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'. ' EXECUTIVE ~FFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
.OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET . 

.LRM NO:,144 

, 'Wuhlngton. ,D.C. 2060UOO1' " FILE NO:11 '. 
"3113191 ., '., 

., ,', LEGISLATIVE REFERRAl. MEMoRANDUM . TotaiPage(a,: _._. 
,: ' 

'.. ,", ,":0:', teglslative~~.SeeI)istri~b8Iow: n~, .''. 
, .FROM: ..Janet FORSGREN (for) . ~ . . , 

. .'AsSIstant blrector for legislative Refere .', . " . , " ' ' ~" . . 
~' " OMB CONTAcT: Chris MUSTAIN 39~23 ' " ..... .''. '. 'IJ ;-~ vj <.JL" 

..Leglslative Assistant's line (for Simple -.),: '395-7382', .' ~~ , \?'~\\ 

SUBJ~CT: .OMB Request,tor Views RE:.HR11S7. Weifa" T,~nstOrrn8tion Ad.of 1995 . ' . 
• " > 

gE!'DUNE:~7~1O:C)O,am-W.dn~day~~M.rch-15.1995:·, .' .' . , ..,. , 
. ..'~--.-~, _. '.~ 1"_,, -I c ,' ..... ,...••~-, '. ,. '., " •• '-"'-... .,--' , " • 

In'acco!'dance with OMS CIrcUlar A-19; 'OMS requests the views of your agency'on the above subJed before 
advising on Its relationship to the program' of ~ President. . ' , " .,, . 
.' ,I., .,' " . ' 

, PlUse advlaeualfthlaltemwlll,affltCt direct apendingor Atcelpts for purpoaeaoftha 
,."Pay-As-you-Go" provisions of TItle XJllof the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990. 

COMMENTS:' . ATTACHED'ARE~OPIES,OF HR 1'157ANO,HR:999. ~ordered repOrted by the H. Ways' 
and Means and H. Economic and Educational Opportunities committees. fespectively. We 
eXpect these bills. along with .HR~1135 ~.Agriculture Cte~bill- text as oftiered reported not 
yet available). to be rolled Into one bill~ a substitute for H~". H.Rules Is scheduled to 

.cOnsiderHR" on Thuisday. March 16th.' . , 
" ' . . , 


PLEASE IDENTIFY ANY ISSUES'THAT RAISE SIGNIFICANT ENOUGH 'CONCERNS'TO 

SEADDRI;SSED IN A STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY. ' . 
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,. AGENCIES:' \.' '. . , ' .. EOF5: . 
312-AGRICULTURE - Marvin Shapiro - (202) 720.1518 .Ken Apfel 

.' '324-COMMERCE -Michael A. levitt - (202) 482-3151- ..... ~! . Doug ~eiger . 
. . 502-Corporatlon' for NatI.and Commu'ility'8.8rvlce -.Gene ~fer - (202) 808-5000 ,Bany White . 
. . 325-DEFENSE- Sari'u:'el T. Brick. Jr.- (703) 8~7':1305 .• '" , .. '. Keith Fontenot (7) .' 

, 207-EDUCATION - John.Kristy -(202) '401:'&313' .' " . Richard Bavler 
· 328-HEALnt AND H~MAN SERVICES -.FrancesWhlte ": (202) 890-1'780 LanyMatiaCk' . . . 
215-HOUSINGAND URBAN DEVELOPMENT -EdWard J.'Murphy, Jr.~ (202) 708-1793 Usa Falmall ' 
399-lnteragency Council on the Homeless .-Georg~ Ferguson -(202)708-1480 ShannahKOss 

. '329-INTERIOR - Jane Lyder ~ '(202) 208-87Q8 . ., ". .' W~y Taylor" . 
217-JUSTICE -Kent Markus '! (202) 514-2141 . Laura Ollven 

, 33c)'LABOR - .Robert A.ShapirO - (202) 219-8201 , Dan Chenok 
· 429-Natlonal Economic Council- Sonyla Matthews -(202) 4~2~74 . Tim Fain 
. 257-otficeof National Drug Control Policy- John Carnevale - (202) 395-8736. .Maya Bernstein 
· 331-otfice of Person!1el Managemept. James N. Woodruff .;(202) 808-1424' . . Mafia Go~alez 
· 225-STATE - Julia C. Norton..; (202) 647-4483 . I : . Art Stiglle 
228-TRANSPORTATION - Tom Heriihy ..; (202), 368-4687 .Kim Burke .. 

228-TREASURY;. Richard S. Carro .. (202) 822.;1148 . Ussa Topel . 


· 229-VETERANS AFFAIRS - Robert Coy ~ (202) '273-6688 G~White 

Andy Allison 


, Tom Lewis' 
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Steve Redburn 
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Bob Damus' 
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, ,t 'LRM NO: 844 
. " ," '. ' • RESP~SErO .. ,', '. 
It:. . ~~ISLATIVE~RRAL'MEMQRANDUM' FILE NO: 11 

, ,'If 
.. ' 

IfyourNspOr1se to this request for,vIews Is,Jlmple'(e;g•• coricur/oocomment). we prefer that you NSpOnd by &:mail or ' 
by faxing ,us this responseSheel :,:' ~, .:. ' " ".' : ., 

~ ,;. 
If the resPonse Is simPle' and you Preferto call. pleSse call th8 brinch-wlde 'Iine Shown belOW (NOT the analyst's line) " 

, .to,leave a message ,with a.leglslative asSi$tam.· "....,' ." , , " .. , '. ' , : 
. ", " . .,.. . 

~ > • • '. .' 

", ",You maya.lSorespondby: 
.. 

" (1) tailing th.e analyst/attomey's dracl:llne (you Will be conneCted to voice mall ifthe'analyStdoes not answer'); or , 
(2) sending uS a memo Qrletter. ' ' ,,' " , ,', , , " ,<', ''', " ,", " 

. • ' "' I, , .-, 

"Please Include the LRMnumber shoWn above.and:~e '~bject'shown belOW. ' 
, ' , ,

; ", 

TO,: "Chris MUSTAIt':' ,395-3923' ," . 
• 'Office of Management ancfBudget . .,., , 


Fax Number: 395-6148 "J:' .,,, '" ,," 


~nch-Wide Une (to reach IeglslsUveassistant): 395-7362 

, , , 

.. "., 

, ,
FROM: ...;.....___~.......,._'-'___~__________~...;.....____ (Date) 


-, 

, ' 

I' _....;.._~_. ' " ...;.... ,(Narne) , ' __ ___-..,..-:-~......----~-~....;........ 

, , .'11 

--:"-:---:"-:-______-:-______......-~--- (Agency) 
; -'\>; 

1 

_ ......~---....;..-..........:,.-~___-------- <r~lephone)
.' ," ..". 
, ' ) .',, , ' 

SUBJECT: OMB Request for Views, RE: HR1157, Welfare Transformation Ad of 1995 . -')," .. " . . , , '.' 
,I 

The followirig ,~the respOnse of ()ur agencY to your,requ~ for views on the abOve-Captfoned subjed:. .' . . 

-
, . 

'., Concur 

__' " No Objedion' 

I.~_ .No Comment .. 

...;.,,;.._'_','Other: "!"""""........_......-_....;.._____....;..___ .
' . -.' 

____'FAX,RETuRN of ~.pages; ~ttached to this. r8sp0~ sh~ . 
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFAce . 
U.s. CONGRESS 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515. 


March 20,.1995 

. . . 
. .Honorable Bill Archer 


Chairman
J 
Committee on Ways and Means 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Washington, D.C~ 20515 ;. 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

At the request ofyour staff, the Congressional Budget Office has preparedthe 
enclosed cost estimate for H.R. 1214, the Personal Responsibility Actof 1995, 
as introduced on March 13, 1995. .' . 

.The bill would affect direct spending 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. 

1 ' / 

If you wish further details on this estimate, we will be pleased to provide 
them. . 

. Sincerely, . '.," .... [.o·M 
'. une E. O'Neill ': .71: 

,f 

Director 
. , 

.: 

. Enclosure 
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.. . ,CONGREsSIONAL BUDGET'OFFICE 
, COST ESTIMATE 

March 2(), 1995 
1. BILL NUMBER: H.R. , 1214i 

I 

2. BILL TITLE: The Personal Responsibility Act of 1~5 

i. 
3. BILL STATUS: As introduCed on March 13, .1995~ 

4. ;BIlL PURPOSE: 

To help children by reformirtg the Nation's welfare system to promote work, marriage, 
and personal responsibility. 

5. ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT: . 
, , . 

! 

DIRECT SPENDING 
. . 

'The bill wo~ld affect 'federal outlays in the following mandatory programs: Fa~y . 
Support Payments, Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, Child 
Nutrition, Foster Care and Adoption Assistance, and Family PreselVation. Additional 
funds would be devoted to certain drug treatment prognims _without the need for, 
annual appropriations. Finally,by making certain non-iIDmigrant aliens ineligible to 
receive the Earned Income Tax Credit, the bill could reduce spending in that program 
by a small amount.' The following table shows projected outlays for these programs 
under current law, the. changes that would stem fr9m the bill, and the projected 
outlays for each program if the bill ,were enacted. 

, (Outlays by flSC8l yeac, in milliOns of doiLUs) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

PROJECIEDSPENDING UNDER CURRENTLAW . 

Family Support Payments-
Food Stamp Program 
Supplelnental Security lnoomeb . 
Medicaid . 
Child Nutrition Programs 
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance 

and Family Preservalionc 

Drug Treatment Programd 

Total 
'/ . 

, 18,223 
2S,I20 
24,322 
89,216 

7,985 

3,540 
__0 

168,406 

18,5« 
2S,930 
24,497 
99,292 
8.499 

'. 4,146 
__0 

180,908 
( 

19,048 
27,400 
29,894 

,110,021 
9,065 

4,508 
__0 

,199,936 

i9,534 . 
. '28,900 

32,%7 
122,060 
.9,665 

4,930 
__0 

218,056 

20,132 
. 30,390 

36,109 
134,830 
10,291 

5,356 
__0 

237,108 . 

20,793 
32,030 
42,749 

148,116 
10,922 

5,809 
__0 

260,419 

(ContinUed) 
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(Outlays by flSQli'year, in millions or 40.l\an.l).. 

1995 1996 ,1m 1998 1999 2000 

PROPOSED CHANGES 
i' 

Family Support Payments" j , 0 ~2,16i -2,479 -2,883 -3,5OS -4,085 
Food Stamps 0, -1,445 -3,604 -4.399 -5,008 -5,i12 
Supplemeutal Security InCome 0 -1,307 -4,640 -5,051 -5.3S5 -6,286 
Medicaid 0 -IS6 -1,948 -2,051 ' -2,090 ~2,172 

.Qilld Nutritioa programsb 0 -1,292 -2,137 -2,456 -2,783 -3,104 
Foster Care/AdOptioD Assistanc;e 

and Family PrcservationC 0 171 -305 -448 -609 -762 
Drug Treatment Grantd __0 _,_0 ~ --.!!2 --1.f!Q ~ 
Total 0 , " .:6,191 -15,068 -17,20S -19,253 -22,031 

PROJECrEI) SPENDING UNDER H.R. 1214 

Family Support Payments- 18,223 16,382 16,569 16,651 16,624 16,7OS 
Food Stamps 25,120 24,485 23,796 24,501 25,382 26,308 
Supplemental Security Income . 24.322 23,190 25,254 27,916 30,754 36,463 
Medicaid 89,216 99,136 IOS,073 120,009 132,740' 145,944 

. Child Nutrition programsb 7,985 7,207 6,928 7,m 7,5OS 7,818 
Foster Care/Adoplion Assistance 

, and Family PreservationC 3,540 4.317 ,4,203 4,482 4,747 5,047 
Drug Treatmeut Programsd __0 __0 

~ ~ --1!:!9. --1.f!Q 
Total 168,406 174,717 184,868 200,848 ~17,8S5 238,388 

Notes: Details may DOl add to to,tals ~useof rounding. 

CBO is awaiting an C$timate from the Joint Commillee on Taxation of a proviSion that is ccpectod to have a small effect on the 
Earned Income Tax Credit. That program is omitted from tbe above table. ' 

, 	 '• 	 Under aurent law, Family Support Paymeuts includes spending on Aid to FamiliC$ ~tb Dependeut Children (AFDC), 
AFDCrelated' child ean:., administrative costs for c:bild support eufora:meut, ~et federal savings (rom child support 
collectiooa, and the Job Opportunities and Basic Stills Trainiag program (JOBS). Und« proposed law, Family Support 
Payments would indudespending on tbeTemporary Assistance for Needy FamiliC$ Block Grant, administrative costs for child 
support euforoemeat, and net federal saVings from child support coUections. " 

, I 

b Under cum:nt law, Child Nutritioa Programs n::f« to dim:t spending autborizcd through the National School Lunch AD. 
and the Child Nutrition AD.. Under proposed law, QUd Nutritioa Programs ret« to direct spending that .would be 
authorized by the ,Sc:b00l-8ased Nutrition Block Grant Program. ' 

, 

Und« cu~tlaw, Foster Cafe/Adoption ASsistance and Family Preservation re£ers to direct spending authorized through 
ntles IV-B and IV-E of the Social Security AD.. Under proposed law, Foster Care/Adoption Assistance and Family 

, Preservation re£ers to dii-ect spending that \VOuld be authorized through the Child Protection Block Grant. 
""f, 

d 	 These funds" which are not subj~ to' annUal appropriation, \VOuld ~nsiitute an' additio~1 sO~rce or' funding (or two 

treatment programs that are CUlTeDtly funded wholly througb di.scR:lionary appropriations. ' , 

The direCt· spending costs' of this bill fall within budget functions 500, 550, 600, and 
TIQ' 	 ." 
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AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS 

H.R. 1214 would replace the:authorizations of appropriations for existing child we1i~e~ 
services under Part B of Title IV of the Social Security Act and other'laws with a 
discretionary 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 repeal 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 ac4ninistration for child nutrition " 
programs and would authorize a new Family Nutrition Block Grant Program. 
Conu:itodity distribution programs would be consolidated' and reauthorized. The, ' 
following table shows the estimated authorizations ofappropriations and outlays under 
current law, the changes, proposed in H.R. 1214i and the authorizations of 
appropriations and estimated outlays under the ,bill. 

" ! 

I ' (by fiscal year, in millions of dollars) " 

1995 1996 1998 1999 2000 

! 
AUTHOR~TIONLEVELU~ERCURRENTLAW 

Total Authorizationof Appropria~ionsa 
FAtimated Authorization Level 
FAtimated Outlays 

5,214 
5,109 

' 4,038 
5,185 

4,165 
4,629 

4,302 
4,375 ' 

469 
826 

469 
485 

PROPOSED CHANGES TO AUTHORIZATION LEVELS' 
, 

TotalAuthorization'of Appropriations 
FAtimated Authorization Level 

, ,FAtimated Outlays 
0 
0 

,3,409 
3,049, 

l,464 
3,471 

3,490 
.3,486 

7,512 
7,149 

7,704 
' 7,681 

AUTHOR~TIONLEVEL UNDERH.R.1214 ' 

'Total Authorizationof Appropriations 
FAtimated Authorization Level 
FAtimated Outlays 

' 5,214 
5,109 

7,447 
8,234 

,7,629 
8,100 

7,792 
7,861 

7,981 
7,975 

' 8,173 
8,166 ' 

a ... 'The amounts shown 'for 1995 are based on enacted appropriations. 

Because'some ~urrentprograms, such as the Child Care and'Development Block 
Grant andWIC, are not authorized for,all years shown, comparing authorizations 
provides an incOmplete picture of the effects of the bill. An altemativeapproach, 
shown, in the following table, is to compare the authorizations stated in the bill with 
the 1995 appropriations' for comparable discretionary, programs, or with 1995 
appropriations adjusted for .ipflation. ' 

3 
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, Section 801(b) of the bill specifies that the discretionary spending lilnitS 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 i995.­
Therefore, if appropriationS equalled the authorized amounts, the discretionary 
spending limits would be increased by th~ difference between the authorization level 
under H.R. 1214 and the 1995 appropriation, as shown in the table." ' 

I ;, : • 

(by fiscaLyear, in millions of donars) 

, 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 ' 


PROJECIED APPROPRIATION UNDER CURRENT' LAW 

1995 Appropriation 
, , Estimated Outlays 

5,214 
5,109 

·,5,214 
5,456 ' 

5,214, 
5~46 

·5,214 
5,449 

' 5,214 
5,209 

5,214 
, 5,232 

1995 Appropriation 
Adjusted for Inflation 

Estimated Outlays 
5,214 
5,109 

5,388 
5,590 

5,570 
5,863 

5,773 
5,963 

5,970 
5,919, 

6,180' 
6,145 

PROJECIED CHANGES 

Compared to 1995 Appropriationa , 

Estimated Outlays 
0 
0 

2,233 
2,777 

2,415 
'2,554 

2,578 
,2,412 ' 

2,767 
2,766 

2,959 
2,934 

Compared to 1995 Appropriation 
Adjusted for Inflation 

Estimated OuHays .. , 

0 
0 

2,059 
2,644 

2,059 
' 2,237 

2,019· 
1,899 

2,011 
2,056 

1,993 
2,021 

AUTHORIZATION LEVEL UNDER H.R. 1214 
I 

Estimated AutborizationLevel 
Estimated Outlays 

, 5;214 
5,i09 

'7,447 
8,234 

7,629. 
8,100 

7,7cfl 
7,861 

7,981 
7,975 

' 8,173 
8,166 

a 'H appropriations in each year equal tbe authorized levels, tbe discretionary spending limits would be 
increased by tbese amo·unts. ' 

The bill's costs· associated ~th a~thorizationsof appropriations fall within budget 
functions 500 and 600. " . 

, i 
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6. 	 BASIS OF ESTIMATE 
, I 	 , 

CBO estimates the'enactment of H.R. 1214 would reduce outlays for direct speridinf ' 
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 estimat~ 
incorporate the economic and tecluiicalassumptions from CBO's March 1995 baseline, 
and assume an enactment date of October 1,: 1995. The remainder of this section 
outlines the methodology uSed for these estimates. The attached tables detail the 
estimates for each title of the bill. 

Title 	I: Temporal)' AssistanCe for Needy Families Block Grant 

Title I of H.R. 1214 would alter the method by whlch 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 
$1A billion in 2000. FederaL funding for child care activi~ies would be provided 
through a separate block grant authorized in Title III of this bill. ' 

• I 

Effect of the block granton cash and training assistance. The new Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant would replace federal participation for 
AFDC benefit payments, AFDC administrative costs, AFDCeinergency 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 
amo~nt of federal, spending, could be adjusted through thr~ pr:ovisions. 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 stat~ could borrow during economic downturns. States would 
repay bOrrowed amounts, with interest, Within three years~l Finally, the block grant 
could. increase-by' up to 10 percent-if states were successful in lowering an, 

! 
I 

,, , 

: . 	 , I . 
1. 	 CBO estimates the creation of the Rainy Day Loan 'Fund would not generate additional outlays. Although 

up to $1.0 billion would be made available to states for loans, CBO assumes that every state borrowing funds 
would ~pay its loans with interest. Therefore, the program would involve no long-run loss to the federa,l 
government, and under the credit reform provisions of the Balanced Budget Act, it would have no cost. 

5 
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"illegitimacy ratio,1I2 which' Could be achiev~d by reducing the number of out"()f-: 
wedlock births or limiting. th~ growth in the number of abortions performed. Based . 
on a review of birth statistics from the 19808, CBO' assumes sta~es would nor be'· 
successful in reducing the ratio, and consequently, would not be awarded higherblock • 
grarit amounts. '. . '. ". 

, 

I . 

CBO estimates federal savings in Title I 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, AFOC administration, AFOC 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 projected under current law' ($18.0 billion) and spending 
permitted under the block grant ($15.5 billion) would grow to$2~6billion. . 

t 

. 	 . 

Effect of the block granton the Food Stamp and Medicaid programs. The federal 
savings . estimated from the block grant conversion was • reduced to account for higher. 
estimated spend.ing 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 woulq increase a participating family's food stc:imp benefits by an 
estimated 33 cents. How~er, 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 increases. Taking the proposed food stamp rules into 
account, CBOestimates cash provided by federa~ state, and local governments would 
decline relative to current projections by $2.3 billion in 2000, generating a food stamp 
cOst in that year of $0.4 billion3• . 

CBO estimates no change in Medicaid spending associated with Title ("which reflects 
the bill's stated intention to preserve current standat4s for Medicaid. How states 
implement these new programs would determi.tte the ultimate iinpact on the Medicaid 
program. The requirement that states continue to provide Medicaid benefits to all 
individuals who meet current eligibility criteria .for AFOC 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 
:eli~ibility determinations bflSed on both ~he old an~ new welfare eligibility rules; . 

2. The iIIqitimacy ratio would ~ defined as tbe nu~~ of out-of-wedlocl: births' plus the increase (if any)i~ 
the number of abonionsperionnedin a state relative to the preceding year divided by·the total number of 

. binhs in the state. . 

3. . Th~ estimate assumes thato~c~third of ~tates would continue to spend at :Ievels projected'by CBO under 
current law. The.remaining two-thirds .of states would follow the federalexarnple and freeze their spending 

. on cash benefits at their 1994 levels. 

6 
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The creation of the, biock grant could affect Medicaid spending in a second way. 
'Granting fuDds, for cash assistance (with no requirement' for. state spending) while', 

, leaving Medicaid 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 spent 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 basis upon which to predict such behavior and therefore ' 
has not estimated any change in Medicaid spending. , . 

• j • • 

Criteria for' state participation. To pa~cipate 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, however, transfer up to 30 percent of Te~porary Assistance 

.for Needy' Families Block 'Grant to' supplement other grants, including the Child 
Protection Block Grant, Social Services Block Grant, and the Child Care, and 

, Development Block, Grant .. CBO's estimate assumes states would not make sizable 
transfers. The bill would~ot require . states to spend 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 provided to certain families and individuals. Groups ineligible to receive,' 


block grant morties would include most non-citizens, children born while their mothers 

were receiving welfare, fan:iilies headed by a mother who is under age 18 and who 

gave birth outside of marri~ge, and most families who have " received cash assistance 

. for more than 60 months sirice October 1, 199~. The bill also would require states to 
reduce benefit payments to families with a child born outside of marriage for whoQl 
paternity is not established. 

H every state strictly adopted the rules outlined'in H.R. '1214, 2.8 million families 
would lose some or all of their federal and 'state benefits-with losses totalling 

'S2.8 billion in 2000 relative to current rules. The effect of these policies would rise 
, : substantially after 2000'beCause families would begin'to encounter the 6O-month 

lifetime limitation on cas~ benefits. By 2003, cash payments to families with ' 
dependent children, could d,ecline by as much as 50 percent relative to current law. 
The actual effect of these prohibitions 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 estimateof fed,eral co~tS because they would not directly change the amount of 
blockgranf funds dIsbursed to the s~ates.' . . " . , 



, I 

Other provisions in Title 1 would require 'states to provide work and trainingactiv:iti~s, 
for an increasing percentage of block grant recipients or face penalties of up to 
five 'percent of the state's snare of the grant. State would have to involve 4 percent 
of all faDillies in 1996, with the requirement rising to 50 percent by 2003. At the same ' , 
time, states would have to show that 50 percent of families with two adults are 'in work 
programs in 1996-1997 and 90 percent of such families are in work programs in 1998 
and th~teafter. States would engage participants in a more narrow set of programs 
than exists under-, the current JOBS program, with approved activities including 
'unsubsidized or subsidiied employment, work experience programs, and on-the-job , 

, training. ,The literature on 'welfare-ta-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 requiremept beginning in 1998 when the participation rate for ~o­
adult families would. reach 90 percent: Consistent with current practice, CBO assumes 

, that the Secretary would impose small penalties (less than one-half of one percent of 
the block grant) on non-complying states. ' , ' , 

, " .:' , " , 

Title II: Child Protection Block Grarit 

Title II would repeal manyof 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 M~lfch 1995 baseline., For 
discretionary programs subject to annual appropriations, CBO estimates the change 
in the level authorized to ;beappropriated 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. 

, Title II would amendPart
f 
B of Title VI of the Soci~l 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 
authorlzespayments to states(or foster'care and adoption assistance. These two titles 
contain both, direct spendi,ngand authonzations of appropriations.' Direct spending 
programs include Foster (:are maintenance payments~ administrative services, and 
~raining; Adoption maintenance payments, administrative services, and training; 

'Independent living; , and Family Preservation. CBO estimates that, under current " 
law, outlays for these -programs would total $3.4 billion in 1996 and $5.8 billion in 
2000 (see Table 2). ; . 

" 

• f, , ' _ _ 

The discretionary programs that would no longer be authorized include Child Welfare 
, Services, for which $325 mi1lion is' authorized to be appropriated in each fiscal year, 

and Child Welf~re research and training; which is authorized to be appropriated at 
such 'sumsas may be necessary for. each fiscal year~' , 



, . 
: 
... 

, , ., 

The new Child Protection Block Grant woUld be made up of two parts-a direct 
spending part .and a part subject, to annual appropriation. Each state would . be ' 
entitled to its share ,of the child protection amount, which is stated in the bill. CB0· 
estimates'outlays of $3.5 billion in 1996 and $5.0 billion in 2000 associated,with this 
entitlement. Each eligible. ktate would also receive a share of an additional greint 
subject to annual appropriation. ,The bill authorizes an amount not to exceed $486 
million for each fiscal year through 2000 for this additional grant. ' 

. Title II would appropriate $() million in each of fiscal years 1996 through 2000 to the 
Secretary 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 welfar<? and $7 million' for 
each fiscal year for a cleari~ghouse and hotline on missing and runaway children. 

Title III: Child Care and Nutrition Assistance Block Grants 

, Child Care Block Grants .. Title II of H.R. 1214 ~mends the ,Child Care and 
Development Block 'Grant Act of 1990 and' authorizes to be appropriated 
$1.943 billion a year for fi~cal 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 
appropriations rejJealedto be $6 million in fiscal years 1996 through 1999. 

Family and School':'based Nutrition Block Grants. Title III repeals the Child Nutrition, 
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 direct spending by $7.305 billion in 1996 and $10.922 billion 
in 2000. ,: " ' 

. .,1 .. " '. " 

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 wou]d~ spend 90 percent of the new block grant in the first year . 
the funds,became available forobligation and 10 percent in the following year. 

The Special Supplemental;Food Program for Wome~, Infants,and Child~en'(WIC)' ' 
program is currently autho~ized to be appropriated 'at such sums as may be necessary , 
through fiscal year f998: This authorization would be repealed' and appropriations' 
.' ," . . 
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would be authorized for a n~w Family Nutrition ~lockGrant Program for fiscal years 
1996 to 2000 at levels stated in the bilt ' 

, , 

H.R. 1214 would· repeal : the authoriiation of appropriations for the 'federal 
administrative costs of the 'child nutrition programs. CBOestimates that half of the ' , 
currently authorized' amount would be' needed to carry out the federal functions 
authorized in the bill, such as ,overseeing, the block grant funds and compiling data. 

i " \ 

H.R. '~214 requires the National Academy of Sciencei to develop model nutritional 
standards for the School-b~ 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 ofH.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 iprograms, including. Abandoned Infants Assistance, the 
Child Abuse State Grant Program, Child Abuse Demonstration and Research Grants, 
the Community-based Family Resource Program, Adoption 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 Unification Program under Section 8 housing. ' . 

Title III authorizes appropqations for two federal activities. It authorizes $1.5 million 
for each fiscal year through' 2000 for the Secretary of Health and Human Services· to 
publish local level poverty ,data, and $2.5 million in fiscal year -1996 and $10 million 
in 1997 through 7000 for the ,Secretary to publish data on program participation and 

, outcomes. ' 

" , < ' 

Title IV: Restricting'Welfare for Aliens 

Title IV of H.R. 1214' wotiId bar most legal aIlens from receiving benefitS in five' 

programs: Supplemental Security IncoIl1e. (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 Medicmd. Social services are already a block gran~ 

to the states, and temporary assistance to needy families~the successor to the family 


, support program-WOUld, b~'turned into a bl~ck grant- unger Title I of H.R. 1214. 
Because those grants are simply'set at a fixed dollar total, barring legal aliens from 
receiving some of those dollars, results in no additional, savings to the federal . 
government. The title however will drrectly .affect SSI, Food Stamps, and Medicaid. 
Net savings are expected to 'equal .more'than $5 billion a year in 1997 through 2000 
(see Table 4). ' ' 
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In general, legal aliens ~e nbw eligible for SSI and other benefits a<lIiilinstered by the' ' 
federal government. Most aliens, other than refugees, do not receive benefits during , 

I their first few years in the U.S., however, because admi.r\istrators must deem a portion' 

of a sponsor's income to 'an alien in determining' the, alien's eligibility for the first 

three years or five years aifcr arrival.H.R. 1214, would eliminate federal benefits 

altogether for iDost legal aliens. Exceptions'would be made for groups that make up 

about one-quarter ()f aliens 'on the SSI rolls: refugees who have' been in the counuy 

'for ,less than 5 years, immigrants aged 75 years or older who, have been la~y 

'admitted for at least 5 years, and'veterans of the U.S. military. All other legal aliens ' 

would be allowed to continue receiving benefits for one year after enactment. 


CBO baSes its estimate on administrativereoords for the programs affected. In SS!; 
such data suggest that non.;.citizensaccounted for 'about 700,000 recipients or 
11 percent ,of that prograrrt'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, ate 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 keep citizenship status up-to-date so long ,as they have' verified that the 
recipient is, in fact, legally ,eligible. Thatprol;>lem is thought to be particularly acute 

, 
for SSI, where some benefiCiaries identified as aliens have been on 'the program for 

,I 

many years.. CBO assum~ that about orie-fifth of SSI beneficiaries code~'as aliens 
are in fact naturalized citizens. ' 

CBO estiinates the number' of SSI recipients removed from the rolls, by projecting the 
, future easeload in the absence of policy change, subtracting the three groups (certain 

refugees and aged persons and veterans) exempted under the bill, and assuming that 
soine 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 ibenefits paid to leg~.l aliens-as~umed to equal 1994 levels " 

plus subsequent cost-of-liVing adjustments, or~bout $4,200 per alien in 1997-yields 

annual federal budgetary savings of between $2 billion and $3 billion a year. ' 


. , . ' 

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 SS:t CBO estimates that approximately 1~1 million legal aliens woul«;l be,' 

removed from food stamps iIL.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 years principally becaUse 

some aliens are .assumed tq naturalize and because other provisions ofH.R. 1214 pare 

back the food stamp program and thereby limit the available savings. .' 


