that an immigrant whose entry is sponsored by a U.S. resident

is not ehglble for certain public. assistance programs for a period of years, if the sponsor can support -
 the immigrant: However, categorically denying legal immigrants access to all means-tested public
assistance based solely on their alienage status, and without regard to whether or not they have
sponsors, is contrary to the fundamental pnnclples of immigration policy and would have several -
adverse consequences : .

Under the Personal Responsibility Act, legal immigrants who pay taxes, contribute to safety net

programs and are productive members of society could be ineligible for any assistance in a time of

severe and unexpected need. For example, a legal immigrant who has been working for four years

and subsequently becomes severely disabled would be denied cash assistance under SSI due solely to

* alienage status. In December 1994, there were almost 233,000 non-refugee legal immigrants '

receiving SSI benefits based on disability.  All of those immigrants who were still non-citizens when

- the proposal became effective would be thrown off the program after one year.. While some of these .

- disabled immigrants may have sponsors, the sponsors themselves could face an enormous financial
burden of providing care and medical treatment for immigrants who had become severely dxsabled

Sponsors may become unpovemhed or renege on their obligations. ‘ :

Legal 1mn_ugrants who have worked for years and become temporarily unemployed also would be

- denied access to temporary help. While many immigrants will be able to rely on a sponsor for’
temporary support, the Personal Responsibility Act denies the federal safety net to those legal -
immigrants without a sponsor. The Congressional Research Service estimates that about 40 percent of
all non-refugee legal immigrants admitted in 1994 did not have sponsors. Applying that proportion to .
the 2.2 million immigrants that would be denied assistance, we estimate that almost 900,000 legal
1mm1grants without sPonsors woulcl lose federal a$sistance m FY 1997 o :

The proposals in the Personal Responsxblhty Act would create a number of problems for state and
local governments. By denying benefits to disabled or temporarily unemployed immigrants who do

. ~not have sponsors, the bill leaves a large number of people without any means of support. Many will - ‘

turn to state and local programs. While thie bill includes a provision allowing states to deny eligibility ‘
to legal. immigrants on the same basis as the federal government, many states, cities and counties will .

“
o
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be reluctant to deny all forms of ass:stance to thesc needy lmrmgrants This would effectlvely
constitute a large unfunded federal mandate on states and locahtres :

In addition, the b1[1 would require states and localities to deny means-t%ted public assistance toE

. *unlawful aliens®, with the Attorney General authorized to determined which classes of aliens would
" * be determined * unlawﬁxl" It would also require states and localities to implement deeming until -
citizenship policies under any means-tested public assistance program. The bill defines such

~ assistance to include any program "of public benefits (including cash, medical, housing, and food

assistance and social services) of the federal government or of a state or political subdivision of a state
in which the eligibility of an individual, household, or family eligibility unit for benefits under the

" program, or the amount of such benefits, or both are determined on the basis of income, resources,

or financial need of the individual, household, or unit." This new administrative mandate would
create a number of difficulties and burdens for states and localities that currently do not screen
applicants for the many locally provrded service programs by 1mmrgrauon status.

The burden on state and local provxders is exacerbated by the vague definition of means-tested" and
the-lack of clarity as to which specific programs would be affected. For example, many public health
programs receive funding based on the income or need of a community or geographic area, but
individuals are asked to reimburse the clinic on a sliding fee scale based on the ability of the
individual to pay. Given these program complexities, the definition does not adequately allow for
unequivocal identification of a specific program as “means-tested. " The ambxgulty of the definition
would likely require legal resolutlon in the courts. : . '

The extension of deemmg until citizenship also is likely to generate legal challenges. The INS -
currently- has. large backlogs and long processing times for applications for naturalization. In some
regions, the current time period between application and naturalization is 2-3 years.Thus, a legal .
immigrant who was otherwise eligible for benefits and had completed all requirements for

* naturalization (i.e., had passed the language and history tests, etc.) could be prevented from receiving
assistance due solely to the government’s inability to adjust the immigrant’s status in a timely manner.
Given the increase in naturalizations that the proposal is likely to produce, this backlog would only
get worse in those areas of the country. w1th the largcst numbcrs of ummgrants

'The prov1sxons ‘added to the Rules Commlttee blll concerning the 1ne11g1b1hty of lawful - .o
nonimmigrants are difficult to'understand, given that nonimmigrants are not generally’ ehglblc for’
welfare benefits under current law. The Immigration and Nationality Act definés a number of = -
specific classes of people as nonimmigrants. They are people admitted for temporary periods of time
- and limited purposes (e.g., tourists, diplomats, journalists, and other temporary workers). This
provision would retain welfare eligibility for persons, whose deportation has been withheld and for
‘temporary agrlcultural workers, even though the bill would make most immigrants ineligible for
assistance. ‘Also, of the three statuses that are exempted from the ineligibility rule, two—asylees and
withholding of deportation—are not even considered to be “non-immigrants®". The third—temporary
.agricultural workers—is a nonimmigrant status but it is not clear why these particular temporary
workers should be,ellglblc compared with other temporary workers such as nurses..
Deeming and Sponsorshlp T e -.:
The bill includes a deemmg until cmzenshlp prov1s1on subjectmg to dcemmg immigrants over age 75, -
and veterans, with sponsors who sign the new legally binding affidavits of support. Immigrants in
these categories who do not have sponsors would remam eligible for beneﬁts
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However the bill does not authonze the immigrant to enforce the affidavit of support. The bill only
allows government agencies (federal, state,-or local) to seek reimbursement from a sponsor, if an
immigrant he or she has sponsored is provided benefits. The government is not authorized to compel .
the sponsor to provide financial assistance and the sponsored immigrant is specifically denied the = ===
authority to bring suit against a sponsor in cases where the sponsor has reneged on the financial
responsnblhty promlsed under the afﬂdavxt

Through these prov:slons, the bill has established a Catch-22 s1tuat|on whereby most legal ummgrants :
would be denied benefits under a variety of federal, state, and local programs but they would not be
able to. compel the sponsors to provide ﬁnanclal support. : .

Preventwe Medxcal Care and Med:caxd
- Proposal

About 1.7 mxlhon legal ahens-mcludmg immigrant chlldren—would be denied Medicaid (with the
exception of emergency services). -In addition, many legal immigrants may be denied access to other-
state/local preventive health services provided on a means-tested basis due to the deeming requirement
- and depending on whether they are determined to be "means-tested” programs. There is also no
specific provision that they may receive immunization and screemng and treatment of commumcable
diseases through Public Health Service grants. : . ,

Dtscusswn

The bill reported out of the Committee on Ways and Means would have ensured that noncitizens were
eligible to receive immunizations and screening and treatment of communicable diseases. However, - -
‘the Rules Committee bill makes no specnﬁc provnsxon that legal lmnugrants would be ehglble for these N
basic public health benefits.

'I‘he failure to provide for these services will have deleterious corisequences on the health of

noncitizens and--potentially-citizens as well. It will limit access to prenatal care and other preventive
treatments, jeopardizing the health status of poorer immigrants. Immigrants- would become sicker and

~ more would have to seek emergency care, which is generally much more costly than routine ’
preventive care. In addition, the proposal would deny noncitizens access to-available outreach services
“that might be able to identify and screen pubhc health problems before they affect the general '
population. . ,
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TITLE V: FOOD STAMP REFORM AND COMMODITY DI OoN
A Consohdatlon of Several Commodxty sttnbutlon Programs f o

Ptzge43' -

. ‘Proposal R o 'f . S Lo el
»The Personal Responsnblllty Act would repeal The Emergency Food Asststance Act of 1983 and
would amend the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988, the Commodity Distribution Reform Act and WIC
Amendments of 1987, the Chantable Assistance and-Food Bank Act of 1987, the Food Security Act”
of 1985, the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973, and the Food, Agriculture, =
" Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. It would combine several Food Dtstnbutmn Programs into one
Consolidated Grant. Combined programs include the Commodity Supplemental Food Program, the
'Emergency Food Assistance Program, the Food Banks/Soup Kitchens Program and the Commodity
Program for Charitable Institutions and summer camps. The Secretary of Agneulture would be
~authorized to purchase commodities for emergency feeding programs, but would be prohibited from
using the appropriated funds for initial processing and packaging of commodities into customer- . .
-~ friendly sizes, or for dxstnbutmg the commodities to states. Cemmodlty Credit Corporatton or
‘ Secuon 32 funds could be used for these purpeses 1f they were- avatlable ' R

Dtscasswn

While the Secretary of Agnculture may use Commodlty Credlt Corporatlon or Sectton 32 funds’ for
these purposes, .it is not possible to know whether such funds actually would be available. If funds -
were hot available, it would place the Secretary .in the: position of purchasing’ commodities for -
emergency feeding programs, but without funds to process the food into customer-fnendly sizes or to
be able to pay for food delwery to the states. ! :

Ehmmatlon of national ehglblhty and benefit standards S
Proposal | S

'The Personal Responsnbthty Act would perrmt states to operate a sunphﬁed food stamp program, '
. either statewide or in any political subdivision, for families'that receive cash welfare assistance. .

Under such a program, households receiving regular cash benefits under the temporary assistance for ’fé R
. needy families block grant would be provided food stamp benefit amounts that would be. determined

by usmg the same rulés and procedures that would used by the state for its cash welfare block’ grant

program. States that choose this option to design their own eligibility and-benefit standards would be - DT

-required to ensure that average food stamp benefits for- welfare farmhes do not rise faster than two (2)
‘pcrccnt per year, regardless of. mﬂatton ‘ : :

sy o R oty

’ Dascusszan - S

: Thc natlonal ehgtbthty and benefit standards under current Iaw work to protect low-mcome farmlles
and their children; no matter where they live. The Personal ‘Responsibility Act.could reverse the -
program'’s effectiveness in assunng 1ow-1ncome families access to the resources they need to mect

- their basxc nutrition needs. ‘Under-this bill, each state would have the option to ehmmate nattonal

~ standards for single mothers with children 1mmedrately, and for all participants eventually This

provision creates the potential for programs that differ vastly from state to state, using dtffercnt
eligibility standards, and offering different nutrition benefits. States can'even set up different

~ standards for different counties.. Where states have this flexibility now, there is enormous vanabthty

B For example a smgle parent with two chtldrcn can quallfy for $120 a month in AFDC if she lxves in
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Mississippi, but $680 lf she llves in Connectlcut Tradttronally, the umfonn nattonal standards of the
Food Stamp Program have helped smooth out these 1nequ1t1es ; l" I :

The “srmpllﬁed“ program provxded for in the Personal Responsnbthty Act may actually eompllcate —
program administration. In any given month, about 40.percent of all food stamp households receive.
" AFDC,; fully one in five of these are mixed cases, ‘Moreover, households are dynamic - their . ° .
' members, incomes and program participation all change over time. As a result, workers may need to
understand one set of rules for block grant households, another set'for households in ‘which some =
receive block grant benefits and others do not, and yet another for households in which no one - .. -
receives assrstance under the block grant C . : . Lo

The bill protects the federal governrnent agamst any 1ncreased cost’ resultmg from srmphficatron by
requiring that the average family receive no more in benefits than they do currently. It would,-
however, be virtually impossible to determine if food stamp expenditures increased as a, result of -
,smphficatton since there would beno control group Funher there is no requtrement that farmhes
--receive no less in beneﬁts SR I - : S

Lumts on Thrifty Food Plan adjustments
‘Proposal | Co : t o

‘The Personal Responsrbrhty Act would lnmt mcreases in the Thnfty Food Plan (around which the .
. food stamp benefit structure is built) to just two percent per year, regardless of the increase in food :
_costs. Under current law, the value of food stamp benefits has generally kept pace w1th food pnees o
' ‘through annual adjustments to the Thrtfty Food Plan based on food inflation.

Dzscusszon

Food stamp beneﬁts are now lmked to the Thnfty Food Plan, the least costly of USDA’s food plans -

This ensures that low-income families and individuals have the resources needed to purchase an

adequate and nutritious diet at minimal -cost. ‘The bill would limit increases in basic benefits to two -

percent a year. Over the last 20 years, food prices have actually. mcreased an average of four percent E

~a.year. Over time, the gap between what is needed and what the bill offers would widen every year.
This proposal ensures. that a low-moome famrly would riot receive enough assistance to purchase a -

' low cost food plan ' P R ‘ ..

