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Summary of Changes· 

Between Committee Reported Bills and 


The Personal Responsibility Act (H.R. 1214) 

House Republican Welfare Proposal 


-- March 15 (9:00 a.m.) -­

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES 

• 	 State Allotment: The funding fo.rmula fo.r determining a state's share has been mo.dified. 
States Wo.uld have the cho.ice o.f the' greater o.f either: 

(a) o.ne-third o.f the Federal o.bligatio.ns to. the state fo.r AFDC and EA benefits, JOBS, and 
AFDC administratio.n between FY 1992 and FY 1994; o.r 

(b) Federaio.bligatio.ns.to. the state. under fo.r AFDCand EA benefits, JOBS, and AFDC . 
administratio.n in FY 1994 multiplied by the ratio. o.f Federal o.utlays fo.r AFDC and EA 
benefits, JOBS~ and AFDCadministratio.n in FY 1994 to. Federal o.bligatio.nsto. states in FY 
1994 fo.r AFDCand EA benefits, JOBS and AFDC administratio.n. 

The blo.ck grant'allo.catio.n increased slightly by $35 millio.n per year. (Also., the Secretary o.f . 

HHS Wo.Uld be given the autho.rity to. determine the percentage by which each .state's 

allQcatiQn WQuid be reduced.) 


• 	 . Work requirements: A ~tate's required work participation rate would be set at 4% in 1996 . 
and wQuldrise to. 50% by 2003 fQrall (Le., not just I-parent) families and would increase 
frQm 50% to 90% by 1998 for two-parent families. A separate rate fQr 2-parent families still 
exists. 

• 	 Pro-rata Reductions in the Required Work Participation Rate: The participation rate 
would be reduced by the same percentage as the AFDC caseload was reduced from 1995 
levels, .butreductions required by Federal law would not count. . 

• 	 Work Definition: Work activities would include job search andjob readiness activities for 
the first four weeks an individual was required to participate. Single-parent families WQuid 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, there is no. longer a phase-in of thenumber of hours. 

• 	 Allowable Work Activities: ParticipatiQn in activities other than those defined as work 
activities would QnlycQunt tQwards the participation requirement if, for single-parent families, 
individuals participated in work activities for 20 hours per week and, for two-parent families, 
individuals participated in wQrk activities for 30 hours per week (number of hours have. 
changed). Educational activities for those over 20 would never count. towards the 
participatiQn requirement. 

TITLE II: CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 

• 	 Baby Doe Certification: A certification has been added to the bill since previQus versions. 
New language requires ~tates to certify they have procedures in place to. act on repQrts 
regarding the medical neglect Qf disabled infants. 
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H.R. 1214 Summary of Changes - continued 

• 	 Block Grant Funding Level: The dollar amount for the authorized component of funding 
has changed from $514million to.$486 million. The difference appears to adjust for 
programs not repealed by the Education and Economic Opportunity Com:ffiittee. 

• 	 Method used to detennine funding distribution formula: The committee reported bill gave 
a funding formula that allowed states to claim a proportion offunding based on the higher of 
(1) their proportion of funding for FY 1994 or (2) their proportion of funding for FY 1991 " ' 
through 1994. In HR 1214 the formula is based on a proportion of the average obligations 
which will lead to a different allocation than under the committee reported bill. Previous 
versions have cited the average of 1991 through 1994, while HR 1214 refers to the average of 
1992 through 1994. . 

• Funding - 30 Percent Transfer: HR 1214 includes a provision allowing up to 30 percent of 
.funds .from the Child Protection Block Grant to be transferred to other block grants. 	 It was " 
our understanding that the Ways and Means Committee had removed this provision during 
markup. 

,I. ' Authorization Level for Clearinghouse ~d Hotline on Missing and Runaway Children: 
Previous versions of the bill included'an authorization level of $3 million, but HR1214 shows 
anauthorlzation level of $7 million for this program. 

• Data Collection: Data reporting now includes services provided under ','equivalent" state 
, , child protection and child welfare programs as well as through this block grant (page 78, lines 

7-10). In addition, several data elements that were to be collected have been dropped or 
modified. Dropped from the list are the number of those children 'receiving preventive 
services' for whom later substantiated reports of abuse or neglect are received (old item 5); 
reasons for foster care placements (old item 11); number of re-entries to foster care (old item 
16); and number of children for whom there isa permanency plan in place(old item 17). 
Changed are old item 8 (new number 7) which used to count the number of children in each 
type of foster care placement and now counts the average monthly number of children in each 
type of placement; and item 3 which now includes reporting of children receiving services 
under equivalent state programs as well as through the federal child protection programs. 

• 	 Additionru Repeals: HR 1214 includes two additional program repeals not included in 
previous versions of the bill, both of Department of Justice programs. . 

TITLE III: BLOCK GRANTS FOR CmLD CARE AND NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 

• 	 Allotment of Funds to States: In the second year of the block grant, 95% (previously 90%) 
of funding is allotted in proportion to its 'share of preceding fiscal year funding. The 
remaining 5 percent of funding is allotted based on: 

• 	 for the family nutrition block grant -- the relative number of individuals in each 
state who received assistance under the family nutrition block grant in, the .year. ending 
June 30 of the preceding fiscal year to the total number such individuals, or 

• 	 for the school-based 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. 

',' . 
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H.R. 1214 Summary of Changes -- continued 

In the third and fourth fiscal years: 90% (previously 80% for the third year 70% for the 
fourth year) of funding is allotted in proportion to its share of preceding fiscal year funding, 
and 10 percent is·allottedbased on the relative number of people (for the family nutrition 
grant) or meals (for the school-based nutrition grant) served. 

In the fifth fiscal year, 85 % (previously 60 %) of funding is allotted in proportion to its share 
of preceding fiscal year funding, and 15 percent is allotted based on the relative number of 
people or meals served. 

• 	 Use of Amounts: In addition, states must also ensure that food service programs are 
established and carried out in private nonprofit schools and Department of Defense domestic 
dependents' schools on an equitable basis with food programs in public schools. 

• 	 Assistance to Children Enrolled in Private Nonprofit Schools and Department of Defense 
Domestic-Dependents'Schools: If the Secretary arranges for such assistance, the amount of 
the grant for such state shall be reduced by the amount of the assistance provided to the 
private'or domestic dependents' schools. In addition, the Secretary of Agriculture shall make 
available to the Secretary of Defense funds and commodities to establish and carry out food 
service programs for students in Department of Defense overseas dependents' schools. The 
amount of needed funds and commodities will be determined by the two Secretaries, and will 
be reserved from the amounts available to the .states for the school-based .nutrition block grant. 

TITLE IV: RESTRICTING WELFARE AND PUBLIC BENEFITS FOR ALIENS 

Adds Medicaid and Food Stamps to the list of programs that legal immigrants would be 
generally ineligible for. poes not bar legal immigrants from the education and training 
programs included in the EEO bill. 

Drops provision requiring state agencies to report to INS 
> 

the names, addresses and other 
identifying information of illegal aliens with children who are U.S; citizens. 

Adds new section restricting the eligibility of "legal nonimmigrants" (a variety of "non-green 
card" immigrants) for any Federal, state, or local means-tested public assistance. Specifically 
exempts asylees, temporary agriculture workers, and persons granted withholding of 
deportation. Also exempted are non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance (including emergency . 
medical services,and various housing and community development programs administered by 
HUD. Grandfathers current legal nonimmigrant recipients for 1 year. 

Changes the exemption for illegal aliens from "emergency medical services" to "non-cash, in­
kind emergency assistance (including emergency medical services)." This would appear to 
allow illegal aliens to receive emergency disaster relief assistance. Also exempts various 
housing and community development programs administered by HUD from the general 
eligibility bar applied to illegal aliens. 