Finally, H.R.)214 would b~r aliens from the Medicaid; program (except for emergency·' . 
treatment, which would c?ntiilue to be available ·to' bo.th legal and illegal aliens). ' .. 
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CBO estimates that about 1~7 million ,Hiens would thereby lose Medicaid coverage in 
'1997. About one-third ofthat 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 ~ncentrated 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 receiving Medicaid times the assumed average per 
capita costs. The resulting figure is then reducef;l by one-quarter to account for I 

increased Medicaid expenditures 'for emergency seIvices and for costs of 
uncompensated care reimbursed through disproportionate' share payments to 
institutions. Federal savings would. total $1.85 billion in 1997, with slightly larger 
savings in later years. . i , 

These estimates, and other CBO estimates ccincerning legal aliens, are rife with 
uncertainties. ' . First, admil)istrative 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 citizeils by now. Second, it is 
hard to judge how many non-citizens would react to the legislation by becoming 
citizens. Most legal aliens inow on the rolls are eligible' to become citizens; the fact 

. that they have not may be attnbutable, in part,' to the lack of a strong financial 
I '. " 

incentive. After aU, legal immigrants 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 
because the naturalization proceSs takes time and effort, CBO assumes that only one­
,third' of those whose bene~ts are eliminated, will ,become citizens by the year 2000. ' 

• I ',' '. . 	 ~ 

Title IV also contains several other provisions witho1;lt 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 government-federal, state, or local--could sue·to recover from sponsors any' 

',monies spent on legal aliens for up·to 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 199&'2000 period. Title IV 

'would also direct state and; local'governments to bar any illegal aliens from receiving 

benefits, in means~tested programs. It would permit them to deny benefits to legal 

aliens bu} requ~re them to. adopt deeming rules in any event. . ' 


,,'
" , ' 
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. Title V: Food Stamp Reform and Commodity Distnbution 

Title V of H.R. 1214 would affect direct spending in the Food Stamp pro!iram' 
, primarily by liniiting, benefits and by restricting' eligibility for able-bodied recipients, 


who' do not have children. . Discretionary spending would result from the 

reauthorization ~d consolidation of commodity programs' under Subtitle A The 

following pa~graphs descnbe· the pr~visions of the title with major budgetary effects~ 


Simplified Food Stamp Program. The simplified food stamp program provisions have 

no effect relative to ,curren~ law because they depend'on the Temporaiy Assistance 

for Needy Families Block Grant that would be created by Title I. With the block 

grant, CBO estimates the ne~ 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 aU ~96d stamp households that participate in the Temporaiy 

Assistam:e for Needy Families Block Grant to the previous 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 otheroptio~81 food 
,stamp provisions under this bill. ' 

Allow 2 Percent Annual Increase in Maximum Benefits. Section 551 of the bill would 
allow for lower annual increases. in the maximum benefit for all food st8.mp 
households ,than under current law. Under current law, maximum benefits are 
iflcreased each October to reflect the increase in the previous year's Thrifty Food 
Plan. CBO's economic forecast estimates an annual mcrease 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 maxiinum benefit in 2000, 
would be about 5 percent lower than it would be under current law. Average monthly 
beriefits 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'millionin 1996 
and $2 billion in 2000 as a ,result of this change (see Table 5). ' ' , . ,­ , 

,Income Deductions and Eriergy Assistance. Section 552 .of the bill would freeze the'. 
standard deduc;tion and thy excess shelter deduction at $134, and $231respectively. 
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 , 
to increase from $231 in fiscal year 1995 to $247 through December 1996 and to be 
eliminated in future years. rno estimates the savptgS from the freeze of the' standard , 
deduction 'to be $190 millio~in 1996 rising to $1.1 billion in 2000 and the savings from 
the freeze of the excess' shelter' deduction' to be $80 million in 1995, rising to $915 
million 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 provisions would lower food­
stamp outlays by about $220 million a year. 

Vehicle Allowance. Section 553 ~ould'freeze the vehicle allowance at $4,550. Under 

current food stamp policy, the fair market value of vehicles is coimted as, an aSset in 

determining food stamp eligtbility when the value is more than $4,550. This figure is ' 

scheduled to 'rise to $4,600 for fiscal year 1996 and $5,OOO'for'fiscal year 1997 and to 

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

of the CPI. CBOestiniates that keeping the vehicle allowance at $4,550 over the next 

five years would reduce food stamp outlays by $10 million in 1996, and $200 million 

in 2000. ' 


, " 

Work Requirements. Section 554 would limit receipt 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 leas~ 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 provision would save $780 

'iniilionin food stamp ben~fits in 1996 and $l.3 billion in 2000., 'These' savings 
corr~spond to 800,000 individmils in an average month; once the provision is phased 
in, losing an average monthly benefit of about $110. 

Encourage EBT Systems. ;Section 556 would allow states, that' have a statewide 

electronic benefit (EBT) system operating to elect ,to receive as a bl9Ck 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 ~tates with. half the' food stamp cas~load 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 
a year, states with 20 percent ofthe food stamp caseload would ch<?ose to receive a 
block grant at either the 1994 level or the' average of the 1992 to 1994 level offood 
stamp benefits paid in their state once they had, statewide EBT. ," ' 

" j " , 

Criminal Forfeiture. Section 576 allo~s' courts to impo~e ~n people convicted of 

ce'rtain violations sentences that would include forleitufe of property involved in the 


I .• . , 
! ' 
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violation. The proceeds from the sale of this forfeited property could be used to 
reimburse fe~eral and state agencies for costs incurred in'law enforcement relating to 
the forfeiture. H 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 .the effect of this provision, but any additional reyenues . 
are likely to be small. .. 

L .,.' ., , 

. Interactions among Provisions. The estimates 'of the iildividual provisions shown in. 
Table 5 do not reflect the effects of other provisions of the bill. H 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 million in 2000. 

, Obligations and Allotments. : Section· 561 would cap F06d Stamp Program obligations 
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 Ute number of eligIble 
individuals or the level. of benefits is higher than CBO now estimates. 

Authorization of Appropriations for Commodities Programs. Under current law, the 
Secretary of Agriculture provides food to needy families and individuals through state 
and local emergency feeding programs. Commodities a~d financial assistance for 
program operations are distributed to state and local organizations through four . 
principal programs: the ~mergency 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 ~der current law. 

Subtitle A of Title V would Consolidate the four pro~ and would authorize' $260 

million' for each of the fiscal years 1996 through 2000 to purchase, process, and 

distribute commOdities to state and local organizations. In addition, the bill would 

authorize $40 million each ,ear to cover the cost of distribution. 


, ' 

Title VI: Supplemental Security Income 
. . . . . . ., " . 

Title, VI has two ,distinct provisions. The -first tightens SS! eligibility requirements for 

JDany drug addicts .and alcOholics;' the second revamps SSI benefits for disabled 

. children; ,.. 
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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 (PA&As) in 
the SSI program, when the: substance abuse is a' material contributing .factor to ,llie' . , 
finding of disability. Special provis.ions apply to those recipientS: they mUst comply , 
wi~ treatment if available, they mUst have representative payees, and (as a result of 

'legislation enacted last year) they can 'receive ,a' maximum of 36 months'benefits. 

About 100,000 recipients classified as drug addicts and alcoholics received benefitS in ' 

DeCember 1994. . , 


'. .', 

CBO ass~es that, under current blw, 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 disabling 

condition, and future awar~s would cease. ' ' 


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

di,sabling condition is a th~my issue. '. A sample of 1994 awards with a,primary 

diagnosis of substance abuse found that two-thirds identified a secondary disabling 

condition (predominantly mental rather than physical)., That fact must be interpreted 

with caution. .In order to be worth noting, the' secondary condition must be qUite 

severe-but not necessarily disabling in its own right. On the other hand, there is no 

requirement to record seco~dary conditions: some of the one-third for. whom none was , 

recorded undoubtedly had th~m. And the health of many DAM 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 requaJify by documenting that they have 

another sufficiently ,disabling condition. MultIplying the number of recipients 

terminated times an average benefit yields savings of ~pprox:imately $250 million to 

$300 million a year in SSf benefits (see Table 6). 


Besides saving on benefits, the Soci8J Security Administration will also be freed from 

the requirement to maintain cOntracts with referral and monitoring agencies (RMAs) 


, for its SSI recipients. Thos~agencies monitor addicts' and alcoholics' treatment status 
and often serve as representative payees. Savings are estimated at about $150 million, 
to $200 million a year in 1997 through 2000. Savings in 1996, however, are uncertain, 
as ssA will likely have to p,ay cancellation penalties. , ' . " ' 
'. ,I' • • > 

The legislation wouid also e'liminate Medicaid coverage for DA&As terminated fr~m 

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-jby approximately $30 million a year. Begiiming 

in 1997, H.R. 1214 would also grant an extra $100 million a year in funding to two 


, drug treatment and research programs--$95 million to the Federal Capacity Expansion 


. 
" f 
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,Program and $5 mfilionto an ,ongoing project of"the National Institute on Drug 
'Abuse. , 

, Disabled' Children. H.R. 1214 would restructure' the SSI program for' disabled 
children. Under current law, poor children may qualifyfor theSSI'programand its 
federal cash benefits afup to $458 a month in two Ways. ,They may suffer from one 
()r ,more specific impairments (with accompanying clinical findings) that are listed in 
regulation, or they may qualify through an individualized functional assessment (IF A) 
that determines whether 3fl unlisted impairment ser,iously limits the child from 
performing activities normal for his or her age. 

H.R. ,1214 would eli.J:ninate IFAs as a basis for receipt. Most children now on the rolls 
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 equaled 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 pen~fits 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 list of allowable services 

, promulgated by the Commissioner of SSA. 

CBO estimated the cost of:this proVision by judging how many present and future 
children would likely qualify for cash and services under the new criteria. CBO relied 
extensively on SSA progr~m ,data ,and on analyses;condncted by the General 
Accounting Office of the total caseload and of recellt awards. Approximately 900,000 
children now collectSSI benefits, and CBO projects that the number would reach 1.25 
mfilion in 2000 if policies w~re unchanged. CBO estimates that about 80 percent of 
children now rere.iving benefits would continue receiving b~nefits because they meet 
or equal 'the listings. (Some of the children now on the rolls ,who qu~ed via an' 
IFA are assumed to'meet the -listings). Ofchildren' who would be I:lwardedb~nefits 
in the future under current policies, CBO assumes, that slightly more than two-thirds 
would meet or equaJ the'listings and that, in tum, 30 percent of those children ,would 
meet the personal assistan~ criterion for cash benefits. ' 

.. ," , :, ': . ",' , ," , ' ' . 

The number of disabled children ineeting a personal assistance criteI10n 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 recipients might meet such a criterion ,based on alI ~nalysis of the 1990 

, . '. '.' ", ," ,,: 'eo • • . " " 

,', .. 

17 



"': 

, 
Health Interview Survey; which queried respondents about SSI receipt 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 n()t 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 woQ.ld 

be approximately a half-million. child recipients of cash benefits in 2000 under the 

proposal, in contraSt to 1.2S,million, if current policies remain unchanged. 


Savings in cash benefits '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 benefits equal nearly $1 billion in 1996 and 
$4.7 billion in 2000.; " 

, 

The block grant to the stat~ would begin in 1997. The amount of the block grant 
would equal the number o~ qualified children (the' number of children who were 
certified through the disability determination process to meet or equ~l the, listings' as 
well as SSI's financial criteria), minus those who actually received cash benefits, times 
7S 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 y.rill grow from $0.4 billion in 1997 to 
$1.5 billion in 2000. 

The cutbacks in children's sSI t>enefits would affect spending 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 likely to: end up on the AFDC program; because that program ' 
would be abolished in Title I and' replaced by a fixed block grimt 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 gran~. Therefore, the oriiy children at risk of losing their 
Medicaid coverage are tho~e removed ,from "the SSI prpgram by the elimination of 

, IFAs ..Most of those childr~n, how~ver, would qualify for Medicaid independently of 
. SSI--either through their eligibility for the program of temporary assistance to needy 
families (the successor to the AFDC program) or their poverty status . 

. - , 
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H.R. 1214 would make many other changes to the,SSI program for disabled children. ' 
It steps up reqUirements for continuing disability reviews (CDRs), applies asset' 

" 	divestiture rules now used by the Medicaid program to c::hildren, in SSI, and requireS' 
studies of ,the listing of imp$ments 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 services-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 
million in 2000 and by greater amounts in later years. ' 

Other SSI Changes. H.R. 1214 would require that SSI recipients 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 #t cash. That, ,policy already applies to persons whose, 
medical bills are paid by Medicaid. ,CBO estimates that this policy change would 
affect approximately 10,000: SSI recipients in an average month and would save 
approximately $50 million tq $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 repeal that grant, and CBO's estimate 9f'that title therefore mcludes 
$19' million in savings. Title,VI restores it, at a cost of ~19 million a year, for no net 
budgetary effect. ! ' , ' ' ' , , 

" ' 	 " , 

Finally, H.R. 1214 would re#section 1618 of the Soci~ Security Act, which 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 
atotalarinual cost to the states of about $4 billion. If states use their new latitude to, 
cut back their supplememation, 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 that program exclusiyely through state supplements lose their coverage. 
l' 	 , 
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SSI Administrative Costs. ' Several provisions of Titles IV and VI would aff~ 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 disa1;>ility reviews (CDRs). Title 

· 'IV wpuld presUmably require 'SSA to check the citizenship, 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 armay not result in termination. Because aggregate 
discretionary spending is cOntrolled by fixed dollar caps, those, new requirements 
would need to be offset elsewhere. . ' .: '", 

I . 

. Title VII: ChiJd Support, Enforcement 

Title VII would change many aspects of the operation and financing of the federal and 
state child support enforcement system. CBO estimates that Title VII would decrease 
federal spending by $0.1 biUionin ~900 (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 th'e federal governmeJ;lt child 

/ 	
support collected on behalf of families, who receive· cash assistance through, the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant. 

· Using reports on the perfc:>rmance of various enforcement strategies at the state level,' 
CBO estimates that chj.Id s~pport collections received by families on cash assistance 
in 2000 would increase under the bill by roughly 10 percent over current expectations, , 
(froni $3.5 billion to $3.8 bOOon). Most of the improvement would result from the, 
.creation of a new-hire registry (designed to speed th.e receipt of earnings information 
on ,noncustodial parents) and provisions that' would expedite the process by which 
states seize the assets of'noncustodial parents who are delinquent in their child 
support payments. Some states have already applied the proposed enforcement 
techniques, thereby reducing' the potential of improving collections further. Given the 
.collections estimates descnb:edabove, 9BO projectsthat the,e~forcement.proposals 
in H.R. 1214 would result in ;.,$avings. of roughly $0:2 billiori· in 2000 through shared . 

, child support eollecJions, as :well as reduced spending In food stamps and Medicaid. 
r • 	 • ." 

. I 

Additional federal' .savings: would be gene~ated by eli~inating the current. $5q 

passthrough.. Under current:taw, amounts up to the first $50.in monthly child'suppo~ 


collecte~ are paid to the cash assistance . family~ without affecting thtplevel of the 

'welfare benefit. In essenCe, the current policy' means that families for whom 


· noncustodia1 parents contribute child support get as much as $50 more a month than . 

do otherwise identical familit(s. for whom ,such 'contributions are not' made. 


http:Title.VI


, , 

I 

Eliminating the $50 child support payment-beginning iIl1996--would save the.federal 
government more than $0.1 ;billion annually~ 

The savings 'from the, enforcement measures and the elimination of the $50 
passtbrough 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 aimual ,cost of approximately $50 million. Third, the bill 
~ould authorize 'about $50' !pillion annually to provide technical assistance to states 
and to operate a' computer system designed to locate:'non-custodial parents. Finally, 

, 	the bill would change federaI cost sharing in enforcing child support. Although' 
individual states would see t1:1eir share of federal funds change relative. to current law, 
CBfrestimat~ that the new :funding formula would be Cost neutral to federal budget. 

, 

7.PAY-AS-YOU-GO, CONSIDERATIONS: 

The Balanced 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 e~ects of the bill are as follows. 

(by 'fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 


Outlays . 0 -6,191 -15,068 -17,208 

Receipts a 

I 
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 aIter the 
above numbers slightly. 

a. CBO is unable to estimate these amounts, but they are likely' to be small. 

8. ESTIMATED COST TO STATE AND WCAL GOVERNMENTS: 
. 	 . 
In general, H.R. 1214, mandates no new or additional spending by state ,and local 

. governments and gives those governments the freedom to cut back on some spending 
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that theyaIfeady incur. It is possIble that'state and local goveinment will opt to spe,Iid 
• ,more on certain activities, but that, choice would, be up to them. ­

Titles I and II of H.R 1214: would change the structure of federal funding 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 '~ligIbility ,to ~aintain c~ent 'levels of spen~ing. 

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 iponey provided' in a block grant with a greater degree of 
flexibility. Again,'to the extept that demand or eligibility for these programs increases 
above the level of federal funding, states could ch!Jose to increase their own spending 
to keep pace or tighten b~ne~ts or eligibility. ' 

Title IV's ,provisions, which would 'eliminate federal welfare benefits for most legal 
aliens, likeWise could increaSe or decrease state and loeal 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 
federaVstate programs: AFDC, Medicaid, and SSI (which is typically supplemented 
by states). Legal immigran~cut off from federal benefits; however, might turn to 
state,;, and locally-fund~d ,ge,neral ac;sistance' (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 s~rvices, or medical benefits, but notnon-cash emergency 
assistance) to legal aliens-an authority that 'they now hick under Supreme Court 
decisions. H.R. 1214 also requires state andlocalgovemments to deny such benefits 
to illegal aliens. " , i' ' " 

i 

Title V ~ould lower food staihp benefits and limit eligibility. T~ the extent that states 
choose to provide benefits ~ither through their General Assistance programs or in 
other ways to offset the loss o,f food stamp benefits' to ceflain categories of recipientS~ 
primarilyaple-bodied, recipi~ntS with no children wh9 do not comply With work 
requirements--states could incur 'additiorial costs. Also; states may choose to invest 
more in 'workfare or Qther j~b-related programs for those recipients losing benefits 

, , because of the work requir~nients! thereby allowing them to retain federal food, stamp, I 
benefits. ' " 

1 
! ' 

, I 
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Food Stainp quality control (OC) ,provisions would be strengthened under H~R. 1214. ' 
,CBO:has not estimated any:savings toth~Jederal govelnment from these proVisions. 
The 8ecietary,has,the,authqnty to allow any penalties assessee! to a state because of ' 

,high error'rates to be spent! to improve the state's fooqstamp administration., Even 
so, if. higher penalties' are~ed to th~ states Under the revised OC rules, the states 
Could incur 'some additional: costs." , " I,' , , 

.. .. 1 
" 

, , ' , , ' ",I , ' , ,I • '" ' 
Section 576 would allow coUrts to impose on people convicted of certain food stamp 

, ',' 	 1 ' .. 

'violations sentences that wo~d include forfeiture of property involved in the violation.' 
The proceeds from the sal~ of this 'forfeited property could be used to reimburse , 

, federal and state agencies' :for costs incurred in law: enforCement relating to' the 
, forfeiture. To the extent th~t states are currently involved in these laweflforcement 

activities and not ,being rei~bursed for them, this pr~vision could result in some 
savings to state. and local gQvemments.,' ' .. 

,!• • • e. ~ . 

Title', VI, dealing ----with'SJppleinental, : Security 'Incdme, 'imposes relatively' few 
requirements on'states andrblruces ,some current ones~ The proposed removal of drug 
addicts and alcoholics 'from ~he SSI and Medicaid rolls would probably boost demand 

, for general assistance payments but trim ,s~ates' costs, 'for Medicaid, with, uncertain 
overall effects. ',Cutbacks ih cash SSI benefits to disabled children will probably' 
increase demands on state :and local welfare programs, but those are extensively, 
restructured by Title I in ,a -:Nay that affords states great iatitude in determining future , ' 
spending on such populatio~s.' The new,block grants for services,to disabled children,' 

" will be state-administered, ipermitting states to offer,: services' chosen' from a list 
authorized by the Commissidner of SSA Finally, the proposed repeal of section 1618 
(the maintenance of effort -requirements that no~ apply to optional state 
supplementation of, SSI benefitS) would grant states __ a' latitude, that they now lack, 

~ though it is not clear how ~any wouldiushto, take ad~antage: ' ' 
, '. 	 'I 

, Title VII would ,increase c.~d ,support collections and rbduce, the reliance' on'welfare 
for ,certain families. , CBO ;es~ates the, provisi~ns ~ould 'reduce state and, local, ' 
spending by $0.4 billion in ~OOO... , ' ' , , ,,,:,' , ", ' " , ' 

: ' '..,'" ;," . 
'9. - ,ESTIMATE COMPARISO~: 'None. :' 

,. 
" ' 

, ..' ,1 ' 

10. PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE: ' . , "l . 

'I 	 " , 

This estimate t;ac~ closely lwith, CBO's : an'alyses of three'other bills that comprise 

H.R. 1214.' Those bills ate H.R. 999, ordered reported, by the Committee on 

Econ!Jmic and Educational 9pportuilities on Feb~ary '23, 1995; H.,R. 1135, ordered 


", reported bytheqomm~ttee~nAgriculture on March 8,:1995; and H.R. 11~~, qrq,ered 

reported by the Committee on Ways and Means on March 8" 1995., In addition tO,the 


, three 	constituent 'pills"" HJ}; ,1214 ,'would n:take mos:t: non-citizens, ineligible ' 'for' 
Medicaid (with, the exceptio~,of emergency services). J ~.R. 1214 would require that , 

, '1 .'. 1 ~ I , • '. ' 

: \ . , 
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an alien obtain Citizenship before becoming eli.gible for food stamps rather than simply 
apply for citizenship, ~ would be allowed in H.R. 1135. The levels of the Temporary· 
AssistanCe for Needy Families and Child frotection block grant in H.R. 1214 vary-­
slightly from levels autho~d in H.R. 1157. This estimate also reflects interactions 
among the provisions of the three earlier bills. 

·11. ESTIMATE PREPARED BY: 

John Tapogna (Titles I and VII), Dorothy Rosenbaum (Titles II, III, and V), Kathy 
Ruffing (Titles IV and VI), Robin . Rudowitz (Medicaid), and Ian McCormick 
(Commodities) (226-2820) . 

i 
12. ESTIMATE APPROVED B¥: . 

'.:....-. ~d(jC111lJ~""
Paul N. Van de Water 
Assistant Director 

for Budget Analysis 

, 
: 
I 
I. 

i. 

24. 


! . 

. I 
I 



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

THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995 

As introduced March 13, 1995 '. , . 


(by fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 
I. 1996 '1997 1998 1999 .2000 Total 

, 
! 

TITLE I: TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR , I
I" 

NEEDY F~ILlES BLOCK GRANT 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority . (2.004) (2,265) (2.681) (3,135) (3,617) (13,702) 
Outlays (1,906) (2,211) (2,636) (3,100) (3,582) (13,435) 

TITLE If: CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 

Direct SpeOding 
Budget Authority (286) (388) (498) (662) ,. (816) (2,650) 
Outlays I 

i . 171 (305) (448) (609) (762) (1.953) , 
Total Authorization of ApproPriations 

Budget Authority, . 167 166 166 . 166 165 na ' 
Outlays 179 179 166 166 1,66 na 

TITLE III: CHILD CARE AND NUTRITION 
BLOCK GRANTS 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority (1,890) (2,196) (2.848) . (3,167) (12.619)
Outlays .. (1,292) (2,137) (2.783) (3,104) (11,772) 

Total Authorization of Appropriations 
Budget Ati.hority 2,942 2,998 7,046 7,239 na 
Outlays 2,617 2,992 6,682 7,2i5 na 

TITLE IV: RESTRICTING BENEFITS 
FOR LEGAL ALIENS 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority (100) (5.200)' (5,350) (5,250) (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 . 

Budget Authority . (1.779) (3,045) (3.964) (4,833) (5,822) (19,443)
Outlays . (1.779) . (3,045)(3.964) (4.833) (5.822) (19,443) 

T~' Authorization of Appropriations 
'Budget AuthOrity 300 ." 300 300 300 300 na 
Outlays j 253 300 300 300 300 na 

(continued) 



SUMMARY TABLE: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R: 1214 
THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBIUTY ACT OF 1995 
As Introduced Maroh 13, 1995 

(by fISCal year, in miUions of dollars) 
1996 , 1997, 1998 1999 2000 Total, 

TITlE VI: SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY I 

INCOME 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority (1.345) (2,100) (2,300) (2,620) (3,224) (11,589) 
Outlays (1,203) (2.111) (2,340) (2.593) , (3,203) (11.450) 

nTLE VII: CHILD SUPPORT 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority (83) (59): (14) (85) (108) (349) 
Outlays (83) (59) (14) (85) (108) (349) 

TOTALS: TITLES 1- VII 

Direct Spending 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 


Total Authorization of Appropriatioris 
, Budget Authority 
Outlays 

::J
Memoranda: . 

New Authorizations Relative to 

, 1995 Appropriation 


Budget Authority 

, Outlays 


New AuIhorizations Relative to 
1995 Appropriation Adjusted for Inflation , 

Budget Authority 
O~ys 

'\ 

<7,487) 
(6.191) 

3,409 
3,049 

2,233 
2.TT7 

2,059 
2,644 

(15.253) 
(15,068) 

3,464 
3,471 

2,415 
2,554 

2,059 
2,237 

, 
(17,325) 
(17,208) 

3,490 
3,486 

2,578 
2,412 

'2,019 
1,899 

(19,433) 
(19,253) 

7,512 
7,149 

2,7frl 
2,766 

2,011 
2,056 

(22,204) 
(22,031) 

7,704 
7,681 

2,959 
2,934 

1,993 
2,021 

(81,702 
(79,752 

m 
N 

12,951 
13,443 

'10,141 
10,856 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are negative numbers. 
Rc:M'S and columns may not add due to rounding. 

'na = not applicable . :';": 
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TABLE 1: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H .. R. 1214, TITlE I 03l2OI95 
, TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT 

As introduced March 13, 1995 1 
! 

{bl fiscal lear, in millions of dollars} 
1996 1997 1998 ' 1999 2000 

CREATION OF BLOCK GRANT 

Repeal AFDC .. Emergency Assistance, , 

and JOBS Programs 


Family Support Payments 

IBudget Authority (16,299) (16,645) (17~051) (17,535) (18,072) 

OuUayS , (16,099) (16,595) (17:,011) (17,505) (18,042) 
Food Stamps aJ 

Budget Authority 50 90 .130 260 370 
Outlays 50 90 130 260 370 

Medicaid 
'Budget Authority bI bI bI bI bI 
Outlays bI bl bI ,bI bI 

Authorize TemPorary Family 

Assistance Block Grant 


Family Support Payments 
Budget Authority " 15,390 15,390 15~390 15,390 15,390 
Outlays 15.236 15,390 15.390 15,390 15,390" 

State Population Adjustment Fund 
Family Support Payments 

Budget Authority 0 100 100 100 100 
Outlays 0 100 100 100 100 

Evaluation of Block Grant 
Family Support Payments 

, Budget Authority 10 10 10 10 10 
OutlayS 2 9 10 10 10 

Establish Rainy Day Fund 
Family Support PaYments 

Budget Authority 0 0 0 0, 0 
OutlayS , 0 0 0 0 0 

Penalties fer State Failure,to 
Meet Work Requirements 

Family Support Payments 
. Budget Authority , 0 0 0 ' (50) (50) 

0utl!iys 0 0 0 (50) (50) 

Direct Sperlding Subtotal by Ac;ooynt. Cr~tion of Block Grant 

Family Support Payments 
Budget Authority , (899) (1,145) (1,551 ) (2,085) (2,622) 
Outlays (861) (1,09.6) (1,511) (2,055) (2.~2) 

FoOd Stamp Program 
, Budget AUthority 50 90' . '130 260 370 
Outlays 50' 90 ' ' 130 260 370..!Medicaid 
Budget Authority , bI bl bI bl bl 
OUtlays bl bI bl bl bI 

Direct SPending Subtotal all Accounts, Creation of Block. Grant ' 
. ." . 1 . 

Budget Authority (849) , (1,055) (1,421 ) (1,825) (2,252) 
Outla~s (811 ) {1.006) ~1 ,381) ~1.795) {2.222) 

(continued) 



TABLE 1: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R 1214, TITLE I 
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY. FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT 
As Introduced March 13, 1995 . 

(by fiscaJ year, in millions of dollars) 
1996 . 1997 ;1998 1999 2000 

REPEAL CERTAIN CHILD CARE PROGRAMS 

Repeal lV-A, Transitional, and At-~iSk 

Child Care 


Family Support Payments 
Budget Authority (1,365) 
Outla 1,360 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are negative numbers. 

aJ Food &tamp costs associated with TItSe I in H.R. 1214 are lower than those estimated in Title I of H.R. 1157 
. because of interactions with food stamp policies that were not included in H.R. 1157. Thosepoftcies include a 
creation Of a food stamp blOck grant (at sta1e :option) and imitations on food stamp benefits to most legal aliens. 

bI 	The effect of legislation hokfing Medicaid beMticiarieshannless on the Medicaid budget is unclear. SfatBs .. 
may implement such pnMsions ina number. ofways potentially resulting in small c:osts, small savings, or 
budget neutrality. The impact of the legislation would be largely determined by the implementing regulations. 

" 

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE I 

. Family Support Payments 
Budget Authority. 
Outlays 


Food Stamps 

Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Medicaid 
Budget Authority. 
Outlays 

TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS 
. BudgetAuthority 

Outla 

(2,054) 
(1,956) 

50 
50 

-b/ 
bI 

(3,617) 
3,582 

(2,355) 
(2,301) 

90 
90 

bI 
b/ 

(2,811) (3,395) 
(2,766) (3,360) 

130 260 
- 130 260 

bI 61 
b/ b/ 

(3.987) 
(3;952) 

370 
370 



TABLE 2: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OFHR 1214, TITLE 'II , ,'/ 03l2OI95 ...,. .CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM, ' 
1 ,\ .."As introduc6d MarCh 13. 1995 
1 .. ' 

~' .'{bl fiscal lear, in millions of doIIal'S) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 " ~ ...­

DIRECT SPENDING " 'I 
IFoster Care/Adoption Assistance and '. 
! , Family Preservation j' 

. .., .' I "" 

Repeai'TltIe I\i·B and IV~E of the Social ~:Act ' 
Budget Authority, , '. ! ' ' : '(4.222) , (4,589) (5,011), , (5.435) (5,893) 
0"!f1ays, ,(3,367) (4,479) ,(4,930) , ' (5,356) (5,809) 

",' , 

'Authorize Child Protection BlOck Grant , 

Budget Authority ! 3,930 4,195 4,507 4,767 5,071 
ouUays 3,537 4,169 4,476: 4.741, 5,041·' 

National Random SampJ8 Study of Child W~re ' 
Budget Authority 

, 
6 ,6 6 6 6, 

Outlays J, l' 6 6 6 6 
J, , 
1 

, 'TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE II . 

, Foster Care/AdoptiOn Assistance and . 
Faniily Preservation 

Budget Authorit)t . (286) (388) . (~) :(662) (816 ~ 

OuUays 171 (305) , (448) • (609), (762) 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Replace Child Welfare Services under current law 
Part B of Title IV of the Social Security Act 

AuthoIization Level ' (325) (325) (325) (325) (325) 
Estimated ouUays (260) (315) '(325) (325) (325) 

. I 

Replace child Welfare R~ and Training urkfer . 
current law Part B of Title IV of the SOcial Security Act .. 

Estimated Authorization Level ! (11 ) (12) , (12) (12) , (13)
Estimated OuUays , i " (2) (9) (12) . (12) , (12) 

, . ,.' , . I 

Authorize Additiorial Block Grant for Child PrOtection ' 
, .Authorization Level' , ,~ 486 486'~ . 486 486 

EstimatedouUays 437 486 486 ' 486 486 

"Clearinghouse and hotIine on missif:lg and runaway. , 
Childr!1'fl' " : ,

Authorization Level 7 7 7, 7 7 
Estimated ouUays ; 1 7 ',7 ,,7 7 .. 

, , 

Child Welfare Research arid Training 
. Authorization Level ' '10 10 10: 10 .10 

Estimated ouUayS 2 10 10' 10. 10 
" ~ ~ " 

. TOTAL AUTHORIZATION OF ~PROPRIATIO~S 
, ,Estimated Authorization Level : .167, 166 166," 166 " 

~ "I 

~ 165 ' . 

Estimated ouUaYS, ,: 179 ',,179, " 166 ': ,166 166, 

.i 
'j 

'Notes: Numt>ers in parentheses are negative numbers: 
, Details may not add to totals due to rounding,' :. ; ; .. '. ". ',: w 

, 1 

,,' 



TABLE 3: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OFH.R.1214, TITLE III 
BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE AND FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 
As Introduced March 13, 1995 

03l2OI95 

.'b~ fiseaI ~ear, in millions of doIlars~ 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

. DIRECT SPENDING 

Replace Child Nubition Act and National School .. 
Lunch kt Child Nubition Programs 

Child Nubition Programs 
Budget Authority 
Outlays . I 

(8,571) 
(7,305) .' 