:,‘ Changes in mcome deductrons, energy assxstance and velnclos

: Proposal o

The Personal Responsrblhty Act would freeze the standard 1ncome deductton (avallable to all food
stamp households) and the limit on excess shelter expense deductions (available to families whose .

" housing costs exceed half its income) at'their current levels, and the ‘Personal Responsrblhty Act -
would limit shelter expense deductrons that could be claxmed by recipients of assistance under the .
‘Low-Income Home Energy Assnstance Program (LIHEAP).:. It would also delete a current law '

.. provision allowing states to desrgnate a portron of publlc assistarice payments as energy. asslstance and~ - SR
. thereby disregard it as-income for food stamp purposes.. The bill also-freezes at $4,550 the portion of

. the market value of a vehicle that is excluded from countable resources. Since the limit was initially
set at $4,500 in 1977, the CPI for used cars has. risen over 150 percent Reeent legislation had raised ~
- and called for mdexmg thts value after 1996 : Lo T S
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The PRA would curtail vnrtually all cost-of-lwmg adjustments allowmg benefits to fall behmd rising
food prices. Under current law, a household is allowed a deduction from income for the amount:by.~
which its housing costs exceed half of its income. The amount of this deduction had been capped for
~ all households except those with an elderly or disabled member. “About one food stamp household in:
four has housing costs that exceed half of its income by more than the amount of the ceiling. Under
provisions incorporated in the 1993 budget reconciliation act, the. ceiling on the shelter deduction was
being gradually eliminated. As a result of the freeze on the excess shelter deduction, as housing costs

" rise in future years, the oellmg on the deduction will not keep pace. This proposal would have the
largest impact on families living in areas with higher shelter costs — generally northern and urban

‘The $4,500 limit on the market value of a vehicle that a food stamp family may own was initially set
to bar households with expensive cars from receiving food stamps, regardless of how little equity a
family had in a car. ‘Over the years, the $4,500 vehicle limit has eroded heavily in inflation-adjusted
terms, making increasing numbers of unemployed and working poor families with modest cars ‘
" ineligible for food stamps. A USDA study found that the principal group disqualified by the $4,500 -
limit were rural working poor families, as they often need reliable vehicles to commute substantial
distances to work. Recent legislation to address this issue would be repealed by the PRA, except for
a $50 increase in the lumt (from $4 500 to $4, 550); this lumt would be frozen with no adjusmxent for
mﬂatlon ‘ ‘

: Work reqmrements for program parhcxpants between 18 and 50
- Proposal

- The bill would terminate food stamp benefits after 90 days for able-bodied adults aged 18 to 50 who
.have no dependents, unless they are working at least half time or are in a workfare or other
employment and training program. The bill would eliminate the $75 million a year and 50-50
- matching funds provided to states for food stamp employment and training programs, and, instead,
provide $75 million (plus 50-50 matchmg funds for additional state expcndltures) a year for the
establishment and operation of workfare programs. This funding level is estimated to fund
approximately 230,000 workfare slots: This requirement could be waived by the Secretary of .
Agriculture at a state’s request if an area had an unemployment rate of over 10 percent, or the area
did not have sufficient jobs to provide employment to those subject to the requirement.

" Discussion

The PRA would deny benefits to any single adult or childless couple who does not work or participate
in a workfare program, without requiring that states provide jobs, trammg, or workfare slots. This
essentially makes nutrition benefits contingent upon finding jobs that may not exist. Benefits for 1. 1

. million participants would be in jeopardy within three months of implementation unless: states create
~ an equal number of workfare slots (at an annual cost of $900-$2,700 per slot) or enroll participants in
state-run employment or trammg pro%rams unemployment rates exceed 10 percent; or the Secretary
deterthines that sufficient jobs dre not available.- A 1993 USDA study found that 62 pcrccnt of able—
bodied, childless recipients come onto the Food Stamp Program because they lost ajob or .
experienced a decline in earnings. Similarly, 62 percent leave the program when they find a jOb or
their wages rise. While half leave the program within five months, and 78 percent leave within one
year, many will not find Jobs qulckly enough to escape this prov;s:on s 90—day cut«off
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Encouragmg Electromc Beneﬁt ‘I‘ransfer (EBT) Systems

: Propasal
: : A

Thc Persenal Rcsponsnblhty Act would encourage states to nmplement EBT systems by provu:hng that - -

~ once ‘they have: statewide EBT systems in place, they would have the option to convert their entire -~ =~
food stamp program into a block grant. -The amount of the block grant would be either the amount of =

federal food stamp spending in the state durmg FY 1994, or the average annual amount spent from
FY 1992-1994, and would be frozen at a set amount wnhout regard to food price inflation or -

: mcreases in povcrty population. ‘ : , .
Discussion ;
This bill would allow e'very state to pursue its own independent path to EBT, undermining the
Administration’s on-going efforts to create a national, uniform EBT system — a one-card, user-

~ . friendly, unified delivery system of govemment-funded benefits that works better.and costs less.

Food retailers, financial institutions, and recipient advocates agree t.hat a national, uniform EBT -
system ‘would provide better service, reduce security risks, and increase cost-effectiveness more than

individual state systems. National uniformity -also eliminates the need to repeat sizable investments in - - -

.system development, and maximizes the opportunity to piggy-back on the commercial ATM and’
, pomt—of-sale infrastructure. Program security could also be'compromised 1f each state develops its
“own system without national secunty standaxds and cnforcemcnt o

, Freezmg the nnmmum ailotment
Propasai , ,
The bill would freeze at $10 the minimum benefit that elderly and disabled households receive.

Discussion
_ The $10 minimum beneﬁt for fanuhes of one and two persons was estabhshed in 1977 pnmanly to .
ensure that the low-income elderly and disabled received some maamngﬁll dmount of food asswtance
" Although food prices have more than doubled since 1977, the miniroum benefit has never been
~ increased, although in 1990 Congress: provided for adjusting the minimum benefit to reflect food
~ inflation. The Personal Responsibility Act would cancel tlus mﬂatxon adjustment and freeze the
mlmmum ‘benefit pennancntly at $10 . P :

v Ellmmatmn of economlc r&sponswena;s

A

Proposal

The Personal Responsibility Act would sét a rigid cap on annual food stamp expenditures, limiting
program expenditures to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates of expected program costs -
in each of the'next five years, after making adjustments for the effect of Title V. The PRA makes no
. allowances for - 1mperfect estimates. . If CBO’s estimates prove too 1ow, the bill requiresacross-the- -
board cuts in benefits. Between’ 1990 and 1994, the number of food stamp participants increased by
more. than one-third, and the Food Stamp Program expanded automatically to meet the rising need.

~ This cap on ‘program expenditures in future years would eliminate the ability of nutrition programs. to

respond to changmg economic cxrcumstances If Congress wanted to hft the caps it would requlre a
PAYGO offset. . ‘ » : : ‘ o ‘

i
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[NOTE: The analysis in this document assumes that the language in the bill wzll be modified to take
into accowzt the food stamp oﬁ'sets that resalt from other titles in the bill.]

Dtscusszon T - L S T

Historically, the Food Stamp Program has automatically expanded to meet increased need when the
economy is in recession and contracted when the economy is growing. Under current law, food -
stamp benefits automatically flow to communities, states or regions that face rising unemployment,or
poverty. The effect has been to cushion some of the harsher effects of economic recession and
provide a stimulus to weakening economies. The PRA’s cap would limit program expenditures to
CBO's estimates of expected costs, despite the difficulty and unrehabxhty of making five year ~
projections. For example, CBO's January 1989 report on the economic and budget outlook for FY
1990-1994 projected that food stamp outlays would increase from $14 billion in FY 90 to $17 billion
~in FY 94, CBO’s January 1995 report showed actual FY 94 outlays for food stamps to be $25
billion. Projections of future food stamp expenditures will be further complicated by the variation in
~ possible state program designs available under the PRA. While the number of people eligible for and
in need of assistance will grow as the economy weakens, unemployment rises, or poverty increases,
federal funding for food assistance would no longer automatically increase in response to greater
need. If a large state experienced an economic downturn, food stamp recipients pationwide would see
a benefit reduction in order to keep spending within the caps. Nutrition benefits could be reduced at
precisely the time when the economy is weakest, states are least able to step in with their own
. resources, and participants are most in need. In times of economic recession, every $1 billion in
additional food stamp spending generates about 25,000 jobs.

*
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JTITLE VI: SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INQOME REFORMS o

: Demal of Benefits to Addxcts

vProposal

- Individuals whose addiction to aloohol or drugs is materlal to the ﬁndmg of dxsabxlxty would be
made ineligible for SSI and would also lose their Medicaid eligibility. Existing law regarding
representative payee requirements for addicts and alcoholics, treatment requirements, momtonng and
testing would be elnmnated for SSI (but remain in effect for SSDI recipients).

Of the $1.9 billion CBO estimates would be saved by the provision over 5 years, the bill would move
$400 million into substance abuse treatment and research programs administered by SAMHSA and
NIDA ($95 million per year into the Capacity Expansion Program and $5 million per year into the
medications development program). The funding would not be tied to treatment for this particular

- population. The bill also amends the authorizing legislation for the Capacity Expansion Program,
transforming it from a discretionary grant program to a formula grant, distributed according to the
same formula as the alcohol and drug treatment block grant. Certain existing requirements in the
Capacity Expansion Program (e.g. a state match) would be maintained, and some requirements from
the' alcohol and drug tr&tment block grant would apply to the new. fundmg as well. -

chusszoa _ ' o o L.

" The provision as drafted would eliminate SSI and Medicaid ehgxbxhty for approxlmately 100,000
current recipients as well as many who - might apply in the future (the same SSI recipients who are
now subject to 36-month limits enacted last year). Some of those individuals would likely reapply
. and regain eligibility under other diagnoses. The CBO estimate assumes only 25 percent would be
terminated permanently. Note that many of the recent stories featured in the media regarding addicts -
and alcoholics receiving disability benefits were eligible for SSI based on other disabilities that they -
had Such individuals would be unaffected by these ptowswns fg

These mdlvxdua.ls, many. of whom were on state general assistance rolls prior to receiving SSI would
again become a state responsibility. In addition, the federal government would shift completely to the
states the current shared responsxbnlxty for these individuals’ heallh care expenses, mcludmg substance:
abuse treatment ’ . '

SSI Restrictions to Disabled Children: Restriction‘of Cash benefits
Proposal

Eligibility for cash benefits under SSI would be substantially. restncted relative to cutrent law The
functional impairment test using the Individual Functional Assessment (IFA) for determining disability
would be repealed. Children who currently receive SSI by virtue of an IFA would lose all benefits

~ (cash and Medicaid) six months after enactment. Children who are currently SSI eligible because
they have a disability that meets or equals the listings of impairments would continue to receive cash

~ benefits and Medicaid. For applicants who apply for SSI after-enactment, cash' benefitd:arld-Medicaid -
would only be available for children who meet the medical listings AND are institationalized or
would be institutionalized if they did not receive personal assistance services required because of their
disability. Personal assistance services would be defined as hands-on, stand-by, or cueing assistance
‘with activities of daily living (eating, toileting, bathing, dressing and transferring) and, as appropriate,
the administration of medical treatment. Applicants after enactment who meet the listings but not the

]
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mstxtutxonahzed/otherwnse institutionalized criteria would receive Medicaid (but not cash beneﬁts) and;
at state dxscretron, might recewe block grant services. . :

A chﬂd who is overseas as a dependent of a mcmber of the U.S. Armed Forces and who would be .
eligible for the block grant services but not cash benefits under the new criteria would be eligible for -
cash beneﬁts until they return to the Umted States

States would be required to redetermine ehgrbtlrty for' cash benefits and for services under the block
- grant at least every 3 years unless it were determined that the child’s condition cannot improve. For
all children who receive cash benefits or services, within one year of the child’s eighteenth birthday,
states are required to redetermine eligibility for SSI. A.continuing dxsabmty review (CDR) would be
required after one year for low birth weight babies.

The Commissioner of SSA would be required to submit two reports to Congress (1) an annual report
on the listings of impairments, including récommendations for any necessary changes; and (2) by
October 1, 1998, a report on SSA’s ehglblhty redetermination activities related to mdmduals who
turn age 18 S

The SSI payment amount for' mstxtutmnahzed chrldren would be $30, regardless of whether therr
medical costs are predominantly covered by private insurance or-Medicaid. Also, in 209(b) states, all
children who have a disability and meet or equal the listings, but would not qualify for Medicaid,
would continue to receive cash benefits until September 30, 1996; after that datc' only those who
meet the mstxtutronahzed/omerwme institutionalized” criteria would get cash

A review of the appropriateness of the mental unpalrments listing by The Chlldhood Dlsabrlrty
Commission would be required. .