Adds to the exceptions to the eligibility bar 'on legal immigrants for the 5 major programs 
active duty military personnel and spouses/children of veterans and active military. 
Includes for legal immigrants the exemption related to non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance 
(including emergency medical services). 
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H.R. 1214 Summary of Changes -- continued 

Adds a: provision that would only apply deeming until citizenship to immigrants whose 
sponsors had signed new, legally binding affidavits of support. 	 ­

Includes a more specific definition of "means tested public benefits program" that appears to 
exempt most public health programs from the immigrant eligibility restrictions, but also likely 
includes Head Start under the restrictions (for example, illegal alien children and certain legal 
nonimmigrant children would be ineligible, future legal immigrant children would be subject 
to deeming until citizenship). 

_... ,_" TITLE V: FOOD STAMP REFORM AND COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION 

[summary forth_coming] 

TITLE VI: 'SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS' 

• 	 Denial of Benefits to Addicts: H.R. 1157 had provided for $400 million over five years be 
devoted to providing substance abuse treatment through the Capacity Expansion Program and 
to funding medication development research through the National Institute on Drug Abuse. 
H.R. 1214 now also amends the authorizing legislation for the Capacity Expansion Program, 
transforming it from a discretionary grant program to a formula grant, distributed according 
to the same formula as the alcohol and drug treatment block grant. Certain existing 
requirements in the Capacity Expansion Program (e.g. a state match) would be maintained, 
and some requirements from the alcohol and drug treatment block grant (e.g. priority for 
residential treatment services for pregnant women) would apply to the new funding as well. 
Additional funds provided for treatment through this provision would not be tied to the 
population denied SSI benefits. 

• 	 SSI Disabled Children: H.R. 1214 now includes a definition for personal assistance 
services. 

TITLE VII: CmLD SUPPORT 

• 	 State Case Registry--H.R. 1214 does not require the establishment of state case registry as a 
state law requirement, as did H.R. 1157., However, a State plari requirement has been added. 

• 	 Distribution--The definition of Federal share has been expanded to incorporate a Federal 
"reimbursement percentage for cases in which support was not owed to the family for any 
month in which the family received AFDC as an alternative to H.R. 1157's definition of 
Federal share (i.e., FMAP). The effective date for the new distribution requirements have 
been changed from 10/1/97 to 10/1/99, except distribution requirements (including the 
elimination of the $50 pass through) for individuals receiving temporary family assistance. 

The effective date for new,distribution rules for these families has been changed from 10/1/96 
to 10/1/95. 

• 	 Incentive Payments-:..H.R. 1214 omits the reduction of incentive payments (by between 3 and 
15 percent) associated with failure to meet the paternity establishment measure or to submit 
reliable data to the Secretary. The IV-D paternity establishment performance measure (that 
had been increased to 90 percent) has now been reduced to 75 percent. 
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H.R. 1214 Summary of Changes -- continued 

• 	 Income Withholding/New Hire Directory--The administration (Le., tracking/monitoring) of 
non-IV-0 withholding by a public entity has been made optional. Reporting requirements for 
multistate have been added. The requirement for SSN matching to all cases in the registry 
has been limited to just IV-O cases. 

• 	 Modification and Review--The requirement for mandatory reviews now provides a provision 
for taking into account the best interests of the child involved as a basis not to review (as' 
under current law). 

.• . Credit Reporting--Formally there was no provision requirement expanded access to credit 
reports. In the most recent version, H.R. 1214 amends the Fair Credit Reporting Act to 
expand access to credit reports for use by IV-Oagencies in all child support activities. 
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FROM WASHINGTON 
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Guidance on new Republican welfare reform bill 
February 9, 1994 

BACKGROUND: 

Rep. Clay Shaw is scheduled to announce a new version of ' House Republicans' 
welfare reform legislation in a speech to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce this 
morning. It is expected to replace the existing individual entitlement for 
AFDC benefits with a capped entitlement to the states (essentially a block 
grant); maintain the ban on cash aid to ,teenage mothers in some form; and 
retain most other features of the original Personal Responsibility Act. He 
is also expected to say that he intends to work with Democrats in Congress 
to include most of the child support provisions in our welfare reform bill. 

, ) 

KEY TALKING POINTS: 

Welfare reform must be about a paycheck, not a welfare check. Welfare 
reform should include requirements that everyone who can work does work. 

,We put forward a strong centrist'proposal to do just that -- with work 
requirements, time limits, and temporary supports like education, training, 
and child care. We won't have ended welfare as we know it until the 
central focus of the program is to move people off welfare and into a 
private sector job so that they can support themselves and their families. 

Our goal must be to lift people up from dependence to independence, not 
just to punish them because they happen to be poor, young, or unmarried. 
We intend to ~ork with Congress on a bipartisan basis, but we continue to 
oppose any plan to deny assistance to young mothers, break up families, 
punish children for their parents' past mistakes, or put children in 
orphanages. These extreme ideas are opposed by many Republicans as well, 
and we hope they will be dropped. 

'" ," 

Tough child support enforcement must be a centerpiece, of welfare reform. 
We're pleased that House Republicans intend to adopt our proposals for 
child support enforcement, which was a key agreement reached at the Working 
Session on Welfare Reform. If we're going to end welfare as we know it, we 
must make sure that all parents -- fathers and mothers alike -- take 
'responsibility for the children they bring into this world. 



, 
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DRAfT - March 17 (":COrm) 

The Personal Responsibility.Act 
House Republican>WelfareProposaI 

, , . ,. " . 

Summary and,'Discussion ofH~R. 1214 

" 

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANT TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES' 
, " 

t /: ·r •BlOCk Granting of AFDC 

.Proposal 
" , 

, ,ThePerso~aI Responsibility Act would'elimi~ate all e~i$tin~ ~tatUtory'langiiage on the purposes, 
administration, and requirements of the AFDC, ,JOB~; EA, and Quality Control programs~ and, replace 
them, with 'a block grantto states'to provide assista9ce,toneedy fiuriilies and their children: end 
welfare dependency, promote, work and marriage, and dis'courage out..;pf-wedlock births. Elifuinated, 
for ,example, would be provisions on individual entitlements; fraud, fait hearings; state financial, 
participation;consi$tenfstandards of need, who in the family is eligible~ and statewide program _ 
ayailability., ' ' " " , 

',The transitional, at-risk, and IV-A JOBS child care programs' also would ,be repealed. 
, ~' ,~, • r, • ~. " ' .' 

'States ~ould be required to operate work, chil~' support~ child protection, foster care and adoption' 
programs. ", ',' ,"', ' ", ' 

. ,',' 

,Discussion 
" , " 

This provisi~m would have,adverse effect~on low-income families andcouldpote~tially deny many 

needy families their primary means of financial SllPPOrt . The bill is designed to, allow states the 

flexibility to address the ri~eds.of the low income populations ,of the state, in a mariner ,whiCh the state 

deems appropriate; However, many states may.not have'the ability to p,ro~ide for tl:J.e effective " 

administration of public aid and, under the provisions of thePersonal,RespohsibilitY Act,' there would 

be no meaDs to ensure that services afainily might need wouldbe'available. ,The historical record of 


, states in the administration of public' aid is a mix:ed record that';varies considerably among states. ' , 
'. • . . . r. . .' 

Given the removat,of ~lmost, all' federal oversight requirements, the federal'go~ernmen~ would have' 
, little ability to, require states to meet basic, st~ndar~s of fairness~ ~tates are allowed, to impose any 

benefitJevel or time limit on a case-by-case:basis. The state would also be allowed to treat married, 

couples differently from single-parent families and, for example~ place on these, families more severe 


.eligibility criteria. In times of budget cris~s;'a' state, may' eliminate families from the assis~nce ro1ls 
, in.order to' meet b~lanced budget requirements. 'This :r~ises serious equity 'issues; some families 


within a state might be denied benefits despite:havi~g· equal needs and .similar ~haracteristic~ to. a 

fan:ily that recei:v~s ~id: Although local. charitable: organizations ma~7provide services ~when~tat~ ", . 

asslstanc~ ceases, 'IUS IIkelY,that they would not be ~bl~ to m~etthe Increased demand for, prIvate 

services.. 