(9,152) 
(9.065) 

(9,755), 
(9,665)i 

(10,386) 
(10,291) 

(11,016) 
(10,922) 

. Authorize SchooI-based Nutrition Block 
Grant Program 

Child Nubition Programs 
Budget Authority 

, . Outlays 
6,681 

. 6,013 
6,956 
6,929 

7,237 ' 
7,2a3 

7,538 
7,508 

7,849 
7,818 

. 

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE III 

, Child Nubition Programs 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

(1,890) 
(1,292) 

(2,196) 
(2,137) 

(2,518) 
(2,456) 

(2,848) 
(2,783) 

(3,167 
(3.104 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Subtitle I: Child Care Block. Grants 

Authorize appropriations for the Child Care 
Development Block Grant 


Payments to States for the Child Care 

Development Block Grant 


Authorization Level 1,943 1,943 . 1.943' 1;943 1.943 
Estimated Outlays 1,749 1.943 1.943 ' .1.~ 1',943 

Repeal Other Child Care Programs 
Other Child Care Programs 

Authorization Level (6) (6) (6) (6) 0 
Estimated Outlays (1) . (5) (6) (6) (6) 

. §ubti1Ie II; F&mIl1 and School -based Hubition alock !:!mm 

Authorize Family Nubition Block Grant Program 
FamUy Nubition Block Grant 

Authorization Level 4,606 4,m 4,936 5.120 ' 5.308 
Estimated Outlays 4,145 4.760 4.920 5,102 5,289 

'. 



, 1 
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TABLE 3: FEDERAl BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R.1214, TITLE III 
BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE AND FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 
As introduced March 13, 1995 

03l2OI95 

{by fiscal lear, In minions of dollars} 
1996 1997 1998' 1999 2000 

Replace Special SuppIememaI'Food Program 
for Women, Infants and Children 

Special Supplemental Food Program for 
Women, Infants and Children 

Estimated Authorization l.AweI, '(3,585) (3,700) (3,836) 0' 0 , 
Estimated Outlays , (3,262) (3,695) (3,826) (345) 0 

'Replace Federal Adminis1Tative Costs of the 
Child Nutrition Programs 

Food Program Administration 
Estimated Authorization level (41) (43) (44) (46) (47) 
Estimated Outlays (37) (43) (44) (46) (47) 

Authorize Federal Activities under School-
Based and Family Nutrition Block GrantS 

I 

Food Program Administration . . 
Estimated ,Authorization level 21 21 22 23 24 
Estimated Outlays 18 21 22: 

1 
23 24 

I' 

Authorize Funding for National Academy of Sciences 
to Develop Model Nutrition Standards for the 
~ and Family Nutrition Block Grants 

Food Program Administration 
Estimated Authorization Level 1 0, 0 0 0 
Estimated Outlays 1 0 0, 0 0 

Authorize Data Publication 
Food Program Administration 

Authorization Level 4 12 12 "12 
r 

12 
Estimated Outlays 3 10 12 12 12 

TOTAl AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA TrONS, TITLE III 

, Payments to States for the Child Care 
Development Block Grant 

Authorization level 
Estimated Outlays 

Other Child Care Programs 
Authorization level 
Estimated Outlays 

Family Nutrition Block Grant 
Authoriz8tion level . 
Estimated Outlays 

Special Supplemental Food P!'O(Jral1l 
for Women, Infants and Children· 

Estimated Authorization Level 
, Estimated Outlays 

Food Program Administration 
Estimated Authorization Level 
Estimated Outlays 

1,943 
1,749 

(6) 
(1) 

4,606 
4,145 

(3,585), 
(3.262) 

(16) 
(14) 

1,943 
1,943 

(6) 
(5) : 

4,777 
4,760 ' 

(3,706)~ 
(3,695) , 

(10) 
(11) , 

1,943 
1,943 

(6)' 
(6)' 

4,936 
4,920 ' 

(3,836)' ' 
(3,826) 

(11) 
(11) , 

1,943 
1,943 

(6) 
(6) 

5,120 
5,102 

0 
(345) 

(11 ) 
(11) , 

1,943 
1,943. 

01 
(5~ 

5,308 
5,289 

,0 
0 

(12) 
(12) 

I 
TOTAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

Estimated Authorization Level 
Estimated Outlays, ' 

2,942 
2,617 

2,998 
.2,992 

3,024' 
3.021 

, 1.046 
6,682 

7,239 
7,215 



; ,. , 

TABLE 4: FEDERAL BUOOET EFFEClS OF H.R~: 1214, TITLE IV 
RESTRICllNG BENEFITS FOR LEGAL AUENS ' 
As Introduced March 13, 1995 

03120195 

(By fl8Cal year. In millions of dollars) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Supplemental Security Income 
Budget Authority (50) , (2,250) (2,350) (2.350) (2.600) 
Outlays ~50) . (2.250) (2,350) , (2,350) (2,600) 

Medicald 
Budget Authority (50) (1,850) (1,~) (1,950) (2,000) 

, Outlays (50)' (1,850) (1,950) (1,950) (2,000) 
Family Support Payments 
and Title XX Block Grant 

Budget Authority a/ a/ a/ a/ a/ 
Outlays a/ a/ 8J a/ a/ 

Food stamps bI 
Budget Authority o (1,100) (1,050) (950) (850) 
Outlays o (1,100) (1,050), (950) (850) 

Earned Income tax credit cJ 
Budget Authority na' , na 03 03 03 

Outlays na 03' 03 03 03 
Student loans dI 

Budget Authority ,.* .... .'" .... 0* 

Outlays .iff _iff .... .... o· 
Child nutrition and foster care 

Budget Authority a/ a/ a/ a/ a/ 
OutlaYs a/ a/ a/ a/ 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 o (1,100) (1,050) (950) (850 
Outlays o (1,100) (1,050) . (950) (850 

Medicaid . 
Budget Authority (50) (1,850) (1,9"'.JO) (1,950) (2,000 
0utJaya (50) (1,850) (1.950~ (1,950) '(2,000 

Earned Income Tax Credit 
Budget Authority 03 03 na 03 na 
0utJaya 03 03 na na na, 

Student loans 
Budget Authority o· o· o· 0* 

Outlays o· o· 0* 0* 

TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS 
Budget Authority (100) (5,200) (5,350) (5,250) (5.450 
Outlays (100) (5,200) (5,350) (5.250) (5.450 

Notes: Numbers In parentheses are negatiYe numbers. 
I 

ceo Is relying ,on the Committee's a68Uranoe,that a technical c::orreetion will be made InH.R. 1214 clarifying , 
that several &mall categories of aliena (asyIee6. aliena with deportation withheld, arid temporary agricultural wor1<ers) 
will be Ineligible for benefits under 881, food stamps, and Medicald. " 

a/ 	Programs are block grants or would be conVerted Into block grants under other provisions or H.R. 1214. No 
additional savings from denying ~igibility to aliena., \ . ',' , 'I 

bI Assumes enactment of other provisions'affecting food stamps in TIlle Vof H.R. 1214. 
cJ ceo is awaiting an estimate by the Joint Committee on Taxatiori. Expected to.be small or zero. 
dI The student loan program is not on the fISt of "big 5" programs 'rom which most legal aliens would be explicitly barred. 

Small savings, though. would occur If nonimmigrarit borrowers on student visas were barred under the provisions 
of Section 402: " i ' ' , 



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

03l2OI95 

(budget authority and ouUa~ b~ fiscal ~ear, In millions1of dollars) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

DIRECT SPENDING 

Food Stamp Program 

Sm~n~F~StampProgramw 0 0 0 0 0 

AJ'oN 2% aMual increase to . 
103% of Oct. 1~ Thrifty Food Plan ' (480) (800) (1,140) (1,550) (2.030) 

Freeze standard deduction at $134 (190) (400) (630) (870) . (1,130) : 

Freeze excess shelter deduction (80) (500) (710) (805) . (915) 

Freeze homeless shelter deduction 0* (1 ) (1 ) (2) (3) 

Count state energy payments as income . (175) (175) (180) (180) (185) 

Change in treatment of LlHEAP paYnlentS (35) (40) (40) (40) , (40) 

Freeze vehicle allowance at $4550 (10) (55) (130) (165~ .'(200) 

Worit requirements , (780) (1,110) (1,170) (1,230) (1,300) 

Treatment of disqualn~ individuals (20) (20) (20) (20) (20) 

Encourage EBT systems 0 (40) (160) (300) (540) 

Value of minimum allotment 0 0 (30) (30) (30) 

Initial month benefit determinatoo (25) (25) (25) (25) (25) 

F~ Stamp Program management 0 0 0 0 0 

Worit supplementation or support program 1 '10 15 20 30 

Criminal Forfeiture , bI bI bI bI bI 

Double penalties fOr program violatiOns ' 0* 0* " -* 0* 0* 

Claims Collection I. (5) (5) (5) (5) (5) 

InteractiOn alTlOl:lQ provisions 20 116 263 369 572 

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE V 

. F~ Stamp Program 
Budget Authority (1,779) . (3,045) (3,964) (4,~) (5,822 
Outlays (1,779) (3,045) (3,964) (4,833) . (5,822 

: 

TOTAL AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS, TITLE V 

ALithorize Consolidated Commodity Distribution .\. 
AuthorizatioO Level 300' 300 300 300 300 
Estimated OutlayS '253' t.., 300-- 300 300 300 

NOTES: Numbers in parentheses are negative numbers 
* .Less than $500 000 : . ; 

aJ The language f~ the simplified food stamp program ensures that states will pay no more in f~ 
stamp benefits under a simplif~ program than they would under the regular program. Savings 
or costs are possible, however, depending on how states implement the Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families Block Grant and the food stamp provisions under this bill.CBO estimates 
the net effect of this provision to be negligible. . . 

bI CBO is unable to estimate these amounts. 



TABLE 6: FEDI:;RAl BUDGET. EFFECTS OF H.R..1214, TITLE VI 
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 
As Introduced March 13,1995 

03l2OI95 

{Bl fiscal lear, in niillions of dollarS) 
1996 ·1997 1998 1999 2tX)() 

Denial of .sSI Benefits to Drug Addicts 
and Alcoholics 

Supplemental'Security Incofne benefits .; 
Budget Authority '(277) (243) i (215) (249) (~) 
Outlays . (2n) (243) (215) (249) (260) 

Supplemental Security Income RMA costs aJ,
Budget Authority (142) (186) (166) (193) (214)I 

Outlays aJ' (142) (186) (166) .(193) 
Family Support Payments 

Budget Authority bI bI bI bt 'bi 
Outlays bI bI bI bI bI 

Food stamps cJ 
Budget Autfiot:ity 30 30 20 20 '20 
Outlays 30. 30 20 20 20 . 

Medicaid· 
Budget Authority (106) . (96) (89) (108)' (117) . 
Outlays (106) (96) (89) . (108) (117). 

Additional Funding for Treatment dI I 
" 

Budget Authority 0 100 100 100 100 . 
' .Outlays 0 45 80 100 100 

\ 

Subtotal, provision 
Budget Authority (495) (395) (350) . (430) (471) 
Outlays (353) (406) (390) (403) (450) 

SSI Benefits to Certain Children 
, 
Supplemental Security Income 

Budget Authority (949) (2,381) (3,054) (3,698) .(4,677) 
Outlays (949) (2,381) (3.054) (3,698) (4,677) 

Family Support Payments 
Budget Authority bI bI bI bI bI 
Outlays bI. bI bI bI bI 

Food stamps 
Budget Authority . 130 300 350 400 480 
Outlays 130 .300 350 400 480 

Mad"tcaid, 
Budget Authority eI eI eI eI eI 

. Outlays . eI eI' eIeI eI 
Block Grant (SSI) 

Budget Authority 0 412 790 1,149 1,490 
Outlays 0 412 790 . .1,149 1,490 

Subtotal, provision 
Budget Authority (819) (1,669) , (1,914) . (2.149) . (2.707) 
Outlays (819) (1.~) (1;914) (2,149) (2,707) 

(continued) 



TABLE 6: FEDERAl BUOGET EFFECTS OF i-t.R. 1214, 'TITLE VI 
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME I 
As introduced March 13, 1995 ' 

03l2OI95 

(Bl fiscal 'Lear, In millions of doIkn~ 
1996 1997 1998 1999 

l 
2000 

Other 551 provisions 

sJppIementaI Security Income 
Budget Authority (31) (36) (36) (41) (46) 
Outlays (31) , (36) (36) (41) (46) 

TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE VI 

Supplemental Security Income 
Budget Authority (1,399) , (2.434) (2.681) (3,032) , (3,707 
Outlays (1,257) (2,390) (2.701) (3.005) (3,686 

Food Stamp Program 
Budget Authority 160 330 370 420 ~ 
Outlays 160 330 370 420 500 

Medicaid 
Budget Authority (106) (96) ; (89) (108) , (117) 
Outlays (106) , (96) (89) (108) (117 

Drug Treatment Program 
Budget Authority 0 100 100 100 ,100 
Outlays 0 45 80 100 100 

TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS, 
Budget Authority (1,345) (2.100) (2.300) , (2,620) (3,224) 
Outlays (1,203) (2.111 ) (2.340) (2,593) (3.203) 

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are negative numbers. 

The estimates assume that cflsabled children awarded benefits after enactment can be switched from cash benefits' 
10 block grant services without such conversion belng viewed as a "terminatiOn.- Terminations generally require 

, evidence of medical improvement, ,whareas the c:ash-versus-se assignment 'NOO1d hinge on the " 
child's ability (even In the absence of medical improvement) 10 cope without special personal assis1ance such as 
help with eating, dressing, and toilet functions. 

8/ ~ for contracts with referral and monitoring agencies (RMAs). Because such contractS are negotiated a year 
in advano8, cancellation penalties may preclude savings In 1996. , ' 

bI These programs are assumed 10 be bIock.gnmted at fixed dollar amount No additional costs from cutting 551 

~. 	 " 
cI Assumes enactmentof ether food stamp chang8s contained in Tille V of H.R. 1214. Also assumes that a technical 

c:hange wiD be made in TcUe V governing the level of the food stamp caps. 
dI These additional funds, not subject: 10 appropriation, YIOOId be directed through two existing programs: theFedElral 

Capacity Expansion Program and research activities at the National Institute on Drug Abuse. , 
e/ 	H.R. 12141nCp1iciUy maintains Me<.faid eligibility for children receiving 551, wheth8r they qualify for cash or for serVices 

(through the block grants 10 states). CBO assumes that most diSabled children removed from the 551 program entirely 
would nevertheless retain Me<.flCaid<:overage through their eligibility for the Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant 
ttle successor 10 the AFDC~ram, as BStabUshed in Title I) or,ttleir poverty status.' " 

, . 
, 1 	

', 

I 
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TABLE 7: FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214, TITLE VII 
CHILD SUPPORT 
/4s introduced March 13, 1995 

03117195 

(budget authority and ouUal!1 by fiscal ~earl In millions of doIIar&) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

State obligation to provide 

services 


Family Support Payments 0 0 0 3, 11 

Food Stamp program 0 0 0 0 0 

Medicaid 0 '0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 0 0 0 3 11 


Distribute pre and post AFDC arrears to family first 

Family Support Payments 0 0 0 0 44 

Food Stamp program 0 0 0 0 (8) 

Medicaid 0 0, 0 0 0 

Subtotal 0 0 0 0 36 


Eliminate $50 passthrough payment to 

families 


, Family Support Payments (250) (260) (280) (290) ,(300) , 

Food Stamp program ,130 140 150 150 160 

Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 


\Subtotal (1~) (120) (130) (140) (140) 

State directoiy of new hires 

Family Support Payments 0 0 11 (9) (14) 

Food Stamp program 0 0 (2) (10) (15), 

Medicaid 0 0 (8) (19) (31) 

Subtotal 0 0 1 , (37) (60) 


Adoption of unifoml state laws 
Family Support Payments 0 10 1 (8) (12) r 

, Food Stamp program 0 0 (1 ) (3) (5) 

Medicaid 0 0 (2) (4) (7) 

Subtotal 0 10 (2) (15) (24) 


, State laws providing expedited services 
Family Support Payments ,0 0' 0 (18) (38) 
Food Stamp program 0 0 0 (6) (14) 
Medicaid 0 0 0 (6) (14) 

(30) ,Subtotal ,0 '0 0 (66) 

, State laws conoeming paternity 
Family Support Payments. 0 (16) (18) , (20)' (22) 
Food Stamp program 0 (3) (3) (4) (4) 
Medicaid 0 (2) (2) (3) (3) 
Subtotal ;. ,0 (21) (23) " (27) (29) 

(continued) 



·TABLE 7: FEDERAl BUDGET EFFECTS OF H.R. 1214, TITLE VII 03117195, 

CHILD SUPPORT < < 


hi. Introduced March 13, 1995 : " . 


{budget authority and outIal!.by fiscallear,lri mluions of dollars).... 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Perfonnanc:e-tiased incentives 
FamUy SUpport Payments 
Food Stamp program 
Medicaid 
Subtotal" 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0' 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

'0 
0 

Federal and state reviews and audits: 
FamUy Support Payments 
Food Stamp program 
Medicaid 
Subtotal 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3 
0 
0 
3 

3 
0 
0 
3 

3 
0 
0 
3 

3 
0 
0 
3 

Automated data processing development 
Family SUpport Payments 
Food Stamp program 
Medicaid 
Subtotal 

,<. 
0 
0 
0 
0 

28 
0 
0 

28 

59 
0 
o· 

59 

B4 
0 

'0 
B4 

B4 
0 
0 

B4 

Automated data processing operation and 
maintenance 

FamUy Support Payments 
Food Stamp program . 
Medicaid 
Subtotal 

3 
0 
0 
3 

12 
0 
0 

12 

55 
0 
O· 

55 

52 
0 
0 

52 

52 
0 
0 

52 

Technical assistance to state programs 
, Family SUpport Payments 
Food Stamp program 
Medicaid 
Subtotal 

36, 
0 
0 

36 

·40 
0 
0 

40 

42 
0, 
0 

42 

45 
0 
0 

45 

49 
0 
0 

,49 

Grants to sta18s for access and visitation 
Family Support Payments 

, Food Stamp program 
Medicaid 
Subtotal 

5 
0 
0 

.5 

5 
0 
0 
5 

10 
0 
0 

10 

10. 
0 
,0 

10 

10 
0 
0 

.10 

In1BractiOns with Title V Provisions 
Family SUpport Payments 
Food Stamp program 
Medicaid 
Subtotal 

0 
(7) 
0 

(7) 

0 
(16) 

0 
(16) 

0 
(29) 

0 
(29) 

0 
(32) 

a 
(32) , 

0 
(34) 

0 
, (34) 

, TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE VII' r 
Budget Authority and Outlays 

Family Support Payments 
Food Stamp program 
Medicaid 

' (206) 
~24 

a 

(178) 
121 
: (~) 

(117) 
115 
(12) 

(148) 
95 

,. (32) 

(133) 
,80 
.(55) 

TOTAL ' (83) , '(59) (14) , (85) (108) 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are negative numbers, 
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ESTIMATED FIVE-YEAR STATE LOSSES UNDER THE HOUSE 

REPUBLICAN' PROPOSAL H.R. 1214 


Table 1 

This table illustrates the funding loss that would occur to . 
each state under .the various titles of H.R. 1214. 'The ". 
losses under the cash a~sistance, the child protection, the 
child care, and the child nutrition and food stamp programs 
are based upon a simple methodology that assumes each 
state~ s losses are in proportion to overall spending l~_vels 
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 substantially more than these 
estimates would indicate. ' 

• 	 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, Tex.as, Florida,. and 
New York.. These four states have over 76 'percent of the ' 
total loss in federalflinding and are most· at risk of hav:ing 
this loss translate into an increased need at the local 
level or be reflected into more charity care at institutions 
like public hospitals, for example. 

~ 	 The loss in SSI fund~ng is also not. evenly distributed among 
states. The percentage 'of lost funding for SSI children, 
for example, varies greatly among states. . 

The differences between Table.1 and Table 7 are' due. to the 
.following: (1) the cash ~ssistance and child protection 
block gra~ts in Table 7 have funds for research included in 
their totals, and these are not shown in T~le 1; and (2) 
the estimate of ehe state losses for the immigrant provi­
slons 'in Table 1 contain SSI and Medicaid savings while:. 
Table 7 shows these losses in the SSI program and the other' 
spending cuts line .. 

http:equivalent.to


,TABLE 1 

Preliminary Analysis . 

Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the 

House Republican ,Welfare Bill, H.R. 1214 ' 

<Millions of Dollars) 
. State 

.. 
labama 
taska 
rizona 
r\cansas . ' 

California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Col. 

aine " 
aryland 

Massachusetts 
ichigan 
innesota 
ississippi 
issouri 
ontana 

Nebraska 

".:. 

Title I Title II . Title III Title IV Title V Title VI 
d Care 

AFDCBlock ChUd Block Grant 
Grant (no child Protection (Includes Title I 

care cuts) Block Grant ' child care cuts) 

.(S80) 
(S50) , 

(SI68) 
($26), 

(S3,438) 
(SI30) 
(SI21) 
($19) 

SO 
.($412) 
($192) 

($40) 
(S68) 
(SI7) 

($455) 
(SI68) 
(S119) 

(S53) 
(S92) 

, (S73) 
(S52) 

(SI92) 
(S297) , 
(S340) 
(S206) 
(S46) 

(SI81) 
(S30) 
($18) 

(S35) (S44) 
(S5) (S6) 

(S45) (S40) 
(SI8)-<~3~L '," 

(S531) ($208) 
. (S31) , (S25) 

($35) (S27) 
($6) .. (S7) 

(SI5) ($7) 
($121) (SIOO) 
($15) (S82) 

($1) (S2) 
(S17) (S8) 
($4) , (S9) 

(SI58) (S86) 
(S52) ($48) 

, ($23) (SI9) 
.(S20) (S25) 
(S52) (S41) 
($81) (~44) 
(SI5) (S8) 
(S50) , (S43) 
(S76) (S63) 

(SI43) (S59) 
(S41) ($43) 

, (S33) ($25) 
(SI) ($46) 
(S6) (S7) 

(SI1) ($20) 

Nutrition .Immlgrant . Food Stamps SSI 
Block Grant Provisions Provisions Provisions 

(SI20) 
(S40) 

. (SI33) 
($74) 

(SI,099) 
($87) 
($40) 
($22) 
(S20) 

(S388) 
($131) 

(S5) 
(S41) 
(SI7) 

(SI98) 
(S75) 
(S3~) 

. (Sloo) 
(S81) 

($207) 
(S37) 

, (S1I8) 
(SI08) 
(SI59) 
(SI53) 
(SI23) 
(S113) 

(S30) 
($66) 

(SI4) 
(SI8) 

(SI65) 
($7) 

_..." '(S7.177) 

(S87) 
(SI09) 
($10) 
($24) 

(SI,419) 
($82) 
NA 

(SI14) 
(S8) 

(S471) 
(S21) 
'($21) 
($28) 
(SI2) .' 

. (S63) 
(SI2) 

(SI73) 
(S548) 
(S209) 
(SI20) 

(S9) 
(S31) 

(S4) 
($10) 

(S282) (S339) 
(S30) (S11) 

(S337) (Sl06) 
($129) (S362) 

, (S2,486) . ,. . (S880) 
(SI85) (S65) 

, ($162) (S57) 
(S36) ($17) 
(S67) (S25) 

(SI~207) ($430) 
($429) ($202) 

NA • 
(S95) (S7) 
(S47) (S65) 

'(S958) (S869) 
($287) (S273) 
(SHO) " (S87) 
(SI39) (S Il2) 
($290) (S363) 
(S402) (S727) 
, (S88) (SI9) 
(S326) (SI37) 
(S342) (SI88) . 
($710) (S675) 
($223) (SI6O) 
(S251) . (S384) 
(S371) (S270) 

. (S39) (S22) 
(S52) ($43) 

Food 
Stamp 
Offsets 

S86 
S18 

. S72 
$73 

$1,242 
$53 
S48, 

S9 
S4 

·S207 
$97 
$13 
S23 
S17 

~298 
SI02 

S53 
S37 
S94 

S153 
S20 
'S85 

S127 
S227 
S94 
S83 

S105 
'S13 
S13 

Total 
Five Year 

Reductions 

(S828) 
(SI42) 
(S922) 
(S575) 

(SI5.177)1 
(S557) 

,-(S502) 
(SI09) 
(SI53) 

(S3,871) 
(S1.037) 

(S35) 
. (S328) 

(SI50) 
($2,896) 

(S821) 
(S360) 
(S441) 
(S837) 

(SI,445) 
(S211) 
(S953) 

(SI,494) 
(S2,066) 

(S852) 
(S789) 

. (S909) 
(SI24) 
($205) 

.! 
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PreUmlnaryAnalysis, ' 
" 

Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the 
House Republican Welfare Bill, H.R. 1214 

(Millions of Ooilars) 
tate 

AFDC Block 
Grant (no clU1d 

care cuts) 

Chfld 
PrOtec:tfOD 

Block Grant 

are 
Block Grant 

(lndude& Title I 
thUd care cuts) 

Nutrition 
Block Grant 

Immigrant 
Provisions 

Food Stamps 
Provisions 

SSt 
Provisions 

Food 
Slamp 
Otr!ets 

Total 
Fl"e Year 

Reductions 

ew Hampshire 
ew lersey 
ew Mexico. 
ew York' 
OM Carolina 
OM Dakota.· 

isc:onsin 
yoming 

(S8) 
($31) 

(SI63) 
(S110) 

($1,026) 
($209) 
(SI4) , 

(S525) 
(S82) , 

(SI18) 
(SI89) , 
($26) 
(S51) 
($10) . 
(SI4) , 
($15) 

. (S313) 
(S25) 
(S19) 
($4) 

(S91) 
($277) 
(S90) 

($210) , 
(SIO)

•
•• 

(S6) 
(S5) 

(S59) 
" (SI7) 
, (S167) 

(S36) 
($6) 

($169) 
($24) . 
(S14) 

(S158) 
(SI3) 
(SIS) 
(SI9) 
($4) 
(S9) 

(SI96) 
(S8) 
(S8) 

, ' (SI) , 
($27) 
($24) 
(SI7) , 
($48) 

(S5) 
(SI)
•• 

($7) 
(S8) 

($41) 
($21) 

(SI43) 
(SI07) 

(S6) -. 
(Sill) 

($44) 
(S34) 
(S94) 
($30) 
(SI0) 
(S31) 
(S6) 

($65) 
(SI71) 
($26) 
(S6) 
($2) 

.($44) 
(S64) 
(SI8) , 

, (S39) 
(S5) 
($7) 

(S71) 

(S27) 
($10) 
(S79) , 

(SI12) 
(S373) 
(SI7Q> 

(S31) 
(SI71) 
(SI05) 
(S88) 

(SIll) 
(SI19)' 
(SIS) 
(S96) 
($20) 

(SI16) 
($690) 
(S80) 
(SI3) 
($77) 
~S9) 

(SI42) 
($48) 
(S27) 
(SI6) 

SI 
($39) 

($48) 
($7) , 

($598) 
(S73) 

($2,846) 
($42) 

,,(SI) 
(S94) 
($24) 
(S77) 

(S I99) 
NA, 

(S92) 
(SI6) 

($2) 
(SI9) 

(SI,300) 
($23) 
(S6) 
$0 

.(SI45) 
(S220) 

($4) 
(S99) 

($1) 
NA 
•• 

($77) 
($44) 

($451) 
(SI57) 

($1.543) 
(S303) 

. (S14) 
(S957) 

, ($210) 
(S308) 
($902) 

NA 
(SI03) 

, (SI74) 
($26) 

($473) 
(Sl.137) 

(S81) 
(S32) 
NA 

($364) 
(SS03) 
(SI34) 
(SI83) 
(SI8) 
(SI6)

•• 

, 

, 

($20) 
(S9) 

(S230) 
(S65) 

($1,170) 
~$443) 

(S9) 
(S519) 
($85) 
(S59) 

(S568)
• 

(S18) 
, (SI68) 

($30) 
($236) 
(S598) 
,($49) 

(S8)
• 

(S317) 
(SI63) 

, (S110) 
(S354) 
(SI9) 
NA 
• 

S6 
SI1 
S92 
$46 

S848 
S145 

$6, 
·$260 

$41 
$48 

S161 
S8 

$21 
S52 
S10 
S66 

$208 
S17 
Sl1 

$1, 
S87 

S116 
$48 

S129 
S6 
$0 
$0 

' (SI87) 
(SI03) 

(SI.528) 
(S508) 

(S8,510) 
(SI.165) 
. '(S85) 

($2,297) 
($533) 
($661) 

' ($2.069) 
(SI89) 
($294) 

. (S$12) 
(S92) 

(S927) 
(S5.208) 

($276) 
(S91) 
(S83) 

(S920) 
(SI,276) 

(S373) 
(S830) 
(S67) 
($21) 

(Sill) 

nallocated 

rand Totals '. 

(Sl1,852) 
$43, 

'. 

(S11,809) 

(S2,816) 
. S91 

($1,724) " 

(S2,372) 
SO 

(S1,371) 

(S6,622) 
($2) 

(S6,624) 

(S17,500) 
$0 

(SI7,500) 

(S10,300) 
($20) 

($20,320) 

(SI2,174) 
($979) 

(SI3,153) , ' 

S5,910 

S5,910 

' (S67,727) 
(S86.5) 
($147) 

($69,364) 

NA • Estimates are not available 
• State or Terrilo,fY bas no program . 
•• HR1214 contains no funding specifically desigimcd for mba! organizations 
••• Number in columns and rows may not add due to rounding , 
•••• Estimates may not add due to rounding. 

\ 
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ALLOCATION TO STATES IN THE HOUSE REI'UBLICAN PROPOSAL-
T~le, 2 ' 

~ 	 This table displays,the bill's FY 1996 allocations 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) . 

1 . 

, . 



I , , 

"TABLE 2 

Preliminary Analysis 

'Allocation to ~tates in the Bouse'Republican Welfare Bill 
B.R. 1214; Fiscal Year 1996 , ; , 

, (Millions of Dollars) 

State, 1itIe I Title D Titlem 

AFDC Cbild Protection ' CbildCare 

Block Grant Block'Grant Block Grant 

Alabama $86 $22 $36 
, . 

Alaska $62 $9 $5 

: Arizona $206 ' 
" . $48; , , $33 ' 

Arkansas' $58 $32 $15 
California $3,374 $841 ; $170 ' 

Colorado 
I 

$108 $44; $20 
Connecticut $235 $53 $22 
Delaware $25 $7 $6 
Dist of Col $104 $24 $6 
Florida $529 $127 $82 
Georgia , $325 $47 ' $67. 

Guam , $5 $1 $7 
Hawaii ' $93 $15

.' 
$6 

Idaho $31 $8,' $8 
Dlinois $528 $230, $70 

, Indiana , '$200" ' , , '$73, $39 ' 

Iowa $119 " $33 $1~ 

Kansas $103 $35, $20 
I 

Kentucky $175 ' $60 $34 
Louisiana $158 $62 $36 
Maine $75' $22', $6. 
Maryland '$211 $80 $35 
Massachusetts $450· $121., $52 
Michigan ' $795 $201: $48 
Minnesota ' '. $253 $62, $35 

Mississippi $79 $14 ~ 
, , 

, 'S21 

Missouri $201­ $66 $38. . 
Montana $42 $P " ,. " 

$~ 
Nebraska $51 $20 $16, 

I ' 



Preliminary Analysis 

Allocation to States m. the Bouse Republican Welfare Bill 
B.R. 1214, Fiscal Year 1996: ' 

(Millions of Dollars) 
State 

,Nevada 

New IlarDPsbire 
New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 
, North Dakota ' .