Drsabxhty eligibility determinations would take into account whether a family had transferred a. chlld'
assets or trusts anytime durmg the three year perlod before applymg for SSI - :

Dzscusswn

The IFA process evaluates a child’s functxona] status in the domains of cognition, socralfbehavxoral
- -skills, communication, motor skills, concentration, -persistence and pace. It was established in.
response to the Supreme Court decision in the Zebley case, which recognized that some children do
not meet the listing level of impairment, but nonetheless have impairments in daily living. This
proposal makes.the assumption that children. who qualify for SSI under an IFA are not as severely
disabled as.those who meet one of the SSA impairment listings. Children who qualify for SSI under -
~ an IFA may, in fact, have multiple disabilities, which add up to a very severe functional disability.
This is an arbitrary cutoff of children; there should be a thorough examination of the eligibility
criteria to ensure that chrldren with severe dxsabxhtxes recelve the services and cash support they need.

" Of the 812,411 children found eligible between 1991 and 1994 a prelumnary cstlmate of over
251,000 (31 percent) would be eliminated from the rolls because they became eligible for SSI by
virtue of an IFA.- SSA estimates that 40 percent of-those children, upon further review, might be

' determined eligible for benefits based on a listing. However, this bill would prohibit children in that
40 percent group from continuing to receive cash under the grandfathering provision, even though’

- they could have met the listings all along, but happen to have become eligible via an IFA.. In ,

addition, the bill appears to deny ‘cash benefits to children who are covered by the grandfathering

provision, but lose eligibility for financial -reasons for a month or more, then return to the roils.
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requ1re or would require mstltutlonahzatlon

Current recnplents and new apphcants whose unpamnents do not meet or equal the listings but who---
would today be found eligible under an IFA, would also not receive Medicaid, unless their families

~ were Medicaid eligible through some other avenue. In many cases, the health services paid for by

Medicaid can prevent a mild or moderate disability from becoming severe. For many poor children,
especially those with disabilities, Medicaid is the only health insurance coverage they have. Even if
parents have private health insurance, a child’s disability can threaten the private coverage; lifetime
limits can be reached quickly when a child with a disability is part of the family, or insurance
companies can raise rates or decline to renew policies.

Children in institutions and partlclpatmg in Medlcald typlcally receive only a $30 persona.l needs
allowance per month and Medicaid. ‘This proposal appears to maintain that provision. Furthermore,
the bill would correct a loophole in current law regarding children in medical institutions whose
families have private insurance. The bill would require that these families receive the same cash
benefit amount as those who are covered by Medicaid (1 e., $30 personal needs allowance per month).

The proposal would also provrde SSI cash benefits and Medlcald for those children who have an

impairment which meets or equals a listed impairment and who would be institutionalized if they did
not receive personal assistance services because of a disability. Personal assistance services are
defined as a need for "at least hands on, stand by, or cueing assistance with activities of daily living"

.- (e.g., eating, toileting, etc.) or need for help with the administration of iedical treatment. This
definition of personal assistance services raises concerns: (1) it is not applicable to and cannot be

operationalized for children under the age of six because it is developmentally-appropriate for most
young children to need help with basic activities of daily living; and (2) it could reduce the number of
children who will qualify for cash benefits. A related concern is that the definition of a need for .

- assistance with medical treatment is unclear — is it meant to include, for example, children who need

assistance taking medication? ‘If so, that would likely be a large percentage of children with -
disabilities. Earlier versions of the bill referred to a need for personal assistance services but did not -
define the term; using the undefined reference, CBO estimated that approximately 30 percent of
children who have disabilities that meet or equal the listings would receive cash under this provision.
This estimate will change with the inclusion of the personal assistance definition.and the addition of .
the "need for assistance with medical treatment” language. .

_Furthermore, institutionalization or a need for institutionalization is not a proxy for severe disability;

numerous other cultural, economic, legal; educational, and family factors, besides severity of
disability, play into a decision to institutionalize a child or keep the child at home. -Generally, as
community services become increasingly available, the rate of institutionalization of children drops.
More importantly, most people in the disability communlty maintain that it is never appropriate to
institutionalize a child. :

The Soc1al Securlty Indcpendent Agency and Program Improvements Act of 1994 required that a
percentage of children turning age 18 undergo a continuing disability review. This bill eliminates that

_requ1rement replacing it witha de novo eligibility:review for all children who are SSI cash recipients

' within a year of their eighteenth birthday. Presumably, most children who are eligible for block grant: -
servnces but not for cash, would also want to reapply at age 18, because they might be able to start
recelvmg cash benefits under the adult SSI program. In that case, SSA would be in a position of de
facto having to review almost 100 percent of chlldren turning age 18; that would likely require
extensive new DDS resources and personnel. '
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. When they come back .into the program they would recelve cash only if they met the listings and S
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The review of the chlldhood mental impairment hstmgs by the Childhood Disability Commission

. could be lost to timing. The Commission.is required to complete its work and submit a report to
Congress by November 1995; the Commission’s Chairman has expressed a desire to submit the report .
even earlier, by July or August. For the Commission to include the review of the mental impairment-
listings in its work, this bill would have to be cnacted mto law very soon. Charging SSA wlth thls
review mlght be more cffectwe o »

Block Grants for Medxcal and Non-Medxcal Benefits for Dlsabled Children
Proposal

Children who qualify for SSI cash benefits under the Personal Responsibility Act would be eligible
for services, using existing delivery systems where possible, under a new block grant. In addition,
children who are considered disabled under the medical impairments listings but who are not eligible
for cash benefits would be eligible for Medicaid and additional medical and non-medical services
(including services that are authorized under Medicaid), under a block grant. This block grant would
be an entitlement to states. The Commissioner of SSA would be authorized to specify the services -
that could be made available under the block grant. Cash payments to recipients would not be
permitted under the block grant. States would have to allow all eligible children to apply for services
under the block grant and prov1de each appllcant with an opportunity to have an assessment to
determine the need for services. - However, states would have discretion to determine: (1) which
services would be offered under the block grant, based on a list promulgated by the Commissioner of
SSA; (2) the amount and scope of each service; and, (3) which children receive each service. The
value of services would not be taken into account in determining an mdmdual s eligibility for other
cash assistance programs. ‘ :
Prior to using block grant funds for authorized services, states would have to make every reasonable
effort to use other state and federal funds and payments from private entities that are legally liable.
- In fact, states would have to maintain their non-federal spending on services to this population; the
- maintenance of effort (MOE) amount would be based on a two year period prior to October 1, 1995,
and increased annually for inflation. States would be allowed to spend the MOE dollars on any
allowable services included in the Commissioner’s list — i.e., the MOE is on dollar amcunrs not
~ specific services or programs. ~ .

A state s allotment of the block grant funds would equal the product of 75 percent of the average
qualifying child’s annual cash SSI benefits in the state and the number of children in the state who

meet the listings but don't receive cash benefits. States that do not participate in the block grant
program ‘would be prohibited from using Social Security Numbers for othcr purposes e.g., driver’s -

' hcense apphcanons general asslstance apphcatlons, etc o

’ Dzscu.mon :

The Personal Responsibility Act represents an immediate and direct cut in the funding available to
assist SSI eligible children with disabilities and their families. Less money is spread among more
children. The amount of the block grant is based on a per capita amount that is only three-quarters of

the average child’s SSI benefits-for-those who theet the listings but do not qualify for cash (i-e.;-are-. =~ -=los -

not institutionalized or in need of institutionalization absent personal assistance services). However,
block grant services are to be made available to all children who meet the listings, regardless of
whether or not they receive cash. Based on the approximately 813,000 children who entered the SSI
rolls between 1991 - 1994, the amount of the block grant would be 75 percent of the payments made
to 48 percent of the children (those who meet the listings but not the institutionalized/otherwise

: .
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- institutionalized cntena), but the services of the block grant would have:to be made access:ble to 69
percent (all those who meet the listings) of the total group. [Note: The remaining 31 percent entered
the rolls via an IFA.] In fact, it is likely that the most disabled children (i.e., those receiving cash
benefits) would receive a disproportionate share of services under the block grant. Thls pOpulatien-rs
‘ not even mcluded in the state allocatron formula: : :

Another concern arises from the fact that wlulc eligible children would have to be offered the
opportunity to apply for block grant services and to be assessed to determine their service needs, -
states would determine which services would be provided and who would get them. A child could be
found, for example, to need speech therapy, but there is no guarantee that: (1) the state would offer
speech therapy services under the block grant; or (2) even if speech therapy were included, this
particular child would get the services in the needed amount. While a lot of money and other
resources would have to be expended to assess children’s service needs, it is possible that a
substantial number of those assessed needs would not be met by this program Furthermore,
questions arise regarding what constitutes "services under the block grant." For example, is one hour
- of service per child per year sufficient to meet the requirement? What if a state opts to offer only a
limited array of services? Given the cut in funding, coupled with the new need for state \
administrative expenditures to manage the block grant it is possrble that this requrrement could be
mterpreted in a restricted fashlon

The proposal mdlcates that the block grant would be the payor of last resort although it gives no
guidance regarding how determinations would be made about whether services could be covered

under other programs. Furthermore, states are explicitly authorized to include services that could be .
covered under Medicaid in their block grants. If states do opt to include certain Medicaid services,
which program is the payor of last resort — Medicaid or the block grant?. States would have an -

" incentive to use the block grant program first given that there is no matching requirement (as there is
under Medicaid).- It is possible that states would seek to restrict their Medicaid programs, replacing
some services with 100 percent federally funded SSI block grant services. .

Proposal

The Personal Responsrblllty Act estabhshes anew’ block grant for ald to the aged blind or disabled in
Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa. * This provision would be budget
neutral. The.amount would be set at $18.1 million per year for Puerto Rico, $474 thousand for Ihe
Virgin Islands and $901 thousand for Guam. :

L]

Discussion . - .
Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islarrds, Guam and American Samoa do not currently operate an.SSI
program, rather benefits are provided to this group through a block grant that serves the low income

aged, blind, and disabled. This provision is necessary because the new Trtle I transitional assrstance
prohlbrts funds to be used for SSI recrprcnts :

Proposal |

States would no 1onger be required to maintain state suppler'r_rentary 'paymcnts to ,récibigntsQ ;-i-'«f e
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TITLE VII: CI{ILI) SUPPORT | | .
Ehglbxhty for IV-D Chxld Support Servxces

' Proposa; _ |

States would be required to provide services relating to the establishment of paternity or the
establishment, modification, or enforcement of child support obligations to children receiving
Temporary Family Assistance, recipients of services through child protection and other block grants
and Medicaid. States are also required to provide such services to any other child, 1f an mchvxdual
applies for these services and pays an application fee. :

Dzscusswn

This section appears to continue current law There would also be no ﬂcxnblhty for a state to have an
opt«out system (rather than opt-m). which some states would like to do :

Centrallzed State Reglstry and Collectmn and Disbursement of Support Payments
*_Proposal : S b

States would be required to operate an automated registry contalmng case records on: (1) every IV-D -
- case and (2) all orders that have been entered or modified on or after October 1, 1998. The state
© case registry could be established by linking local case registries of support orders through an -
automated information network.  The state registry would contain case record information, including:
identifying information for both parents, the birth date of the child, the amount of monthly support .
owed, the distribution of collections, ‘information on actions, proceedings and orders relating to
~ paternity and support, and information obtained from sharing and. comparing information with other
federal, state and local information sources. States would be required to furnish, and update as
necessary, a minimum amount of information on each child support order recorded in the state case
registry to the new Federal Case Reglstxy of Child Support Orders (see below for more information
on the proposed federal case registry).