_ t" .t '''', 

, , ' 
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, " 

Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) - qJNinued 

Further, the removal of federal oversight would signifi:cantlY reduce safeguards to ensure basic client 

~ protections. The removal of due process and fair hearing fequirements would effectively eliminate ' 

the federal governmerit'sability to 'ensure that benefits were distributed in a fair and equitable ' .' 


, , 
'manner. While' no state would intentionally operate a deficient system, states may be unable to ensure 
these baSic protectioris. .' 	 . 

. Currently, the' AFDC program is funded. through an' open-ended federal ..state match. EliIDinating the . 
entitlement status ,of AFDC and moving to a block,grcmtprogramwQuld,have adverse consequenceS' 
for states' ability to handle economic-and demographic changes., ,One of the more important benefi~ 
of the entitlement status of AFDC is the considerable protection it o~ers stateS during times of 
,reCession. When the unemployment rate' in a: state increases, 'federal dollars :automatically flow in" 
ways that help maintain 'the economy and proteCt citizens. It is not unconUnon for caseloads to rise 
20 or even 40 percent in a year pr two as a'reeessionhits., Cutrentiy, the federal.government pays ail· ' 
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 of 80,' 
percent of the benefits of AFDC plus food stamps. " " . -, 	 . 

A block grant has 'no such stabilizing effect. The state woul'd ,be faced with a greater need to provide 
assistance at exactly ,the same time thatthe state would face losses in tax revenues. States may be 
forced.to cut hack on suppprt ata time when private resour~, boththose of fanliiies and those of 
Pfivate charities, are 'significantly diminished. " .. ' 

Entitlement programs also automatically adjust for demographic shifts .. .Qemographic changes caused 
: by migration and immigration carl 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. ' 

.' . -,' . . 	 . 

Funding and State Allotment 

Proposal 

The Title I block grant would be a capped entitlemenfto states which would allocate $15,390,296,000 
'. 	 for each year·fromFY 1996 through FY,2000. Additiorially, for the years 1997 through 2000, $100 . 

million per year would be made available to compensate states for increases'in'population. 'Each 
year, eachstate the experienced growth.wouldreceiye a share of the $100 J1lillion equal to their share 
'of the total population growth across all states. . stateS. Withconstani or decfeasing population would " 
not have their grant reduced. ' , " . 

Each state would be allotted a fixed amount of the Title I funds. Each ~tate's share would be equal to 
the greater of: 	 . 

I' 	 . . 

(a) one-third ofthe federal obligations 'to the state 'for AFDC and EA benefits, JOBS, arid AFDC 
. administration betw,een FY 1?92aildFY 1994; or . . . 

. , . 	 . 
(b) federal obligationsto'the state under for AFDC:and EA, benefits,iOBS, and.AFDC ~dministration 

, in FY 1994; , 

-- multiplied by the r~tio 6f federai ,outlays for AFDC and EA benefits'; JOBS, and AFDC· 
administration ~n FY 1994' to .federal' obligations ·to state~. in FY 1'994 for AFDC and EA benefits; 
JOBS and AFDC·administration.' , 

',2 
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Analysis of ::me PRA (H.R. 1214) -'" cOnliIWed ' 

Since this fonnula· would result in allocations greater than the $15,390,296,000 availabie under Title 
I, a reduction. fonnula would be used to 'fit the allocations within the designated funding limit.· 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 ~pending ~ould'be reduced by more than $9.9 billi()n ~ver five 
years, a reduction of approximately 11 percent over current baseliiu:~ projections. This reduction 
includes increased federal spending on Food Stamps of approximately $2.4 billion. The dramatic 
reduction in spending woul<i make it nearly impossIble for, states.to continue providing assistance at ' 
current levels. 

Funding to states would decline over time, since the ,block graIit is capped, but AFDC spending 'undet:. 
current law is projected to rise by about 2 to 3 percent a year throughFY ~OOO." Under the Personal 

, Responsibility Act, federal savings would be $977 million in FY 1996, an 8 percent reduction in 
projected federal funding to the states,.. By FY 2900, federal savings would beat $2.963 billion, a 
15.5 percent reduction in projected current law federal funding to;states. ' 

There is likely to be a parallel reduction in state AFDC spending: Ari even sh~er' roo,uctionis 
possiple since the bill cOntains no state matching or inaintenance of effort requirements: Under· 
current law, state spending on AFDC is matched by federal funding. In poorer states su6h as . 
Mississippi and Alabama, each $1 dollar spent by the 'state 'is matched by approxi.tnately $4 in federal 
spending.' Converting AFDC to a block grant would eliminate thema,tch, and some st~tes would 
decrease their spending on AFDC .related programs. ' . . . 

The conversion of AFPC from 'an entitlement to a block grant would also worsen the. effects of ' . 
economic downturns. Entitlement programs like AFDCare countercyclical. -: federaI payments to 
states increase during recessionary periods as caseloads r·ise..If AFDCis converted 'to a block grant, 
states would not receive additional fedenlldollarsduring recessions. Thus, states would be' forced to 

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

The bill authori~es an additional $100 million in spending pery~ for FY 1997 through FY 2000, in 
order to compensate states for overall 'population growth. Because, the additiox.uu funds would be 

. distributed solely on the basis of oveflillpopulation growth, Jhesefunds would not respond directly to. 
changes in the poverty rate or number of persons needinir assistance. 'This 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 during ~he tiIne 
. period the block 'grant waS in effecL To illustrate this, if.the block grant had been implemented in 

FY 1990, then the total funding available for, states for each year of the block grant would have bee'n· 
frozen at the level of expenditures in FY 1988.. States would have been allocated funding based on 
the distribution of federal AFDC-payments to states between FY 1986 aIidFY 1988. This allocation 

'method would have been especially hannfl1l to stateslluit were 'experiencing increases in caseload and 
spending during this time, such as California, Florida, Texas, New York, and Washington~ These' 
states would have been among the biggest losers,with Caiiforniareceiving the largest dollar reduction . 
($1.4 billion), and Arizona receiving the largest percentage reduction{73%). . , 
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Analysis ofThePRA (H.R.1214) ~continued 

Or'the SO' states, the District of Only Michigan and Wisccinsinwould'have' benefitted from the 'bl~ck 

grant. ' Since both Michigan and Wisconsin had decreasing caseloads and expenditures'between'FY90 

and FY94, their shares in FY, 1994 would have ~een greater, ilian their actual expenditures. 


The block grant would have allowed states with deCreasing caseloa~ to accumulate extra AFDC 
funding while states with increasing' easeloads would have faced tremendou~ reductions in feq.eral 


,dollars. Some states would have benefitted from a block grant that prod~ced a national ,reduction in , 

'AFDC spending'of '33 percent. This is clearly apoor'method,for targetirig,Jederal dollars. 


. '. '." " 

The wide variation in state losses,that would have resulted also underscores the need 'for an:annual 
adjustm~nt-of state shares. The large 'losses,in states such as California and'Florida are 'largely the 

", ,result of caseload,and expenditure growth that is w~ll above the national averag~:- For example, " 
; ,Florida" astate with rapidly increasing AFDCexpenditutes, would, have exper:ienced a loss of 

approximately 63percenL A state such as Maine, w~.~chhas_ a relatively stab~e caseload~ ,would have­
, faced a reduction of only 6 percent: " ' , ,,"'" ;', " " "', . 