Ohio 
" 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 
. ' Pennsylvania 

Puerto Rico 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
, South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas ; 

Utah 

V~ont 

Virgin Islands 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia' 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming , 

Territories 

ITO's 

. 
Totals 

, 

Title I , Title II TideID 

,AFDc Child Protection Child'Care 
BlockGnmt Block Grant Block Grant 

. $35 $7 $6' 

$38 $13. . $7 

$394 $59 $33 
$1~12 $16 , $17 

$2,128 $941 $117 
I 

$280 $45 $88 
$23 , , $12 ' . $5 

$711 $196 ' $92 
$146 $23 $36 

, 
$165 $36 $28 , 

~7 $261 $77 
$90 $ll $24 
$89 $18. $9 
$95 $23. $25 
$21' .' $? $5 

$182 $36 $53 
$440 ' $153· ' $141, 

, 

$75 $16 $21 

$45 $14, $5 
:$3 $1 $2 , 

$158 $33 . $36 
' $394 $40 $52 

" 

$106 .. " $12 $14 
$309 $74' $32 
$21 $3, $4 

.') . 
NA $1 I $58 , 

' l * *, .. $6 
. . 

, 
$15,390 ' 

; 

$4,416 .$1,937 

• HR 1214 contains no fUnding specifically for tribal organizations~ 

" , 
; 



TITLE III' -. BLOCK· GRANT FOR CHILD CAR.E 
Table 3 

, .' 

• 	 This ~able displays the FY '2000 Reduction by State in 
Federal Child Care Funding and in the Number of Children 
Receiving Federal Child Care Assistance. 

,i 
The proposed Block Grant for Child Care reduces and caps 
federal.funding for child care. According 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 children would 
receive. federal child care assistance. . 

i. 

\ . 

. j 
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Table 3 

PR£LIMINARy ANALYSIS 

FYlOOO 1UlDVC110N BY,STATE IN FEDERAi.. CHILD CARE FUNDING 
AND 11IEN'UMB1m OF auLDREN WHO RECEIVE FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE 

, • 'I" ,. 

LOSS IN F'I!Dmw. 
'CBJU) CARE ASSLWANCE ' 

FIlOM IJLOCJ( GRANT 
mlllioas) 

$1U 
11.6 

IIU

$4.' 
$5'7.1 
U.1 
$1.4 
$1.0 
IU, 

$21.4 
$21.6 
Sl.1 
Sl.S . 

'W.5 
$D.I 
$S.I 
U",' 

StI.3 : 
m.l; 
Sl.1 

IIU, 
517.3 
$16.1 
StU' 
$1.0 

Ill.. 
Sl.1 
$5.4 

Sl.O • 
Sl.2 

" 

511.2 
15.7 

S3U' 
, , m.4 

11.6 
$30.7 
IIl.O 

: 	 " St.4 
$1S.1 
$8.2 

'! SU, 
$8.4" 	 ' ,I 	 11.6', ! 

117.. 
"-1.2 

$1.2 
51.8 

IIl.O 
117.4 

5.... 
I1U 
SI.5 

StU' 
' ~, 	

$3.3j , 

"Sl.O. I 
15~ 

,ltFJKJCTION IN 
aIiLDlu!N RECEMNG 

, nDERALauLD CARE 
ASSISTANCE IN FYlOOO 

7,400 
!'to

"no
3,020 

H,2lO 
4,DO 
4.m 
1,2lO 
1,110 

16,Il00 
D,,,", 
1,300 
I,SCO 

14,$00 
'S,080 
3.150 
4,UO

,,"0
7,460 
1,300 
7,%80 

10,&70

','30
1,%80 
4,3l0 
1,Il00 
1,300 
3,330 
1,2lO 

. 1,360 

',910 
3,SlO 

~ 
1S,140 

m 
IS,,,", 
7,400 
5,800 

15,850 
5,~ 

I,m 
' 5,180 

m 
10,980 
29,1l0 
4,440 
1,110 
1,400 

'10,730 
' 1,960 
6,~ 

'30 
11,030 
1,040 

'401,600 

Notes: ' 
1. The block £"Int amount Is tel at FYl"-4 CBO Basdlaie leYds. , ' 
1. Fuods are IlUoc:ated aa:onllag to HIlS fIguca 00 FYI9:94 ezpmclltureil aDd aUoc:atlo.... 
3. FYlOOO figures are FYl"-4 aUoc:adous and ezpmdltures alijusCed by the IIIItlolllll growth rate fIguca. 
4. Cblldrca sened .... ddamlaed by cIltid1ag toul redenlaUocatlons aDd ezpmdltures ' 

by ao a.enge redenl expcadIture figwe or $1611. Thls Is aot a ruU-Clme eqm.almt. 
S. Numba'l may not exactly equal natloaal figures due to rounding. ' , 
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, , 

REDUCr.'ION IN CHILD !1LIGIBILITY FOR SSI "BENEFITS AT 
TIME OF ENACTMENT ______ , 

Table' 4 : ' 

, 	 'I ", ", 

... 	 This ,table display's the effect,of implementation of the 
House Republican bill on the children~on the SSI rolls by 
state in December 1994~ , 

... 'An estimated 186,579 children (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 applicant.s must be in 

, this category to receive cash benefits under criteria 
established in H.R. 1214. 

... 	 An estimated 476,941ehildren'would continue to receive cash 
benefits and,Medicaid because they were determined eligible 
for SSIbasedon the medical listings and are, therefore, 
grandfathered under the proposal; however~ in the futu,re, ­
this category of children-would only be 'eligible for block 
grant services and Medicaid., 

... 	 An estimated 67,478 children would ,immediately lose cash 
benefits, 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 thcit were screened under the medical listings, the 
bill does not continue their cash benefits. 

An estimated 157,472 children.would immediately lose cash 
and medical benefits and would not be eligible for any 
benefits under the proposal. 

, , 

\­



Table 4 

Preliminary Analysis 

.. 	 Reduction in CWld El12ibUity for SSI Benefits Under the 
House Republican Welfare Proposal Upon Date of Enactment 

State ChUdren on SSt 
FY 1994 

ChUdren Who Would 
Still Receive SSt 

Cash Benents 
and Medicaid 

ChUdren·GrandCathered 
Into SSt Cash Benents and 

remaining eligible for Medl­
cald and SSIblock rant·. 

ChUdren Who May 
Reapply & Receive 

Non-Cash Benents 
Under Listings 

Children 
Losing AU 

. SSt Benents 
and Medicaid 

Percentage of 
Children Who 

Would Lose 
Cash Blmenl$ 

labama 
Alaska 
Arizona· , 
Arkansas 
California· 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist. of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia· 
Guam .... 

awaU' 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 

entuc:ky 
LouisIana 

alne ' 
aryI::tnd 
assachusetts 

Michigan 
• nesota 

sisslppl 
sourf 

Montana 
ebraska 

; 

26.910 
no 

10.450 
18.130 
61,320 
' 8,110 

4,860 
2.150 
2,530 

51.880 
25.920

• 
950 

3,390 
4§,840 
18,110 
.6.810 
1.150 

19.900 
39,830 
2,430 

11.450 
14,240 
36,540 
9.510 

24.210 
19.600 
2,000 
4.090 

-

.~ 

- . - ­ .. 

5.651 
151 

2.195 . 
3,933­

14,137 
1~829 
1,021 

452 
531 

10,895' 
5,443

• 
200 
712 

·9,836 
3,816 
1,443 

' 1,62.8, 
4.179 
8.364 

510 
2,405 
2.990 
1;673 
2,010 
5.097 
4,116 

420 
859 

. 

14.411 
402 

6,411 . 
6.969 

44,627 
'--5,801-'­
': 2,183 

1,406 
1.561 

33,064 
16,930

• 
685 

1,298 
23,092 . 
8,959 
3,119 ' 

. 3,801 
'8,314 
15,756 
1.677 
6.510 
8,063 

17;135 
4.917 

11.068 
10.051 
1.235 
2,429 

" 

2.054 
50 

553 
. 2,348 

2.561 
322 
311 
88 

131 
2,316 
1,064

• 
20 

414 
4,173 
1,619 

513 
696, 

2.222 
4.713 

73 
761 
956 

3,520 
793 

2.431 
1.630 

103 
241 

4.193 
111 

1.291 
5,479 
5.989 

152­
139 . 
205 

_ 307 
5,545 
2,482

• 
46 

966 
9.738 
3.777 
1.196 
1.625 
5.185 

10.997 
170 

.1,775 
: '2.231 

- 8,212 
1.851 
5.613 

. 3,803 
241 
562 

25~! 
23%! 
18% 
42% 
13% 
12% 
22% 
14% 
17% 
15% 
14% 

'" 7,% 
41 % 
30% 
30% 
25% 
30% 
37% 

',39% 
10% 
22% 
22% 
32% 
28% 
33%, 
28% 
17% 
20~ 

~. 
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Table 4 

Preliminary Analysis 

Reduction in Child EU~bllity for SSI Benefits Under the 
House Republican Welfare Proposal Upon Date of Enactment 

~-C--'-_ 

Children Who Would Children Grandrathered Children Who May Children Percentage or 
Stm Receive SSI into SSI Cash Benefits and Reapply & Receive Losing All Children ,Who 

Children on SSt ,Cash Benefits remaining eligible ror Medf- Non-Cash Benefits SSI Benefits Would Lose, 
FY 1994 and Medicaid cald and SSI block ant" ' Under Llstln s and Medicaid Cash Benefits 

, 2.310 '498 1.605 80 181 11 $evada 
351 1,230 34 19 7$1,100ew Hampshire 

-' 20.090 4.219 '11,339 1,360 3,1?3New Jersey 23$1 
6,440 1,352 3,881 362 845 ' 19$ewMexico 

__75,160 
orlh C,arollna ' 

New York , 
, 26,310 

North Daltota 1,150 
Ohio' . 46,140 
Oklahoma 11.040 
Oregon 6,590 
Pennsylvania 39.150 
Puer~o'RIco • 

2.540 
outb Carolina 

Rhode Island ' 
16,340 

outh Dakota 2.600. 
22.560 
53.200 

_: f 4,260 
1,330

• 
20,220 
10,420 
7,800 

20.630 
1,070­

90 

888,410 

15,184 -- ~35 ,613 '--, ,1,111 - ---:,-' '16,592 32$ 
5,5lS 11,430 '2.806 ' 6.548 36$ 
·242' 1$3 41 109 13% 
9,815 ' 27.150 ,2,932 6.842 21$ , 2;318 7,213 453 1,056 14$ 
1.384 4,348 ,251 601 . 13$ 
8,348 20,190 3,364, : 1,849 28$

• • • • '! 
533 1.484 1S1 366 21$ 

3.431 9.631 983 2.295 ' 20$ 
546 1,488 110 -396 22$ 

4.138 13.914 , ' 1.113, 2,136 17$ 
Il~l71 30,065 3,589 8.374 22$ 

895 . 2,405 ,288 ·672 . --23$ 
279 973 23 ' , 55 ·6% 

' .'.
4.246 9;184 2.037 ' 4,753 34$ 
2.188 5.576 797 1,859 25% 
1.638 4,106 ' '611 1,439 26% 

. 4,332 9.684 1,984 4,629 32% 
225 459 116 271 36% 

186,579 416,941 61,478 157;471 250/0 

• Guam,Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands do not have child ssi programs• 
.. Assumes that 30$ of the IFA children who would lose all benefits would reapply 
and receive benefits under the listings criteria. 
... Other includes the Northern Mariana Islands, Federal DDS eases, Iriternational Cases, and 
cases with invalid DDS codir!g. ,Data are unavailable to determine the distribution of SSI children in this ,category. 

i. , . 
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REDUCTION IN CHILD ELIGIBILITY FOR SSI BENEFITS , 
UNDER THE BOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL,FY 1996 - FY2000 

Table 5' 

• 	 This table displays the estimated st~te-by-state number of 
children (one million) who the Social Security Adminis~ra-, 
tion!ould determine are eligible and would receive SSI 
benef1ts under current law between FY 1996 and FY 2000 and 
how they would fare under the House Republican proposal. 

• 	 Of the one million children, ,oniy 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. 

'. ' ,.' 

i' 

I, . : 
I, ' 



Table 5 

Prelirnimll'Y Analysis 
, 

Reduetion in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits 
Under the'House,Republican W~are Proposal, 

FisealYearl996 - Fiseal Year 2000 

, 

State 

Number of New 

ChildSSI 

Recipients 
,­ ,FY96-FYOO 

Children Who Would 

Still Receive SSI 

Cash Benefits 
and MOOicaid 

Children Losing SSI 

Cash Benefits, but , 
eligaole for Medicaid ' 

and SSI block grant 

Childrm 

LosiDgAD 
, SSI Benefits 
and Medicaid 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Dist. of Columbia 

Florida 
Geo .l'gUl, 

Guam 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota ' , 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

I' 
30,288 

810 

11,762 

21,081 
" 

75,7.71 

9,803 

5,470 

2,420 

2,848 

58,393 

29,174 

0 

1,069 

,3,816 

52,720 

' 20,451 

7,732 

8,723 

'22~398' 
,44,830 

,2,7.35 

12,887 

16,028 

41,127 

,­ ' 
10,771 

27,317 
, 22060., , , , 

2,251 

4,603 

6,360 

170 

" , 2,470 

4,427 

15,912 

2,059 

1,149 

508 

598 

12,262 

6,126 

'" 
225 

801 

, 11,071 
, , 4,295 

" 
1,624 

. ,1,832 

~ 4,704 

9,414 

574 

2,706 ' 

3,366 

' . 8,637 . 
, 

" 
',' 2,262 

'5,736 
: 4,633' ' . 
j 

1 473 
" , 

: 967 

18,536 
,509 

7,839 
" , 

10,491 

53,122 
6,899 

3,490 

1,681 

1,905 

' 39,893 

29,255 

'" 
793 

1,928 
30,695 ' 

11,908 

'4,763 

5,063 
, 

11,862~ 
'j 

' ~3,045 
~ 1,970 

8,185 

10,153 

23,252 

6,428 
" 

',15,198 
., ' 

13,149 
, , 

1,507 
' , 3,005 

5,392 , 

131 

1.453 

6,164 
,6,737 

846 

832 

230 

345 

6,237 

2,792 

'" 
52 

1,087 

10,954 

4,249 

1,345 
' , 1,828 

5,832 

12,370, 

191 

1,996 
2,509 

9,238 

2,082 

6,382' 

4,278" 

271 

632 

., 



Table 5 

Preliminary Analysis·, 
, 

Reduction in Child EligibilitY for SSl Benefits' ,. 
Under the House Republican Welfare ,Proposal, 

Fiscal Year 1996 - FiscaI Year 2000 

on 

Number or New Cblldren Who Would Cblldren Losing SSI· . Cbildrerl 

CbUd SSI Stili Receive SSI . Casb Benefits, but Losing All 

Recipients Casb Benefits eligible ror Medicaid SSI Benefit!; 

FY96-FYOO . and Medicaid and SSI block graitt and Medicaicl 

,2,668 560. 1,897 211 
. 1,913 402 1,423 89 

..' 22,612 4,749 14,294 3,569 

7,248 1,522 4,7?6 950 
I 

84,595 i. 17,765 48,166 18,664 

29,613 6,219 16~028 7,366 

1,294 
.'j 

272 900 122 

52,607 11,048 33,863 7,697 

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

7,417 1,558 5,184 675 

44,740 9,395 26,516 8,829 

0 • • • 
2,859 600 1,847 411 

18,391 . 3,862 11,948 2,581 

2,926 615 1,866 446 

25,392 5,332 16,982 .3,078 

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

'4,795 .1.007 3,032 756 

1,497 

0 
I 

314 
: .. 1.121.' 61 

• 
22,758 .4,779 12,632 5,347 

11,728 2,463 7,174 2;091 

8;779 1,844 5,317­ 1,619 

23,220 4,876 13;136 5,208 

1,204 253 647 305 

101 •••• ••• ••• 
.. . 

I " 

I I 

1,000,000 210,000 612,800 177,200 

• Guam, Puerto Rico and .the Virgin Islands do: not ~ave Child SSI programs . 


••• Other includes the Northern Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases, International Cases, and 
. .. ,, 

cases with invalid DDS coding. 'Data are unavailable to ~eterniine the distribution of SSlc~ildren in this Category. 

•••• Number. in columns and rows may not add due to rounding. 
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~ 	 The'number of children who are denied AFDC benefits or have 
their benefits reduced is based on the 1993. AFDC caseload 
using the 1993AFDC Quality Control Data. The research on 
the relationship between AFDC benefits and fertility and 
marriage is inconclusive. Therefore the projected impacts 
for minor mothers ,and the family cap provisions do not 
assume changes in behaviors such as fertility and teenage 
marriage. The impa,cts do incorporate an increase in '. 
paternity establishment due to the 1993 OBRA amendments 
regarding·in-hospital paternity estab;Lishment and an 
assumption that a pregnant woman without prior AFDC'receipt 
who would be subjected to the family cap provision will 
delay application .until after the child's birth. 

~ , 	 70,000 children wouldbede'nied benefits due to the 
provision tp deny benefits to the children of minor mothers 
until the mother t~rns 18. 

~ 	 2~2 million children would be denied benefits due to the' 
family cap., 

~ 	 4.8 million children would be denied benefits.due to the 60 
month time limit o~AFDC receipt. 

~ 	 An estimated 6.1 million 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 provision. 

1 ' 

", 

,. 




Table 6 

Prellmtnary Estimate of the Number. of ChIldren Denied from AFDC 
'and by Speclfic Provlslons of the House Republican Bill (H.R. 1214) by State 

INDEPENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS .'Steady State (no behavioral effects) 

State 

, 

ALABAMA 

Projected 
Number 

of , 
Children 

on . 
AFDC 

In 
2005 
122,000 

Denial. of 
AFDC 

to Children 
Born to 

. Unmarried 
Mothers 
Under 

18 
(1) 

1.670 

Denial of 
AFDC to 

Additional 
Children 
Born to 

. Current 
Recipients 
of AFDC 

(2) 
- 21,000 

Denial of' 
AFDCfo 
Children 
Because 

the Family 
Received AFDC 

' formore 
than 60 months 

(3) 

46,000 

' . 
Combined 

Effects 
of 

Provisions 
(1,2,3) 

58,000 

, Numberof 
Children 
who have, 

their benefits 
. Reduced 
. B~use 

. Paternity Is 
Not ' 

Established 
39,000 

ALASKA 3.0,000 110 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 

588,000 
28,000 

CALIFQRNIA 
COLORADO 

2,241,000 
101iooo 

12,050 
520 

433,000 
16,000 

994,000 ' 
34,000 

1,261,000 
45,000 

CONNECTIct.rr 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 
HAWAll 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 ' 55,000 430 10,000 24,000 ·30,000 11,000 i 
MARYLAND- 185,000 950 ' 34.000 73,000 92,000 50,000 I 

,> 

. Page 1 



Table 6 

MASSACBUSETrS 
l\fiCmGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 

256,000 
553,000 
155,000 
153,000 
218,000 

1,930 
2,100' 

510 
1,000 
1,720 

44,000 
126,000 
27,000 
31,000 
43,000 

101,000 
267.000 
62,000 
66.000 
90,000 

131.000 
'329,000 

79,000 
82,000 

114,000 

66,000 
139,000 
36,000 
53,000 
54,000 
6,000 

12,000 
10,000 
5,000 

87,000 
19,000 

216,000 
81,000 
,3,000 

180,000 
33,000 
22,000 

146,000 
14,000 
41,000 
5,000 

69,000 
,_,222,000 

10.000 
4,000 

52,000 
51,000 
21,000 

MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSmRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
omo 

28,000 
39,000 
30,000 

' 24,000 
302,000 
72,000 

917,000 
281,000 
' 15,000 
597,000 

SO 
210 
180 
110 

1,700 
290 

4,210 
1,920 

140 
.2,550 

4,000 
8,000 
5,000 
4,000 

57,000 
10,000 

154,000 
50,000 
2,000 

114,000 

" 

9,000 
15,000 
11,000 
9,000 

123,000 
23,000 

373,000 
' 108,000 
,'.. 6,000 

211.000 

·11,000 
20,000 
14,000 
11~000 

155,000 
30,000 

477,000 
138,000 

7,000 
276,000 

OKLAHOMA 
OREGON, 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT' 
VIRGINIA· 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 

111,000 
97,000 

517,000 
52,000 

135,000 
18,000 

246,000 
670,000 
45,000 
22,000 

' 166,000 
' 237,000 

93,000 

r 

450 
, 910 

'2,490 
130 

. 1,2~0 
60 

2,120 
4,780 

120 
30 

730 
920 
320 

' 19,000 
16,000 

110,000 
10,000 
24,000 
3,000 

40,000 
102,000 

6,000 
4,000 

29,000, 
38,000 
17,000 

46,000 
38,000 

239,000 
20,000 

. 46,000 
7,000 

92,000 
228,000 

15,000 
9,000 

61.000 
92,000 
41,000 

57,000 
48,000 

293,000 
27,000 
60,000 
9,000 

115,000 
297,000 

19,000 
11,000 . 
78,000 

117,000 
49,000 

WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 
TERRITORIES 
TOTAL 

205,000 
14,000 

173,000 
12,000,000 

1,190 
130 
310 

79,900 

37,000 
2,000 

24,000 
2,200,000 

75,000 
5,000 

58.000 
4,800,000 

, 96,000 
6,000 

70,000 
6,100,000 

50.000 
3~OOO 

25,000 
.3,300,000 

The sum oCthe states may not add to the total due to rounding. 

Individual'provision effects do not add up to the combined effects because some children may be affected by more~th~ one provision. 
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'ESTIMATED FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY PROGRAM AREA 
UNDER H.R. 1214 

Table 7 
" ' 

Pifth Year -Spending Reductions 
~ 	 In the fifth year of implementation, federal spending for 

social welfare programs will be reduced by 14 percent under 
the HouseRepublic~ bill. ' 

. 
~ 	 The largest, percentage reduction 

, 

is'in 
, 

child care spending. 
The House Republipan 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 nutrition by 11 
percent, and Food ~tamps by 18" percent. ' " 

Reductions OverPive Years 
~ 	 OVer five 'years between FY 1996 and FY 2000, the House 


Republican b~ll will reduce federal spending on social 

welfare programs by 12 percent. \ 


.~ OVer the five years between FY 1996 and FY 2000, the largest 
percentage reduction is in child care spenqing. 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~ 

. 'I 
I 

) 

i 
i 



Table 7 

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF FEDERAL 01J'J.'LAYS BY PR9GRAM AREA tiNDER H.a.1l14 
(Numbers,1n mDJIons) 

1994 1995 

, Cash Assistance Block Grant 
Baseline IS,373 IS,846 
DoUar Cutm Fundlngl2 
Percentage Cut In funding 

Child Weltare Block Grant 
Baseline ,3,489 192 
Dollar Cut In funding 4. 1 -288 -376 -491 -691 -878 -2,724
Percentage Cut In fUnding , -6% -7% -9% -1:1% -14% -10% 

,Child Care Block Grant13 
, Baseline 1,914 2.171 2,23S' 2.331 2,421 2,S06 ' 2,S94 12,087

DoUar CUt In funding -292 -388 -478 -S63 -6S1 -2,372
_13%-d. ,;17% -20% - -22% -25% -20%Percentage Cut In funding. , .. ' 

, ChUd Nutrition Block Grants 
Baseline, ~0;74S 11,S61 I 12.378 12,923 13,S09 14,09S 14,72S 67;630,
Dollar Cut,ln funding , -1,091 -1.190 -1,337 , -1,437 -l,S69 -6,624 
Per~entage Cut In funding -9% -9'/1 -10% ' -10% -11% -10% 

Food StaT , 
Baseline~ 	 2S.S19 2S.1S9 26.120 27.347 28.S21 29.677 30,846 142,511
Dollar Cut In Funding , -2.13S -3.S2S -4.140 ' -4,880 ·S,640 -20,320 
Percentage Cut In Fundln~ -8% -13% ·15" ·16% -18" -14% 
Offsets from Other Provls onsfS 38S 91S 1.220 I,S20 1,870 ' 5,910 
Net DoUar Cut In, funding -I,7S0 -2,610 -2.920 -3.360 -3,770, -14,410 
Percentage Cut hl funding (with ofTsets) -7% -10%' -10% --11% ·12% -10% 

SSI Refonns 
Baseline . 26.300 27.700 32.S00 3S.6OO 38.900 4S.6OO 180,300,26.600 I
DoDar' Cut lit funding , 

Percen~e Cut In FundlnR 


TOT AL:OASELINES ,,83,340 85,529 
TOTAL DOLLAR CUTS IN FUNDING 
PERCENTAGE cur IN FUNDING ­

OTHER SPENDING curSf6 

TOTAL FUNDING CUTS 


NOTES: 

SYear 
1996 1997 ,1998 1999 2000 Totals 

16,S19 17,226 
" 

17,822 18.476 19.161 89,204
-1.125 -1,726 -2,321 ·2.976 -3.661 -11,809

-7% -10% -13% -16% -19% -13% ' 

4.749 S,107 S,S44 6.006 6,498 27,904 

·1.308 -4,642 -S,OS4 ·S.3S8 -6,289 -22,651 
-5% -14% -14% ·14% -14% -13% 

89,701 97,434 103,417 109,660 119,424 519,636 
-5,854 -10,932 -12,601 -14,385 -16,818 -60,590 ' 

-7" -11% ·12% -13% -14% -12% 

-148 -2,122 ·2115 -2,149 -2,240 -8774 
-6,002 -13,054 -14,716 -16,534 -19,058 -69,364 

1•. 	 All estbriales are preIlmInar'7. Ca.h AIIIIJta~. ChIld Welfare and ChIld Cuure ~r'7 HIlS atlmates. 
SSI RefonnJ Is a prd1m1I1.1r'7 CBO estimate.' ChUd Nutrition and Food Stamps are prelIminary Department of Agriculture estimates. 

2. 	 This estimate does not Indude child care repealert. 
3. 	 Due to state behulor In drRwtnll down CCOBC fund•• budget authont, ngores were URd for cl!Ud care estimates. ­
4. Bastllne ngores clo not Inclllde Puerto Rko, ' 

..5. Food Stamps offset. art from the Cash AalJtante, 551 Refonn•• and child IIlpport tstromment estimates. 
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ANALYSIS OF THE PRA (}I.R. 1214) - contitiued ,Page.l 

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANT TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES' 

Block Granting of AFDC 

Proposal 

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 (lOB,S). Emergency Assistance (EA), and Quality Control (QC) 
programs. and replace them with a block grant to states to provide assistance to, needy families !U1d 
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 participation; consistent standardS of need; who' in the' family is eligible; and 
statewide program availability., . 

The Transitional, At-Risk, and IV-A JOBS child '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-~come 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, ma.J;ly·states may not have, the. 
ability to provide for the effective administration of public aid and, under the provisions pf the 
Personal Responsibility Act, there would be no means to ensure that services aJamily might need 
would be available. Also, fewer needy families would likely be served since states would no longer. 
be required 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 administration of public aid ,is a mixed record that varies Cdrisiderably among states. ' 

Table 1 (see Apperidices) shoWs ~ there is a wide vaiiation among states in their performanCC1 in· 
, different programs imder current law. For instance, colUl'lU1$ ,one and two show that the percentage of 

adult'AFDC recipients who, partidpatedin JOB,S in 1993 r.inged 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.m 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 $at when states are given cOntrol over the spending and operation of> ' 
these programs, there ,will be large variations in their perfo~ce. 

Given the removal of almost all federal oversight requirements,the federal government would have 
little ability to require stateS to meet basic standards of fairness. States are allowed to impose any· 
benefit level or time Jimit on a case-by-case basis. The state would also be allowed to treat married· 
couples differentlyfromsingie-parent families and,. fOr example, place on these families more severe 
eligibility c~teria. In times of budget crises, a state may eliminate families from the assistance rolls 
in order to meet balanced buUget requirements. This raises ser~ous' eqtiity· issues;"some families" . 
within a, state might be denied benefits)d~pite having equal needs and similar characteristics to a 
family that· receives aid. Although local <;haritabl~ organizations may provide services when state 
assistance ceases, it is unlikely that they would be able to meet, the increased demand for private 

• • J 

services, 
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Currently, the AFDC program is fu~ded through an open-ended federal-state matCh. Eliminating the 
entitlement stanis of AFDC and moving 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 increases,' 
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 crisis, the federal dollars help off-set the impact. 

For example, between i987 and 1993,the child.populati~n increased 17.2 perCent in Florida (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, Illinois (1.1 percent increase), Indiana (.1 percent decr~e), and Iowa (.3 percent decrease). 
Other states showed large increases: For example, Nevada's chil4 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 ablock 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. p.ercent increase in the 
number .of children and/or an 11 percent increase in the poverty rate among children. ~ a result .. 
states that face difficult economic times would have to make tough choices about reducing benefit 
levels or denying benefits to needy 'children and families. " 

It is not uncommon for caseloads t9 increase 20 or even 40 percent in a year or· two as a recession 
hits.· Tables 4 and 5 (see Appeiuiices) show how over the years, both AFDC caseloads and 

. expenditures for AFDCand 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'ofthe 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 iristimce, between 1988 and 1993, Florida's caseioad gI:ew 
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
specific changes are demographic changes (illustrated' in Tables ,2 and 3) and economic upturns or 
downturns. The data clearly i1histratescorrelations between increases -in caseIoads and expenditures 
in some states as they entered recessions .or experienced popula~ion growth, or corresponding 
decreases as states' economies improved. 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. Currtmtly, 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 tjlf 80 percent of the benefits ofAFDC Plus food stamps. Without such support from the 
federal government, states would ~e unable to meet unfon!seen needs.. ..' . .,. 
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·A block grant has no such stabilizing effect .. The state would face a greater need to provide. . 

assistance at exactly the same time' that the state would face losseS in tax revenues: Sta~ 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 adj~t:;:: 
· for demographic shifts. Demographic changes caUsed by migration and iinmigrationand 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 experienced increases of over 15 percent. As discussed subsequently, the. 

mechaDism. Under the provisions of the PRA would be wholly inadequate for the purposes ofmeeting 


· additional needs caused by such changes. 

Funding and State Allotment 

Proposal 

The Title I bloCk grant woulc,t be acappoo 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. Bach 

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 decreasing population would 

not have their grant reduced. 


Bach state would be allotted a·fixed.atnount of the Title I funds. Bach state's share would be equal to 

the greater of: . I 


. . 

I 	 . . 

. (a) '.' 	 one-third of the federal obligations to the state for AFDCand EA benefits, JOBS, and AFDC . 
administration between FY 1992 and FY 1994; or 

(b) 	 federal obligationS to the state for AFDC and EA benefits, .JOBS, and AFDC administration 

in.FY 1994;" ":' 


- multiplied by the ratio of federal outlays for AFDC and EAbenefits, JOBS .. and AFDC 

administration in' FY 1994 to federal obligations to states in FY 1994 for AFDC. and BA benefits, 

JOBS and AFDC administration. . 


Since this formula would result in all6cationSgreater than the $15;390,296.000 available under Title 

It a reduction fonnula would be used . to fit the allocations within the designated funding lin:iit. The 

Secretary of HHS would be given the· authority to determine a uniform percentage by which each 


, state's allocation would be reduced. 	 . , 

Discussion 
. . . . 	 .'. . 

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 acco~panied by increased federal Fpending on Food Stamps of ,approximately $3.1 b;llion. 

The·dramaticreduction'in spending would rilaktfit impoSsible for states to continue providing.'" . 

assistance at current levels. ' 


, " 
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In real dollars, funding to states would decline over time. 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, a5 percent reduction in projected federal funding to the states. By FY 20b0,.:~·; 
federal savings would be at $2.62 bi'llion, a 14 perCent reduction in projected current law federal 
funding to states. ",. 

, . 
There is likely to be a parallel reduction in state AFDCspending•. 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 'feder3.J. 
'spending~ Converting AFDC toa block grant would eliminate the match, and som~ states would 

decrease their spending on AFDC related programs. , ' 


The conversion of APDC from an entitlement to ~ block grant would also worsen the effects of 
economic downturns. Entitlement programs like AFDC are countercyclical - federal payments to 
states increase during recessionary periods ascaseloads rise. If AFDC is converted to a block grant, 
'states would not receive additional federal dollars during recesSions.' Thus, states would be forced to ' 

, either reduce benefits, restrict eligibility, or use more state funds. to maintain aid to those in need. 