States would also be required to operate (either directly by the state child support agency or by a
contractor responsible directly to the state) an automated unit for the collection and disbursement of
child support payments on orders enforced by the child support agency. The state collection and
disbursement unit may be &stabhshed by lmkmg local rcglsmm and umts through an automated

" information nctwork :

-Discassion

‘Currently, child support orders and payment records are often scattered through various branches and
levels of government. There is no way to keep up-to-date records that can be centrally accessed. -

This fragmentation would make it impossible to identify the existence of, or enforce, orders on an

* efficient-and organized basis. Similarly, payments: of support are made to a wide variety of different
agencies, institutions and individuals. As wage withholding becomes uhiversal, the need for one;~ "=-*.-
central location to collect and disburse payments in a timely manner becomes paramount.
Maintainifig current records on all child support orders and coordinating with a centralized
disbursement unit would vastly simplify income withholding and improve enforcement. The
requirement for central state registries of child support orders is contained in all the major child
support bills pending in Congress. It was one of the major recommendations of the U.S. Commission
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“on Interstate Child Suppon and is a conccpt supported by vmually all Chlld support professmnals and
advocacy groups :

Other bills snmllarly provnde for the option to establtsh the central reg:stry by hnkmg local child: ===
support registries. A unique aspect of this bill, however, is the additional option of linking the
centralized collection and disbursement units. Allowing states to link the disbursement. units rather

 than requiring centralization could place a large burden on employers: who would then have to send
their withheld wages to several local clerks offices rather than one location. The failure to establish a
single, centralized collection and dxsburscment unit in each state would also producc mefﬁcxencnes and
additional costs. T - . o

Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS)
Proposal

Two new automated directories would be established within the FPLS. The Federal Case Registry
would contain abstracts of child support orders and other information to identify individuals who.owe
or are owed support. A National Directory of New Hires would contain information on new hires
from the States’ Directory of New Hires (see section on new hires below) and would be supplied
quarterly with information on the payment of wages and unemployment compensation. The National
Directory of New Hires would be required to match data against the child support order abstracts in
‘the Data Bank of Child Support Orders (at least) every 2 working days and to report information
obtained from the match to the state child support-agency (at least) 2 working days after the match for
purposes of locating individuals, and establishing, modifying and enforcing child support.

Discussion
No national registry of child support orders currently exists. A national registry. in combination with
statewide automated system has the potential to greatly improve enforcement nationally (through-
improved locate efforts and-income withholding} and to improve interstate case processing. This -
section is similar to provisions contained in other major child support enforcement bills.

Distribution of Child Support Payments
Proposal

For families receiving Temporary Assistance, the $50 disregard and pass-through would be eliminated
" and all current child support payments passed-through to the family would be treated as income. to the.
family in determining eligibility for assistance (section 101 of the bill). States would be given the
option of passing through to the families the state share of the child support payment and reducmg
their Temporary Assistance check by the amount of the payment. For families no longer receiving
public assistance but who have past due support that accrued before or after the family went on
welfare, collections on arrearages would be distributed first to the parent (not the state). After
arrearages owed to the family have been completely repaid, arrearages would be applied to the state
Temporary Family Assistance program. If support is not owed to the family for any month for which -
the family received AFDC, the federal/state share of collections would not be divided according to thie
FMARP rate but rather a federal reimbursement percentage.  This percentage would be defined as the
total amount paid to the state for the fiscal year divided by the total amount expended by the state to
carry out the program during the fiscal yéar.
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The new dlstnbutlon requirements would be effective as of 10/ 1[99 with the exception of those
. affecting families receiving Temporary Family Assistance. Dlstrtbutlon rules affecting those farmlles
(mcludmg the $50 pass-through) would be effective as of 10/1/95. ;

L . . . S ._‘: N
Dzscusswn ' ‘ ' ' - ‘

The elimination of $50 disregard is new and not contained in other child support bills. The $50
disregard was designed to act as an incentive for noncustodial parents to pay child support and as an
incentive for custodial parents on assistance (whose child support rights are required to be assigned to
the state) to cooperate in child support collection efforts. This elimination would mean that recipients
of Temporary Assistance would not receive approximately $360 million per year in passed-through
child support (1993 data). Some experts believe that incentives of this nature are important,
especially for low income fathers, who may otherwise be more likely to pay informal support that
dlrectly reaches the mother

This prov1s1on actually reduces state flexibility when compared to waiver authority under current law
and to other welfare reform proposals. It would eliminate states’ ability to set pass-though and
disregard amounts for child support income. Currently, several states (e.g., Georgia and Maine) use
child support income to supplement rather than recoup AFDC income, and several other states have:
waivers to pass-though all child support and reduce the AFDC grant by any excess over the
mandatory $50 disregard.

The distribution provision is similar to provisions in other major child support bills. It would enable -

" those persons who have left welfare to receive any child support arrearages owed to the family before

the state could recoup its welfare payments, thus promoting independence from temporary assistance
and decreasing the chance of the former recrprent reentering the Temporary Assrstanee program.

However, as drafted the a.ssngnment and dlstnbutlon provisions would create significant
administrative costs for the states. The provision would be retroactively applied. This means that -
states would have to manually separate AFDC and pre-AFDC arrearages for millions of cases because
these records were not posted to the states automated systems. Finally, any incentives to pay support
associated with pass-through would be dummshed because the state can only pass-through its share of
the child support payment to the family. : ‘

It is very difficult to determme the intent or impact of the computation of the federal share of
collections in former cash assistance cases. It appears that this provision might be attempting to
address the issue of getting reimbursement of AFDC benefits paid to families when there wasa
support order in existence. This reimbursement would have to occur under a state debt law under -
‘which assistance paid to a family constitutes a debt owed to the state. State IV-D programs collect
child support based on a parent’s ability to pay rather than as state debts for unreimbursed assistance,
which are not tied to support orders or a parent’s ability to pay. Implementing this provision could
‘require complicated recordkeeping on the part of states, as well as raise the i issue of IV-D roles with
respect to collectmg support versus unreimbursed assistance. '

The 10/ 1!95 effective date does not provnde states any time to make the necessary systems

modifications to 1mp1ement the distribution changes. -The timing-of the distribution lmplemerftatlon

dates also raises concern. Families on assistance would immediately experience the loss of the $50.

" pass through but the arrearage policy changes, which would have a posmve impact on family income
once they left AFDC, would not go mto effeet unul 1999 '
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Collechon and Use of Socral Secunty Numbers

, Proposal

S

~.Social securrty numbers of 1nd1v1duals would be requrred to be recorded on the apphcatlon of
professional, commercial drivers, occupatronal or marriage lrcenses and in drvorce decrees, support. ‘
orders or patemtty determmatrons or. acknowledgements Lo o .

Dtseusswn ' A g ‘

The social secunty number is the most cnttcal of all rdentrﬁers Requrrmg the use of socnal securrty

numbers on the licenses, orders, divorce: decrees and paternity determinations is necessary to ensure
~successful automated data matches across states and across data bases within states. . This sectron is -
: srrmlar to that contamed in other major child support enforcement bills. . ' -

Reportmg of New Hrm
Proposal Lo o

States would be required to estabhsh a State Dlrectory of New Htres Employers would be requtred '

to report information (i.e., W-4 form or equrvalent mformatron) on eaeh new hire to the state .

directory, not later than 15 days after the date of hire or-the date the employee first receives wages or

~ other compensation from the employer. . An employer failing to make a timely report would be

. subject to a financial penalty.of up to $25 per unreported employee. In addition, states would be .
required to impose a $500 penalty if the failure to report is the result of a consprracy between the o

employer ‘and the employee to supply a. false or incomplete report ' : .

Within 2 busrness days after recelvrng mformatron regarding .a newly hired employee through the
State Dtrectory of New Hires, the state child support agency would be required to transmit a notice to
the employer instructing that income withholding be initiated. Within 4 business days after the State
Directory of New Hires receives information ona new lure it would have to report the mformatron
to the Natronal Dtrectory of New Htres R : :

" The state chrld support agency would be requrred to use the new hrre mformatron to locate 1nd1vrduals :
for purposes. of establishing paternity -as well as establishing, modtfymg, and enforcing child support- L

. orders. For income verification and-administration purposes, new hrre information would also be -

 disclosed to state agencies responsible. for the Temporary Farnrly Assrstance Medrcard and .
unemployment and workers compensatron L 1 .

Dtscussran :

- This sectton would allow delmquent obhgors to be tracked across state hnes Whenever sorneone is
employed anywhere in the United States, the child support-agency would be.able to use this system to - :

v identify where the person is’ workmg and to impose a wage wrthholdmg order. Twenty-one states-

“currently have some type of law for reporting of new hires and it is considered to.be an extremely :

. effectwe way to collect support especrally in cases where persons change jobs or move freduently ------ SRR

o «'Thrs secnon is similar to those contamed in other major chrld support enforcement btlls with one |

rmportant exception. Under this-scheme, new hires are reported to: state agencies first and then the

‘mformatlon is sent to the Nattonal Drret:tory, while other bills provrde for the reporting directly to the ST

Natronal Dtrectory Reportmg to states complrcates the reporttng requrrements for employers since

’i. .
i
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they have to deal with 50 separate stite agencies, often with different reporting formats and
requirements, rather than one national directory. Several employer organizations therefore support
_ the reporting of new hires to a National Directory, but oppose state reporting. Another problem W!th

_ reporting first to the state agency is that it would be more inefficient and more costly (because 50 -
states would have to input data) and it would cause duplication of effort since the states will be getting _
'approxlmately 70 percent of the same match back for a second match rather than by simply matclung
one time. ,

. The penalty provision for employers who fail to report would be significantly less stringent than in
other child support bills, which provide for a penalty of $500. A penalty is considered necessary to
ensure compliance and to reduce the risk of collusion between the employer and employee. The
requirement that a conspiracy must exxst under appltcable state law would be difficult to prove and
xmpracncal to use. ;

"Privacy Safeguards .
Propesal

States would be required to implemeﬁt safeguards to i)rotect privacy rights and confidential
. information, including prohibitions on the release of information where there is a protective order or
where the state has reason to believe a party is at risk of physncal or emotional harm from the other

party.
Discussion

~ Under current federal and state regulations and rules, information obtained for child support purposes
is protected from unwarranted disclosure. The proposal would ensure that privacy safeguards
continue to cover all confidential information by extending such protections to any new sources of
information. This section is similar to those in other major child support enforcement bills.

Funding and Performance Based Incentives . ‘
’ Proposal

. The federal financial participation rate of 66 percent remains unch:inged A maintenance of effort -
requirement is added which requires the non-federal share of IV-D funding for FY 1997 and '
suoceedmg years not be less than. such funding for FY 1996. : A

The existing system of incentive payments is replaced thh a new system, beginning in 1998 under
which states could receive: increases up to 12 percentage pomts for outstanding performance in-
establishing paternity (regardless of whether the child is receiving IV-D services) and up to 12
percentage points for overall performance. Overall performance takes into account the numbers of
orders established, collections and cost effectiveness of the state program, as determined in
accordance with standards established by the Secretary. In addition, the IV-D paternity establishment
standard would be mcreased from 75 percent to 90'percent. As under current law, penalties can be

_ imposed against states which do not meet the IV-D paternity establishment standard. ‘The-paternity -
related financial incentives would apply only to the universal paternity establishment percentage.
States would also be required to recycle incentive payments back mjo the child support program.
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The proposal adds a new state plan provision that requires states to annually report to the Secretary,
using data from their automated data systems, information adequate to determine state compliance
with federal expedited procedures, case processing standards and new pcrformance standards The
Secretary would be required to conduct audits at least once every three years o ez

til

Discussion

!
These changes would be essentlally cost neutral as compared to the present fundmg system which -
bases incentives on a percentage of collections only. They are similar to provisions in other major
child support bills with the exception that the range of percentage points for incentives is 24 rather -
than 15 and the FFP is not raised to 75 percent as in the other bills. Expanding the incentive range -
without raising the FFP places more emphasis on the performance based measures. This raises some
concern that poorly performing states could receive less. federal reimbursement than they presently
receive. Without sufficient resources it is unlikely that these states could make the required
improvements to their state programs. There is also concern that even well performing states could
’ not meet the new paternity standard (sec discussion under "Patermty below)

Patermty Estabhshment

L Proposal

The paternity e;stablishrnent percente'ge for states would be set at 90 percent. States with rates above
50 percent but less than 90 percent must increase 6 percentage points per year, while states below. 50
percent for a ﬁscal year must increase by 10 percentage. pomts to be in comphance ,

Cooperatlon with chlld support enforcement efforts, a condition of eligibility for temporary assistance
benefits, is defined to mean providing the name, and such other information as the state agency may -
require, with respect to the father of the child. Good cause exceptions may be applied. States. would
be required to have a variety of procedures designed to expedite and improve paternity establishment
performance. States would be required to publicize the availability and encourage the use of
procedures for voluntary establishment of paternity and child support. Children receiving AFDC for.
whom paternity is not established. would receive a reduced benefit (more detalls on this provnsron can
be found in the section on Tltlc I 1n this documcnt) :

D;scusswn

The proposed patemlty standards wnll be extremely difficult to achxeve Current patermty
establishment standards are set at 75 percent with annual increases of three, five, and six percentage -
points depending on the patetnity establishment rate achieved the préceding year. Despite
considerable improvements in paternity establishment procedurés and substantial increases in the
number of paternities established, few states have been able to sustain consistent increases under the
current standard and even fewer come close to the proposed percentage increases. - Although paternity
establishment rates will improve with universal in-hospital paternity establishment procedures, the
increase would not likely be as large as reqmred under this proposal

‘1The proposal provides for several changes whxch should help strengthen ‘cooperation. with thc
paternity establishment requirements. However, unlike other welfare reform proposals, there is no
requirement that a “"cooperation” determination must be part of the eligibility determination process
and the responsibility for determining oo'operation is not shifted to the IV-D agcncy The states
‘would appear to have extreme[y broad discretion in’ determining what constuutes cooperauon w:th
the state agency
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. The proposed procedures to improve patermty cstablrshmcnt in general are recognized as ones that
streamline and expedite the process and are included in all other major child support reform bills.