. " . , <' , 

Adjustment in Allocation Based on Non-marital Birth.Ratio 
:,'" " 

Proposal· 

Block grant amounts to states'~ould be adjusted for a decrease in: the rate'of non-marital births. Such' 

rate is defined as the total'of non-marital births, . pIuS any increase in the number of abortions' in the 

state relatiVe to the previous year, 811 divided by the, total number qf births. Each data element would 


. be measured in the most r~cent year for 'which statisticS' wereava'ilable. BeginDing in 1988, states 

whose non-marital birth ratio is 1- percentage pOint lowei thait' the ratio in "1995 Would receive as' 

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

,receive a 10 percent increase in their gra~t. ,(Howeve~, it is unclear whether these bonus payments 

would constitute an increase in the ca:ppedamourit or if the bonus payments would be maae at the 

expense of states who failed to achieve decre~es,.)" " ", 


Discussion 

It will be difficult to predict what effects using thisrati~ to adjust state,block grant funding will have 
on the number of non-marital births ,or the r~tes 'ofabortion in th.e welfare population .. First, the 
calculation counts aU non-marital births. whether they occurred to women on ,public assistan~ 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 define4, the ratiomightbemeasuiing births and abortio~fiom' two different,time periods. 
,; 

Third, ,becauseab'ort'ions and non-marital hirthswould b~ combi~ed in the same measure; the. 

,incentive structure'of this pr,ovision is complex' and difficult to predict. In some eases, states could 

. quaiify for the bonus there was no change' in the· rate of non..~ital births relative ~o total birthS~· . In 

some cases· states in which there is an increase in abortions c6ul~ also qualify fo~ the bonus. 

However, since abortions are in the measure, states are sent a strong message that. by' reducing the 


, rate of abortions will affect their chances of qualifying. for the block grant adjustment; 

, , " '. I " ",'.,! , " :: " . '. '" ' 

Historical analysis of abortions and births between 19.88 and 1990 (theJatest year.for which abortion . 

data is available) show thatonly two states wo~ld' havequalifiea for the bonus in 1990 .. Neither of 

these states reduced non-marital births .relaiive'to total births. J'he orily state to achieve a reduction in ' 

its number of non-marital births relative .to totafbirths was Texas, and Texas would .not have qualified 

for the bonus because this' reduc:tion was accompanied by a ,big enougn increase in abo~tions. . 
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Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) - coltlinued 

..	Finally, administrative dat~ collected on nori-marital :births and 'abortions is' imperfeCt. AB of 1989, 

the marital status 'of mothers was not dir~tly reported in 6 state$, -'California, ConnectiC1lt, 

Michigari. Nevacia, .New York and texas ,..:. and has to be inferred by ~mparlng ,child and parent 

Surnames, paternities established and'other factors. As of 1990"abortion datawas report~ by only 

35 states. States that did not report abortion data include California, ConneCticut,; Florida, Illinois,' 

and Pennsylvania,. In the remaining states, abortions are often unClerreported,and difficult to verify. 

Including abortions in the ratio could simply increase the incentiveS~o under.;report ~f.>ortionS .. There . 

is also a signific;mt hig in the collection of this data. 'Currently published data ,on non-marital births· 

is oruy avaiiable through 1992 and data on abortions through 1990. . 


, 	 ' . /. ' 

, Rainy Day Ftind, 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act includes two "rainy day" funds intended to aid states in the 'event of 

, unexpected increases in need a..rDorig the AFDC. eligible, popuiatioll .. States may accumulate unspent 

'block grant funds from on~year to the next for the purPose of providiIlg emergency assistance. ' 

· Amounts accrued in exCess of 120 percent of a state's annual allocation may be tr~ferred 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' admini~tered by the Secretary · 
of HHS from which eligible'states could borrow. Eligible states are those'with,3-month average' , 

· unemployment rates in 'excess of 6.5 percettt and at least 10 percent higher than either of the previous 

2 years. {While the trigger is baseq on athree ~onth average unemployment rate, it is unclear: 

whether this trigger would be recalculated every month based on 'a three month moving average ' 


, unemployment rate, or calculated once per quarter.} In.each fiscal year, a state may not borrow more 

than $100 million or half of'its anriual'blockgrant amount, whichever is less. States would have to 


· repay the loans, with interest,' within. three years. ", . 


Discussion 

The state rainy day account proposal may well have little iri1pacf because it is much more likely that 

,states WOUld, rim outof fund~, particularly iii times pf receSsiott, than accumulat!! ~nspent funds. 

However, allowing states to transfer savings in excess of 120 percent would create a'perverse ' 

incentive for states to und,erspend these block grant dollars so that they can accumulate enough 


· reserVes to transfer the funds for:altogether other uses, such' as building highways or maintaiI)ing 

parks. ' 


.' , ' 

, The federal rainy day· fund trigger does not account for factors besides unemployment that- can cause 

the AFDC caseload to increaSe. For example~ an increase in the child popOlationcan lead,to higher, " 


" child poverty rates and' higher than average' increases in AFDC usage., Even when ,a . recession causes ' 
a significant increase in AFDC caseloads, states would not necessarily reach the unemployment level 
(Le., 6.,5 percent) that triggers eligibility for a rainy day ,loari if they previously had particularly low 
levels of unemployment -- ~.g .• .less than 4.4 per~ept. .. .' 

Many states in. need would not qIiaHfyfor the ·fund a~d the proposed fund will not be large enough to 

c~)Ver states who do qualify. Analysis shows that evenduring' periods of high unemployment. many 

states'would experience prolonged spells during which they would notqual~fy,to bortow from the 

fund bc:caus~.although their ,u'nemployment rateswere over'6.5 pe'rcent, the rates were dropping .. 


,I 
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, 
 . 
.If the AFDC block"grant had been~plemented in FY '1990, states wqu.ld have' lost about ,$15: biliion " , 
in funding between 1990 and 1994, and over $10 l;>illi.on 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 ....ot high enough, or because the state had already reached it's ,maximum h)an 
amount. Roughly half the states would, have reache4, their maximum loan balance, and no stateswbuld 

, have anY"surplus with which to repay the loans by 1994. 'The,fund woul,j'have had to have been' 
about four times tbeproposed $1 billion to Cover ,the potential, borrowing of states that would have 
qualified. This situation would also be the case if'claims, continue to rise as they have smce 1988. 

,~ , " '., 	 ~',". 	 . 

There is a' substantial lag of up to 5 months between the time a staieactuall~'hitsthe unemployment 

, trigger and when unemployment data becomes available for determining if as~te is eligible for the 

, loan.' Under these conditions, state administrators would not be able'to determine in' advance how' . 


much they could spend' on benefits sinde' they ~olda'not know when o~' if they could qualify fO,r a ' 

federal loan. They would hoJd back leaving families' in need of and' otherwise eligible for benefits,' 

,without support. ' 	 " 

" 

Recentexperience,also shows thatthe $'1 billion loan fund is not sufficient to cover, the neeq for 
additjonal federal support during a recession. Under ,thecum:mt' entitlement structure, because the 


"number of needy people increased;'the'federal government spent fucreaSing amounts on the AFDC 

program in the years,imm~iately after 1989.:ln 1990, the federal goveinment spent $863 Illillion 
 ,I, 

more and by 1992 if was spending around'$3billion more. 

Not only wouid' states experience' substantially diminished support from 'the federal government during 
a recession,. but making thii{ money available' only through a loan nieaDs that states, will be requiredt<:> 
bear all the additional costs (Plus interest) of increased poverty due to receSsions'. 'This requirement 
'COUld discourage states froinapplying 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 is 
unrealistic because it assumes that all states. experiencing econoinic down~i:ns would fully recover' 
and be, in a strong enough fiscal condition to: pay back the loan in a relatively short period of time~ "", 
The three year repayment period begins immediately even if the state has not yet recovered from the 
recession, and given that states may take out new loans yearly if 'they qualify, s'ome states may , 

. ' continue to take out new 'loans to meet 3-year debt obligations on existing loans. .. 	 . " 

State Requirements and Prohibitions 

Proposal, 

Benefits would have to be used to serve'Ja:milieswith a minor child. States could not use federal 
block grant funds ,to 'provide benefits to: " 	 . 