The'bill authorizes an additional $100 million in.spending per yearJor FY 1997 through FY 2000, in 
order to C9mpensate 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 directly to ' 
changes in the pov.erty.rate.or number of persons needing assi~tance.. , ThU;funding strategy would not 
effectively target federal dollars to the areas of greatest need ..

'­ ' 

HiStorical Analysis ' 

. Under. the block grant provisions, most'states would suffer-severe funding 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 ~llustrates 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 impleDlent~ 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 1.988. 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 hannful to states that were experiencing , 
increases in' caseload and spending during' this time such as' Cal!fomia.. Florida, Texas, New York, 
and Washington. As illustrated .in the table, these states would 'have been among the biggeSt losers, 
with Califomia receiving the largest dollar reduction ($1.4 billion) a:oo Florida, Arizona, and Nevada 
receiving among the largest percent reduction (63, 72, and 70 percent respectively). ' 

,. . . ) 

The provisions also fail to address:several importal!t cOnsiderations. They do not address the 
incidence oli inflation and recession, and they do not accoupt for differences among states inthe 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 lastJew years grew to the third highest rate in the nation~ and child 
poverty also grew at one of the highest rates in the coun~ry. As a result, welfare expenditures 
incr~ed significantly. A block grant would not adjusno the changing needs experienced by each 
state, , 
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Adjustment in Allocation Based 00 Noo-marital Birth 'Ratio ' 

Proposal 
r." ..,r,;lli" 

Block grant amounts to stateS 'would be adjusted for adecrease in 'the non~marital birth rate. Such 
, rate is defmed as the total of non-marltal births. plus any increase in the number of abortions in the 


state relative to die previous year. all divided by the total number of births. Each 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 receive a 5 , 

percent increase in their grant. and states whose non-marital ratio is 2 percentage points lower would 

receive a 10 percent increase in,thei(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 failed toaclrleye decreases.) , 


Discussion 

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 imper(ect. As of 1989, the 

marital status of mothers was not-directly reported in 6 states:, California. Connecticut, Miclrlgan, 

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 detennine the incidence of non-marital births. ABof 

1990.. abortion data was reported' by ,only 35 states. States that did not report abortion data include 

California, Connecticut, Florida, Dlinois, and Pennsylvania. In ilie remaining states, abortions are 

often under-reported and difficult to verify. There is also a significant lag in the collection ,ofthis 

data. Currently published data on noll-marital births, is only'available through 1992 and data on 

abortions through 1990.' ' 


'Rainy Day Fund 
, \. 
Proposal ' 

The Personal ResponsibilitY ,Act includes provisions intended to ~id 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~mon~ average unemployment rates in excess of 6.5 per~nt 'and at 
least '10 percent higher than either ohhe'previous' 2 years .. (WHile the triggeds based on 'a'three" .... , , l 

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.) 


[n 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 int,er~, within three years . 


.' , 

, I' 
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1,'Discussion ' I 

Not only would states experience substantially diminished SUPP9rt from the federal government ~ur.!~ 
a recession, but making this money available only through a loan'means that states will be requicfx:[.to 
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, despite the increasing need for . 
assistance by the population. The requIrement that such a loan be paid back within 3 years would be 
impracticII because it assumes that all' states experiencing 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 bas 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 higher child poverty rates and increases in· AFDC usage. Even when a recession causes a 
significant increase in AFDC caseioads, states' would not necessarily reach the unemployment level 
(i.e., 6.S percent) that triggers eligibility for a rainy day loan if they previously had particularly low .' 
levels '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 spelJs . 
during which they would not qualify to borrow from the fund because~ although their unemployment . 
rates were over 6.S percent, the rates were dropping. . 

If the AFDC block grant ·had been implemented in FY 1990, states 'would have lost about $IS billion 
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 maxiniuni loan balance and no states would 
have any surplus with which to repay the loans by 19,94. The, fund would have had to have been 
about four times t;he proposed $1 billion to cover the potential borrowing of s~es that would have 
qualified. This situation would also be the case if clauns continue to rise as they have since 1988. 

'There is a substantial: lag of up to· Smonths 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 detennine in advance how 
much they could spend on .benefits since they would not know. when or if they coUtd 'qualify for a 
fedeial loan. They could underspend their block grant dollars leaving families in need of and 
otherwise eligible for benefits without support. , Recent experie~ce also· shows that· the $1 billion loan 
fund is not sufficient to coyer the need for additional federal support during 'a recession. Under the 
current entitlement structure,' because the number of needy people Increased, the federal gover;nment 
spent increasing amounts on the AFDC program in the years immediately after 1989. In 1990, the 
federal government spent $863 million more and by 1992 it was spending around .$3 billion more than' 
in 1989 .. 

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 per~nt would create a perverse 
incentive for states to underspend these block grant dollars so that they can accumulate' enough 
reserves to' transfer the funds for altogether different uses, such as building highways or prisons, or 
maintaining piuks. . ! " 
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State Requirements and Prohibitions 

Proposal 

Benefits would have to be uSed to serve families with a' min()r child. States could not use federal 
bl~ grant funds to provide benefits to: ' 

(1) 	 Families who have been on the rol~s for 5 cumulative years (except states could exempt 10%' 
of the caseload);. . 

(2) 	 Individuals receiving ~h benefits under Title II of the bill, SSI (except for some serVices in 
Title VI) or Old Age Assistance, unless such benefits are treated as income in determining 
·benefit levels; , ' 

(3) 	 Non-eitizens, except 'veteranS, certain refugees in the U.S. less than 5 years, and aged non­

citizens who have resided in the U.S. more than 5 years (see Title IV); 


(4) 	 Minor mothers willi children born out-of-wedlock (until the mother reaches age IS); 
, ' (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 agericy to establish 

paternity or who have not assigned the child's claim rights against the non-custodial parent to: 
the state. 

, 	 , 

In addition, beginning 1 year following the enactment of the bill, states must pay 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 
paternity was established, the monies withheld as a penalty-would be remitted to·the family. 

IndividualS found to' have fraudulently misrepresented their residence or other information in order to 
obtain benefits from'two or more states simultaneously would be deniedfederai welfare benefits for 
10 years (beginning with the date they were convicted). 

Discussion 

Bach of these provisions would deny benefits to many poor children. At full implementation, ' 
", 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 5 year time limit would deny benefits .to4.S 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, ~me ' 
'canno~ sum these separate provisiori effects.) Ifall states utilized thefullextent·of the hardship 
deferrals, the number would decline to 5.6 million. However, states would have the.ability to remove 
many families from the case load earlier than five years. . " 	 ,! 

' 

Denial of AFDC, for certain children born out-of-wedlock, 

Proposal I ' 

I /' 


In cases in which an unmarried' mother gives birth before her lSth birthday, that fainily . would not be 
eligible for AFDC benefits until the mothl,':r turned .IS" States would be required to exempt mothers , 
who had children born as a result of rape; or incest. Families denied benefits under this provision 
would sti'll be eligible for Medicaid.' ' . " 
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Discussion 

The Personal Responsibility Act seekS to discourage non-marital births among minors by removi.ng ___ 
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 pregnancies would occur in ' 
spite of a large reduction in AFDC.Thus, it is unlikely that the pr~posal would have' a significant. 
impact on the number of children born to'unwed parents under.l8. However, these provisions would 
severely, hann 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 eady 
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 stronger determinant of her family's poverty 
. 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 educatio'n 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 significantly 
increase the number of young single mothers who get a high school degree. 

The Personal Responsibility Act treats women.and children who are in similar circumstances 
inequitably. For example, a single women who has her'child at an,older age,say 26, would receive 
benefits while most single mothers under age 18 would be left unsupport~', even though the teen 
mother'may have fewer opportunitieS to support herself in the labor market than the older woman. 
Finally, by limiting 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 children born to families already receiving welfare or to 
'children offamilies 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 Medicaid. ". 

Discussion 

The Personal Responsibility Act's.family cap provision would d~ny assistance to some children even 
though conception took place while the mother was not receiving welfare:' This policy would be a 
state requirement,not a stat~ 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 pregnaricy. Once the baby ~as born, however i he or she would be ineligible 

. I 	 to receive benefits throughout their entire childhoOQ .. Since the mother has no eligible child,_she too_, ' 
would be ineligible unless she qualified as the mother of anotder child born prior to 'applying for 
AFDC. 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 ~ould encourage mothers only to 
apply for aid after the birth of the child, potent.ially denying needed support ~nd medical services 
during her pregnancy and possibly leading to harmful effects for the mother and her unborn· children. 
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Denial of benefits for families who received aSsistanCe for more than 5 years 

Proposal 

States would be prohibited from serving families' who have received assistance for 5 cumulative years 

(Le., 60 months). States' would bepennitted to provide exemptions to this provision for up to 10 

percent of their caseload. ,States would have complete discretion to deny eligibility to families after 

any period of time: These fimilies would be fully eligible ,for Medicaid. ' ' 


Discussion 

The impact of this provision is deperident on the policies established by the individual states with 

respect to eligibility rules, p~yment and needs standards, and state time, limits. states would be ' 

pennitted to set a time limit much l~s 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 
families if they are assisted at all would be likely to fall on local governments and private charities. 

Reduction of benefits for children whose paternity is not established 

Proposal 

Under the Personal Responsibility Act, states would be required to 'provid~ 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 s~ill 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 Responsibility 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 family's benefit with 
state dollars). These families would'be fully eligible for Medicaid. 

Discussion 

The provisi~n 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 established 
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 
paternity is not ackno~ledged (prese,ntly the majority of cases) the father must Qe located, served ' 
legal process, appear in cOurt, have genetic tests, etc.~ all of which take time. Even when paternity L .. 

has already been voluntarily acknowledged, subsequent legal action may have to be taken to legally 
establish paternity in many states. Thus, under the proposal, mothers and children would often be 

" punished for something 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 paternity established. , All of these children would suffer a benefit reduction 
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under the proposal arid for many the .reduction would ,be pennanent because paternity could never be 
established., . , 

While providing the remittance when paternity is established would help improve the well-being,:ofi.~· 
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 creating 
administrative burdens,.it would do Uttleto increase paternity establishment. Moreover, the ' 
remittance would not negate the hann that had already occurred during the penalty period. 

Treating SSI. Old Age. and Foster Care Assistance as income in determining AFDC benefit levels 

Proposal _ 

States may include SSI, Old Age Assistarice, 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 assisUlnce payment under' Title I. 

Discusswn 

Recipients of assistance under 8SI, OAA,and Foster Care are not included under current law as part 
of the AFDC filing unit since that income is intended only for the recipient . .: . 

State Flexibility 

Proposal 

Except for the provisions discussed above, there are fe~ stipulati6ns regarding how the bJock grant 
funds could be ·spent. States would have broad discretion to defme 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 other biock grants. ' 

Discussion 
I • , • ' . • 

The Personal Responsibility Act would eliminate current requirements for statewide standards of need '; , 
. and payment. ' States and local governments would be able to use their own criteria to defme who is 
,needy on acase-by-case basis. The Personal Responsibility ACf 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 prohibits: the Secretary of HHS from 
regulating the conduct of states under ,this proposal or enforcing any provision. States could use the 
block grant monies only to provide cash benefits and services to unwed parents, to run the work 
pro~ram for this population, and for program administration. There would be no control oyer, how 
states choose to allocate their monies among these various functions. 'Finally, the elimination ofa' 
state matCh requirement means that 'states could save their state dollars and shift them to entirely , . , , 

different programmatic areas -- such asp~isons. highways; tax. ~uts. or general revenues. 
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While states would be abie to s~pplement the moni~ provided by the federal block grant with state 

monies,this ends the partnership between,the federal and state govenunents in providing assistance 

for needy families with children. States would not be requited to provide additional funds as a 

condition of receiving federal'funds .. Additionally, funding would not be tied-in to state perfOmi3n~ 

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 tol commit needed resOurces, or whose programs exhibit few " , 

positive results, would face no penalties for failure. 


Also' the provisions might increase variability in benefits across states. There is currently already a 
, lilCge variation i ... APDC 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 tha~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, inpart to 
encour:age poor families to move out of the state. States could also pass restrictive residency 
requirements to avoid serving new residents. 

I 
,I 

The Personal R~ponsibility Act would also give states. complete discretion to determine eligibility for 

benefits. For example, there' would be no requirement fot theiiimely 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 govenunents could use arbitrary criteria to exclude groups or even choose to derme who is 

needy on a case-by-case basis. " J' , . 


The apparent purpose ofsetting a,durational residency require,ment to receive full AFDC benefits is to 

deter 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 Qfterr 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 living and benefit levels. ' 

Work Requirements . 

'Proposal 

A state's required "Work" participation rateior all ,families would beset 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 in2002, 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 s~ate's participation rate would be reduced by th~ same percentage as their state 
AFDC caSeload was tpduced from 1995 levels, qut;reductio~ 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 required 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 consist of all reci"pientsJon the rolls for 24 months (includif,lg recipients currently on, . 
AFDC). " ,..., " ~' ':' .". . '. ,,:". ". , 
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Work activities would include unsubsidized and subsidized employment; on-the-job training, 

subsidized public sector employment ;or work eXP,erience, and job search and job readiness activities , 

(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. '.:'- _~::~ 


thereafter. 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 available under 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 is to fulfill work obligations 'and attend appropriate parenting 

or money management classes after schooL Under Title vn of this Act, states would be required to 

seek a court order compelling individuals owing child support.to participate;in work activities .<"as the 

court deems appropriate") if they fail to pay.' . 


Discusswn 

Work PartiCipation Rates 
.... 

Because the participation rates 'are relatively low until 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 under 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 tb,an would .be participating in JOBS 
or work under 1993 current law. : . 

.The biJI also contains a 'provision by.which states . could .reduce their participation standard. States 
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 . 
in(!.Cotlves to meet their participation rates by terminating benefi.ts. In addition, an, important factor in 
determining AFDC caseload growth and reductions is the econo'iny'. While the intent of this provision 
may have been to capturecaseload reductions resulting from the work program, states most likely to 
benefit from this provision' are those, whose economies boom after ilieeffective date - not those w,ho 
operate effective work programs. Finally. it unclear how states would determine the causes oland 
track this caseload reduction~ 

. . j . • ' . 

The Personal Responsibility Act would require states to meet one participation rate for all·families 
(both single and two-parent families) and a much higher rate for two-parent families. alone. This has 
the effect of focusing states'programs ontwo-parent families, part~cularly in the initial years of .the 
bill. 'If states were to meetboth the overall rate and therate for two-parent families, two-parent 
families would comprise 97 p,ercent 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 given that research on 'welfare-to-work programs shows these programs are more effective for 
'single-parent. families and thattwo-p~nt families represent a small proportion of the caseload (about 
7 percent). ' \ .' . 

.: ': 	 ':::-::-; 
".' 	.,::, ........:. 


More importantly, many two-parent f!ll11ilies include one parent that is disabled.' The participation 
. rate for two-parent' families is problematic 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 requirements if they include families with a disabled adult. 


Further, the work reqUirements ofH.R. 1214 would require many parents (primarily 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 faIJlilysize for an AFDC family). In only. four states' (Alaska, ' 
Hawaii, Connecticut and Vennont) 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, taking into account both AFDC and Food Stanip benefits. 

In the inedian AFDC state (Maryland), AFDC recipients would receive $2.46 per hour taking into . ' 
account AFDC 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 AFDC and Food .Stamp 

benefits .. The minimupl hourly'rate ~ $.79 for AFDC benefits and $2.74 forcombined AFDCand 

Food Stamp benefits in Mississippi. The maximum hourly rate is $6.09 fC?.f 'AFDC and $7.61 for 

AFDC and Food Stamps in Alaska .., ~ 


Unless a state has significant caseloa4reductions, it ,is not 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 individUats, it is Unclear where, the necessary resources would .com~ from. 
Moreover, states may choose to take a penalty rather than meet the, relatively onerous rates . 

. Education, training, andjob search aCtivities would be allowed under the H.R. 1214. However, only 
, : in certain'circamstances would participation in these activities count towards the partiCipation rate. 

Asa result; states would have little incentive to place recipients in, these serVices~ . 

• 	 Job search counts as a work activity only if it occurS during the first four weeks an individual is. 
required to participate.' . 

• ' 	Individuals that received AFDC for two years or more would be required 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 mor~ th8.n 20 hours per week in FY.99. When the work ~equire~ent reached 35 hours 
per week:'single-parents could participate in· work activities for ~Ohours 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 care. At best, two-parent families would only receive "credit" for five 
hours of activities other than work. ' " . 
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., For individuals who r~ived.AFDC for less than two years. the state would be allowed to provide 
education, training, and job search services (beyond the initial four weeks) without requiring work, 
but they' would not count this tOwards the work participation rate. .; . 

. . '" ' 	 "- j' ";- ~'~i#~';. 

• 	 Education and secondary school would only count towards the participation requirement 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 nwnber of hours 
specified above. Education would never count as a work activity for those 20 and older - even if 

'. .they did not have a high school diploma. 	 ' 

These provisions are problematic gi~en that education, training. 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 fmd a.itd retain employment. Evaluations of the lOBS 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 0(20 who did not have a high school diploma or GED 

, would be required to work 20 hotlrs per week (30 bours !or two-parent families) to be included in the ' 
participation rate. This maY.make it difficult for them to return to school and, given the importance 
of a high school diploma in detennining . future earnings, further diminish their labor market 
prospects. 

,Child Care 

, Under current law. child care'must be Pl'9vided to lOBS 'participants and ~ecipi~nts .cannot be. 
'sanctioned for non-participation if they need ,child care services. and the s.tate 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 fmd child cate arrangements. The proposal ' 
would also eliminate the guarantee of one year of Transitional Child Care for families' who leave 
AFDC for work. ' 

The Current law child care guarantee' helps, to assure ~t' mothers are not forced to leave their 
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 cull'ently serves the '; 
working poor would also be repealed). In other words, people who are transitioning off welfare Urto 
the workforce or are keeping their family ·off welfare by workidg, would not be able to get the child 
care support .that ~ey might need. ' 

[See Title IIi for child care block grailt provisions.] 

Data Collection, Data Reporting, and Evaluation. Activities 
, t I i. 

I. 
froposal 	

, 

, 

States would be required to submit ~. state data report to HHS within 6 months after the end of each 
fiscal year . States would be allowed to callect the data on an aggregate bas~ or use statistical 
sampling techniques. Data on the number and characteristics of fa;miiiesreceiving benefits-­

. j 	 . '-, 
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including if they became employed - would be required. Data·demonstrating compliance 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 requiredperfonnance data within 6 months would result in a 3 percent reduction in block:e. 
grant payments to that state. .The penalty would.be rescinded if the report had been submitted withiii . 
12 months. 

States would be required to submit a 'bi-ann'!-al audit on how funds were spent. If an audit determines 
that federal funds were spent inappropriately, the misspent amounts can be withheld from future 
payments to the state. Failure to participate in the Income Eligibility Verification System would 
result in a penalty of 1 percent of state ·payments. ' 

The Secretaiy would report within 6 :moriths of enactinent on the' status of automatic tracking syst~ms 
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 

. developing such as system (including timeframes and· cost)., 

The CensUs Bureau would receive $10 milliQn per year for the:purpose of expanding the Survey of' 
InCome and Program Participation (SIPP) to evaluate the effect' of the welfare refonns 'on a random 
national sample of recipients and other low:"income families as appropriate. PartiCular attention would 
be paid to the issueS. of out-of-wedlock bi~ and welfare dependency. : 

The Personal Responsibility Act repeals HHS's broad authority under section 1110 to conduct or fund 
states to conduct research and 'demonstration projects on prevention and reduCtion ofdependency , 

. planning coordination •. arid improving ~e administration and .eff~iveness of programs. ' However, 
the bill would allowandlor 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, ~o the extent feasible. Thirdly, the 
Secretary would be allowed to conduct studies ofstates' wetfare caseloads .. Finally, the Secretary 
would be required to develop innov~ve methods of disseminating ·information. 

HHSwould rank the states' .workprograms and rev:iew·the least and most successful programs (in 
terms. of moving recipients into long-:-term private sector jobs) .. 

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 penatties are for failure to report dat~. Moreover, it does not appear that 
the range of data ~lIected 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 provisions, whether recipients moved. toward self-SUfficiency, and whether family arid . 

. child well-being improved.·.·[. ' . ' . 
..,.. ) 

I I .' , 
Although studies of the proposal's effects are called for; the legislative 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-sta'te basis~ At best'. the survey's funding level only would 
allow a sample size sufficient for reporting on natiorial-Ievel statistics and tre{lds. Second, while 
evaluation activities using random assignment' (providing the best evidence on the effects of the 
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, ' 

welfare proposals) would Qe encouraged. it is unlikely that this provision would yield the state-by- ' 
state information on program effectiveness needed to ensure accountability. 

Finally. while studies of the states' caseloads and the proposal's effects. benefits, and costs, couldbe';, , 
conduCted. they are not mandated. Presumably, the purpos'e 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 infonnation 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 bea key 
factor in detennining the quality and usefulness of the information - and this is not specified. Thus. 
it is unclear how comprehensive or rigorous these studies would be or how much infonnation they 
would yield.' , . 

i 

While HHS would be required to report on the success of state programs. there are no provisions or 
, resources to penalize or provide technical assistance to unsuccessful programs or reward the most 
successful programs., Also. given the data collected. it would be difficult for HHS to measure 
"success" in a meaningful way. , . , 

'. 
Th~ Personal Responsibility Act does provide incentives for meeting one performance measure - the 
non-marital birth or "illegitimacy" qttio. However.' as discussed previously. ~ measure is, 
problematic because it does not directly measure the objective the proposal is trying to achieve ­
reducing, 'out-of-wedlrick, births. particularly for teens and those on public assistance. For example, it 
counts all non-marital births whether they occurred to women on public ~istance 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 muddled. 

'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 stat~ to collect. The proposal would 
require' either detailed aggregate annual data to be collected for alt 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 ofother progranis (such as WIC. housing. and Head Start) to be linked. WhileHHS ' 
would report on the issues involved in developing a national tracking system. there is no funding for 
its development.. The complexity of the ~ also 'm~ 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 conducted. and there are.no provisions 
to ensure. the comparability of these measures across states. . 

, :'.' .. ,', " .,' ... , ,,' \ .... 


There are penalties - l percent of the block grant - for not submitting the required data items . 

. ·However.because many of the meaSures would ,be complex and costly for states to collect, states may 

dt:Cide it is cheaper not to collect the data. This would leave the federal government with no 
information on states' programs. " . 

~rheproposal does 'notplace a high~riority 9n eliminating fraud and abuse. Although the proposal' 
denies benefits to individuals if fraud is discovered, the Iproposal does not make a strong 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 Eligibility Verification System, Since H.R. 1214 repeals 
·the QC system, it completelyelimimites ,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 strengthened, the incidence of error decreases,. 

I " . • 
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MediCaid 

Proposal 
..... • ...y..:. 

I ;-.' .'~"." 

. . Medicaid rules would rem~in unchanged. . Medicaid for traditional welfare 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 AFDC 
because they were one of the prohibited groups: (1) mothers under age 18 and their children, (2) 
Childrenbom 'while mothers received AFDC. or (3) individuals who have received aid for S 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 recipients 
regardless of whether or not states lowered cash payment. levels under the block grant. 

Discussion , ' 

.Families would not lose Medicaid eligibility ,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 e1igibfe for Medicaid. 
,This could have the effect.of increasing both state and federal M~caid.expenditures. 

,., 

, ' 
" 
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TITLE D: CIDLD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 

Repealing ntle IV·E Foster Care~d Adoption Assistance and 'Block Granti~ Child Protection 
· Programs •..... _ 

Proposal 

The bill repeals the current entitlement 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 andmaintainiog each eligible child. The Adoption Assistance Program provides federal 
participati9n 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 children, who might 
not be adopted without the 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, inclu~g the FanUly Vnification 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 QfChild Abuse. Children's 
Advocacy Centers,' and programs' funded : through the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. A 
new child protection block grant would be established in place of these programs.. . 

Discussion 

Eliminating the IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance entitietnents and replacing them with a· 
capped block grant will increase risk to children and hinder refonn 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 currentprograrns 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 funding to state child, 
protection and child welfare systems ,will be -lost. 

The capped block grant jeopardizes hundreds of thousands of children. When child welfare systems ­
have less money, more children go unprotected. State. programs .will be put in extra jeopardy by the 
rep~l 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 children into 
foster care when they will not be saf~ at home~ The number of children who cannot be left safely in' 
their own.homes is influenced by a number ofuncontrollable arid unpredictable factors, such as 
growth in the child popu,lation, the amount of drug use by parents. levels of family violence, the, 
· number of abused and neglected children actually being identified. aild increases in the number of 

families in pov~rty. . .. . . . I . I . . . 


. . 
· Because the Personal Responsibility Act reduces funds in AFDC, SSI and other programs that provide, 
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 Responsibility Act. This will result in 'added 
costs to the states that must be met through the child protection block grant. 

The programs being cutserve the most vulnerable children in society, those who have been abused',lJf, 
neglected. In 1993, nearly 3 million ,children were reported as abused or neglected; this is' 4 ~rcent 
of all the children in the United 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 Car~ increased from 340,000 
to over 440,000; there was a fifty percent increase in the number of N-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 2S 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·poor'families. Poor children are' 
also m()re likely to experience severe violence. ' 

There is unanimous agreement that state child 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, elimiriating foster 
Care and adoption assistance payments ,eliminates a critical safety, valve for the states. 

, , 

, State child welfare systems have been unable to cope with'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 detennined that children under agency care continue to be abused,both at home ' 

'and in foster care. Twenty states have entered consent decrees, a(jmitting major inadequacies, . 
including the inability to even investigate many reports of child abUSe, the inability ·to provide . 
children with basic care, and in some instances, .afailure to even ·provide.children with a caseworker.,. 
In several states, courts have found it necessary to appoint monitors' to run the system. 

The difficulty states face' is that the d~ds on the child protection system are enormolIs 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 ' 
809 children, so that more children can remain safely in their own homes; to provide treatment for 
children in foster care,: many of whom evidence substantial emotional problems and educational . 
deficiencies and to support programs that help prevent child' abuse; it is wrong to provide help to 
children only after they have been abused or neglected. ' 

In many stateS, foster care costs are likely to consume a larger and larger share of the available 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 
qf the adoption ofchildren who need new families,:'and prevention ,activities. Moreover, the loss of 
mdney for preventionprograriisand, cominunity-based family support and family preservation.", ' , ' 
programs would likely mean that m~re children will be abused or rieglected, which would increase the " 
need for foster care. ' 

," 
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The Adoption Assistance entitlement .enables states to place foster children with special needs into 
adoptive homes .. Adoption assistanCe payments have increased by 254 percent nationally from 1988-­
1994, as states have placed mor~ and more children in adoptive homes. It is estimated that over 
100,000 families· now receive these payments, and they will remain entitled to state ~upport until:.lh:eif 
children reach age eighteen. However. eliminating the Adoption Assistance entitlement and including 
it in a capped blockgrant could lead to -sharp cutbacks inefforts to :place more children in adoptive 
homes. . 

[ . -.. . 
Finally. the repeal of Title IV-B 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 iIi 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 developing information systems. 


. . 

Purpose and Use of Funds; Peraalties and Limitation on Enforcement 

Proposal 

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 cbildreQ; (5) support children who 

must be removed from or cannot live with their families; (6) make timely ;~eCisions about permanent 

living a.rrangements for children; and (7) provide for ongoing evaluation and improvement of quid 


·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 wo.uld 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) prQtecting children in 
families in which child abuse or neglect is found to have occurred; (D) removing children from . 
dangerous settings; (B) protecting children in foster care; (F) promoting timely adoptions; (0) 
protecting the rights. of families: (Ii) preventing child abuse and neglect; and (I) establishing and 

. responding to citizen reView panels. ­

The plan must also provide certifications to HHS that procedures· are in place in the state for the 
. foliowing: (1) reporting ofabuse and neglect (including a mandatory reporting law); (2) investigating_" 

child abuse and neglect; (3) removing and placing endangered ~ildren; (4) developing. and 
periodically reviewing, case plans for children in,fo~ter care that will lead to permanent placem~nts; 

. (5) honoring existing .adoption assistance agreements; (6) providing independent living services; (7) ­
responding to reports of medicar neglect of disabled infants; and (8) identifying quantitative goals for 

the state's child protection programs; 


. . . . . 
While states would have to make thesecertificatioaS, the bill specifies that the Secretaryl may only. 
determine whether a plan contains therequh:ed elements;/she may not review the-adequacy of tHe 
procedures described or whether the state. is carrying out the activities it certified it would undertake . 

. I 
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The only penalties in the bill relate to illegal use of funds,' failure to submit requiroo data, failure to 

maintain levels of state effort for the .first two years, and violating interethnic adoption provisions. If. 

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 tlii.ti.:;:; 

25 percent may be withheld from each quarterly payment. Also. the annual grantwould 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 adoption provisions would lose all of its Title n funds for the 

period of the violation. 


A clearinghouse and hotline on misSing and runaway children (currently operated by the Department 
of Justice) is. authoriZed at $7 million; per year within HHS.· . . 

Discussion 
" ' 

Concern that state child welfare systems were failing to protect children and to pr9vide stable 
. permanent homes led.Congress to pass the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980. 

There was strong bipartisan agreement 01) the n~ for a fedentl role in child welfare. Only two . 

Congressmen dissented. Because of the major problems with child welfare systemS. the Act waS 


, designed to ensure that there would be some federal monitoring of how.states were using federal.· 

funds. . . " 


,Under current ·law. states are required to comply with asmall.number of basic s~ in run.n.ing 

these systems. For example. the law requires that the state develop a casejplan 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 assu ..e 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 fail to follow ·these basic procedures can 


, be penalized. 

The Personal Responsibility Act requireS states to certify thai they ~ill do many of the things 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 govenunent's role would be reduced to collecting information on state 

performance measures. with no authority to take any action if the data indicated that a state was 

performing poorly. ' 


The bill seems to' assume that HHS has been over-regulating state child welfare systeins. In fact, ' 

between 1980 and 1992. HHS never iSsued regulations that proVided 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 enforcement of the 


. requirements established by Congress often was not rigorous and was misdirected. . ' 
, . 

There is no :question thatthe' federa{role in child 'welfare could be 'substatltially improved, and, since , " .;.' .' 

1993, HHS has\begun to work cooperatively with states to bring 'about &lmpliarice '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 allowing'HHS to work with states to correct deficiencies, rather than 

rely exclusively on penalties: 
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Yet, despite probl~ in enforcement, federal requirementS have :led: to many critical ~rovements in ­
the child welfare system over the past ·IS 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 :':.-:t" 

indicates that meaningful monitoring of these systems remains important. Without outSide incentives, 
it is extremely doubtful that many state systems will reach a point where children are truly protected: 
!v> a result, courts will need,to continue to step in to run these systems. Court oversight is a far. less 
desirable alternative than a 'meaningful federal-state partnership in improving child welfare. 

Citizen Review Panels 

Proposal 

states would be required to' establish at least three citizen review' panels that would review ~pecific 

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 establish and respond. to these panels. ..' . 


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 w.hat cases citizen panels 


· would have access. Most importantly, the citizen review panels would not have authority to hold 
states accountable. . 

The evidence from a number of states is that the. recommendations of citizen panels have been ignored 

by state officials. These panels are not a substitute for having some ultimate federal ability to ensure 

that the requirements of the law are being complied with. . ," 


Data Collection and Reporting 

·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 wen as a summary response to the citizen review panels' findings and recommendations. The , 
Secretary of HHS would issue an annual report of this data and provide it to the pub.lic. 

'Under the provisions of this bill, the Adoptionand.·Poster Care Automated Reporting System , 
..1 .• " ".l -,. <(AFCARS). would 'be repeaJed. Irhis program provides individualized . data on the experiences of :,. 


children in foster care and adoptive placement in all SO states.. Th~ program is just beginning this 

year and will provide ,the first national vie,w of the foster care p~pulation. 
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The proposal would provide $6 million per year to conduCt a natio~ random-sample study of child 

welfare. In addition, $10 million per year"would be authorized for research and training in child 

welfare, to be spent at the Secretary's 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 children. 