Simplified Process for Review and Adjustment of Cluld Support Orders : N ——
Proposal

States are required to review and, if appropriate, adjust child support orders enforced by the state
child support agency every three years. States are given the option to use automated means to
accomplish review and adjustment, by either: (1) reviewing the order and, if appropriate, adjusting it
in accordance with child support guidelines, (2) applying a cost of living increase (COLA) to the
order and giving the parties an opportunity to contest the adjusunent Reviewed orders could be
adjusted without the parties showing a change in circumstance. States would also be given the option
to review and, upon showing a change in circumstances, adjust orders pursuant to the child support
guidelines upon the request of a party. -States would be required to give parties-one notice of their
right to request revnew and adjustment and that notrcc may bc included in the order establishing the
support amount. . : :

Discussion

Current law requires that child support orders for AFDC cases must be reviewed and adjusted (if
-warranted) every three years but non-AFDC IV-D cases are only reviewed and -adjusted at the request
of one of the parties. H.R. 1214 would extend automatic review and modification to all non-AFDC
IV-D cases. By eliminating the current burden shouldered by non-AFDC cases of initiating a request
~ for a review, it can be anticipated that more orders would be modified than currently.

- Giving states the option of adjusting orders either according to a COLA eliminates a basic principle
underlying child support enforcement — child support should be based on the ability of the obligor to
pay. Maintaining the connection between child support award levels and the obhgor 'S abrhty ‘to pay
is fundamental to ensuring fairness i in the child support system.

- States would have broad drscrctxon to define a change of circumstances with the result that it could be
defined in such a way as to make it difficult for a party to obtain a modification of the award.

" Expedited Procedures

Proposal ;

States would be required to have certain expedited administrative and judicial procedures: Procedures
which give the state agency the authority to take the following actions without the necessity of
obtaining an order from any other judicial or administrative tribunal include: orders for genetic
testing, entering default orders, executing subpoenas of financial information, obtaining access to .

personal and financial mformatron ordcrmg income wrthholdmg, and scrzmg assets to satrsfy
arrearages. -

Discussion

- Expedited procedures partrcularly the use of admmlstratwe processes would greatly facilitate child
support agencies’ ability to establish patermty, and establish, modrfy, and enforce child support r

~ obligations.
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Federal Income Tax Refund Offset

Proposal

H.R. 1214 would amend the Internal Revenue Code to provide that offsets of child support arrears
against income tax overpayment would take priority over debts owed federal agencies, other than
debts owed to the Department of Health and Human Services, or the Department of Education for
student loans. The Internal Revenue Code would also be amended so that the distribution of tax
offsets would follow the proposed distribution rules for child support payments in which collections
on arrears are paid to the family first if the family is no longer receiving Temporary Family
Assistance. In cases in which child support arrears are not assigned to the state, existing provisions
would be repealed that: (a) make the tax offset available only for minor or disabled children who are
still owed current support, (b) set a higher threshold amount-of arrears before the tax offset is
available, and (c) permit higher fees to be charged for the offset services.

Discussion

Current staiufory reqnlrements for federal tax refund interception set different criteria for AFDC and
non-AFDC cases. This bill would eliminate the existing disparities and inequities between AFDC and
non-AFDC i income tax refund offsets for child support collection purposes

Enforcement of Child Support Obhgatmns of Federal Employees and Members of the Armed
Semces A

Proposal

The PRA calls for a provision that clarifies that all federal employees (executive, legislative and

judicial) would be subject to wage withholding (and other legal processes to collect child support) and

sets out the rules that must be followed in response to notices regarding child support, and other

- measures designed to facilitate payment of child support by federal employees. Withholding of
federal compensation would be expanded to include death benefits, black lung benefits, and Veteran s -

pension, disability, or death benefits.. .

Additionally, the Secretary of Defense would be required to establish a central personnel locator
service that contains residential or, in specified instances, -duty addresses of every member of the
Armed Services (including retirees, the National Guard and the Reserves) and would be updated

within 30 days of a member establishing a new address. The information in the central personnel .
locator service would be made available to the Federal Parent Locator Service. Provisions granting -
leave for establishment of patermty and child support orders. would be required as well as changes in
ass:gnment rules. ; ,

Dzscusswn

These provisions are similar to those i m other major chlld support bxlls in that they ensure that ‘
federally paid compensation is subject to the same {or in some cases similar) income-withholding rules
as are income and wages paifl by private sector éniployers. These improvements would reduce the -
amount of time, and increase the ease, in-which child support can be thhheld from federal -
compensation. :
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The section on locator information for members of the armed sérvices does not change existing FPLS.
practice except for getting home addresses (a change likely to be made anyhow without thc nwd for
" legislation.) : (

Income Wage Wlthholdmg
Proposal

All child support orders issued or modxﬁed before October 1, 1996 (which are not otherwnse sub_]ect
to income wage withholding) would become subject to income wage withholding immediately if
arrearages occur, without the need for a judicial or administrative hearing. The child support agency
could execute a withholding order through-electronic means and without advance notice to the
obligor. The employer would be required to remit income withheld within 2 working days after the
date such amount would have been paid or credited to the employee. The administration (i.e

tracking and monitoring) of non-IV-D withholding by a public entity would made optipnal.

Discussion

_Curtently,-all IV-D orders should generally be in withholding status if the parties have not opted out
.or a decision maker has not found good cause for exemption. IV-D orders entered prior to 1991 in
which no one has requested withholding or the obligor has not fallen behind by one month’s work of
support are the only orders that do not have to be in withholding status. Arrearage-triggered IV-D
withholding requires prior notice in all but a handful of states. Non-1V:D orders entered after ‘
January 1, 1994 are subject to immediate withholding if the two opt-outs are not involved. Other
-non-IV-D orders may be in withholding status, depending on whether there are arrearages and
- whether the parties took the appropriate action to impose income withholding 1f the state does not
impose it automatically in non-IV-D cases. :

While the patchwork of orders subject‘to withholding is gradually being filled in, this provision would ~
speed up making income withholding universal. Universalizing withholding makes the system equal
‘regardless of IV-D case status. Imposing withholding without prior notice gives the states a head start
on collection, instead of being required to wait up to 45 days for resolution. If the administrative
- responsibility of non-IV-D withholding by a public entity was made optxonal the current unfunded .
mandate associated w1th non-IV-D thhholdmg would be elumnated '

Interstate Child Support.

Proposal

" States would be required to adopt UIFSA thh the followmg modlﬁcanons (a) apply UIFSA to any
case involving an order established or modxﬁed in one state that is sought to be modified in another .

state and any case requiring enforcement across state lines; (b) adopt a law that allows a resident of
the state or an individual subject to the state’s long arm jurisdiction to petition for a modification of

. 4n order in that state; (c) require states to recognize as valid any method of service of process that is

recognized as valid in the other.state. States would: be permitted to enforce interstate cases using an
administrative process. The Secretary would be required to issue uniform-forms for use of o
enforcement of child support in interstate cases. H.R. 1214 also corrects problems 1dent1ﬁed w1th the
rccently enacted full faith and credxt law :
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-Discussion

These provisions would eradicate many barriers that exist in current interstate case processing.

Interstate procedures would be made more uniform throughout the country, and many problems -« - .~

regarding jurisdiction would be eliminated, making it easier to enforce orders. ‘One important

measure that was not included but is important to improving interstate enforcement is requiring

. employers to promptly respond to a request for information by the state child support agency on the

employment, compensation, and benefits of an employee This section is similar to other major child".
support enforcement bxlls‘ b . 4 f

Access and Visitaﬁoanrants .
Proposal

Grants would be made available to states for access and visitation related programs. These programs
would not have to be state-wide. The Administration for Children and Families would administer the
program and states would be required to monitor and evaluate their programs. State grantees would
be given the option to sub-grant or contract with other agencies to carry out the programs. Funding
would be authorized under Section IV-D of the Social Security Act and grantees would receive
funding at the FFP program rate. . The federal funding made available through the grants would be
required to supplement rather than supplant state funds. . _

Discussion

While there is strong agreement that custody and visitation disputes are not grounds for suspension of
~ support payments and that non-payment of support provides no basis for denying visitation, conflicts
in the area of custody and visitation continue to generate substantial concern. High conflict
relationships between parents and disruption of the child’s relationship with the non-custodial parent
can reduce the positive effects on child well-being which can result from the increased income
available to the child through payment of child support. These projects would build on the access and
visitation demonstrations authorized in the Family Support Act of 1988 to determine if such projects
reduced the amount of time required to resolve access disputes, reduced litigation relating to access
disputes, and improved compliance in the payment of support The resuits from the first round of
demonstrations are promising. ; .
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TITLE VII: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
: Yo e

Scoring of savings '

Proposal

‘The Personal Reéponsibility' Act incl‘ii.des‘a provision that appears to exempt cuts under the PRA from

the Pay-As-You-Go (PAYGO) provisions of the Budget Enforcement Act. As a result, it appears .

these cuts'could not be used to fund other tax or entitlement changes that are subject to the PAYGO

provisions. A companion provision also appears to enable the discretionary caps to increase to ‘the
extent that discretionary appropnatxons are increased as a result of thls bill.

: Encourage Electronic Benefit Transfer systems

_ Proposal |

The Personal Responslblhty Act would exempt state and local govenment clectromc benefit transfer-
(EBT) programs from the requlrements of Regulatlon E governing electronic fund transfers

This would prevent recipients of state and federal assnstance from rccelvmg the same consumer -
protectlons avaxlable to general bankmg customers. :
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Table 1

N SELECTED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE

o Percentof - Percent - Percentof =  Percentof .