• • ,. • 	 ',t 

(1) 	 F~ilies who havet>een on,the rolls fo~ 5 cumulative years;- , ' , ." , , 
(2) 	 , I~dividuals receiving benefits under Title II, of the bill., SSI(except f9r some serviceS in Title 

VI) or Old Age Assistance unless such benefit~ 'are treated as income, in determining benefit ' 
" levels; , ' ",' , 	 " 

(3) 	 Non-citizens, except veterans. certain refugees 'in the U.S; less thanSyears and aged non": 
/'citizens'wl,1ohave resided in the U;S.' more than 5 years (seeTitle IV); .',,' 


(4)., Minor mothers with children born out-of-wedlock (until they reach 18); 

(5) 	 . Children born while parent is on AFDCor to parents whoreceived':'welfare·at any time' 


'during the 10 month period ,ending with the birth of the, child (i.e., tamily,cap);and 


" ,
'. ' 
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(6) Families not. cooperating with.~~e state child support enforcemel1:t agency or to establish 
paternity who have not"assigned tc) the state,the.thild's clairp r~ghtS against non-eustoclial 
parentS.' .' . '.: 't' - ' ' 

In addition; beginning 1 y~ar follo~ing ~~eriactment of the bill, states must pay a reduced benefit (a . 
fine) to children who~e paternity is not established .. ·The redtictionw~uldbe either $50 or 15 percent' 
of the montl;11y benefit (state 'choice) and would be in effect until paternity' was established. Once 
.p~ternity was established, the moines withheld as a penalty would be'remitted to the family.·.··, ,

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

Individuals found to have fraudulently misrepres~nted their'residence or other info~tion' in order to 
obtain,benefits from ~wo or more s~tes' simultaJ1eouslY,.would be denied federal welfare benefits for' 
.10 years (beginning with the date they were co~victed): ' .. '. ", .',', " ..... 

'. 'Discussion L , 

Each of'these provisions would deny benefits to many "poor children; At' full implementation, 
prohibiting st~tes from giving benefits to children born to minor mothers would d,eny b,enefits to 
70,000 children,"the family cap provis,ion would deny benefits. to 2.2 inillion children, and the 5 year 
time1imit would deny benefitSlo 4.8 million children; assuming no behavioral effects (or additio~ 
state time limits) ,and' accounting for an ,exemption of ,10% of the:caseload. Overall, 6.1 inillion~ 
children would be denied benefits from the primary provisions combined, again accounti~g for a 10%, 

. ,exemption. (As-some children would be affected by more.than, one provision; one cannot sum these, 

separate provision' effects.) ,,' .. ' '( 


Denial of AFDCfor certain children bornout-of-wedlock 

. Proposal.. " 

Incases in which ail unmarried mother.gives birth before her 18th 1?irthday; that child would not be 
eligibleforAFDC benefits uiltil the mother turned 18.. StateS woUld be required to exemp~rnothers 
who had children born as a'result of rape or incest. families denied ben~fits under this provision" 
would still be eligible for Medicaid. ' ;. '. 

, ~ .' . '" . 

Discussion 

The Personal Responsibility'Act s~ks to discourage non-marital birtbSamong nUriors by ,removing 
the availability of AFDC as an "incentive. U 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 unclear that~e"current proposal would be likely to 
have a significantimpacf on the number of childrenborn to unwed parents under .18:' ThePersona.l 
Responsibility Actwouldi;!nd' up severely harming the ch~ldren born to teen mothers -:-:- who are 
already some of the most vulnerable 'and at-risk~hjldreniri oursociety -- without achieving any real' 
purpose. This is particularly troubling' given tha't research strongly .~hows a. child's early years --:the 
pe'riodwhen they would be denied benefits-:-- to be,critical to hislher furore s~ccess: 

Evidence suggests that amother's educ~tforiisa much stronger detenninant of ' her family's poverty . 
. status and future need for. a~sistance than whether the mother gave. bi~ as ateen;~ While. young . 
single mothers are much less likely to finish high. s~h.ool, a.p.d 'single mothers' without a diploma incur 
longer welfare spells, the Personal Responsibility Act does nothing to encoorageeducation of most 
single mino~ parents'. By iienying AFDC:benefits to most single parents 'under age 18, the Personal.' 
Responsibility,Act l1as .no mechanism: for keeping these parents in school or p~oviding them with 

.. 
 ,~ • r 
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· ,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 similarcircumstanees ,- .. 
inequitably..·For eXlijllple. a single women who haS her. child at an,ol9"erage, say 26. would receive' 
benefits while most single mothers under age 18 would be left unsupported. everi though the'teen ' 
mother may have fewer opportunities to support herself in the labor market than the older woman. ' 

. . 

Finally, by limiting the options available to young m~thers. the proposal could also increase abortion. ' 
While this bill further proposes to reward states who reduCe non-marital births without increasing· 
abortions (see' above); it is unclear :what the combined effect of that policy and denying benefits to the 
children of minor mothers would be.' '. , 

. . '. 

Denial of AFDC for additional children born to families on AFDC, . 

Proposal 

· AFDC benefits would not be provided to.children born to faritiliesalready receiving welfare or to 
children of families that received welfare at any time during tQe 10 month period before the ,bi'rth o( 
the'child. States would be required to exempt children bomas'a result of rape or incest. Children· 

: denied benefits. under these provisioliS :would remain fully eligible for Medicaid. 

Discussion 

..: The Personal Responsibility Act's "family Cap" provision would deny ~sistance to some children 
even though conception took:place while the mother was n~t receiving welfare., Under the provision,' 

· a pregnant woman could make, a first time application for aid a.qd receive assistance during the last 
trimester of herpregn~cy., Once the baby was born, however, he.or she would be ineligible to 
receive benefits throughout their enti,re childhood.. Since the mother has no eligible child. she too 
would be ineligible unless she qualifie<;l as the mother of ~other 'child she had had before applying 
for AFDC. The rules of this provision also interact with other provisions, creating a very cOmplicated 
and difficult to administer system ofestablishing eligibility for assistan~. . 

The Adiriinistration's proposed Work and Responsibility Act would have 'further strengthened the 
message of responsibility by providing families with,an opportUnity to earn back what would have 
been paid in benefits. ,Under the WRA, ,if a parent Qadan additional child, and also reCeived . 
additionai income. through child support ()r earnings, states would disregard the amount of income 

. equal to any increase in 'aid that would have been paid as a rcSultof the additional child, filling the. 
income gap. The Personal Responsibility Act does not reward families who are taldng· steps to be 
responsible. ." . . ,. 

Denial of benefits for families who received assistanCe for more'thari 5 years' 

, , 
Proposal 

. " 

States would be prohibited from serving famil~es who have been receiving.assistance for 5 cumulative 
years. States would be pennitted'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' perioQ of 
time. 'These families wou~d be, fully eligible for Medicaid. ,. 
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Discussion 

The impact of this provision is dependent on the policies established by the individual states with 
respect to eligibility rules, payment and needs standards, and state time limits. States could set a time 

. limit much less than 60 months, in which case the federal requirement would be moot. Many of 

those who reach the five year federal1imit on assistance - even allowing for the 10 percent " 

exemption -- would be likely to have lower education and skill lev~ls and unable to find;md'keep 

jobs. It is unclear what would happen to these 'families and children if ~he' national safety net were 

eliminated. The burgen of providing for these families if they are assisted at all would be likely to 

fall to 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 provide families with children for 
whom paternity has not been legally ,established with reduced AFDC benefits ,until paternity, was 
established. The penalty ·would be either $50 or 15 per~nt ofthe monthly.benefit, whichever the , . 
state elects. Once paternity was established, the monies' withheld 'asa .penalty would be remitted to 

, the family. States would be required to exempt children born as a result of rape or incest. The . 
proposalis 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 supplementa. family's benefit with state . 

,·dollars). These families would be fully eligible for Medicaid. . 

Discussion 

:The provision could disadvantage the many moth~rs and their children who have made. a good faith 
effort to establish paternity. Some statechiId support enforcement systems are currently unable to 
process paternity cases expeditiously .. Under this provision, even if a mother were to cooperate fully, 
she and her child could be penalized for the· state's delays ..Paternityestablishment is a legal process; . 
often involving the courts, that ta.kesas long as one or two years for the child support .agency to 
complete. For many children paternity is never established eyen when the mother provides all the 
information she knows, because there has b~n no contact and the father cannot be located. EVen 
when paternity has already been voluntarily acknowledged, subsequent legal action may have to be 
taken to legally. establish paternit:yin many states.' .' . " ..' 