For the Congress or HHS to adequately assess and monitor state performance, analysis of 

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 ofchildren 'stay in care before returning 

home or being adopted-cannot be addressed through aggregate reporting. . 


Though the bill provides some funding 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 research as 


'. federal funds are cut back:. Therefore, an important source of.learning.about the problems ofthese 
vulnerable children and the effectiveness of programs aiJ.ned at helping them 'could be lost ' 

, . , 

Funding 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 billioii 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 19,94. The' proposal 

would provide no funds for Indian tribes. The proposal does not address how states would receive 

payment for legitimate entitlement.claims incurred in earlier fiscal y~.' , 


States would be required to maintain 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 l04th Congress. 


~ " . . 

Discussion 

The amount of th~ block grant is set at $4.416.billion in FY 1996 comparc:rl with $4.713 billion that 
would have been available if curre~t programs were contiriued. ,Over five years, $2.7 billion of' ,­
federal funding to state child protection systems Will'be lost. . This isa reduction in federal funding of .,., ,., .. ,. 
10 percent. The ability of states to transfer funds out of this block grant increases the likelihood that 
state child welfare 'systems will lack 'necessary Junding. . . 
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By distributing funds baSed on a state's recent proportion 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 servi~ and administration. Many states have high IV-B claims for 

child placement services and admini$tration beCause they have used theSe funds to improve their.-" i~~.;p· 

~eworksystems and to provide preventive and in-home services.: These states would get more' . 

money under the Title n 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 inequities among the ,states would be frozen in place for the next five years. 


The fonnula 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 I.. , 


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-B foster care and adoption's mUlti-year 

claiming process. ' Any state with many back claims in the selected 'year will have a disproportionately 

large share of funds in: ~chofthe five years of the block grant. 


Historical Anolysis 

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--state's would have received 49 percent less 
funding in FY 1994 than they actually receiVed•. Over3II, states would have lost $1.5 billion dollars 
of federal funding 'in that yeat alone. Every state but one would h3.ve lost,,'funding under such block . 
'grant. The biggest losers in dollar terms would.have been California (losing $356 million), New 
York (losing $310 million), Pennsylvania (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), Indiana (losing 72 percent), 'and Connecticut (losing 71 percent). 

This clearly shows that a chHdprotectionblock grant' - even witli .increasing allocations over five 
years - would have the potential to dramaticallyc1,1t 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 
lose millions of dollars in federal child welfaie funding. ! 

... 

Medicaid 

Proposal 

As with other children, any foster child whose family meets' thdse requirements for IV-A eligibility 
that' were in effect on Ma~h 7. ,1995 would be Medicaid eligible. 

Discussion, 

The bill would require States to continue judging Medicaid eligibility on IV -A standards from March 
7, 1995 evdn if it subsequently changed its AFDC eligibility requirements. This will potentially, 
create a two-tiered Medicaid eligibility system in each state. 

,\ 
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Interethnic Adoption 

Proposal ( 

The bill repeals the Multiethnic Placement Act and . substitutes replacement language. A state found to 
have discriminated·.would lose all of its Title II block grant funds for the period of time during which 
the violation occurred. ' .. . . 

Discussion 

The Multiethni~ 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 ofa child of that background as one of a number of 
factors in making placement . decisions •. providing that it did not delay or deny placements. Finally. 
the Act requires that states and other entities make active efforts to recruit foster and adopdveparents 
capable of meeting the needs of the children needing placeinent. ' States and other entities violating the 
Act are subject to :sanctions pursuant to Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. These penalties range 
from cOmpliance actions to fuli tennination of fun~. 

The proposed bill includes essentially the same· prohibition as provided for by Multiethnic Placement 
Act. Unlike that Act •. it contains no language discussing Whether .or how the background of the child . 

. may .beconsidered. It also does not address recruitment issues. . " , 

Under the proposed billa state that violates the prohibition shall remit all funds that were.paid it 
under the Child Protection Block Grant during the period of illegal behavior. This proposed pen3..lty 


. would mean that a state would lose all. Federal funds provided to the state for use in supporting foster 

care, adoption. and child protection activities based on a·single act of discrimination. ' 


. " 
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TITLE m: BLOCK GRANTS FOR CmLD CARE AND NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 

Subtitle· A:cFiILD CARE BLOCK GRANTS 
-,' ::,..-;.;:'" 

Block Granting Child Care Programs for Welfare and Low-Income Families 

ProposOl, 

The Personal Responsibility Act would repeal three programs authorized under Title IV-A of the 

Social Security Act: : 


(1) . 	 'the AFDClJOBS Child Care program, an entitlement program which guarantees child care 

assistance for AFDC families who are working or in training; 
, ' 

, . 	 . . 

(2) 	 the Transitional· Child Care program, an entitlement program which guarantees child care 
assistance for up to 12 months for those AFDC recipients who earn their way off the welfare 
rolls; and ' . 

(3)· 	 the At-:Risk Child Carep~g'rain,acapped entitlement ,which provides child cafe assistance 

for working families at risk of becoming welfare dependent. ' 


Accordirig to administrative data,these three programs provided states and territories with 

approximately $970.million inFY 1994 • .In addition, the Personal Responsibility Act would repeal 

several small discretionary child care programs. I All' of these programs wquld be consolidated into a 

substantially revised Child Care and Development Block G~t (CCDflG), 'aprogram currently funded 


, , at $890.5 million in FY 1994. 	 . ' I' 	 . 

The block grant would be a discretionary program, authori7.ed at $1.943 billion (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 woul~ be reserved for territories . 

and possessiOns. The amount remainingWQuld be alloeated on the basis of funds received in FY 

1994 tinder the CCDBO and IV-A ,child care programs. Funding for the block grant would be subject 

to. an annual appropriation.: 


. . 	 . . 

··The 'current law requirement that states match federal funds and maintain certain levels of child care 

expenditures would be eliminated. The bill would alsoJimit 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. 

Analysis 
I 

, The two Title IV-Aindividual child Care entitlement programs tha:t would be repealed served an ". 
average 'of nearly 424,000 children a month in '1993. Currently, because AFDClJOBS Child Care i.s 
an open-ended entitlemen~ program, it grows as the number of AFDC families required to be in 
training-or working grows. Transitional Child Care als~ grows to' meet the needs as more families 
leave the welfare rolls due to Iearnings from work, helping to ensure that their move toward indepen~ . -,' 
dence is successful. ... . 

I. The discretionary programs are the ChUd Development Associate Scholarships, the State 

Dependent Care Grants. Programs' of National Significance of Title X of the Elementary and 

Secondary Educati?n Act, and the Native Hawaiian Family-Based Education Centers. 
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The At-Risk Child Care program and the cUrrent 'Child care and Development Block Grant served an 

average of 975,000 children a month -in 1993. The vast majority of these children lived in working 

poor,famili~ that were at or below the federal poverty level. In its May 1994 report, the General 

Accounting 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 listS, for subsidized child care. 


The proposed child care block grant would, eliminate 'three of the four Child care programs under the 

jurisdiction of the House Ways and Means Committee. The Committee's remaining program would 

be the Dependent Care Tax Credit, which does not provide support to many low-income families 

beciluse it is not refundable. " , 


The propo~ed child care block grant would be unable to respond to the growing need for child care 

assistance for poor families. There is already a tremendous wunet need for child care assistance in 

states that are engaged in welfare refonn. 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 p~posed block grant authorization 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 beset 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. which woul9 mean' that 


,'approximately 400,000 fewer children would receive assistance. ,Child ~ 'funding will be reduced , 
at the same time that welfare refonn,may require more ,parents to enter the workforce. With 
insufficient resources, the child care ,needs of welfare ,recipients would compete with the child care 
needs of the low income working families. 

Child Care for Families on Welfare 

Under current law, families on welfare are guaranteed child care assistance if they are working or 
participating in JOBS or other state-approved training programs. This entit~ement 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 meeting their ' 
obligations to participate in work and the obligation to care for, their child. 

, The lack of-child care may jeopardi~ 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 Co~ticut, Florida, IQwa, Illinois. ~d New York, have , 
sought to expand Transitional Child Care benefits as part of their welfare,refonn 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 

, workforce participation by poor women if child care were provided. 
, " :. 

Child Care for Working Families , I 

Currently. each year close to one million children in non-welfare. 'working families receive federal 

child care assistance. According to the Census Bureau ,poor families that must pay for child care 

spend 27 percent of their incorrieori' child: care. Many ofthe 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.:;.·;~· ::,=:F 

Losing child care assistance could have the unintended effect of putting m()re poor families at risk of. 
welfare dependency. . . 

Eligibility 

Proposal 

The PRA does not modify the eligibil~ty 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 detennining who 

will r,eceive child care subsidies among families at or below 75 percent of the state median income. 


Atuzlysis 

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;f6r 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 population are likely to crowd their ability to .. 
assist theworking poor. 

.;Parental Choice and Child Care Services 

· Proposal 

The PRA does not modify the provisions of the CCDBG that assured parental choice of child care 

arrangements funded through grants, contracts, or certificates. . 


· Analysis 

Under the current child care subsidy prog~, parents choose the child care provider for their 

children. Parents can choose a childcare 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 con~~act with providers to 'provide slots to a certain 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 provider training. It would repeal state 

assurance ofprovider compliance and state review of licensing and'regulatory requirements. Itwould 
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. repeal the requirement that providers who are exempt from licensi~g regIster with the state agency in 
order to receive funding through the block-grant .. However. thePRAlncludes one provision 
requiring child care providers to comply with applicable state and local health, safety, licensing or 
registrati()n requirements. ;_,.. ::-..;;;. 

Analysis 

Child care legislation and regulationS have not iniposed federal child care standards on providers. 
Instead, federal law has insisted that states set up their own standards to protect children in child care 
settings. The recently released study, Cost. Quality arid Outcomes' 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 quality centers. 
. . 	 , ., 

Removal· of the .requirement 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 ~S 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 inclJ.lding toxic . 
materials; broken glass, and' nails in areas accessible to children. The OIG found that the block grant 
requirements have been instrumental in improving child care quality for children across the cot.intry~ 

Eliminadon of the Set-Aside to Improve the Quality of Child Care and .to Increase the . 	 ' ~. 

Availability of Early Childhood Development and Before-'and After-8chool Care Services 

.Proposal 

The PRA eliminates' the requirerhent that states set aside 25 pe(CCnt of block grant funding for 
.ractivities to improve the quality of child care and to increase the availability of early childhood 

development and before- and after-school care services. 	 . 

Analysis . 

Numerous recent stUdies have demonstrated that high quality early childhood.experiences are 
important 'forhealthy development. At the same. time, studies have documented that much of the care 
children are receiving is poor or mediocre. The Cost, buaHty and Outcomes' I:Cport found that' 40 
pereentof 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 providers . and improve the 
quality of care. '...' . 

. , :' 

Certai~ geographic areas (especially rural areas and lnner-city neighborhoods) and children of certain 

age groups (particularly infants and school-aged children) are highly underserVed. When pressure to 

'providemore care in these areas incJ."eaSeS, states are 'able to use the set-aside funds' to increase the 

'supply of c~ild care through·suchactions as recruiting and· supportlng·new·.providers;. "./ ..; ... :.-· .._i L 


States have used funds set aside for quality activities for: ' 

• 	 Child Care Resource and Referral agencies which' help parents select child care services. obtain 

financial assistance, and access quality child care. . ., . 
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• 	 Grants and loans to help providerS meet applicable state and local child care standards, licensing, 
and regulatory requirements, and health. and safety requirements. 

• 	 Improvement of child care licensing; increased monitoring efforts and consumer Cducation· 

initiatives. 


• 	 Training and technical assistance to child care center and fainily child care staff .. 

The elimin3.tion 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 Qf the set-aside has been used to expand 
services to underserved areas and groupsof children. The set-aside in current law offers a protection 
to children in care by making investments in quality anc:i 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 requirement for a state match and the requirement 

prohibiting states from using federal fundS to replace state and local dollar~ spent for child car~ 


services. : , ' 


Analysis 

Currently, states do not contribute to the CCOBG program; StateS contribute to the AFDCIJOBS 
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 services are,matched at the FMAP rate. 

States spent the following amounts to match federal doUars for the. AFD ClJOBS , Transitional, and At­
, .' Risk Child Care progr.uns: . , ' 

• in FY 92:$S75.9 million 
• , in FY93: $616.S million 
• in FY 94: $697.8 million 

Without a requirement to continue providing state and local funds at the curr~nt level and with 
pressures of state and local budgets, it is likely that the overall reduction in child,care funding, would' 
exceed the 20 percent reduction in federal funds. ' 

Transfer Authority , 
, , 

I 

I , ' 


Proposal . 	 ! 

The PRAwoutd allow up to 20 percent ofthe funds of the blOCk grant to be used for the purposes of 
other block grants. 

, .' 
I 	 • 
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Analysis' 
, " 

There is currently no ability to use designated child care funding for other non-child care PUfposes. 
The. ability to transfer child care funds could result 'in greater reductions in overall child care sUPPQJi&' 

Reporting Requirements 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act replaces current CCDBG reporting requi~ments willi exte~ive new 
requirements for information concerning children and families receiving 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 (S percent of state allotments). The degree of detailed information demanded greatly 
exceeds current data reporting Capacities of most states.' ' 

Consolidation of the State Dependent Care Grants and the Child, Development Associate 
Scholarships 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act would consolidate several discretionary prograrns, in addition to the 
Social Security Act child Care entitlement programs, into the block' grant. . 

Analysis 

The Administration's FY 96 budget proposed consolidation of two' of the discretionary child care 
programs - the Child Development Associate (CDA) Scholarships and the State Dependent Care 
Grants - into the Child Care and Development Block Grant. 

, The State Dependent Care Grants provide grants to states for resource ,and 'referral system activities 
and school-age child care services activities. artd the CDA scholarShips fund· child care provider 
training. ,Since these are .all areas currently addressed ,under the CCDBG. consolidation is . 
appropriate. ' " 	 . . 

;, . 

Subtitle B: FAMILY AND SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS 

Block Granting of Nutrition Programs 
i :::; 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act would repeal the CGmmodity Distribution Reform Act and WlC 
Amendments of 1981, and the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthori~tion Act of 1989.-,"It.would' - I 

amend the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (which authorizes the Special Milk,School Breakfast, and 
WIC programs) to create a Family Nutrition Block Grant, and it amends the National School Lunch 
Act (which authori~ the School Lunch program) to create a School-Based Nutrition Block Grant., 

,'" 
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The Family Nutrition Block Grant to states would be authorized: to, provide WIC-type nutrition 
assessment, food assistance, nutrition edu~tion 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 .. r_ 

'care homes, homeless shelters, settlement ·houses, recreational centers, Head Start and Even Start 

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

to provide swnmer food service programs in non-school settings to economically disadvantaged 

children when .school is not in session:. . 


, . 

Bach 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 ofeducational 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 expe!1Ses for. schools .. 


'Appropriations for the Family Nutrition Block Grant would be. ~uthorized 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. 

. Authorized amounts would.remain 'available until the end 'of the fiscal year subsequent to the fiscal 
year for which they were appropriated. 

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 p~rcent of the school-based nutrition assistance available would be in the form of corilmodities., 
States could obligate their allotted funds in the fiscal year received or in the succeeding fiscal year. 

Analysis 

USDA's Child Nutrition and WIC programs have produced significant and measurable nutrition '. 
outcomes among the children who participate in them. The programs work because national nutrition 
standards are established, required, and . verified , and because the fuilding structure ensures that the 
program can expand to meet the incr~ed' needs that are created by a recession or similar economic' 
!lownturn. We block grant structure would eliminate bOth of these ,protections,leaving children. 
vulnerable to shifts in the economy, and to changes in nutrition standards that could be driven .more, 
by cost considerations than children'S 'health. . 
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Spending for the Family Nutrition Block Grant would be $987 million less in FY 1996, and $5.3. 
billion less over the five-year period FY 1~6.2000. Overall spendmg 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, infants~ .__.. 

andchildren in 1994. WIC funding would have been 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 17 percent reduction in funding for 

meals to.school children in 1994. 


The Family Nutrition Block Grant risks diminishing the effectiveness 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-birthweightand infant mortality. This could increase prenatal and pediatric health 

.' ~e 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 additi9n, tli'ere 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 GrantVlould also elimiIiate the viabilitY of supporting .meals ~erved 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 

Appropriated nutrition block grant fundS would be 3.J.lotted to states eactt year as follows: 

First fiscal year: Each state's share of Family Nutrition Block Grant funds would be proportional to 

the share of funding it received under current law in the previous year for the aggregate of WIC (100 

pe~nt); homeless children nutrition (100 percent); and 87.5 percent of funds received for the child 

and adult Care food program, the summer food service program, an~ 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 ofthe 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, thctsummer food service program, and the special milk program. 

. 	 . . ' 

For the second fiscal year: Ninety-five percent of tyndingwouldbe allotted in.pr.:oportion· to· its sha~ 
lof preceding fIScal year funding. The remaining 5 percent of funding would ·be allotted based ..on:.__ ................ 

• 	 for, the Family Nutrition Block Grant - the relative number of individuals in each state who 

received assistance under the Family Nl,ltrition· Block. Grant in' the year ending June 30 of the· 

preceding' fiscal year to the total numbe~ such individuals, or· 


'.' 
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, 

• 	 for the Sdtool-Bas'ed Nutrition Block Grant ;... the .relative number of meals served 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. 


:-""':":'".::'~. 

For the third and fourth fiscal years:, Ninety percent of funding would be allotted in proportion to its 
share of preceding fIScal year funding, and 10 percent would be allotted based ori the relative number' 
of people (for the family nutrition grant) or meals (for the school-based nutrition grant) served. 

. 	 ,'. 

for the fifth fiscal year: Eighty-five percent ot'funding would be allotted in proportion to its share of 
preceding fiscal year funding, and 15 percent would be allotted based on the relative 'number of 
people or meals served.' ' 

Analysis 

Since a state's funding 'for the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant would be based partially o~ 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 authorizat~9,11 period of the grants. : 

, Applications must be submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture 

Proposal 

Family Nutrition Block Grant: States would be required to set mittimum nutritional standards for 

food assistance based on the most receilt 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 nutritional standards ' 

for meals, based on the most r,*nt tested nutritional research available, altQ,ough they could choose 

to implement the model nutrition standar~ developed by the National Academy of Science. 


'The state applications for both the family and School-Based Nutrition BlOCk Grants mUst include.an 
agreement to take reasonable steps to restrict the'use and disclosure of infonnation 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 grallt amount for administrative costs, except that costs associated with 
nutritional risk assessments a.ndnutrition education and coun,seling are not con,sidered 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 administrative costs. Annual reports are also 
required for both grants. 

I' 
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Analysis 

The Personal Responsibility Act would pennit states to prescribe nutrition standards for the block 
. gran~, 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 childreri's health; children's health could suffer if stat~ 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 there will 
be no assurance that children would have access to healthy meals 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 provideWIC-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 provide m~ and snacks to students.· Eighty 
percent ofthe block grant funds would be required to 'be used to provide free or low cost meais 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 nonpr.ofit 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'lransferred between the School­
Based Nutrition, Block (irant and.the Family Nutrition BloekGtant. Before transfer, the state would 
be required to determin~thatsufficient funds' are available to carry out goals of the family or School­
Based Nutrition Block Grants. 

, 

With respect to the provision that .rlne percent of the available school-based ~utrition assistance would 
be provided to states in the' form of commodities, states would be prohibited from requiring, individUal 
school districts, private nonprofit schools, or Departlnentof Deft:nse domestic dependents' schools 
which had been receiving commodity assistance in the fonnof cash payments or commodity letters of, 
credit in lieu of entitlement commodities as of January ·1, 1981., to accept commodities for use in their 
district, except at the request of the affected school district. Stich:schools/districts would be permitted 
.to continue receiving commodity assistance:in the fonnthat they received it as of January 1, 1987. 

Schools would also be. prohibited from: physically separating children eligible 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 published lists of names; or from otherwise discriminating against 
such children. ' .. , " ' , ' : . I . 

" 

, 
" 
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A..ruuysis 

. Because of the restriction to funding only children below 185 percent of povert}r,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. Ifwelfare reform , 

.' .. 	efforts result .in more working, low-income parents, ~is 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 ~e Family Nutrition Block Grant, and no funds for children 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 waseffecti¥e in achieving the stated goals of the 
grant, and the standards an4 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 ofsuch meals served to.:e<50nomically 

disadvantaged students; and any other information the' Secretary deems to be appropriate.. 


Analysis 

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, suc~ as dairy bid­
rigging, where USDA has taken more than 100 actions· in the last year, would be addressed. 

In addition; 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 ,permitted in the Use of Funds section. . 

Penruties 	 . { 

.1 • 

ProposaJ 

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 rCAuired 
to repaid, except that any quarterly payment of block grant funds to the state may not.be 'redu~ by 
more than 25 percent. The block grant(s) will also be reduced by 3 percent if a state fails to submit 
its required fiscal year report(s) within 6 months of the end of the. preceding fiscal year . 

. ' . 

" 
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. " 

Assistance to Children Enrolled. in Private Nonprofit Schools and Department of Defense 
. Domestic Dependents' Schools 'In Case of Restrictions on State .or Failure by State to Provide 

Assistance" . , . 


Proposal 

The Personal Responsi9ility 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 Dep~ent 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 availab~e to the states for the School-Based Nutrition Block 

Grant. 


Model Nutriqon Standards for Food Assistance for Pregnant, Postpartum, and I;lreastfeeding 
Women, Wants' and Children 	 ' , 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act w~uld require the National Academy of S~ience, in cooperation with 
pediatricians~ obstetricians, nutritiomsts, and (WIC) program directors, to develop . model nutrition 
st3ndards for food assistance for preg~, 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 cooperation with nutritionists, and 

program directors providing meals to students, to develop model nutrition standards for meals to such 

students - by April 1996. ' 


Within one year after development pf the standards" the National Academy of Science would be 

required to prepare' and submit to the Congress on state efforts' to implement the model nutrition 

standards.' . " 


SubtitleD: RELATED PROVISIONS 

Requirement to Produce I,)ata Relating to'PovertY'and Program Participation and OutcOines 
. 	 " 

Proposal 

,The Personal Responsibility Act would require the Secretary of Health and Human Services to publish 
data relating to the incidence of poverty in the United States every two years, for eyery ·state, county, :-_11 ... : ..... 

. 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 

1996and every two years thereafter. $1.5 million would be authorized to be,.appropriated each year 

forFY 1996-2000 to carry out this, requirement. . 


" 
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ANALYSIS,OF, THB PRA (H~R. 1214) - continued Pagel8 

The Secretary would also be required to produce data on changes in participation in welfare, heaith, " 
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.S nlillion 
would be authorized to be appropriated for FY 1996, $10 million for each offIScal years,1997-2002-;= , 
and $2' million for FY 2003. ' 

, .' 


,I 
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TITLE IV: RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS 

Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welfare Assistance 
, . 

Proposal 

Most'legal immigrants' would be specit1cally denied benefitS under is federal programs: 'Supplemental 
Security Income, Temporary Family Assistance Block Gr~t, Social Services Block Grant, Medicaid, 
and Food Stamps. Refugees would be exempted from the general eligibility bar for their first five 
years ofreside nee in the United States. 

Legal immigrants over age 7? who have 5 years continuous residence and honorably discbarged 
veterans living in the U.S. or the territories or possessions, active military personnel, and their 
spouses and children would b~ exempted from the general bar on eligibility. However, for inunigrants ' 
in these categories who have persons sponsoring their entrance, the sponsor's income would be 
deemed to the immigrant; the inunigrant' would be eligible for benefits only if the sponsor's income 
was very low. Deeming would apply only to inunigrants whose sponsors had signed anew, legally 
binding affidavit of support developed subsequent to the effective date. Sponsor-tcralien deeming 
would continue until the sponsored immigrant attained citizenship, woUld be required Under any 
federal, state, or local means-tested public assistance program. 

The,'affidavit 'of suppOrt signed by sponsors would become a legally binding docume~t. However, 
sponsored immigrants would be specifically prohibited from bringing suit against sponsorS who fail to 
provide promised ,financial support. Only govenunent agencies-would be~lowed to seek reimburse­
ment from sponsors, if the immigrants they sponsored somehow managed to receive means-tested 
public assistanCe, despite the ban. 

Immigrants receiving current benefits under ~y of the programs would have one more year of 

eligibility before becoming ineligible. Federal agencies currently delivering benefits to inunigrants 

would be required'to giv,e notice to r~ipients who would become' inel~gible due to these pr!lvisions. 


Lawfully present nonimmigrants would be ineligible for any, federal, state, or local means-tested 
public assistarice except fornon-cash, in-kiild emergency' assistance (including emergency medical 
services) and-various housing and community development assistance administered by HUD. 
Nonimmigrallts are people admitted for temporary periods' of time and limited purposes (e.g., 
tourists, diplomats, journalists, athletes, and other temporary workers). Unlike HR 1157, this bill .' 

- would not exempt public health and immunization programs from the ban., 

Asylees, temporary agricultural workers, and persons whose deportation has been withheld under 
section 243(h) of the Immigration and Nationality Act, would remain 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 nonimmigrantsby the INA). 'The billis 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 enactment [NOTE: Nonin;tmigranis are not ' 
currently eligible/or the major welfare entitlement progr~ms. although asylees and parolees are 
currently eligible.] " 

,:: ., 
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StateS would be authorized to restrict eligibility to legal immigrants on the same basis; and subject to',' 
the same exemptions,as the federal government. State and local goverrunents would be required to 
deny means-tested public assistance to aliens "not lawfully present in the U.S", except non-cash,- in­
kind emergency assistance (including emergency medical services) and various housing and ....-:•. ~--":."" 
community development assistance administered by HUD. The Attorney General would be­

, 	 authorized to determine which classes of aliens should be considered "not lawfully present" for such 
purposes.· 

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 CBD 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 arrivals who would have their-penefits taken away retroactively. 

I. ~ , , 	 . 

An underlying principle of U.S~ immigration policy has been that immigrants admitted for family' 
. reunification purposes or for their potential economic contribution would reside,pennahently 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 eligible for certain pub}ic. assistance programs for a period of years, if the sponsor can support 

. the immigfant; 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 principles of in:uitigration 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 ineligi~le 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 iIilmigrants .. 
receiving SSI benefits based on disability.' All of-those immigrants who were still non-citizens when 
the proposal became effective would be thrown offilie 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 ~me severely disabled. 

Sponsors may become impoverished or renege on their obligations. . 


Legal immigrants who have worked for years and become teIllP9rarily unemployed also would be 
denied access to temporary help. While many immigrants will be able to. rely on a spoJ}Sor for 
temporary sUPPQrt; 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 
inimigrants, without sponsors, would lose federal ~sistance -itt FY 1997. . J . '.' 

The proposals in the Personal ResponSibility Act would create a number of problems for state and 
local governments. By denying benefits to disabled or temp.orarily 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 tlie bill inclUdes a provision allowing states to deny eligibility' 
to legaL immigrants on the same basis as the federal g<:>vernment, many states, cities and counties will 

"., 
; . 
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be reluctant to deny all fonDS of ass,stancet,o these needy inunigrants .. This would effectively 

constitute a large unfunded federal mandate on states and localities. 


In addition, the bill would require states and localities to deny means:tested public assistancetO.!"I' 'i_' 
"unlawful aliens", with the Attorney General authorized to detennined which classes of aliens would 

, be detennined "unlawful~. It would also require states and localities to implement deeming until 
citizenShip policies under any means-tested public assistance program. Thebill defines such 
assistance to include any program "ofpublic 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 ofan individual, household, ,or family eligibility unit for .benefits under. the 
program, or. the amount of such benefits, or both are detennined 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 provided service programs by inunigration status. 

The burden'on state and local providers is exacerbated by the vague definition of "means.:.testoo" and 
the ' lack of clarity as to which specific programs would be affected. For'exampl~ many public health . 
programs receive funding based on the income or need of a conununity 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 "mearis;.tested." The ambiguity of the definition 
would likely require legal resolution in the courts. . 

The extension of deeming until citizenship also is likely· to generate legal·chaIlenges. The INS 
currently has large backlogs and long processing times for applicatioos for naturalization. In some 
regions, ,the current tune period between application and natu(ali2'.ation is 2-3 years.Thus, a legal " 
inunigrant who was otherwise eligible for benefits and had completed all requirements for 
naturalization (Le., had passed the language and history tests. etc.) could be prevented from receiving 
assistance due solely to the government'sinability to adjust the immigrant's status in a timely manner. 
Given the increase in natUralizations that the proposal is likely to produce, this bacldog would only 
get worse in those areas of the country with the largest numbers of immigrants. ' 

. The .provisions· added to the Rules Committee bill concerning the ineligibility of lawful, " 
nonimmigrants are difficult to'understand, ,given that nonimmigrants are not generally'eligible for' 
welfare benefits under current law. The Immigration and Nationality Act defines 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 agricultural. workers, even though the bill wQuld make most inunigrants 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-inunigrants". The third-temporary . 

,agricultural workers-is a noninunigrant status but it is not clear why these particular temporary 
workers should be eligible compared with other temporary. worke~s such as nurses. 

Deeming and Sponso~hip 

The bill includes a deeming until citizenship provision subjecting to deeming immigrants over age 75, 
and veterans, with sponsors who sign the new legally binding affidavits of support. lnunigrants in 
these categories who do not have sponsors would remain eligible for benefits . 
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However: the bill does not authorize the immigrant to enforce the affidavit of support. The bill only 
allows government agencies (federal, state,"or loc8J) to seek reimbhrsement from a sponsor, if an 
immigrant he or she has sponsored is provided 'benefits. The gov~mment is not authorized to compel 
the sponsor to provide financial assistance and the sponsored immigrant is specifically denied the,:: :,:";jf 
authority to bring suit against, a sponsor in cases where the sponsor has reneged on the financial 
responsibility promised under the affidavit. 

• . I • 

Through these provisions, the bill has establis,heda Catch-22 situation whereby most legal inunigrants 
would be denied benefits Under a variety of federal, state,and local programs but they woul~ not be 
able to· compel the sponsors to provide financial support. 

Preventive Medical Care and Medicaid 

,Proposal 

About 1.7 million legal 8.tiens-including immigrant children-would be denied Medicaid (with the 
exception of emergency services) . .Jn addition,'mariy legal immigrants maybe 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 screening and treatment of. communicable 
diseases through Public Health Service grants. . 

Discussion 

The bill reported out of the Committee on Ways and Means would have ensured that noncitizens were 
eligible to reeeiveimmunizations and screening and treatment of communicable diseases. However, 
the Rules Committee bill makes no specific provisi"n that legal immigrants would be eligible for these 
basic public health ben~fits. ", ' 

The failure to provide for these services will have deleterious consequences 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 public health problems before they. affect the general 
population. ' " 

, 
' 

' 
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TITLE V: FOOD STAMP REFORM AND COMMODITY DIs'nmnmON 

Co~olidation of SeverruCommodiiy Distribution P~o~ 
,.; 

. " . ',' 


I, , 
 , ", 	 . ... .... 
~ '. ", . 

i 	

.-- ._.--' 
,'Proposal , 

~ " 
. "" 	

, 

, 
The Personal Responsibility Act would repeal. The Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 and 
would amend the Hunger PreventioniAct of 1988. the Commodity Distribution Reform Act and WIC 

, 	Amendments of 1987. the Charitabl~ AssistaDce and Food Bank ACt of 1987. the FOQd 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 sevetaJ. FpOd Distribution ProgramS into one 
Consolidated Grant. Combined programs include the CoimnOdity Supplemental Food Pi:ogram~ the 
Emergency Food ASsistance Program, the Food Banks/Soup Kitchens Program and the' Commodity 
Program for Charitable Institutions and summer camps. The Secretary of Agriculture would be , 
autho~ized to purchase commodities for emergency feeding programs. but, would be prohibited fi:'om 
using the appropriated funds for initial processing and packaging of commodities into customer­
friendly sizes, or for distributing the,commOdities to states. Commodity Credit Corporationor :' 
Section 32 funds oollid, be used, for these PUiposes if .they were.,av~lable., 

Discussion 

While the $ecretary, of Agriculture may use Commodity Credit Corporation or'Section 32fuD.ds' for 
these 'Purposes; it is not possible to know whether such funds aCtually would be available. If ,funds ' 
wereilot available, it would place the Secretary in the ,position of purchasing commodities for ' 
emergency feeding programs, but without funds to pro~s the fo04 into ctistomer-ftiendlY sizes .or to 
be able to pay for fo.Od delivery to t~e states. : 

Elimination of national eligibility and benefit standards 

:: : 


Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act ,woUld permit,s~tes' to operate a '''simplified fOod stamp' program, .. 
" either statewide or. in any, political su,bdivision., for familieS' that receive cash welfare assistance. , . 
Under such a program, householdsreceivingreguiar cash benefits ;mderthe temporiuy assistan~ for 

, needy families block grant would be 'provided food stamp benefit amounts that would be detennined 
, by using the same ndes 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 ' 

,required to ensure that average'foOd stamp benefits for welfare fa.npties do not rise faster than tY/9' (2), 
percent per year. regardless of inflation. 