Percent of Adult AFDC  of AFDC  AFDC Families ~ IV-D Cases
Adult AFDC  Recipients Families ~ With Child  With
P . Recipients . " in Work "With - . Support ~ Paternity
~ inJOBS Activities Earnings . Payments Established
State S (1993) - (1993) (1992) - ¢ (1993 (1991)
Alabama o 212% 0.0% 3.1% 36.3% 33.1%
Alaska o 57% . 00% . 169% - 188%  21.4%
Arizona 45% 0.3% - 7.0% 39% . 11.2%
Arkansas/1 - 17.0% 0.1% . 62% - 29.5% 4449
California ©715% 03% - 15% 11.5% 27.9%
Colorado . 138% . 17%  8.6% 20.7% 22.8%
- Connecticut . .9.5% 02% = 59% $203% T 39.1%
Delaware ‘ 12.2% L 0.2% 1103%  22.3% 20.5%
- Dist. of Columbia ~  11.0% = 04% - 15% 7.6%, 49.9%
Florida - 88% | 00% = 49% 15.3% 27.9%
‘Georgia 10.2% 04% 7.6% 192% 73.5%
Hawaii - . 36%  05% 14.0% 17.4%  ° 322%
Idaho 12.5% 0.0% 12.8% 52.7% 53.0%
Nllinois 8.3% C0.1% 53% 8.1% 33.5%
Indiana 7.4% 0.5% 6.9% . 34.6% 25.9%
© Jowa - 183% 0.0% 19.1% - 26.6% 22.0%
Kansas. : C197% 0 12% - 115% - 34.9% 35.7%
Kentucky . 45% - 04% - 126% 17.0% 49.4%
- - Louisiana . 99% . 0.1% 35% - 93% 40.1%
Maine S 96% . 0.0% 180% - 347%  32.9%
Maryland 104%  0.0% . 4.0% 18.1% - 49.7%
Massachusetts 15.4% - 0.0% - 40% - - 115% . 251%
Michigan 199% = 0.6% 13.2% .0 211% 68.3%
Minnesota . 83% - 01%  138%  35.1% 51.4%
Mississippi  © 1.5% . 08%  113% - 133% . . 652%
'Missouri 57% - 03% - 57% 17.5% = 92.6%

Montana 21.0% L 02% 169% ' 18.1% 23.4%

“ /1 First and second ¢olumns are based on 1992 data. = A



 Table 1 _
~ SELECTED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE

it

Percent of Percent ~ : Percent of Percent of __. -

Percent of Adult AFDC . of AFDC AFDC Families -~ IV-D Cases

Adult AFDC - Recipients " Families With Child - With

~ Recipients .. inWork - With .. Support _  Paternity

-~ inJOBS’ Activities Earnings °~  Payments " Established

Sate a3 1993 (%) (1993) a9
Nebraska = 495%  15.9% 142%  292% 24.7%
Nevada | - 87% 0 19%  41% . 33.3% - 23.6%
New Hampshire ~ = 12.6% .  0.1%  81% ' 34.1% " 215%
New Jersey . 87% . 02%  27%  208% - 33.1%
New Mexico -~ 16.5%  0.6% 93% - 99% . 153%
. New York 9.8% . 04% ©  43% - 11.7% 30.3%
. North Carolina - 8.0% 03% . 11.6% S 190%°  56.2%
North Dakota . 287% - . 14% 162% = 392% 47.9%
Ohio . 22.0% 3.7% 7.0% © 150% -  41.0%
Oklahoma = = 15.4% - 1.6% 54% 1 9.7% 38.1%
Oregon 15.1% - 02%  122% . 25.8% - 33.9%
Pennsylvania 13.8% 0.3% 59% 262% . 44.9%
" Rhode Island . 173% . 02%  58% . 12.7% 18.8%
South Carolina 204% . 0.0% 83% 253% . 303%
South Dakota = . 24.3% 23% . 137% 26.5% 25.3%
. Tennessee - 51% . 2 00% . 112% - 10.7% - 42.9%
© Texas - 101% 0.1% 5.6% 6.7% 34.7%
Utah 0 398% . 12% 148% .- 25.9% 47.8%
Vermont ©18.9% 28% . 128% - 401% - 24.2%
Virginia C122% 0 C01% . 52% - .239% 58.9%
Washington - 184% . 0.1% -  9.1% 320% 43.3%
West Virginia 424% 24% - - 32% 11.0% 21.9%
Wisconsin ‘ C145% . 08% . 16.1% 40.6% 70.9%
Wyoming - 153% . °02% - 262% . 243% 23.9%

US. Totals 11.8% . 06%  74% .  168% . 38.8%



. Table 2
Resxdent Populatlon Under 18 Years of Age
fin thousands] o
S Percent L Percent L © Percent
1987 © of - 1993 ot Change ~ Changs
' Total ’ Tf)t&! 1987-83 1887-03.~
United States (1)......... : 63,542 1000% 67,132  100.0% 3,590 - 5.7%
Alabama......coceeerriaeennes 1,117 1.8% 1,076 1.6% -41 3.6%
AlasKa..ueevirciseennassranans 172 "o03% ' 189 0.3% v 17 -10,0%
AZONA....corvreserscsornnsnne 919 14% 1,070 - 18% i 151 18.4%
Arkansas............. eenane 648 10% 635 1 09% - - -13 21%
Califormia....coeeeneransines 7,302 11.5% : 8,593  12.8% 1,291 17.7%
Colorado......... eereveseres 873 14% 938 1.4% 65 7.5%
Connecticut.......cciveeee . 757 1.2% . 775 1.2% 18- 2.3%
Delaware....c..ccoveeenennn 162 0.3% 175 0.3% 13 8.1%
Dist of Col........... erannen 136 0.2% 115 o2% .21 A54%
Florida........coveieeinnnnne . 2,704 43% . 3,169 aT% . - 465 17.2%
Georgia...ueiiianiiicnnne 1,736 2.7% ‘ 1,841 2.7% - 105 ' 8.0%
Hawalii.....cccoerieierienenne. 286 0.5% 299 . o04% 13 4.8%
1daho...ccvveeeeerrecscnnrensans - 306 05% ‘ - 332 os% . 26 -8.6%
Hllinois............ Sevenneesassns ' 3,035 4.8% 3,068 4.6% 33 1.1%
Indiana............ errnresaes . 1,470 23% - 11,4697 22%. -1 ea%
[OWa.ueierceccreeccsscccnssnones 732 1.2% 734 1% 2 T 0.3%
Kansas.......coscvnees desveaes . 650 1.0% 684 1.0% 34 . 5.2%
KentucKY...cceeiiieencccns ‘ 996 @ 1.6% . a71 1.4% . -25 . 2.5%
Louisiana.....cccecevurcaenae 1 315 Co21% ‘ 1,243 - 19% -T2 5.5%
Maine...ccueiimmeeeniirccsenns " 05% © 807  os% 4 1.3%
Maryland................ S ' 1,125 o 1.8% 1,241 1.8% .- 116 10.3%
Massachusetts............ 1,336 21% 1,393 21% 57 . . 43%
Michigan........ccceeeeueene 2 460 C o 38% 2,506  37% 46 1.9%
Minnesota.....ccevevisinreees 1111 1,228 - 1.8% 117 10.5%
Mississipple..cicieccnennan 7 91 1.2% . - 758 1.1%° -33 “4.2%
MiSSOUlucciirensecssarersases 1,309 2.1% . 1,363 2.0% 54 T 41%

© Montana...cccwieenceine 224 0.4% 232 03% 8 3.5%
Nebraska:....ccccencrceeneans 424 = o07% - 439 . or% ' 15 3.6%

. Nevada......... revenserassnss. _ 253 0.4% 352 0.5% ~ a9 . 89.2%
New Hampshire............ 266 0.4% 284  ouaw . 18 8%
New Jersey.......oreenseen - 1,831 28% - 1,896 2.8% - 65 3.6%
New Mexico......ccceeun. 446 0.7% 480 0.7% 34 S T6%

- New YOorK....ccceeciveeensen . 4361 @ eex . - . 4,467 8.7% . 106 2.4%
North Carolina............. - 1,627 2.6% ‘ 1,704 25% T7 - 4%
North Dakota............. - 187 - o03% 172 03% -15 . e0%
Ohio........... . . 2,836 4.5% - . 2,859 43% 23 0.8%
Oklahoma........cocevuenine 893 1.4% 0 869 3% . 24 . -2.6%
Oregon....eeeecens coreessore 686 1L1%. . 781 12% 95 13.9%. .
Pennsylvania............... - 2,851 4.5% 2872  4a% . 21 0.7%
Rhode island........ SR - 229 04% 235, o4x - 6 2.7%
South Carolina. 941 1.5% : 992 - 14% o1 1.2%
South Dakota.............. -196 0.3% L 209 03% 13 8.5%
Tennessee........... cenenas o 1,281 2.0% - 1,268 9% - 17 1.4%
TeXaS..c.crieereiraasrrransvens 4,984 7.8% . 5,183 7.7% . 199 4.0%

- Uahu e 629  1o0% 665 1.0% 36 5.7%
Vermont........veeeeeeeienni 141 © o2%. . - 144 2% - - .3 2a%
Virginia..... 1,459. dax . . - 1,588 24% ... . 129 .. 8.8%1

. Washington. 1168 1s% : 1,393 21% 224 19.2%
Waest Vrglma . 490 ' os% - 434 0.6% -56 . 114%
Wisconsin... e 1,269 °  2.0% . 1,342 2.0% 73 . 5T%.
Wyoming......ocoevrernnanas 148 , 0.2% 138 - o02x% 10 sa%

(1) Excludes the territories of Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin {stands.
Source: U. 8. Bureau of the Census, Curcent Population Reporis.



Table 3

Poverty Rate of Related Children under 18 Years of Age by State

[Percent of Ali Related Chiidren]

Average of . ~ Average of .
1987-88 - . 1992-93 Change
United States ........... aoerian reesevrsrenaisesersesisien 193 -21.8 2.5
AlBDAMA..ccireecsscsrsiesssesinsnssesrinssseensrsaseecsranstssssssssassssssones 30.3 - 227 -7.6
AlBSK . vvuiiirrreerenssvoreessssentseseriasssneessnssarsssssrssssrnssssstsssnssasns 142 11.3 29
Arizona. . 208 23.8 3.0
Arkansas cesanes : 30.0 24.5 55
CalifOrMIA. uceuerireessissncssorersrescarassarasrstssssorassssesssantssssassasse N 20.1 249 . 49
Colorado. trsarrrereieressnane ‘ 178 . . 13.6 -4.2
T COMNRCHCUL eeriieecrsraerserserarsssressantrsssesssnsnssansesssarasasssnnaas 7.2 18.3 11.2
. Delaware.......... erssessnssnssssssssiresnasasnranssrasesssnnraattins 103 12.9 2.6
-~ Dist of Col.. 2563 42.8 17.5
FIOMUA......ccoirnnisiessessrernssonsesssesassssrassssssssssesssssssasssnsssssnnes 19.5 25.8 63.
Georgia. virersrssenstssnne s enanes 208 .. 22.9 c 2.4
Hawalii.......ce.e.o. eesserseseressastecesnarar s srisaastatistt aanesansisensn 16.2 - 15.7 06 .
ldaho eerevessrcesensenerraasensacasasasasannsesssrantesasannsansesssssnnnnte 18.1 18.7 - 0.6
HlIIOIS e cecereercreranrisosassossassinnaesarsnsroscassasasssasessasnssnesesasasossn 21.0 - 218 08
INAIANA.. coviiierererensseioserssonsissarrrssssssrassensarsssernessasesssssanssases - 12.8 "15.7 - 29
JOWBeeereerseenaarsessseosersassersnserassrsmassnassonsessranstossnennnnnennssosas 15.4 13.0 2.4
KANSAS . carseesssnssrsassessssnsassssrsansisseisssrnssesadesessosessassvssens 9.7 16.0 6.2 -
KOMUCKY . cvviirsniccassnianssrecsssincarmnsnsessenssnnsesssenessssasssnsanns 21.1 27.8 - 6.7
Louisiana......cceeecsees Cetesessertreraessrritaesseasasestrassssansantaeesrans 34.9 38.6 3.7
Maine.....cccreionmrsrnnes eeeesenasesaeseassstensstenstessa s st sanaeesansenante 16.2 - 19.4 3.2
Maryland...cimmeessinsemmn e e 13.5 15.3 1.8
Massachusetts. Miecorranreronnans 12.7 17.3 4.6
Michigan .................. P PR PPN S S 17.8 - 22.4 4.5
MINNESOtA.....cccverccrieaarreeercarerrersaneens S eeseeereessensuseeesasennneans 16.6 171 0.6
MISSISSIPPI. cvsuesrvrismrmnserssnsisseiimrstsscssiscsistsesesssssasscsesns 35.7 333 -2.4
MISSOUM..c.cericeienncntssnneersaneresseseasessnsssassnssrsssssasesssrsasarasnens 16.5 21.8 5.3
MONEANA.....ccceveeeirreerrrenrensnensrsseseiarasmsmmmensmaeeesensnansesassrenss 20.9 17.8 - 3.1
NEDIASKA...cccuivivereeriennrerentarciasnmsernsacessnnearersssensseessasarsasie 14.3 14.7 - 0.4
NEVAAA....ueeeereericrrssrsrssssssasressissnsessraesrssssnsaessssnionrassesasennes 125 - 16.3 3.8
New Hampshire .......................... 6.0 12.0 6.0
NEW JOISEY . icinmiricsnsorssessrisrrisissssciscionencssnsinesrsssssieassassss 115 16.5 50
" New Mexico ereestheneeeirasiasesatesatasarrssantanan . - 28.4 246 -3.8"
NEW YOIK. . civcreeiioranerressssecossisssasscosssssresassensscossesssssiansens 22.3 25.8 " 35 -
North:Carolina 18.0 ' 21.7 3.7
North.Dakota. rersarinnnences 145 13.9 -0.7
Ohio tavecssesaeserusreeriureiessanresanararsser nrsnrarasessas 18.9 18.8 -0.1
Oklahoma................ Ssesesonrersttraseatinatotirsaninsatnssnseusasasssrans 239 24.6 08,
OregoN.icemeiiecses Ceeeresrcenae st eatsaerseateearntensastaan 14.9 16.7 0.8
PennSYIVANIA. ..cucvreeervrieercrirrrecssierscercsssmenerasmrcsrrasssdoneessen 15.4 17.6 22
‘Rhode Island.........comimnviiinniiiniinninnescnnnei 125 21.2 8.7
South Carolina - 22.5 28.3 5.8
south Dakota ------ op.oconn'ouau;;ao ........................ g u.uu...un.; 190? 16-9 '2.8‘
T OIS SO, e it riiiteneriacnnrssrancecssssssnsssrabsnconsanciassstrnanavaios 25.1 25.1 -0.0
T XA ueuccanrnrssriosssesssnseonstiierrensnensashnrserremmerttrcessenrsernssesanaes 24.8 25.5 0.6
U1 1 T USROS UURU ORIt 116 12.7 14
- Vermont............uu. ievereseesisossssssatsaesrossaarsaseesiasarannesanserens ‘11.4. t 122 08
ViIrGINI8.. cevsniecinsirisenreroncsniesineiietisenssserssnsesinsansessnsssees 153 -13.2 . -2.2
WashingloNu......ceeriiiieniiinineneeiiinnenen. samaeresnieiens s 1341 147 1.7
‘West Virginia 1269 325 5.6
WISCONSIN...ceeeieiiieiieeencaccrin s eecvcrecceeeeens 11.5 15.8 4.4
Wyoming........... veeerncaannes S SN S * 12.9 "13.5 " 08