,: " .. 
For those cases in which paternity is not acknowledged (presently the majo~ity of cases) the father 
must be located, serVed legal process. appear in court, have genetic tests, etc., all of which take time. ' 
Thus, under the proposal, mothers and children would often be punished.for somethi.ng over which 

. they hadno control. . Nearly 1 million children come on to the welfare rollseach year. without . 
paternity established and, in 1993; 3.2 million children receiving benefits did not have paternity 
~tablished. All of these children would suffer a benefit reduction under ,the proposal and for many 
the reduction would be permanent because pa.ternity could ilever be established. . . 

While providing the remittance when paternity is established woul~ help improve the well-being of. 
these families, there is little. incentive for the state to ,act expeditiously In these cases. Once the' 
mother has fully cooperative she can do nothing to induce the' state.to act more quiekly .. In fact, this 
provision could create perverseincentives.for the states, since it would ~e in ~heir financial interest 
not to establish paternity. until the mother goes off the rolls because the 'state only has: to 'make the 
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retroacii~e benefit payments to families stiil on th~ rolls .. Because of this; in.:addition to creating 
administrative burdens, it would do little to incI'~e paternity. establishmerit.· M()reover, the 
remittance would not negate the hann that had ~lready occurred during the peitaIty period. 

, . " 	 ~ . , ' . 

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

Proposal 

States imay include. SSI, Old Age Assistance. or'Foster ,Care caSh payment ~ecipientsas 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 detemuning' a 'family"s cash assistance payment· urid~r Title 'I, . 

.1)iscussiOn 
, 	 " • ' . ."j'"", " 

Recipients of assistance under SSI, OAA and Foster Care are not now included as part of the AFDC .. 
filing unit since that income is intended'omy for the recipient. ,States that choose to include these 
reCipients in the block grant assistance unit would be able to 'reduce the amount of Title I cash support 
'paid to the family. SSI, OM, 'and Foster Care payments are higher than AFDC benefits and. as 
countable inCOme, would lower the family's Titl~ I c;:ash assistance payment: . 

, 	 ", . " 

State Flexibility 
.' 

. P~oposal 

Except for the provisions discussed above. there arefewstiptiiations regarding how the block grant 
funds could be spent. States would have,broad discret~on,to define needy popUlations, program 
content,and program availability. States ,may pay benefits to:recipients who have moved from 
another state at the level of their original state, of residence for up to 12 months; In addition, states 
would be allowed to ~ransfer up' to 30 percent of the funds. to oth~rblock grants. ' . 

'. Discussion· 
.1 

The Person~l Responsibility' Act eliffiinates' current requirements for 'statewide standards of need and 
payment. States and local governments would b~ able to use ~eir own criteria to defme who is needy' 
on a case-by-case basis. The Personal Responsibility Act allows.states to.Use their block grant.funq,s .' 

,". 

. in any manner that is reasonably calculated to accomplish. the purpose of the proposal. At the same 
time, the proposal prohibits the Secretary of HHS from regulatmg the conduct .of states under this 
proposal or enforCing any·provision.· States cOUld use these funds·-to provide one way bus tickets for. 
needy families to leave the state in order to search for jobs or join rela~ives elsewhere. Finally, the . 

. .. 	 elimination of a state match:requirement means that states can save their state,dollars and shift'them 

to entirely different programmatic areas - such as prisons, highways, taxellts, or general revenues. 


," 	 ..' 

. 	 . 
States could use the block grant monies. only to provide cash benefits and services to unwed parents, 
to run the work prograrj:l for this population, and for program administration ..-There would be no 

. control over how states choose to allocate their mo~ies ai:nong these various ,functions. 
. 	 I 

The proposal will increase the variability in benefits across states. There iscu~rently already a large· 
variation in AFDC benefit ievels, .ranging froni $120 per month fqr a family of three in Mississippi to 
over $900 per month for a family' of th~ee in Alaska. Complete flexibility for the states combined " . 
with provisions that require no state match would almost certai~y mean that' some states would Ipwe:r . 
their, arguabJy,.already low benefit levels. Some-states may keep benefits low and restriCt eligibility, 
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in: part to enoourage pb~r, families to mov~ out of the state: States' colJldalso tum to res~dency laws 
to protect themselves from ~ervingnew resident$., 

The Personal Responsibility Act would also give stat~' cOmplete discretion to determine eligibility'for 
,benefits. States ,could choose to eliffiinate benefits for children in two-parent families as, h!J.f the' 
states did:before the passage of the Faniily Support Act; or they could include in the eligibility 
determination the income of,individualsnot respOnsible for supporting the child. As noted before, 
since there is no longer a reql.!irement for, states ,to establish need and 'payffient standards, . states and 
local governments could use arbitrary criteriaor'define who is needy ona case-by~e basis. 

I 

The apparent purpose of setting a durational residency requirement to receive full AFDC benefits is to 
deter migration to the state by "ow~inCOine families with ,children. However;' research strongly " , ' , 
indicates that the size of the welfare grant does not have a conSiderable effect on inigration decisions. 
Most individuals moye beCause of other: factors that include wage differential~ .. job prospects, and 
proximity to family and friends. A state's benefit levels are oftenbas¢ 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 b,asic levels of sustenanCe' if they move' from a state with a ,much lower 
cost of living and bene'fit levels.' ' 

Work Requirements 

'Proposal 

, A state's required work participation rate for all faniilies would be set at 4. percent in 1996 and 1997, 
8 percentin 1998; 12 percent in 1999, 17percent in 2000,: 29 . percent 'in 200I, 40 percent in 2002, 
and 50 percent in 2003" There w(mlc;1 be a separate work participation rate for two-parent families 

,that would increase from 50 percent to 90,petctmt by'199&. In each year, a state's participation nlte 
,would, be reduced by the saine percentage, as their stat~ AIDe caseload was reduced fro'm 1995 , 
levels, ,but reductions required by federal law ,would not count. ,'The SeCretary can reduce the block 
grant funding by up to 5. percent for failure to Illeet the annual. participation stand~d. The mandatory .' 
work population would consist ofall' recipients on the rolls for 24 months (including recipients 
currently on AFDC): 

Work activities would inchide unsubsidized and subsidized employment, on-the-job training, 
'subsidized public sector employment or work experience, and job sear~li:andjob, 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 hoursper week in 1996i rising 'to 35 hours in 2002 and 
thereafter. Two-parent families w6uld·be required to participate a miriimum of 35 hours per week. 
Participation in job search (besides.the first fou~ weeks), job skills training, and education and', 

'secondary . school (for. those under 20 without a HS diploma) would 'count towards this requirement if, 
for single-parent families, ipdividuals partiCipated in work activities for 20 hoursper"w.eek and,'for 
two-parent families, 'individuals participated in these activities for 30 hours per week. ' Educational 
activities for those over 20 would never count towards the participation requirement. " 

Child care would noi'beguaranteed to, mandatory work program participants' and the funding' for it 
would be included in a child care l?lock ,grant proposed by the Economic and Educational' 
Opportunities Conunittee; , , . 