Discussion 
'i., ' 

, , 	 . . ;' ,.,' , 

. ~e national eligibility and benefit standards under current law work to protect low-income families ' 
and their children. no matter wheret,h~y live. The Personal 'Responsibility Act,could reverse the.:, 
program's effectiveness in assuring low-income families access .to the resources they need to meet 
their bastc nutritionneeds.Under·thisbill, each state wotiidhave the option to eliminatenatiorial- ....... 
standards for singlenlotheis With childrenimmed~atety, and for all participan~ evefltU&lly. This,' 
provision creates the potential for pr9granis that differ' vastly from' state to state, usi~g different . 
eligibility standard$, and offering different nutrition benefits. States can even set up different 
standards for different counties., Where states have this flexibility now, there'isenormous,variability. 
For exa~pte~ a singie'pan;mt with two children~ari, qualify for $120 a month':in APDC if she. lives '~n 

.' 

" , 
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Mississippi, but $680 if she .livesiIl ~COimecticut.. Traditionally, the uniform 'national standards. of the 
Food Stamp Program have helped smooth out these inequities.' :'.' .,.... ' , " 

The"simplifioo" program provided for . iIi, the pdrsonal ResponsibilitY 'Actmay actuaily complicate -:-= ' . 

progranl adlninist~tion. In any given month,about 40 percent of all food stamp households r~ive 
AFDC; . fully one in five of these are mixed' cases~ . Moreover, households are dynamic ..;;. their ' 

. members, incomes and prograni participation .allchange over time•. As a result, workers may need to . 
understand one'set of rules for block grant households, another set' for 'hous~olds in 'which some . 
receive block grant benefits and others do not, and yet another for holiseholds in which no one ' 
receives assistance under the block grant." . '., 

, .,', 

The bill protects the federal government against any increased cost'.resulting from 'simplification 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, staDtp expenditures increased as a.result'of·. 

simplification si~ there would be no control gro~p. Further, thereis no requirement that families 


. -receive no less in benefits.'· '. .' " .'.' .... 1. .,' ';. 

iLimits on Thrit:tjrFood Plait adjUstments" i. 

I 
.i 

,Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act would 'limit iDcreasesin the Thrifty FOod Plan (around which the . 
. 'food stamp benefit structl,lIe is built):to just two percent per year, regardless of the. increase in,food 
,costs. Under current law, the value of fo¢ stamp benefits has generally ~ept pace wi~ food prices 
, through annual' adjustments to the Thrifty Food Plan based on food: inflation. ' . , 

. , ~ :,' . " I ' 

. Discussion 

Food stamp ,benefits are now linked to the Thrifty Food Plan, the l~t costly of USDA's food plans: 
This ensures that low-income familieS and individuals hayethereSources needed to purchase an 
adequate and,nutritious diet at minimal cost. The bill would limit increases in basic benefits to two' 
percent ayear. Over the las~ 20 years, food prices have actually increased an average of four percent· 

. a,year. Over time, the gap between.what is needed. and'wbatthe biu offers would widen every' year. 
This propoSal ensures. that a lOw-income ,family would not receive enough assistance'.to·purchase a . 
low cost food plan. ' ": ' . ',.. . , . 

Changes'm income . deductionS, enei-gyassistanceand 'vehicles'" i 
, ," ~ I', . . ' " ' . , 

Proposal 
': ' 

The PerSoruu Respo~il)ility Act would 'freeie the standard incom~ ~eduction (available to alt'tood 
stamp households) and the Ilm.it on excess shelter expense deductions (available tofiimilies whose. " 

. . . . . I 

.housing costs exceed half its income) at:their current levels,andthePersonal Responsibility Act 
would liInit shelterexpensedeductioilsthat could be claimed by recipients of assistance under the ' 
Low-Income Home Energy AssistanCe ~ogram(LIHEAP)." I~ would also delete a current law". ,.' . 
provision allowing states to .designatea portion 'of public assistallce payrftents as' energy as~istance ,and--: ' 
thereby disregard it as 'income for food stamp purposes .... Tbe bill also 'freezes at $4.550 the portion of 

, the market value of a vehicle that is .~xcluded from cOuntable resources. Since the limit was initially 
set at '$4,500 in 1977, the CPI for usee.' c~rs has risen over 150 per~nt. ReCent legislation had raised . 

. . and called' for indexing' this value after 1996. ' , " , , 

I ... 
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Discussion 
. • , I, • 

The PRA would curtail virtuaUyall cost-of-Iiving adjustments, al,lowing benefits to fall behind rising 
food prices. Under current law, a household is allowed a deduction from income for theamountib~31i 
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 ceiling on the deduction will not keep pace. This proposal would have the 
largest impact on families living in areas with higher shelter cos~ - generally northern and urban 
areas. 

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 
teons, 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 
dis~ces to work. Recent legislation to address this issue ,would be repealed by the PRA, except for 
a $50 increase in the limit (from $4,500 to $4,550); this limit would be frozen with'no adjustment for. 
iilflation~' ' , " . ' 

Work requirements for program participants between 18 and SO , 

, Proposal 

. The bill would terminate food stamp benefits after 90 days for able-bodied adults aged 18 to 5Q 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 prograins, and, instead, 
provide $75 million (Plus SO-50 matching funds for additional state expenditures) a year for the 
establishment and operation of workf'areprograms. 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 anunemplOyinent 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 cbuple who does not work or participate 
in a workfare program,wi~out requiring that statesprovidejobs,training~ or workfare slots. This 
essentially makes nutrition benefits contingent upon finding jobs that may not exist. Benefits forl.l ' 
million 'participants would be in jeopardy within three months of impiementation 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 training pro~rams; unemployment rates exceed 10 percent; or the Secretary 
detenhines that sufficient jobs are not available~ - A 1993 USDA study found that 62 percent of able­
bodied, childless recipients come onto the Food Stamp Program because they lost a-jop 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 quickly enough to escape this provision's 90-d':lY cut-off. 
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EncouragiIig Electronic Benefit ~ Transfer, (EST)' Systems 
,. 	 { , 

~ , 

Proposal 
....-­

The Personal Responsibility Act would encourage stat~ to' implement EBT systems by providing" that,­
~ 	 once they havestatewideEBT systems in place, they 'would have ~e option to convert their entire ' 
food stamp program into a block g~~The amount of the block grant would be either the amount of 
federal 'food stamp spending in the state during'FY 1994, or the average annual amount spent from ~ 
FY 1992-1994, and would be frozen:at a set amount, without regard to food price inflation or • 
increases in poverty population., .~, ~:~ , 

Discussion 

This bill-~ould allow every state to pursue its own -iiidependent path to EBT, undenoining' the ' ~ 
Administration's on-going efforts to create a national, unifoIlI) EB'l;' system - a one-card. user­
friendly,unified delivery system ofgovemment-funded benefits that works better and costs less. 
Food retailers, finaricial institutionS, and recipient advocates agree that a national, unifonn EBT 
system would provide better servi~, :reduce securiW risks. and increase ~cost-effectiveness more than 
individual state systems. National unifonnity 'also ,eliminates the need to repeat sizable investments iri 

,system development~ ~d maximizes the opportunity to piggy:"back on the commercial ATMand' ~ 
, point-of-sale infrast~cture. Program security could also be'comPromised if each state develops its ~ 

, own system without national security: standards and enforcement. 
, 	 ~ I 

Freezing the,minim~ allotment 

Proposal 
" 

The bill would freeze at $10 the miniPturri benefit thateld~rly and 4isabledhouseholds receive. 

D,iscussion 

The $10 minimum benefit for famili~'ofone and two persons was established in 1977 Pfimarilyto 
ensure that,the low-'income elderly ana disabled received some m~ngful amount offood assistance. 

" 	 Although foOd prices have more than doubled since 19n,the minirilum ~ benefit has never been . 
increased. although in 1990 Congress: provided for adjusting the minii:num 'benefit to reflect food 
inflation. The Personal Responsibility Act would cancel this jnflation adjustment and freeze the 
minimum ~benefit permanently at $10., ' ~ ~ , ' 

, .. .' " , 

Elimination'of economic'responsi,:,eness 

Proposal 

The PerSonal,Responsibility Act would set a~rigid Cap on annual fodd stamp expenditufes, limiting 
program expenditures to the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) , estimates of expeetedprogram costs 
in each onhenext five years,' after making adjustments for the effeCt of Title V . The PRA makes no, 

, allowances for imperfect estimates. IfCBO's estimates prove'too low. the bill r~uil'eslacross~the-',. 
board cuts in benefits. Between'1990'.and 1994. the number of food stamp participants increased by 
more than one-third, and the FoodStanip 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 changing economic circuinStanees. If C~ngresswanted to lift the caps, it would require a ~ 
PAYGO offset. ' ~ ~ ~, . ~'. ~ ..' ~ ':, ~ ,~, ~ . , ~ 
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[NOTE: The analysis in this ~ assumes that the language in the bill wiU be modified to take 
into account the food stamp ojfteis that result from other titles in the bill.] 

' •• ,f-

Discussion 

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'sestilnates of expected cOsts,despite the difficulty and unreliability 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 withirl 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 sp~ing generates about 25,000 jobs. 

. ' 

.1 
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,TITLE VI: _SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY'INCOME REFORMS 

Derual of Benefits to Addicts 

-Proposal , 

-Individuals whose addiction to alcohol or drugs is "material to the finding of disability" would be 
made ineligible for SSI arid would also lose their MediCaid eligibility. Existing law regarding 
representative payee requirements for addicts and alcoholics, ~tment requirements, monitoring and 
testing would be elinUnatedfor 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~r year into the Capacity Expansion Prog~ and $S 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 th~ Capacity Expansion Program, 
transforming it from a discretionary grant program to a fonnula grant, distributed according to the 
same fonnula 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 treatment-block grant would apply to tb.e new. funding as well. 

Discussion 

The provision as drafted would eliri:1inate SSI and MediCaid eligibility for ~pproximately 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 th~ 
had. Such individuals would be unaffected by these provisions. 'i 

These individuals, many, of whom were on state general assistance rolls prior to receiving SSI •.would 
again become a state responsibility. In additiqn, the federal government would shift completely to the 
states the current shared reSponsibility for these individuals' health~ care expenses, inCluding substance, 
abuse treatment. ' 

, . 
SSI Restrictions to Disabled Children: Restriction :of Cash benefits 

Proposal 

Eligibility for cash benefits under SSI would be substantially -restricted relative to current la:w. The 
fu~ctional impainnent test uSing the Individual Functional Assessment (IFA) for determining disability' 
would be r~ealed. 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 impainnents' would continue to receive cash 
benefits and Medicaid. FOr applicants who apply forBSI after'enactment. cash-benefi~·a.rld-Medicaid 
would only be available,for children who meet the medical listings AND are institutionalized 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 ofdaily living (eating, toiteting, bathing, dressing and transfer~irig) and, as appropriate, 
the administration of medical treatment. Applicants after enactment who meet the listings but not the 

.- -t -- ­

I 
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institutionalized/otherwise institUtionalized criteria would receive Medicaid (but not ~h benefits) and;, 
at state discretion, might receive block g~t services.' ' 

A child who is overseas as a dependent of a member 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 United States. ' 

States would be required to redetermine eligibility for' cash benefits and for services under the block 
grant at least every 3 years unless it were determined that the child's co~dition 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 SS!. Acontinuing disability 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 impail1Jlents, including recommendations for any necessary changes; and (2) by 
October 1. 1998, a report on SSA's eligibility redetermination activities related to individuals who 
tum age 18. ' 

The SSI payment amount for'institUtionalized children would be $30, regardless of whether their 
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 date~ only those who 
,meet the "institutionalized/otherwise institutionalized" criteria would get cash., ' 

A review of the appropriateness of the mental impairments listing by The Childhood Disability 

Commission would be required. 


Disability eligibility determinations would take into accoUnt whether a family had transferred a,child's 
assets or trusts'anytimeduring the three y~ period before applying for SS!. 

Discusswn 

The IFA process evaluates a' ~hild~s functional status in the domains 'of cognition, sociallbehavioral 
skills, communication, motor skills, ooncentration,'persistence and pace. It was establishedin , 
response to the Supreme COurt decision in the Zebley case, which recOgnized that sonie children do 
not meet the listing level of inlpairment" but nonetheless have, impairments in daily living. This ' 
proposal makes , the assumption that children,who qualify forSSI under an IFA are not as severely 
disabled as those who meet one of the SSA impairment listings. ~ldren who qualify for SSt under 
an IFA may, in fact, have multiple disabilities, which add up to ,a very severe functio~l disability. 
This is an arbitrary cutoff of children; there should be a thorough examination of the eligibility 
criteria to ensure that children with severe disabilities receive the services and cash support they need. 

. ": ~~ 

Of the 812,411 children foUnd eligible'between 1991 and 1994; a prelimiilary'estimate 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·{hose children, upon further review, mightbe 


•determided eligible forbeneftts based on a listing. However, thts bilt: would prohibit children in that 
40 percent group from continuing to receive cash under the grand/atherlng 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}:etur~ to the rolls, 

,.',' 
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When they come back,into theprog~am, they would ,receive cash oD.J.y if they met the'listings and 
require or would require insVtutiona.~ization. 

Curr~ntrecipients and new applicants whose ,impairments do not meet or equal the listings but wh~' 
would today be found eligible underan 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 participating in Medicaid typically receive only a $30 perso~ 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 (i.e., $30 personal needs allowance per month). 

The proposal would also provide SSI cash benefits and Medicaid 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, standby, or cueing assistance with activities of daily living" 
(e.g., eating, toileting, etc.) or need for help with the administration of medical 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 nwnber 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 yersions 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 defmitionand 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; 
nwnerous 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 community maintain that it is never appropriate to 
institutionalize a child. 

The Social Security Independent 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 

"requirement, replaCing it with"a de novoeligibilitY:t'eview for all children who are SSI cash recipients 
I within a year of their eighteenth birthday. Presumably, most children who are'eligible for·block-grant:·: 
services, but not for cash, would also want to reapply at age 18, because they might be able to start 
r~ceiving cash benefits under the adult SSI program .. In that case, SSA wouldbe in a position of de 
facto having to review almost 100 percent of children turning age 18; that would likely require 
extensive new DDS resources and personnel. ' " 
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The'review of the childhood mental impainnent listings by the Childhood' Disability Commission 
could be lost to timing. The Commission.. is ~equired to complete its work and submit a report to 
Congress by November 1995; the Commission's Chainnan has expressed a desire to submit the report . 
even earlier, by July or August. For the Commission to include the review of the mental imp~innent­
listings in its work, this bill would.,have to be enacted into law very -soon. Charging SSA with this' 
review might be more effective. " 

Block Grants for Medical and Non-MediCal Benefits for Disabled Children 

Proposal 

Children who qualify forBSI 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 impainnents 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 
pennitted under the block grant. States would have to allow. all eligible children to apply for services 
under the block' grant and provide each applicant with an opportunity to have an assessment to 
detennine 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 detennining an individual'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 I, 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 amounts, 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 other purposes, e.g., dtivec's 
license applications, general assistance applications, etc. 

Discussion 

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 Iheet the listings but do not qualifyfor cash (i;e.;'are- " ,.1.,:., 

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 amo~nt oUhe.blockgrant would b~ 75 perceIlt of the payments made 
to 48 percent of the children (those who meet the listings but not the institutionalizec./otherwise ' 

I 
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institutionalized criteria), but the services of the block grant would have to be made accessible 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 (Le., those receiving cash 
benefits) would receive a disproportionate share of services under ~e block grant. This population-::is­
not even included in the state allocation formula; 

\ 

Another concern arises from the fact that while 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 riot 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 se'rvices? Given the cut in funding, coupled with the new need for state 
administrative expenditures to manage the block grant, it is possible that this requirement could be . 
interpreted in a restricted fashion. ' 

The proposal i~dicates 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 s~rvices. that could be 
covered under Medicaid in their block grants. If s~tes do opt to inclu~e c:ertain Medicaid services, 
which program is the payor oflast resort - Medicaid or the block gr.tnt? 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 5SI block grant services. 

Proposal 
.' .' 

The Personal Responsibility Act establishes a new block grant for aid 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 the 
Virgin Islands; and $901 thousand for Guam. 

Discussion ' 

Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin ISlands, Guam and American Samoa do not currently operate anSSI 
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 Title I tranSitional assistance 
prohibits funds to be used for SSI recipients. 

Propo.sal 

States wotild no longer be 'required to ma'intain s.tat: supplementary payments to ,reci~ien~ ... 
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TITLE VII: CHILD SUPPORT 
, '. 

Eligibility for IV·D Child Support Services .. 

Proposal 

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 chi~d protection and other block grants, 
and Medicaid. States are also required to provide such services to any other child, if an individual 
applies for these services and pays an application fee. . 

Discussion 

This section appears to continue current law. There would also be no flexibility for,a state to have an 
opt-out system (rather than opt-in), which some states would like to do. 

Centralized Stat~ Registry and Collection and Disbursement of Support Payments 

, . Proposal 

I 
States would be required to operate an automated registry containing case records on: (1) every IV-D 

. case and (2) all orders that have been entered or modified on or after' October I, 1998. The state 
case registry could be established by linking local case registries ,of suppo~ orders through an . 
automated information network. The state registry would contain case record information, inclucling:' , 
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 inforiruttion obtained from sharing and, comparing information with other 
f~eral,' 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 Registry of Child Support Orders (see below for more info~tion 
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 established by linking 10c31 registries and units through an automated·. 

, information network. 	 ' 

,Discussion 

'Currently, child .support orders an,d 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:ofsupport are made to a wide variet~ of different 
agenciek, .institutions and individuals. As wage withholding becomes uhiversal, the need for one.-, , 'c·', ,­

central location to collect and disburse payments in a timely manner becomes paramount. . 
Maintaining current records on all child support orders and coordinating with a centralized 
disbursement unit would vaStly simplify income withholding anel 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 Support and. is a concept. supported by virtually all child support professionals and 
advocacy groups. .. . 

Other bills similarly provide for the option to establish the central registry by linking 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 disbursement unit in each state would also produce inefficiencies and 
additional costs. 

Expanded Federal ParentLocat~r 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 wpo.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 infonnation 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 iIr.prove 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 aU current child support payments passed-through to the family would be treated as income. to the.' 
family indetennining eligibility for assistance (section 10.1 of the bill). States would be given the 
option of passing through to the families the state share of the child support payment and reducing 
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 familywen~ on 
welfare, collections on arreatages 'wouldbe 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 lottie' 
FMAP 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 year. 

:' 
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The new distribution requirements would be eff~tive as of 10/1199, with the exception of those 
affecting ramilies receiving Temporary Family Assistan~. Distribution rules affecting those families , 
(including the $50 pass-through) would be effective as of 1011195. 

Discussion 

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 infortnal support that 
directly reaches the mother. ' 

This provision 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 farilily before 
the state could recoup its welfare payments; thus promoting independence' from temporary assistance 
and decreasing the chance ·of the for;mer ,recipient reentering the Temporary. Assistance program. 

However, as drafted, the assignment and distribution 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 diminished because the'state can only pass-through its share of 
the child support payment to the family. . : 

,It is very difficult to determine the intent or impact of the computation of the federal share of 
collections in fonner 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 was a 
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 supp~rt 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 issue of IV-D roles with . 
respect to collecting support versus unreimbursed assistance. 

The 1011195 effective date does not ,provide states any time to make the necessary systems 
modifications to implement the distributi,on changes. The timing, of the distribution implemerltation 
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 positive impact on family income 
once they left AFDC, would not go into effect until 1999. . 
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CoUecti()8 and Us~ofSocial Securitji, NUmb~ 
, ,~ 

,ProposOJ , 

Social security numberS of'individual~ would be required to be/~,eco~dCdon the ~pplication of 
professional, commercial drivers,' occupational, or marriage licenses and in divorce. d~rees, support, 
orders, or paternity detenninations or, ackriowledgements.' , " 

Discussion 

The social security number is the most crit'ical ,of all identifiers. 'R~ui~ing the use of social security 
numbers on the licenses; orders, divorce decrees ~d paternity deteiminations.is necessary 'to ensure . 
,successful automated data matches across states and across data bases within states ..This section is , t 

similar to that contai~edin othermaj<?r child support enforcement bills. ' 

Reporting of New Hires 
:' " 

Proposal 

StateS would be required to establiSh' aState Directory of New Hires. Employers would be required 
to report information (Le., W-4 f~rm,or equivalent information) on 'eacfi new hire to the stat~ " 
directory"not later than 15 days after)he date of hire or, the date th~ employee first receives wagesor 
other compensation from the employer .. An employer failing to make a timely report would be 
subject to a firiancial penalty,ofup to $25 per unreportedemploy~. In addition, states would be 
required. to impose a $500 penalty if (he failure to rePort is the result of a 'conspiracy between the . 
employer and the employee to supply a false or incomplete'report . .! 

, '
, 

Within 2 business days after receiving information'regarding,a newly hired employee through the, 
State Directory ot'New Hires,the state child support agency would be required t9 transmit a notice to 
the employer instlUcting that income withholding be initiated. Within 4 business'days after the State 
Directory of New,Hires receives information on a new hire, it woUld have to report the information 
to the National Directory ofNew Hires. . " 

.' ", ',' 
;'" 

The state child support agency would , be required to:use the 'new hire information to locate jndividuals ' 
for purposes of establishing pa:ternity~ well ,as establishing, modifying, and enforcing child support 
orders. Forincome verification and 'administration, purposes, new hire information would also be ' 
disclosed to state agencies responsible for the Tempor.ary Family ASsiStance, Medic3.id, and 
unemployment and workers' compensation." ' , : ' 

Discussion, 
. i ' 

, ' ' . . '_ . ~.. ..' I .,' , 

This section would allow delinquent obligors to betrackCd acros's state lines.' Whenever som'eone is· 
employed ap.}twhere in the 'United St~tes, .the child support:agency would be able to use this system to ' 
identify where the person is'working 'and to impose a wage withhoiding order. :rwenty-one.states· ' 

'cu'rrently have some type of law for ~eportingof new hireS and it is consid~red to be an extremely,: 
effe~tive way to collect support; esp~iallyin caSes whbre persons: change'jobs'ormove fre4uently~':, 

: ' ( , . - .' . ! . " , , 
iThissection is similar to those con~airied inot~er major child sUPPQrt enforcement, bills with one 
important exception. Under thisscheme',:'new hires are reportedto',state agencies' first and then the' 

,infonnation is sent to the National Directory', while Other bills prov.ide for th~ reporting directly to the " 
National Directo·fY. Reporting to states complicates the reporting r~quire.meri~s for employers since 

'j, 
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they have to deal with' 50 separate state agencies, often with different reportiIig 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 with 


, 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 get~ing 


approximately 70 percent of the same match back 'for ,a secorid match, rather than by simply matching 

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 exist under applicable state law would be difficult to prove and 

impractical to use. 


, Privacy Safeguards , 

Proposal 

States would be required to impleme~t safeguards to protect 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 physical 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' iDformation 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 PerfonnanceBa:sed Incentives 	 ,', 
. I 

Proposal 

" 	The federal financial participation rate of 06 percent remains unchanged. A maintenan~ of effort .. 
requirement is added which requires the non-federal share of IV-O funding for FY 1997 and 
succeeding years not be less than such funding for FY 1996. ' 

The existing system of incentive payments is replaced with a new ~ystem, beginning in 1998, under 
which states could receive: increases up to 12 percentage, pointS for outstanding performance in 
establishing paternity (regardless of whether the child is receiving IV-O 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-0 paternity establishment 
standard would be increased froqI 75 percentto 9Q.\percenL As under current law, penalties can be 
imposed against states wliich donot meet the IV-D paternity establishment standardiThe.paterruty '. ".--:- . 
related financial incentives would apply only to the universal paternity establishment percentage. 
States would also be required to recycle incentive payments back into the child support program. 

. ., 	 . r 
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. . 

The proposal adds a new state plan provision that requires states to annually reP9rt to the Secretary, 
using data from their automated data systems, information adequate to detennine state Compliance 
with federal expedited procedures,case processing standards and new performanCe standards; The 
Secretary would be required to conduct audits at least once every three! years. .": .•:~ 

Discussion 

. . . 

These changes would be essentially cOst neutral as compared to the present funding 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 wellperf'onning states could 
not meet the new paternity standard, (see discussion under "Paternity" belo~). 

Paternity &tablishment 

, Proposal 

The paternity establishment . percentage for states would be s~ 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 points to be in co~pliance. 

Cooperation with child support enforcement efforts, a condition of eligibility fortemporary 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 details on this provision can 
be found in the section on Title I in'this document). . 

Discussion 

The proposed paternity standards will be extremely difficult to achieve. Current paternity . 
establishment standards are set at 75 percent with annual increases of three, 'five, and six percentage 
points depending on the paternity establishment rate achieved the preceding year. Despite 
considerable improvements in paternity establishment procedures and substantial increases in the 
number of paternities established, few states have bee~ 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 required under this proposal. , 

LTheJ proposal provides for several changes which should help 'strengthen cooperation with the 
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 cooperation is not shifted to the IV-D agency. The states 
would appear to have extremely broad discretion in'determining what consti~utes "cooperation" with 
the state agency.' . 
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ANALYsis OF THE PRA (H.R. 1214)- contilUU!d PageS9 

The proposed procedures to improve, paternity establislnnent 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 Child Support Orders 

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 ail opportunity to contest the adjuStment. 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 review and adjustment and that notice may be inclu4ed 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 andradjusted 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 elimiQating the current burden shouldered by non-AFDC ~es 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 lev~ls and the obligor's ability to pay 
is fundamental to ensuring fairness in the chil~ support system. :: 

States would' have broad discretion to define a change of circumstances with the result that it could be 
defmed 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 adn;linistrativ~ and judicial procedures~ Procedures 
which give the state agency the authority to take. the following actionS without the necessity of 
obtaining an ord.er ·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 infonnation, ordering income withholding, and seizing assets to satisfy 
arrearages. 

" . 
Discussion 

. Expedited procedures, particularly th,e use of administrative processes, would greatly facilitate child 
support agencies' ability to establish pa~ernity, and establish, modify, and enforce child support 
obligations. ' 

,, 
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Federallnoome Tax Refund Offset 

Proposal 
.. ,. ..- ,-' 

H.R. 1214 would am~nd 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. an~ 
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 statutory requir~ments for federal tax refund interception set different criteria forAFDC and 
non·AFDC cases. This bill would eliminate the existing disparities and inequities between AFDC and: 
non-AFDC income tax refund offsets for child support collection purpOs~. 

Enforcement of Child Support Obligations of Federal Employees and Members of the Anned 
Services . 

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 federai 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 establif!h a central personnel locator 
service that contains residential or, in specified instances,duty addresses ofevery member of the 
Armed Services (including retirees, the National Guard and the ReserveS) and would be updated 
within 30 days of a member establishiliga new addreSs. The information in the central. personnel 
locator service would be made availa'Qle to the Federal Parent Locator Service. Provisions gr3nting 
leave for establishment of paternity and child support orders. wOQld be required as. well as changes in 
assigrunent rules. . -, 

Discussion 

These provisions are similar toihose in other major child support bills in that they ensure that , 
federally paid compensation is subject .to the same (ur in some cases,siPlilar) income-withholding rules 
as are income and wages paiU by private sector employers. Th~e improvements would· reduce the ' ­
amount of time, and il').crease the ease, in which childsuPi>Ort can be withheld from federal· ' 
compensation_ 

- i 

/i1f1l/HtIlt)II'PIALDRAfT -- FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY 

1l/J\ 



ANALysIS OF TH'E PRA (H.R. 1214) - continued 	 Page 61 
, 

The section on locator infonnation for members of the armed,serviceS does not change ej{isting FPLS, 
practice except for getting home addresses {a change likely to be made anyhow without the need for 
legislation.) , 

Income Wage Withholding 

Proposal 

All child support orders issued or modified before October 1, 1996 (which are not otherwise subject 
to income wage withholding) would becOme subject to income wage withholding inunediately if 
arrea~ges 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 (Le., 
tracking and monitoring) of non-IV-O withholding by a public entity would made optional. 

Discussion 

Currently,·all IV-O 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-0 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-O 
Withholding requires prior notice in all but a handful of states. Non-IV.:.O orders entered after 
January I, 1994 are subject to immediate withholding if the two opt-outs are not involved. Other 
·non-IV-O orders may be in withholding status, depending on whether there are arrearages and 

. whether the parties' took the appropriate action to impose income withholding if the state does not 
impose it automatically innon-IV-O cases. 

While the patchwork of orders subject to withholding is gradually being filled in, this provision would 
speed up making income withholding universal. Universalizing wlthholding makes the system equal 
regardless of IV-O caSe status. Imposing withhOlding without prior notice gives the states a head start 
on collection, instead of being required to wait up to 4S days for resolution. If the administrative 
responsibility of non-IV-O withholding bya public entity was made optional, the current unfunded 
mandate associated with non-IV -0 withp.olding would be eliminated. 

Interstate Child Support. 

Proposal 

. StateS would be required to adopt UIFSA, with the following modifications: (a) apply UIFSA to any 
case involving an order established or modified 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 
an order in that state; (c) require states to recogn'ize as valid any method of service of proceSs that is 
recognized as valid in the other.~tate. Statrs would: be permitted to enforce interstate cases using an 
administrative process. The Secretary would be required to issue uniform·forms for use of 
enforcement of child support in interstate cases. H.R. 1214 also corrects problems identified with the 
recently enacted full faith and credit law. : 

" 
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,Discussio,n 

These provisions would eradicate many barriers that exist in current interstate case processing. 
Interstate procedures would be made more uniform ~oughout 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 enfoJ:cement 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 bills. ' 

Access and Visitation, Grants 

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 evaluaietheir 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 tinder 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 chi,ld 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 results from the first round of 
demopstrations are promising. " 

. I 
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TITLE VIII: MISCELLANEOUS' PROVISIONS 
/ 

Scoring of savings 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Ad. includes' a provision that appears to exempt cuts under the PRA from 
the Pay-As-You-Go (pAYGO) provisions of the Budget Enforcement Ad.. 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 appropriations are increased as' a result of this bill. 

Encourage Electronic Benefit Transfer systems 

Proposal 
, ' . 

The Personal Responsibility Act would exempt state and local government electronic benefit transfer . . 