Note: Due ta limited sample ulzo.‘ rates for smalf states e_mitiil large sampling erors.

Source: U.5. Bureau of the Census, unpublished March Current Poputation Survey data.
. L . L ~
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" Federal AFDC & Related Program Expenditures . Table 4

FY 1988 through FY 1994
FY 88 FY 89 . FY90 FY 91 T FY 93 Y
Alabama Cosss $s3 P 113 g6 - 171 $88. $91
Alaska $30 $31 $34 $44 T sse $62. . %64
Arfzona . $69 .,os18 > I Ve 11 LT . s208 s213
Arkansas Coss 0 s Cser . ss7 $57 856 oss6T
California $2,242 © $2,438 SSUTI2 $3,117 . 8,229 $3,284 $3,594
Colorado K 12 se $80 - s$s8 . ' sut. - $110 $120
Connectlont $126 $138 - $163 $199 T %209 3 $229.
Delaware S " $15 s s 22 su s5 $26
Dist. of Columbia $50 $53 $50 - $72 : sz, 387 . $92
Florida .o s . $215 $350 $477 $520 $545
Georgla . Coses . sur '$229 $270 © $300 Cosu8 . 324
Guam $3 $3 . %4 _ $6 $7 $9 su
Hawall ‘ $44 $51 . $5T . $66. L. s $81 $94
fdaho 7. $16 _$18 B > ‘ $15 $27 $31
Hiinoks $448 $434 T 476 - ss1L $502 5504 $548
Indlaua $121 : sus " $124 T o$143 . $163 - s174 " $207
fowa $104 - s101 $102 $116 B 1V 3T $127
Kansas , : 859 $65 $67 §76 $87 $92 V $101
Kentucky . osu3 ©$124 37 7 S & 2 $184 $187 s
Loulstana . $136 - sS4z © $150 © o $161 $163 $157 . $153
Malne - $58 - ‘$63 . §72 - $80 8t s80 $75
Maryland ‘$143 $15¢4 ‘os169 $208 . 3208 $213 $222
Massachusetts T osu $361 . 8382 $413 S 71 $454 $450
Michlgan \ . - §T54 sus T 1 $800 $763
Minnesota . s198 - $208 $210 su44 - “$289 06 $261
Mississippt $73 /B . $79 R 7 T8 -~/
Missourt st $145 $151 - 8165 : $188 $199 $210
Montana $30 31 B * 51 . $37 - $39 $43 $42
Nebraska $39 T %40 $41 . $46 $52 $50 $49
Nevada $13 . 815 Cs17 $21 $26 $30 $34
" New Hampshire R T $14 $18 $21 $32 s34 $19
New Jersey o $281 $299 $309 o8 o« 8392 $398 -$378
New Mexico , - $46 L $4s - $s0 ] NI . 4 T suy
New York $1,264 $1,338 $1,444 $1,566 . s1,888 " $1,958 C 2,237
North Carlinz ‘ " $162 oosis $193 . s238 S8 $283 . %286
North Dakota . $15 $18 ‘ $18 s S 7 S 1 .os3
Ohto ' . $509 $527 $553. $684 $702 $705 TS
Okdabomz . $91 $101 . 8107 | $135 $178 $149 . $144
Oregon $98 s108 - © $114 $139 . $189 T $168
Pennsylvania $492 $488 Coss17 $548 ‘$598 $598 " $60S
Putrto Rico © * $s8 s61 o ose - s66 see 74 s8¢’
" Rhode Istand o s $52 $58 $69 B 1 . s80 $88
South Caroliia . T - sTm . s80. . - $95 - | s102 $100 $98
South Dakota ~ $16 - - . $17 Cos7 . $20 - . su ' $21 _ $22
Tennessee : $te3 . sud . - $130 s151 . S166 - $177 - $1Is
Texas o $224 " 5250 $288 $350 Cos®s . s v $453
Utah ] : $50 . ss2 .. $54 T 364 . 568 73 $71
Vermont - . $29 sie $34 $39 $47 . 84S 848
Virgin Istands : 2 2 - $2 .. $3 R $3 $4
\lirginta N $109 §109 . -s108 . s128 © 8138 . $147 $157
. Washlngton ‘ ©os39 | $256 ¢ 2712 $293 - . 5386 5388 $397
West Vicginia . $8s $88 , $89 . %% - %106 " $107 s110
Wisconsin s sa87 271 YU SR - Y S 0F S < 151
Wyoming ' ‘ s12 sy 7 $14 $21 .83 : $22 . $20
“Fotals R $10,287 " $10,802 $11,604 T$13,243 DstastT st | $15,736
s Nate: FY88 .« FY90 lictudes AFDC L i dministestion snd Emecgency Assistance, . ’ . )

** FYPL - FY9Linctud. AFDC Lenefis, administeation, F‘.'.'“““c’ Assistance, and JOBS.
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Federal AFDC Caseload Levels -4
FY 1988 through FY 1993
FY88 FY 89 FY 90 FY 91 FY 92 FY 93

Alabama 45,425 - 44,820 o452 47,465 50,631 51,559
Alaska 7,543 U418 7,664 9,416 10,808 12,129
Arizona - 32,113 "y 36,044 . 43,127 52,645 63,598 70,047
Arkansas 23,442 23,914 24,721 25,998 " 26,769 26,565
Californta 587,279 "604,761 652,070 729,170 806,086 859,284
Colorada 32,909 " 33,851 35,363 asm 42,081 42,543
Connecticut 37,440 38,311 43,548 51,213 55,500 57,318
Delaware 7,588 7,463 8,274 9,373 10,661 11,397
Dist. of Columbla 18,522 18,108 18,534 21,043 22,566 24,784
Florida - 110,627 118,582 134,815 166,006 221,205 254,006
Georgla . 87,832 + 92,654 101,849 118,406 135,972 141,279
Guam 1,279 1,170 LI72 1,183 1,283 ' 498
Hawall 13,385 " 13,873 14,336 14,948 16,530 18,339
Idaho " 6,430 6,231 6,139 6,784 7,335 7,938
Hlinols 220,071 - 206,895 208,458 221,491 228,625 231,262

- Indiana 52,975 © s1,611 $3,931 61,127 69,134 73,013
Towa 37,082 34,819 34,698 T 38,150 37,081 36,672
Kansas 23,996 25,213 - 25,800 26,812 28,741 30,179
Kentucky 58,340 58,717 66,383 , 78,308 83,133 82,799
Loulsiana 90,847 © 92,194 93,869 92,743 92,200 90,019
Malne 18,002 17,948 19,892 22,117 . 23,920 23,854
Macyland 63,334 63,230 §6,918 74,140 79,807 80,199
Massachuselts 86,708 88,188 94,816 104,914 .. 111,448 114,441
Michigan 213,163 211,919 218,137 227,639 e 225,609 229,585
Minnesota 54,696 54,639 56,845 60,005 63,656 - 64,145
Mississippl 59,682, 59,860 60,023 60,106 60,810 60,079
Missourd | 67,778 68,067 70,940 76,922 85,176 89,906
Montana 9,544 . 9,319 9,724 10,109 10,909 11,738
Nebraska. . 14,677 - 14,210 14,599 - 15,479 16,551 16,746
Nevada 6,234 7,293 . 8,147 9,674 11,867 13,006
New Hampshire 4312 4,501 6,261 8,701 10,500 * 11,021
New' Sersey. 107,063 102,519 107,008 118,430 125,847 125,930
New Mexico 20,753 20,372 19,169 24,093 28,764 31,279
New Yark 340,890 - 337,300 . 344,610 371,889 397172 ' 432,788
North'Carelina 70,586 TI 066 86,464 105,394 121,427 130,736
North Dakota 6,495 . 6,632 6,698 7,010 7,223 1,203
Ohls’ 225,541 222,187 225,868 238,540 264,271 257,903
Oklahoma 35,454 35,930 IRBL0 © 42,797 46,837 48,483
Orcgon 30,684 32,060 32,735 37,698 41,460 42,591
Pennsylvania 179,329 . 174,577 177,678 190,439 . 200,699 205,435 .
Puerta Rico 54,857 57,841 59,264 .,60,842 61,375 60,709
Rhode Esland 15,104 15,057 16,657 19,467 21,289 22,191
South Carolina 40,874 37,466 " 38,893 44,446 49,710 $3,314
South Dakota 5,219 5,489 5,565 5,809 6,394 6,494
Teanessee 67,531 70,575 . 76,483 86,899 95,179 - 107,865
Texas 169,403 181,598 208,897 . 239,887 265,819 278,657
Utah - 14,890 14,969 15,522 16,584 . 17,382 18,443 . -
Vermont - 7041 ‘7,015 <. 7,743 | 9,173 10,047 10,009
Virgin Istands 989 941 . 884" 969 1,08 1,083
Virglnla © 54,749 53,918 56,154 62,238 70,677 73,650
Washington . 75,546 78,031 ‘81,312 88,389 96,407 101,310
West Virginla 37,401 36,047 - 36,888 38,141 40,469 41,383
Wisconsin 89,109 81,981, 79;360 - 80,326 81,680 79,989
Wyoming 5,122 ©os123 5,281 5,968 " 6,625 6,509
Totals 3,742,830 3,969,041 4,367,915" 4,761,873

Table 5 -

3,765,841

4,973,792

-

e
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Table 6

Hypothetlcal Impact in FY 1994 lt‘ an AFDC Block Grant Provxsxon Similar to
‘ H.R. 1214 Had been Enacted in FY 1990

(Amoun(s in m:lhons of dollars)

‘F'Statc - ock Grant: "FY94 Actual Difference | Percent
: Average distribution, Expenditures 1 Change
97.5% of FY88 funding’ ~ B

' $63 - $81 ‘_ ($18) -23%
$28 o sel . @33 54%

$s8 5206 S48 . 1%
s - $51 O 1%

$2,106 © - $3.475 - - ($1,369) -39%

568 $110 4y . 38%

$131 $220  (889) . 40%

sI6 s Cen 32%

$s& . s ©ooE3)y . 38%

$196 L ss8 ¢332 3%

sis1 $306 CoG12s) A%

S s - @10 1%

$43 - $87 ($44) “51%

518 ' s SNC ) I V

ssie $S1T . (8 - %

sis 8195 . ($80) 41%

s12 ' $118 ($6) 5%

$ss 895 - (840) . 42%

$11s $158 $43)  21%

$129 (.7 s136 ¢8) 6%

$65 $70 R 1) N %

si2z1 . 3207 ($80) 39%
$288 . . s427 0 ($139)  33% .

s194 $721 I 5 10%

s199° . su49 ($50) 20%

s66 2 | $6) 9%
$49. . $199 . . (§50) 5%

28 - $40 512 29%

Notes: \ :

© * The table estimates the FY 1994 fiscal impacts of an AFDC Block Grant, assuming implementation
. of the grant in FY 1990, Total fundihg available to states is frozgn $10.030 billion- 97.5% of -

" Federal AFDC payments.to States in FY.1988. : TheiState grant eqitals the percentage of the average. .
-State grant to total Federal payments to states between FY85 and FY87. This sunulatcs (hc provnsnons A
inthe Shaw welfare proposal ‘ -

"_ To avoid overstating the effect of a block grant, the FY%94 Amouni docs not include JOBS expenditures.