In a Sense of Congress, the Personal Responsibility Act'specifids tnat states may ,require non­
custodial, non'-supporting fathers under '18 to fulfill work obligations ,and attend appropriate parenting 
or money management classes after school., . ', . 
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Discussion: ' :' , 

Work Participation Rates 

B~use theparticipation,:ratesare Felatively low until F,Y'2000, ih the'aggr~gate, ~e proposal would 
require fewer particiPants to work than current law until this'point. Table 2'shows<that 17 percent of, 
t~e AFDC cas~load participated in JOBS and work in 1993. This: means ~t fewer recipients would 
be working under the Ways and Means bill than, undercurrent law until FY .l999~ Even in FY 2000, 

, more than half of the states would have a smaller perCentage in the Way~ and'Means work program 

than would be participating in JOBS or, ,work under '1993 currerit law.. ' 


Without taking caSeload reductions into a~uni, the paitiCipationrat~ set by the ~ill after FY 2000' ' 
become more significa.·1tand eventually would require states to enroll in the'work program a number 
of participants greater than the entire J OBS:mandatory caseload ,under current law. The 29 percent 

, rate mandated for FY 2001 would beequivaient to a 58 percent rate; the 40 percent rate requh::ed for' 
,FY 2002 would be, equivalent to' an 89 percent rate.' ,To achieve the SO percent rate set for. FY 2003 ­
- the equivalent of a 110 participation rate under current law..:. 'would require a' number of , " ' 
participants greater than theentite JOBS;..mandatbry caseload. ,These work participation standards are 

, much 'higher than thosepreviqusly achieved: in wemtre-tO-work p'tograms ,that had the explicit goal of ' 
involving as high a'proportion of the caseload as po~sible. The AFDC-UP participation rates required 
in the proposal are particularly onerous', As a point of comparison, it appears that the majority of 
states. will not meet the J994 AFDC-l)Pparticipation standard, which calls for states to enroll 40, 
percent of UP, p'rincipal ,eaI',!1ers in work activitieS' for 16' hours per week.' ' , 

'.. ': 

The bill does ,contain apr()yision by which states could reduce their participation standard. States 
'couid reduce 'the rate'by the same percentage as"theiroverall AFDC caseload had been redtlced since 
1995. Reductions. due to, federal law: requirements - such denying benefits to teen mothers arid to 
those who reach the five-year time limit - couldnot be counted. However, reductions required by 

, state law - for example, if a state,set a t~o-year'time ,limit on benefitS -:-would be allowed to ,count. 
Given that participation rates would be difficult fors,~testo meefin later years ',and that terminating 
benefits is less expensive that operating a work program, states would face strong incentives"to meet 
their participation rates by termiIlatingbenefits. In addition, an important factor In determining' , 
AFDC caseload growth and reductions is the economy .. ' While'the intent oOhis provisionin~y have 
been to capture caseload reductions resulting from the work program, States most likely,to benefit '" " 
from this provision are those whose economies boom after the effective date - notthose wl)o operate 
effective work programs. 'Finally, it unclear how ~tates.would d~termine,and track this caseJoad 
'reduction factor.' " " , 

, The, PersoJ1a1 Responsibility Act, would require states to meet one participation rate all families, (both 
singie and two-parent families) and a much higher rate fOr'two:-parent fariiiiies alone. This has the 
effect of focusing states' programs on two-parent families, particularly in-the 'initial years of-the bill. 
If states were to meet both the overall rate and the rate fonw~-parent families, two-parent families , 
would comprise 97 percent of all, work partiCipants in FY 1996. This proportion would decrease to 
38 per~nt in FY 2000, and 12 perc~nt in 2005. The focus on two-parent' families is unwise given' 

.that research on welfare-to-work programs shows these programs are more effective for,single-parent 
f<Plliliesaqd.that two-parent represent a Sll1all proportion ofthecaselo~d (about '7 'percent). However,'''1 
because two-parent families to count towards . both rates (and. are, in effect "double counted ;'.), this, ' , 
provision would make. the high participation reqUirements some'fhat less' stringent. ' 

,"" <. 
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Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) .... cOnli~d 

, Unless, a state has significant caseload reductions, it is not',dear hOw" the work program would be 
"financed in years requidng substaDtial participation. Particularly in later years, the resources required 
:to operate 'the work ,program on ,the scale envision¢,would be gr.@3t~r than',those currently dedicated; , 
to the JOBS program. Undeca block ,grant system. where there may be ,pressure to use limited funds' 
to ,provide benefits to individuals; it is unclear where the necessary;'ceSources would come.rrom. 
Moreover. states may choo~e to take penalty rather than meet the r~latively onero:us rates. " 

Education,. training. ~d job search activitieS ar~ allowed under the H9use Ways and 'Means bill. 
however. only in certain circumstances would participation in these activities cOunt towards the ' ' )' 
participation rate.' "As a result~ states wo'uld have little incentive to' place recipients in these services: 

• 	 . J bb search, counts as' a work activity only if it oo:;urs during the first four weeks, an , 
individual is required to participate.. ' 

• 	 Individuals that received AFDC for .two years or more wO\lld be required to work - they 
,could only participate in oilier· activities If they partiCipated in work activities for 20, hours 
per week ,(30 houi-sper week for two-parent families)'., Single-parent families would not,' 
receive any "credit" tOWards the partic~pation requirement for time sp,€mt in ,other ,activities 
until the work requirement increased to more than 20 hours per week in' FY99 . When the 

, work requirement reached' 35 hours per week, single-parents could participate in work 
activities for, 20 hours per week and in other, services for 15 hours per week to fulfill the 
participation requirement.' However. this dual commitment may be difficult for many , 
welfare recipients t9, arrange and maintain -:.. partiCularly with no guarantee of child. At' 
best. two~parent families. would only receive '''t~edit'' for five bours of activities other than 
work: 

J • For individuals who rec,eived AFDC f~riess than :two, years, the' state could 'p~,ovide ' 
education, training. and job search serVices (beyond tlie initial four weeks) without 
requiring, work, but they' would ~ot count towards the participati9n rate. 

• 	 Education and secQndary school would only cOunt' as towards the participation 
requirement' for those under 20 who did' not have a high school diploma. But again, in 

,order to count to~ards the requirement, these indi~iduals' would have to participate ,in 
'work activities for 'the number ,of hours specified above. 	 Education would' never count as 
a work activity for those 20 and older -:- even if they did nothaye a high school diploma. . .~ , "". " ' 

',' 

These provisions are problematic given'that' eQucation. training,,~djob Search services have been, 
f s~own to help recipients become job ready ':':",that is. they are'~etier prepared for the labor force and ' 

better,able to stay employed and stay 9ff welfare. Many recipients face substantial barriers to 
employment. inciuding low levels of education and basic 'skills tI!at require education~trairiing and job 
placement services in order to fi~d and' r~tain employment. , Evaluati~ns of ,~e JOBS program and 
welfare-to-work initiatives such as SWIM and GAIN have fou'nd that programs providinga,mix of 
education, training. and job search ·consistently enhance ,recipients' chances of finding and maintaining 
employment. Even recipients under tbeage of 20 who, djd not have ~ high school diploma or GED . ' 
would,be required'towork 20 hours per 'week' (30 hours for two-parerit families),io be included in the " 

, participation rate ..This may make it difficult for'them to return to schoQI and. given the illflportance', 
, of a' high school ,diploma in determining future earnings; fu.rther diminish their labor market " 
prospects'; , 

Child Care 	
,: 

, 
, 

, ·i 
'" 
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Analysis of The PRA (H~R.1214) -:. continued' 

. . 

Under current law ,child care must be provided to JOBS participants and recipients cannot be 
sanctioned, for 'non-participation if they need child care serVices and the state does not provide them.' 
Under the Personal Responsibility Act, child care services would.no longer be guaranteed tO'those ',. 

'who are' required to participate in work activities. There alsowOl!-ld be no exemptions from or 
extensions of the ,time limit for famili~who.,cannot find child care arrangements. The proposal. 
would also eliminate th~ guarantee of one year of Transitional Child Care services for fainilies who 
leave AFDC for work. ' . 

, Wit~out the:child care gua~ant~, it' is' likely that many mothers .wciuld be fo;Ced to l~vetheir' 
children in dangerous child care, situations or leave young children alone while' they participate in 
their work activi~ies.' . This could put children in serious jeopardy. It is also likely that a$ the work' 
participation requirements, increase. states would be forced to spend all of their child care funds on 
AFDC recipients which would leave little or n9 funding for child care for the worIdngpoor (the at­
risk child care program .which currently serves the working poor would also })e repealed). In other 
words, people wJ.to are transitioning off welfare ·into 'the workforce or ·are keeping their family. off . 
welfare by working would not" get the child care support' that they need and may have to remain on 
th¢ rolls longer or return to the rolls. . , 

[See Titleffi for child care block grant provisions. ] , 

Data Coll~iont Data Repor,tingt and Evaluation Actiyities . 