(EBT) programs from tbe requirements of Regulation E governing electronic fund transfers. , 

This would prevent recipients of state and federal assistance from receiving the same conswner 
protections available to general banking customers. " 
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THE PERsONAL REsPoNSIBILITY Acr OF 1995 
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Table 2 ~ Resident PopukJtions Under 18 Years ofAge' 

Table 3 - Poverty Rate ofRelated Children Under 18 Years ofAge 

Table 4 - Federal AFDC and Related Program Expenditures FY1988 - FYl994 

. Table 5 - Federal AFDC CaselOad Levels FY1988- FY 1~93 

Table 6 ~ The State Fiscal Impacts ofBlock Granting AFDC 

Table 7 - AFDC RecipientS in JOBS or WORK 

. Table 8 -' Effective Wage Rate at 35 Hours per Week 



Table 1 

\ SELECfED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE 

Percent of ' Percent Percent of Percent Qf '~_"" 
Percent of Adult AFDC of AFDC AFDC Families IV-D Cases 

AdultAFDC , Recipients Families With Child, With 

,. , Recipients in Work With Support Paternity 

in JOBS Activities Earnings Payments Established 

State (1993) (1993) (1992) (1993) (1991) 

Alabama 21.2% 0..0.% 3.1 % 36.3% 33.1% 
Alaska 5.7% ' 0..0.% 16.9% 18.8% 21.4% 
Arizona 4.5% 0..3% 7.0.% 3.9% 11.2% 
Arkansasll . 17.0.% 0..1 % ,6.2% .29.5% 44.4% 
California 7.5% 0..3% 7.5% 11.5%- 27.9% 
Colorado 13.8% 1.7% 8.6%- 20..7% 22.8% 
Connecticut .9.5% 0..2% , 5.9% 20..3% 39.1% 
Delaware 12.2% 0..2% 10..3% 22.3% 20..5% 

, Dist. of Columbia 11.0.% 0..4% 1.5% 7.6% 49.9% 
i 

" :Florida 8.8% 0..0.%' 4.9% 15.3% 27.9% 
'Georgia 10.2% 0..4% "7.6% 19.2% 73.5% 
Hawaii 3.6% 0..5%' 14.0.% .17.4% 32.2% 
Idaho 12.5% 0..0.% 12.8% 52.7% 53.0.% 
Illinois 8.3% 0..1 % 5.3% 8.1% 33.5% 
Indiana 7.4% 0..5% 6.9% 34.6% 25.9% 
Iowa 18.3% ' 0..0.% 19.1 % 26.6% 22.0.% 
Kansas, .19.7% ,1.2% 11.5% 34.9% 35.7% 
Kentucky 4.5% . 0..4% 12.6% 17.0.% 49.4% 
Louisiana 9.9% 0..1% 3.5% 9.3% 40..1 % 
Maine 9.6% 0..0.% 18.0.% ;, , 34.7% '32.9% 
Maryland 10.4% 0..0.% 4.0.% ,18.1% 49.7% 
Massachusetts 15.4% 0..0.% 4.0.% 11.5%, 25.1% 
Michigan 19.9% 0..6% '13.2% 27.1% 68.3% 
Minnesota 8.3% 0..1% 13.8% 35.1% 51.4% 

, Mississippi 7.5% 0..8% 11.3% 13.3% . 65.2% 
MissQuri 5~7% ' 0..3% 5.7% 17.5% 92.6% 
Montana' 21.0.% 0..2% 16.9% 18.1 % 23.4% 

I 
11 First and secoIid Columns ar~ based on' 1992 data. 



Table 1 

SELECfED MEASURES OF STATE PERFORMANCE 

Percent of 
Adult AFDC 

Recipients 
in JOBS ' 

State (1993) 

Nebr:aska 49.5% 

Nevada 8.7% 
New Hampshire 12.6% 

New Jersey 8.7% 
New Mexico 16.5% 

, New York 9.8% 
North Carolina 8.0% 

North Dakota 28.7% 

Ohio 22.0% 

Oklahoma 15.4% 

Oregon 15.1% 
Pennsylvania 13.8% 

Rhode Island '17.3% 

South Carolina 20.4% 

South Dakota 24.3% 
. Tennessee 5.1% 
Texas 10.1% 
Utah 39.8% 
Vermont 18.9% 
Virginia 12~2% 

Washington 18.4% 
West Virginia 42.4%' 

Wisconsin 14.5% 
Wyoming 15.3% 

U.S. Totals 11.8% 

l. ' _ 

Percent ,of 
AdultAFDC '. 

Recipients 
in Work 

Activities 
(1993) 

15.9% 

1.9% 
0.1% 

0.2% 
0.6% 

0.4% 

0.3% 
1.4% 
3.7% 

1.6% 

0.2% 

0.3% 

0.2% 
": 0.0% 

2.3% 

0.0% 

0.1% 
1.2% 

..2.8% 
' 	0.1 % 

0.1%. 
2.4% 

0.8% 
'0.2% 

0.6% 

Pe~nt 

of AFDC 

Families 
With 

Earnings 
(1992) 

14.2% 

4.1% 
8.1% 

2.7% 
9.3% 
4.3%. 

11.6% 
16.2% 

'7.0% 
5.4% 

12.2%' 
5.9% 

5.8% 

8.3% 

13.7% 

11.2% 

5.6% 
14.8% 

12.8% 
5.2% 

9.1 % 
3.2% 

16.1 % 
26.2% 

7.4% 

Percent of Percent of,.:..~ 
AFDC Families IV-D Cases 

With 'Child With 
Support Paternity 

Payments Established 
(1993) (1991) 

29.2% 24.7% 
33.3% ·23.6% 
34.1% 21.5% 
20.8% . 33.1% 

9.9% 15.3% 
11.7% . 30.3% 
19.0% . 56.2% 
39:2% . 47.9% 

15.0% 41.0% 
. 9.7% 38.1% ' 

25.8% 33.9'% 

26.2% 44.9% 
12.7% 18.8% 
25.3%' 30.3% 
26.5% 25.3% 

,I ~0.7% ' · 42.9% 

6.7% 34.7% 
25.9% 47.8% 

40.1% · 24.2% 
,23.9% 58.9% 
32.0% 43.3% 
11.0% 21.9% 
40.6% 70.9% 
24.3% 23.9% 

16.8% 38J~% 

, 'j 

, .l 
" 





Table 3 

Poverty Rate of Related Children un~er 18 Years of Age by State 
[Percent of All Related ChIldren] 

Average of, Average of 

1987;.ss 1992-93 Chango 
-....... 


United ·Sta.tes ••.'••••••••••••••••••••~.~••••••••~...........................~ ••••• 


Alabama•••••••••••••••••••••••••'••••••••••••••••••••••••:•..••••••••••••••••••••• 
Alaska.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~•••••••••••••••••.•.•••••••••••••••..••••• 
Arizona.••••••••••••••••••••••,•••••••••••••• ~ ••• :~................................_. 
Arkansas••••••••••••••••••·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••..••••.•.•.••••....•••••• 
Califomla ...................................................................... ~ ...•••"'\. 

Colorado~••••••••••••••: ............................... :~•••••.•••••.•• ~•..•••...• 

. Co"nnecticul ••••••••.••••••••••••••••••.••••..••••.••••..•••••..•••••..•••••.•••• 


Delaware••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••.•.•••.•..•..••••...•••.•..••......•.... 

Dist of cO"l•••••••••••••~....................................................~.•••• 

Aorida••.••.•••••..••••••••••••••••••••••..•..•••.•.•••0:••••••••••••: .•••••••••••••• 


. .G~rQ!a.......... ' ....•..........•~ .......... ~.•.................... ": .............. . 

Hawall ............... ~............................................................. ' 

Idaho•.••••••••·•••••••••••••••••••••·...........................................~.•••. 

Illinois ....................... ~••••••••••.•••·....................................... ' ... 

Indiana••.••••••••••••.••••~•••••••••~.••••••••••••••.•.•••...••...~. ..........•.•••. . 


Iowa••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••.•••......••.••••...••••..... ~... 
Kansas••••••••••••••~•••••••••••••••••••••.••. ~ •••....••. ~.....•.•• ' ••...•••••••.•• 
Kentucky .......................................................................... . 
Louisiana. ........................................................................ . 
Maine ........... : ............................ , ....................................... , 

Maryland ..................... : .................................... , ............. . 
Massachusetts•••••.•••••••••••..••••••••..•••••....•••....•t••••••••••••••••• ~ 
Michigan .••..•••..•....•••••..••.............. · ....•••.... ~..........~............. . 
Minnesota ........................................ l ............................. . 

Mississippi. .................................................................... . 


Missouri ..................................................... :.: .................. ' 

Montana ..................................................................... : •... 

Nebraska ..................................................................... !' ... .. 


Nevada ......................................... ; ••..••••....••.•.... ~..•••....••..•• 

'New Hampshire ............................................. ~................ ' 


New Jersey••••••••••••••ft•••••••••••••••••••• ~.................: •••••••.•••••••• ,. . 


. New Mexico•••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••••.•.••.•• ~..•••...•••••..•••••••... 

New york..••••••••.••••••••••••••••.••••~••••••..••••••~•••...•••••.••••.• ~ •.•. ~. 

NorU1;Carolina. .............. ~••••••••••~••••••.••••••.•••••.•.•.•••.•••••.••••. 

N~rU1"Dakota ............................. ~•••••••• it •••••••••• :~.................. 


Ohio ............................................ ~....,...••...•••••••••~•...••....•••. 

Oklahoma ..................................... ~·.••••.' ..••.•...•..••••...••••....• 

Oregon•••.•••.••••••.•••·•••••••••••...••••••.. ~~.................. : ................. . 

Pennsylvania .......................................................... ; •.•..... 

'Rhode Island .............................. ; ..................................... . 


South Carolina ......... ~........................~............................ . 

South Dakota ...................... ~.......................................... : 

Tennessee .................................................................... ~.. ' 

Texas ............................................ ' .................................. ' 

.Utah....... ~.............. ~...................... , ............. '.: .................... . 
 ..:. 

I, Vermont' ......................... : .................................. : .............. . 

Virginia.; .................................. ; ....... ~ ............... ; ..: ........... . 

Washi~gt~~........... : ...................................... , ........... , ...,"" ' 

'W~st Vlr~lnla.................................... : .... ; .................... ; .. .. 

Wisconsin .............................................................. ;; ...... . 


, Wyoming .................... , ...................... , ..... , ............ ; ..... :~, ....... , 


, 19.3 

30.3 
14.2 
20.8 
30.0 
20.1' 

17.8­
7.2 

10.3 
, '25.3 

19.5 

20.8 
16.2 
18.1 
21.0 
12.S 

15.4 
9.7 

21.1 
34.9 
16.2 

13.5 
12;7 
17.8, 
16.6 
35.7 

.." 

16.5 
20.9 
14.3.:·, 
12.5 
6.0 

11.5 
28.4 
22.3 
18.0 
14.5 f 

18.9 
23.9 

, 14.9 
15.4 
12.5 

22.5 
19.7 
25.1 
24.8 
11.6 
11.4, 
15.3 
13.1 

, 26.9 
11.5 
12:9 

, t 

21.8 2.5 
22.7 -7.S' 
11.3 -2.9 
23.8 3.0 
24.5 -5.5 
24.9' 4.9 
13.6 -4~2 
18.3 11.2 
12.9 '2.6 
42.8 17.5 
25.8 6.3, 

22.9 ' 2.1 
15.7 -0.6 
18.7 0.6 
21.8 0.8 

, 15.7 2.9 
13.0 -2.4 

16.0 6.2 

27.8 6.7 

38.6 3.7 

19.4 3.2 


15.3 1.8 

17.3 4.6 

22.4 4.5 

17.1 0.6 

33.3 -2.4 


21.8 5.3 

17.8 -3.1 

14.7 0.4 

16.3 3.8 

12.0 6.0 


16.5 5.0 

24.6 -3.8' 

25.8 . 3.5 

21.7 3.7 

13.9 -0.7 


18.8 -0.1 

24.6 ' 0.8, 

15.7 ' 0.8 

17.6 2.2, 

21.2 8.7 


28.3 5.8 

16.9 -2.8 

25.1 -0.0 

25.5 0.6 

12.7 1.1 


.,.12.2 0.8, 

,13.2 -2.2 

, 14.7 1.7 

32.5 5.6 

15.8 4.4 


'13;5 0.6 


NOlo: Quo to limited Mmplo alzo., .... 103 tot sm<dl sidles eohibit I"'go s.>mpling Cl'TOOI. 

SOfJfCO: U.S. Buroau 01 tho Cen:IUs, unpublished M....ch Current Population Sunl.ey dald. 
,,' 
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Table 4FedecalAFDC !It Rehtled Pcogl"ll1l1. Expenditures. 

FY 1'88 through FYm4 ' 

FY88 FY90 FY91 . FV92 F'\'9l FY94 

Alabama 

Alaska 
Arizona 

Arkansas 
Catlromla 

$55. 
$30 

. $69 
$45 

$2,242 

$53 
$ll 
$78 
$46" 

, sl,438 

$53 
$34 
$95 
$47 

($2,112 

$62 

~44 
$131 
$S7 

$3,111 

$79 
$54 

$179 
$S7 

$3,229 

$88. 
$(;2 

$208 
$S6 

$1,2114 

$91 
$64 

$.~J3 ....;,... 
$5G 

$3,594 

Colorado 

Conncdleut 

Delaware 

Dist. or Columbia 

11l0rida 

m 
$126 
$tS 
$50 

$216 

$74 
$138 
$17 
$53 

$247 

$80 
$163 
$19, 
$60 

$175 

$98 
$199 
$22 

$72 

$350 

$111 . 
$209 

$24 

$72 

$477 

~1l0 
$213 
$25 , 

$87 

$510 

$110 
$219 

$16 
$92 

$545 

Georgia 

GWlm 

HawaU 
(daho 

llUnols 

$195 
$3 

$44 

$17 
$448 

$112 
$3 

$51 
$16 

$434 

$129 
$4 

$51 
$18 

$476 

$270 
$6 

$66. 
m 

$511 

$300 
$7 

_ $76, 

$15 
$502 

$118 
$9 

$81 
$27 

S504 

$324 
$11 
$94 
$31 

$548 

Indlall2 

.(owa 

Kansas 

KcatuckJ 
Loulsbna 

$111 
$104 

$59 
$113 
$1J6 

$U8 
$101 

$65 
$124 
$142 

$124 
$102 
$67 

$144 
$150. 

$143 
$116 
$76 

$113.... 
$161 

$163 
$121 
$87 

$184 

$163 

S174' 

S118 
S92 

S187 
$157 

$207 
$127 
$101 

$172 
$153 

Maine' 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michlgaa 

Minnc:sola 

$58 
'$143 

$321 
$774 

$198 

'$63 . 

$154 

$361 
ri54 
$105 

$72 .' 

$169 
$382 
$745 
$110 

$80 
$208. 
$413 
$744 
$l44 

$81 
$108 
$450 
$759 

. $159 

$80 

S213 
S454 
$800 

$162 

$75 
$222 
$450 
$7C 
$261 

MIssIssIppi 

MIssouri 

MontalUll 

Nebraska 

NC'I'ada 

$13 
, $141 

$30 
$39 
$1J 

$74 
$145 

$31 

$40 
$15 

$74 
$1S1 

$31 

$41 
$17 

$79 
$165 

$37 

$46 
$11 

$84" 
$188 

$39 

$52 
$16 

$84 
$199 
SO 
ISO 
$30 

$18 

$210 
$42 
$49 
$34 

New Hampddre 

NewIeney 

NewMcxic:o 
New York 

Norlh Cal'Olina 

$1J 
$281 
$46 

$1,264 
$162 

$14 

$299 
$45 

$1,338 
'$175 

$18 

$309 
$50 

$1,444 

$193 

$17 

$371 
$72 

$1,566 
$ll8 

$32 
$392 
$88 

$1,885 
$169 

$34 

S398 
$97 

$1,958 

$283 

$39 
.$378 
'$119 

$l,ll7 
$286 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

PClUlS1lnnla 

$tS , 
$509 
$91 

$98 
$492 

$18 
$527 
$101 
$108 

$488 ... 

$18 
$553 

. $107· 

$114 
$511 

$11 
$684 

$135 
$139 
$548 

$24 

$702 
$178 
$159 

'$598 

$14 
$705 
$149 
S1S1 

$598 

m 
$722 

$144 
$168 
$605 

Fucno RIco ' 

Rhodelsbnd 
South Carolina 

South Dakota 
Tennessee 

$58 

$49 
$77 

$16 

$103 

$61 
$52 
$77 

$17 

$114 

$62 

$58 
$80 
$17 

. $130 

$6& 
$69 
,$95", 

$20 
$151 

$69 
$76 

$102 
'$21 

$166 

'$74 

$80 
$100 

$21 
. Sl77 

$84' 

$88 

$98 
$22 

$175 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virgin Islandf 

'lirglnla 

$124 
$50 

$19 
$2 

$109 

$250 
S52 
$30 

$2 
~109 

$288 
$S4 
$34 
$2 

$108 

$350 
$64 

$39 
$3 

$llS 

$395 
$68 

$47 

$3 

$138 

S422 

$73 
$45 

$3 
S147 

$4S3 
$71 

. $45 
$4 

$157 

. Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming, 

$139 

$85 
$312 

$12 

$256 
S88 

S287. " 
S13 

$172 
$89 

$273 
·$14 

$293' 
$96 

, S314 

$21 

$3.86 
SlOG 
S326 

$23 

$388 
, S(07 

, UlJ 

S22 

$397 

$110 

$311 
S20 

'." 

.Tolals S10,287 S10,801 $11.604 

•• Nocc! FVU .. fY90 (ndudc::s A FOe bcncGts••dmiClGtcM'Oft and En~,. AssUt .. n«~ 

.- ,f."Y91 .. fY9," indud<::s AfUe ixncCct.s, admini.P:radon. ~c~nc,. AIIUt.an'X. and JOnS~ 

:SlJ;243 $14,517 St4.9t2 S1S,736 



Table 5 
Federal AFDC Caseload Levels 
FY 1988 through FY 1993 

FY88 FYU FY 90 FY9l FY92 FY93 

Alabama 	 45,425 44,820 45,322 47,465 50,631 51,559 
•• ~"-I"~." 

Alaska 	 7,543 , 7,415 7,664 9,416 10,808 12,129 

Arizona 	 32,113 3&,044 43,127 52,645 0,598 70,047 

ArlaUUIII 	 %3,44i 23,914 24,721 25,998 16,769 26,565 

CallCoraia 	 587,179 604,161 652,070 729,170 806,086 859,284 

Colondo 32,909 33,851 35,30 38,171 42.081 41,543 

Coaaec:UCtIt 37,440 38,311 43,548 51,1l3 55,500 57,315 

Delaware 7,555 7,463 8,174 ' ',373 10,661 11,397 

DIst. or Columbia 18,521 18,108 18,534 21,043 11,566 7.4,784 

Florida ltO,627 118,581 134,815 166,006 11l,105 154,006 

Gc«gIa 	 87,831 ,! 92,654 '101,849 118,406 lJ5,9n 141,279 

Guam 1,279 1,170 1,172 1,183 1,183 ' 498 

KawaU lJ,385 i 13,873 14,336 14,948 16,530 18,339 
Idaho 6,430 6,131 6,139 6,784 7,335 7,938 
II1I.tIoIs llO,071 206,895 208,458 111,491 128,615 131,7.61 

indiana 51,975 51,611 53,931 61,117 69,134 73,OlJ 
Iowa 37,082 34,819 34,698 35,150 37,081 36,612 
Kaosar 23,996 lS,1l3 25,800 16,817. 28,741 30,179 
Kmtudtr 58,J40 58,717 66,383 78,308 83,133 82,799 
Loulslana 90,847 91,194 93,869 91,743 91,100 90,019 

Maine 18,001 17,948 19,891 ll,717 23,910 23,854 
Mal.")'laad 63,334 63,130 66,918 74,140 79,8~ 80,199 
Massac:husdti 86,708 88,188 94,816 104,914 ,,111,448 114,441 
Mlchlgaa .113,163 111,919 218,137 17.7,639 ll5,609 ll9,585 
MlnaCl1Ot.a 54,"6 54,639 56,845 60,005 63,656 ' 64,145 

Mississippi 59,681, 59,860 60,013 60,106 60,810 60,079 
MIssouri . 67,778 68,067 70,940 16,m 85,176 89,906 
MoataAa 9,319 9,714 10,109 10,909 11,738'.544 
Nebnulca, 14,671 ' 14,210 14,599 15,479 16,551 16,746 
Nevada 	 6,7.34 7,193 8,147 ?,674 . 11,867 13,006 

New Ham'psh1re 4,317. 4,901 6,161 8,701 10,500 . n,on 
Nt:tJiJ«Rj, 107,063 101,519 107,008 111,430 17.5,847 125,930 
NewMcxkO 20,753 10,3n 19,169 7.4,093 28,764 31,179 
New York 340,890 337,300 " 344,610 371,889 397,172 431,788 
North:CaroIlua 70,586 17,066 , 86,464 105,394 121,417 ' 130,736 

North Dakota 6,495 , 6,ci31 6,698 7,010 7,U3 7,103 
Ohio' , ru,541 lU,187 llS,868 %38,540 ' 164,271 '7.57,903 
Okbboma 35,454 35,930 38,810 ' 41,797 46,837 48,483 
Orq:oa 30,684 32,060 31,739 37,698 41,460 41,591 
PenlU)'lnaala ' 179,319· 174,577 117,678 190,439 ' 100,699 105,435 

Puerto RIco 54,857 57,841 59,264 ,.60,842 61,375 60,709 

Rhodehbnd ' 15,104 15,057' 16,657 19,467 ll,289 ~,19l 

South Carolina 40,874 37,466 38,893 44,446 4',710 53,3i4 
South~kota 5,119 5,489 , 5,565 5,809 6,394 6,494 

Tennessee 67,531 70,575' 16,483 86,899 95,179 107,865 

Texas 169,403 181,598 108,897 139,887 265,819 178,657 

Utah '14,890 14;969 ~,S17. 16,584 17,887. 18,443 ' ' 

j 	 Vennonl' ,7,141 7,015 . 7,743 I 9,1i3 10,047 ,10,009 

VirgIn Islands 989 941, 884 969 1,053 1,083 
Virginia 54,749 ' 53,918 56,154 62,235 70,677 73,650 

'V".lIlnglon ' 75,546 78,031 81,312 811,l89 96,407 101,310 
west Virglnl:l 37,401 3G,08i' 36,888 l8,141 40,469 41,383 
Wisconsin 89,109 81,981, 79;360 80,326 81,680 79,989 
Wyoming S,lll S,Il3 5,281 '. 5,968' ~ 6,625 6,509 

Tol~1s 	 3,742,830 '3,7G5,II41. 3,969,041 4,367,915 ' 4,761,873 4,973,792,. 

http:131,7.61
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Table 6 

I 

Hypothetical Impact in FY 1994 if a~ AFDC Block Grant Provision Similar to 
H.R~ 1214 Had been Enacted in FY 1990 

........ 

(Amounts in millions of dollars) 

Average distribution, 
97.5% or FY88 runding , 

Expenditures 
erence ercent 

Change 

$63 

$28 

S58 

$42 

$2.106 

S68 

S131 

S16 

S54 

S196 , 

S181 

SI 

$43 

S18 

S514 

$115 

,S112 

S55 

S115 

S129 

S65 

S127 

$288 

$794 

S199' 

S66 

S149 

$28 

S81 
" 

S61 

S206 

S51 

S3.475 

S110 

$220 

$24 

S87 

S528 

S306 

Sl1 

S87 

$28 

S517 

$195 

S118 

S95 

S158 

S136, 

S70 

S207 

$427 

S721 

$249 

S72 

S199 

S40 

($18) 

($33) 

(SI48) 

(S9) 

' (SI.369) 

($42) 

(S89) 

:($7) 

(S33) 

($332) 

(SI25) 

(SIO) 

($44) 

(SII) 

:(S3) 

(S80) 

(S6) 

($40) 

($43) 

(S8) 

(S5) 

(S80) 

($139) 

$73 

(S50) 

(S6) 

(S50) 

(SI2) 

-23% 

-54% 

-72% 

-17% 

-39% 

-38% 

-40% 

-32% 

-38% 

-63% 

-41% 

-91% 

,~51% 

~379'0 

-1% 

-41% 

-5% 

-42% 

-27% 

-6% 

-7% 

:"39% 

-33% 

10% 

'-20% 

-9% 

, -25% 

-29% 

Notes: 

• The table estimates the FY 1994, fiscal impactS of an AFDC Blocle Grant. as:;uming implementation 
of the grant in FY 1990. Total funding available to states is fro~s:n S10.030 billion- 97.5% I)f 

Federal AFDC payments, to ,States in Py, 1988. :TheiState grant.eqllals ihe percentage of the at.'erage, ' ' 

State grant to total Federal payments to states between FY85 and FY87. This simulates the provisions ( 
, ' , 

inlhe Shaw welfare proposal. 


... To avoid overstating the effect of a block grant, tJ\e FY94' Amouni docs not include JOBS expenditures . 


••• FY94 Expenditure data provided by Office of Fin~ncial Management, Administration for Children and Fami 

..... HHS/ASPE staff preliminary estimates based upon malerial provided br Chairman Shaw l(j House Ways 


Means members. 


. 
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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 Percentage ' 
of the of the ofthe' Required to Required to 

! Caseload Caseload Caseload be Working or be Working or 
State In 'In In DeniedAFDC Deniecj AFDC 

Work 'JOBS Work or JOBS Under H.R. '1214 Under H.R.1214 
Activities Activities Activities 1997 2000 

ALABAMA 4% 15% 19% 4% 17% 
ALASKA 12% ' 6% 17% 4% ' 17% 
ARIZONA· 6% 3% 8% 4% 17% 
ARKANSAS NA NA NA 4% 17% 

'CALIFORNIA 7% 6% 13% 4% 17% 
COLORADO 11% 11% 22% ·4% 17% 
CONNECTICUT 6% 8% 15% 4% 17% 
DELAWARE 9% 7% 16% 4% 17% 
DISTOF 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% ~ 12% 4% '17% 
INDIANA 8% " 15% 4% 17% 
IOWA 13% 16% , .29% 4% 17% 
KANSAS 12% 16% 28% 4% 17% 
KENTUCKY 13% 4% 17% 4% 17% 
:_OUISIANA 2% 8% 10% 4% 17% 
VlAINE 15% 8% 23% , .4% 17% 
MARYLAND 4% 8% 11% 4% 17% 
MASSACHUSETTS 8% 13% 21% 4% 17% 
VlICHIGAN ,16% 19% 35% ,4% 17% 
VlINNESOTA 11% 7% 18% 4% 17% 
VlISSISSIPPI 8% , 

" 
5% 13% 4% 17% 

VlISSOURI 6% 5% 1.1%£ 4% 17% 
\/IONTANA ,22% 15% 38% 4% 17% 

, \lEBRASKA 31% 26% , 57% 4% 17% 
I 

i \lEVADA 6% 5% 11% 4% 17% 
I '>lEW HAMPSHIRE 11% 11% .' 21% 4% 17% 
: '>lEW JERSEY .', ' - 3% . 7%' , ' 

10% 
l:--7:-:i, 

4% 17% 
! '.lEW MEXICO 9% 15% 24% 4% ' 17% 
: \lEW YORK 4% ' 9% 14% 4% 17% 
. "ORTH CAROLINA 11% 6% 17% '4% 17% 
\fORTH DAKOTA 12% 26% 39% 4% 17% 
)HIO 11% 16% 27% 4% 17% 

I .",! 
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Table 7 

" 

OKLAHOMA' 8% 11% 19% 4% 17%i 
ORE:GON 17% 9% 26% 4% 17%1 
PENNSYLVANIA, 5% 12% 17% 4% , , 

.,,~ .. -" 17%1 
RHODE ISLAND 4% 15% 20% 4% .:,••• '.',:,,,*" 

17% 
SOUTH CAROLINA 10% 11% 21% 4% , . 17% 
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%1 
WEST VIRGINIA· 5% 42% 47% 4% 17% 
WISCONSIN 18% , 13% 31% 4% 17% 
WYOMING 34% 8% 42% 4% 17% 
TERRITORIES . 1%' 7% , 7% 4% 17% 
TOTAL 8% 9% 17% ·4% 17% 



----- ----

.. 	 . Table 8 

EFFECnVc WAGE AT 35 HOURS WORK PER WEEKTO EARN AFDC & FOOD ,STAMPS 
. FOR A ONE-PARENT FAMILY OF .THREE PERSONS, JULY 1994 

Stat•• 

Alabama 
Alaska .. 
Arizona 
Mansas 
California 

Colorado 
CoMOCtlcut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii .. 
Idaho 
illinois 
Indilma 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
louisiana 
M4Ine 

Matyland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan fl/ayne Co.) 
M"umesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire. 


New: Jel'$ey 

New Mexico 

New York (N.Y.C.)· 

North Carolina '~ 


North Dakota 


Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsytvanla 

Rhode Istand 


South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Vic'ginla 
Wisconsin 

Wyoming 
Guam 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 

Average 
Weighted Average 

Annual 

AFOC 


: $?088 
, 11;196 

4,284 
2,568 
7,404 

4,392 
8,280 
'4,176 
5,160 
3,756 

3,480 
8,664 
3,924 
4,644 

' 3.576 
. '. 
5,232 
5,268 
2,844 
2,400 
5,136 

4,596 
7,068 
5,628 
6,504 
1,64~ 

3,624 
5,112 
4,488 
4,296 
6,720 

2,508 
4,892 
7,044 
3,384 
5,292 

4,212 
4,008 
5,640 
5,172 
6,768 

2,520 
5,280 
2,328' 
2,376 
5,088 

7,920 
4,368 
6,672 
3,156 
'6,324 

4,440 
4,080 
2,280 
3,000' 

$4,850 

4,782 
- .....-;.........!... .. ­

.. ' 

Effectfv. 

Wag. 


$1.15 
6.15 
2.35 
1.41. 
4.07 

2.41 
4.55 . 
2.29 
2.84 
2.06 

1.91 
4.76 
2.16 
2.55 
1.96 . 

2.87 
2.89 
1.56 	 .. 
1.32 
2.82 

2.53 
3.88 
3.09 
3.57 
0.90 

1.99 
2.81 

2;47 

2.36 
3.89 

1.38 
2.58 ..3.87 
1.86 

' 2.91 

2.31 
2.20 
3.10 
2.84 
3.72 

1.31J 
2.90 
1.28 
1.31 
2.80 

4.35 

2AO 

3.67 
1.73 

'3.47 

2.44 
2.24 
1.25 

. 1.65 

$2.66 

2.63 

AFOC& 
Food 


Stamp. 


$5,628 
13,932 

7,380 
6,108 
9,564 

7,452 
10,176 
''',298 
7,992 
7,008 

6,816 
13,164 

7,128 
7,692 
6,876 

8,040 
8,268 
6,372 
5,940 
7,968 

7.752 
9,324 
8,316 
8,928 
5,180 

6,912 
7,956 
7,524 
7,380 
9,084 

6,048 
7,668 
9,504 
6,744 

.8,088 

1 7,332 
7,188 
8,748 
8,004 
9,576 

6,060 
8,076 
5,868' 
5,916 
7,944 

9,924 
7,440 
9,360 
6,588 
8,808 

7,488 
9,240 
2,280 
7,344 

$7,873 

7,734 

eflocUv. 
Wag. 

.: : ............ -" 

$3.09 
7.65 
4.05 
3.36 
5.25. 

4.00 
5.59 


.4.01 

4.39 
3.65 

3.75 
7.23 
3.92 

.. 4.23 
,3.78 

4.42 
4.54 
3.50 
3.26 
4.38 

4.26 .' 
5.12 
4.57 . 
4.91 
2.85 

3.80 
4.37 
4.13 
4.05 
4.99 

3.32 
4.21 
5.22 
3.71 
4.44 

4.03 
3.95 


' 4.81 

4.40 

5.26' 


3.33 
4.44 
3.22 
3.25 
4.36 

5.45 
4.09 
5.14 
3.62 
4.84 

4.11 
5.08 
1.25 

1
4 .04 

$4.33 

4.25 

Note: 	Under the prOll!$Ions 01 TeFRA (1002), payment stand....ds 8t\d benefit calculatioos "or AFOC & Food StM.ps ....e rounded down ~ the nearest doll..... 
The Calculatlon 01 the Food 'Stamp benefit assumes an e~cess shelter cost deduction 0150% Of the allowable maximum:: Effective wage calculati.oos. 
assume a 52 wool< vear. 