*+** FY94 Expenditure data provided by Office of Financial Management, Administration for Children and Fami

*+** HHS/ASPE staff preliminary estimates based upon material provndcd by Chairman Shaw 6 House Ways -
Mcans mcmbcrs . .

e



Table 6

Hypothetlcal Impact in FY 1994 if an AFDC Block Grant Proylsmn S;rmlar to
H R. 1214 Had been Enacted in FY 1990

(Amounts in mllhons of dollars) .

State . " Block Grant: FY85-87 FY94 Actual «Difference . Percent
: Average distribution, - Expenditures | o ) Change,
A 97.5% of FY88 funding L e
ebraska . - %42 ST 846 . S T 9%
evada® Cs10 - $32 $23) 70%
ew Hampshire =~ §14 . - $36 - (s22) -61%
ew Jersey 262 . . s10 ($88) 25%
ew Mexico - $45 sur ¢y e%
ewYork . $1299 S 16 ¢$Bn 9%
orth Carolina , $138 5266 $12) - 48%
orth Dakota - . . -S4 . $22 ‘ ($8) 8%
hio ‘ - §528 © 8660 < ($133) 20% |
Kiahoma s . s @se 4% f C
regon L ss0 os1s2 (§63) 41%
ennsylvania ' $442 $563 ey n%
Puerto Rico s 516 s 1%
{Rhode Istand $51 - L & S ¢ x ) B 11 3
South Carolina . s86. ‘ $92 s 6%
South Dakota oSS o os0 ¢S - 26%
Tennessee 588 - 5166 (578) 4%
 ITexas o s . $416 - 228 55%
lutan L 549 L s66 . {817)  26%
Vermont s $42 ($10) 25%
fvirgin tstanas - s s S R 114
Virginia . . S 8125 . 8141 S8 . -15%
Washington $228 C $376 . ($148) . 39%
fwest Virginia - .S s101 . L (s18) - -18%
| Wisconsin osme . s89 . s 16%
Wyoming ' Loos00 LT ste 69 47%
Total 3 $10.030 ) $14,89 “(54.860) 3%
Notes:

* The table estimates the FY 1994 fiscal impacts of an- AFDC Block Grant, assuming implementation

of the grant in FY 1990. Total funding available to states is frozen $10.030 billion- 97.5% of

Federal AFDC payments to States in FY 1988. The State granttquals the percentage of the average -

State grant to total Federal payments b siites between FY8S and FY87. This sumulates’ (hc provisions

inthe Shaw welfare proposal. g :

** Tao avoid ovcrstatmg the effect of a block grant, the FY94 Amount does not include JOBS expenditures.

*** FY94 Expenditure data provided by Office of Financial Management, Admiinistration for Children and F

**** HHS/ASPE staff preliminary estimates based upon material-provided by Chairman Shaw to House Way
' Mcans members. :



- Table 7

: AFDC RECIPIENTS IN JOBS OR WORK '
CURRENT LAW 1993 COMPARED TO THE HOUSE REPUBLICAN BILL (H R 1214)
(actual 1993 data)

‘Percentage Percentage Percentage Percentage ‘Rercentage »
. of the of the ofthe Required to Requiredto
! Caseload Caseload Caseload . | be Working or be Working or
' State in ~dn - In | Denied AFDC | Denied AFDC
‘ Work JOBS Work or JOBS | Under H.R. 1214 | Under H.R. 1214
L Activities Activities Activities 1997 2000 :
ALABAMA 4% 15% 19% 4% 17%
ALASKA 12%] 6% 17% 4% 7%
ARIZONA - 6% 3% 8% 4% 17%
ARKANSAS NA NA NA 4%| 7%
'CALIFORNIA 7% - 6% 13% - 4% - 17%
COLORADO 11% 11% 22% 4% 17%
CONNECTICUT - 6% 8% 15% 4% 17%
DELAWARE 9% 7% 16% 4% 17%
DIST OF COLUMBIA - 4% 7% 10% 4% 17%
FLORIDA 11% 5% 16% 4% 17%
GEORGIA 6% . 8% 14% 4% 17%
HAWAII 12% 3% 15% 4% 17%
IDAHO - 13% 10%| 23% 4% 17%
ILLINOIS 6% 6% 12% 4% 17%
INDIANA - 8% 7% - 15% 4% 17%) .
[OWA 13% 16% . 29% 4% 17%
KANSAS 12% 16% 28% 4% 17%
KENTUCKY 13% 4% 17% 4%| - - 17%
_OUISIANA - 2% 8% 10%] 4%| 17%
VIAINE - 15% 8%| 23%]|. 4% 17%
MARYLAND - 4% 8% 11% 4% 17%
MASSACHUSETTS . 8% C L 13%] 21% 4% 17%
VICHIGAN - -16% 19% 35% - 4% 17%
VINNESOTA - 11% , 7% - 18% 4% 17%|
VIISSISSIPPI 8% o 5% - 13% 4% 17%
VIISSOURI 6% 5% - 11%)| 4% 17%
VIONTANA - 22% . 15% 38% 4% 17%
NEBRASKA 31% - 26%|. 57% 4% - 17%
'NEVADA 6% 5% 11%] 4% 7%
NEW HAMPSHIRE 11% 11%| -~ 21% ; o 4%] 17%|
NEW JERSEY ~ 3% 7% _10%| T 4% 17%|
' NEW MEXICO 9% 15% 24% 4% 17%
'\iEWYORK 4% 9% 14% 4% 17%
JORTH CAROLINA 11%| - 6% 17% 4% 17%
NORTH DAKOTA 12%| - 26% 39% 4% 17%
)HIO 11% 16% 27% 4% 17%) .




' Table 7

OKLAHOMA

8%

7%

- M% o 19% 4%|
OREGON 7% - 9% 26% 4% 17%
PENNSYLVANIA 5% ~12%| 17% - 4% 17%
RHODE ISLAND 4% 15% 20%{ 4% 7%
SOUTH CAROLINA 10% 1% 21%| - 4% - A7%
SOUTH DAKOTA - 20% - 15% _35%| 4% 17%
TENNESSEE - 11%| 4% 15%| 4% 17%
TEXAS 5% 7% 12% 4% 17%
UTAH 19% 32% 51% 4% 17%
VERMONT. . 21% 11%| 32% 4% 17%
VIRGINIA 7% 8% 15% 4% - 17%
WASHINGTON 9% 17%]| 26% 4%] 17%
WEST VIRGINIA 5%| 42% _47% 4% 17% "
WISCONSIN 18%| .  13% 31% 4% 17%
WYOMING _34%| 8% 42% 4% ; 17%
TERRITORIES 1% _1%| 1% 4% - 17%
TOTAL B 8% 9% 17% -4% 17%




- ~ - . - Table 8 ‘
' EFFECTIVE WAGE AT 35 HOURS WORK PER WEEKTO EARN AFDC & FOOD STAMPS
_FOR A ONE-PARENT FAMILY OF THREE PERSONS, JULY 1994

~

1

. o ‘ AFDC & Lo o
- . Annual . Effective - Food - . Effsclive
Statos ‘ o . . AFDC . Wage : ‘Stampe ‘ © Wage
Alabama : : ' $2,088 $1.18 : $5,628 $3.09
Alaska ° ' . 11188 - 6.15 © . 13932 7.65
Arizona ) 4,284 ' 2.35 7,380 4.05
Akansas ‘ 5 T 2,568 - 1.41, : 6,108 . 3.36
Californla : - ) 7,404 4.07 S 9564 5.25.
Colorado . ‘ T 4,392 2.41 7452 , 4,09
Connecticut ) - . 8,280 - 485 . 10178 ' 5.59
Deolaware . . 4,176 . 229 7,200 -4.01
District of Columbla ST 8,160 . 2.84 . 7992 4.39
Florida ) . 3,956 . 2.08 ; © 7,008 3.85
Gaorgla o - 3,480 ' 1.91 6,816 - ' 3.75
Hawali. . ' . 8,664 : - 476 13,164 . . 728
tdaho 3924 . 218 7128 . 3.92
finols : A . 4644 . 2.55 7,602 . 4.23
{ndiana ’ : : 3,576 1.96 - o 6,876 - 378
fowa . 5232 . 2.87 o 8,040 ' 4.42
Kansas 5268 . 289 . 8,268 4.54
Kentucky ’ L 2,844 - 1.56. - ’ C 8372 3.50
Loulsiana . - . 2,400 ; 132 . 5,040 . 3.28
Malne ' 5 5,136 2.82 '7.968 ., 438
Maryland 4,506 2.53 , 7752 - 4.26
Massachusetts . .. 7,088 - 388 - 9,324 5.12
Michigan (Wayne Co.) . 5,628 3.09 © 8318 - - 487
Minnesota ) 6,504 - 3.57 8,028 4.91
Mississippl ‘ 1,640 0.90 . 5,180 2.85
Missouri ’ . 3,624 C 1.99 T e812 . 3.80
Montana ' Cos112 2.81 7,956 . 4.37
Nebraska , ) 4,488 - 247 | 7,524 4.13
Nevada ) . ) .. 4,296 ) - 236 ! 7380 " 4,05
New Hampshire . - 6,720 ' 3.69 ' 9,084 ’ 4.99
New Jarsay ‘ 7 2508 . 1.38 e 6,048 . T 332
New Mexico * . 4,692 . 2.58 7,668 4.21
New York (N.Y.C.) . : 7044 387 .- . 9,504 : 5.22
North Carolina ST . 3384 . 1.86 6,744 : S arn
North Dakota : 5292 201 C .8,088 . 444
Ohio ‘ “4,212 ‘ 2.31 7332 : 4.03
Okiahoma -~ 4,008 ‘ 220 - 7,188 3.85
Oregon - ’ - ‘ 5,640 - s 310 8,748 © 4,81
Pannsylvania ) E 5,172 2.84 . 8,004 4.40
Rhode Island - . 6,768 v o372 : 8,576 526"
" South Carolina ' ’ : . 2520 1.38 L 6,060 ‘ .333
South Dakota __— : 5,280 S 2.90 o 8,076 4.44
Tennossea % g : < 2,328 1.28 ‘ 5,868 322
Teoxas , 2,376 - 1.31 ‘ 5916 3.25
Utah . A 5088 2.80 ’ T 7,944 : 436
Vermont . - 7920 . ©. 438 9,924 ) 5.45
Virginia SR 4,368 o 2.40 : 7,440 3 4.09
Washington : » : Y © 8672 . 3.67 : 9360 5.14
Waest Virginia . 3156 . 1.73 . - 6588 ) 3.62
Wisconsin T S : - 8324 - - -3.47 . 8,808 4.84
Wyoming . . o T 4440 . . . 244 o 7.488 - ~4an
Guam : 4,080 R 2.24 A 9,240 5.08 -
Puerto Rico : o ¢ 2280 : 1.25 ‘ 2,280 J 128
Virgin Islands , © 3,000 1.65 © 7344 ls.04
Average . o ‘ . $4,850 - s2e66 . $7.873 C $4.33
Weighted Average : o 4782 263 7734 425

Note: Undar the provisions of TEFRA (1982), payment standards and bondlit calculations ‘lcv AFOC & Food su:hps are rounded do«n to tha nearest doliar.
Tha calcutation of the Food Stamp benelit assumes an excess shelter cost deduction of 0% of tha allowabte maximium.. Effactive wage calculations .
assume a 52 wook year. -