Proposal 

Stat~ would be required to submit a state data report to HHS within 6 months after the end of each 
fiscal year. States would be allowed to collect the data on an aggregate basis or use statistical . 
sampling techniques. Data on the nuinber and cluiracteristics:of families receiving benefits - ' !. 

including i{they became employed ..:.. would-be required. Data demonstratihg~ompliance with the " 
, state's plan~ the amount of funds spent (including the proportion spent on adnUnistrative costs)', and a 
report on participation in work activities by noncustodial parents would also be required. Failure to -,: 
provide required performance data within 6 months would.result'in a 3 peri::entreduction in block. 
grant payments to .that state .. The penalty would pe rescinded if ~e ,~eport had been submitted within 
12 months. 

'j" States .would be required to, submit to 'a bi-annualaudit 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 payinents. " '. ' 

The Secretary would report within 6. months of enactment on the status of automatic tr~cking, systems . 
in the states. what systemS are needed to track recipients',over time. and across, states (including 
determining whether'individuals are receiving benefits in two or more states), and a plan,for ' . 
developing such as system (including tim.efr~es and cost): 

The Census Bureau would receive $10 million per year for the purpose of expanding the Survey of 
income and Program Part,icipa.tion (SIPP)·to evaluate 'the'effect bf the welflare reforms on a random" 
national sample of recipients and other low-income families' as app~opriate. Particular attention would 
be paid'tothe issues of out-of-wedlock births and welfare depen?ency. 

The Persona) Responsibility Act repeals HHS's broad authority under section 1110 to conduct or fund 
states to conduct research and demonstra'tion projects on .prevention and' reductionofdependency, 

, • " ',' " , 1 .' 
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Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) -':coMlUU!d 
, ' 

planning coordination, and improving the ~dmini~tration and effectiveness of programs., Howeve~, 
the Secretary would allow and/or requite the Secretary to sponsor research-related activities iIi several 

,areas: flirst, resea'rch on the effects, cOsts and benefits of state programs could 'be conducted. ' 
Secondly. the Secretary is required to help states evaluate innovativ~ approaches to employing welfare 
recipients. Random assignment methodology would be required, ,to the extent feasible. Thirdly, the 
Secretary is allowed to conduct. studies of states' welfare caseloads'. Finally, the Secretary is required 
to develop innovative methods of disseminating information. " , 

HHS would rank the states' work programs and review the least and most successful programs (in 
, terms moving recipients into long-term privateseetor jobs). ' 

Discussion' 

The Personal Responsibility Act provides for I1ttle 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 penalties are for failure to. report data. Moreover, it does not appear that' 
the range of data collected would allow the federal government to hold states accountable for the 
critical outcomes of their programs - such as the number of families arid children eliminated from the 
rolls due to its provisions, whether recipients moved toward self-suffiCiency, and whether fartuly and 
child well-being'irilproved. , . ." " 

Although stUdies of the proposal's ',effects are called for "the legislative langUage is, very open and ' ' 
nonbinding as'to what issues they would address, many of them are not mandated, and the resources 
dedicated to them are likely to be insufficient. First, the funding for the SIPP survey is not nearly' 
SUfficient to analyze the effectS of these programs on a state-by-state basis. At best, the survey's 

, funding level only would allow a sru,nplesize sufficient for reporting on national-level statistics and, 
trends. Second, while evaluation activities using raIJdom assignment (providing the best evidence on 
the effects pf the welfare propOsals) would be encouraged, it is uhlikely that- this p~ovision would. 
yield the state-by-state information on program effectiveness needed to ensure accountability'. 

Finally, studie'~ 'of the states' ~ilseloads and the proposal's effects, benefits; and cOsts, could be , 
. conducted (although they are not mandated). Presumably, tIi~ pUl]l6~e of these stUdies is to 

understand the effects of the provisions ori AFDC caseloads and recipients in each state.' They could 
potentially be designed to address questions of interest. In, particular,' state-by-state information on a ' 
number of dimensions needed to evaluate and understand the effects of'the.PersoriaI Responsibility 
Act could be collected. However, the,questioris addreiisedby ,these studies are not clear. and they are 
onJ.y an option available to the Secretary. The level of resources dedicated to these ,studies would be 
a key factor in determining the quality and usefulness of tlie information - and'this.isnot specified. ' , 
Thus, it is unclear how comprehensive 9r rigorous these studies would be or how much informati~n 
they would yield. ' 

While HHS wouldbe required to report on the success of stateprograms,there are no provisions or 
, , , 

resources to penalize or provide technical assistance to unsuccess'ful,programs or reward the most 

successful programs. Also, given the ,data collected; it would be difficult for HHS to measure 

"succes~'" in a meaningful way. ' , ',. , 


, , 
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The Personal Responsibility Act does provide incentives for meeting' one performance measure, -i. the 
non-marital biqh or' "illegitimacy" 'ratio. As discussed above" however, this measure is problematic 
because it does notdireetly measure the objective the proposal iS,trying to achieve -' reducing out-of­
wedlock births, particularly for teens and those on public assistance. For example,' it counts ail noo­
marital births whether they' oCcurred to womenompublic aSsistaitce or not ana 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'soilly outcome measure \;Vith incentives attached is a relatively poor one; " 
• • 0"' ' •• 

The state;;reported data 'WDuldalso be complex and costly for states to cOllect.Th~proposalwould 
require either detailed aggregate annual data' to be collected for all recipients or, for the data to be , 
collected'through statistical sampling techniques. Either way ,the data collection requirements 
established under the proposal would require a significant overhaul of state data systems and data " 
from a number of other, progratrlS (such as WIC, housing" and Heid Start) to be linked. While HH$ 
,would'report on the is~iies involved in developing anatio~ tracking system, there is no funding for 
its development. The complexity of the data also means it could take,states years to change their 
information systems and put a new system in place. In the meiintime, states would not be reporting 
aily data. ' Moreover, no audits of this data wouidbe conducte<i and there are noprovisions to ensure 
the comparability of these measures across states. ' , 

There 'are ~odest penalties ~'3, percent of thegtant -''for not submitting the required data items. 
, However, because many of the measures would be complex and costly for states to Collect, states may 
, decide it is cheaper not to' collect the data. This would leave the federal' goveIll,l11ent with no 
:iIiformation !>n st~tes' programs.' " , 

The proposai does not place a high pri~rity on eliminating fraud and abuse. Althoug~the proposal 
deni~s benefits to individuals if fraud is discovered,; the proposal does ,not make, a strong' commitment 
to detecting fraud inthe first place. States w01,1ldbepenalized for only! percent of their grant if 
they do not participate in the Income and Eligibility Nerification System. Since tlieproposal does not 
,keep 'the QC system, it completely eliminates 'the primary mechanism currently used for detecUng 

errors. 'We 'know from fifteen years of experience that when QC tolerances are I'elaxed,error rates 

go up; when QC is strengthened, error tates go down. ' , 


. . . ' . . 
" 

Medicaid 

Proposal 

Medicaid rules would remain unchanged~ ,Medicaid for,<t,radition~ welfare g roup~ wui' not be 
affected. Despite major changes in eligibility for AFDC~d despite broad state flexibility, Medicaid,' 
will continue to rely on pre~PRA welfare eligibility criteria. With the exception of most noncitizens' ' 
(see title Y), Medicaid eligibility wq1,1ld 'continue for individuals who lost ot: were deniedAFDC, ' 

, because they were one of the prohibited groups: (l)mo~ers under age 18 ,and their children, (2) 
children born while mothers received AFDC, or (3) individuals who have received aid 'for 5 years.' 
Other individuals would qualify for~Medicaid bas.ed ·upon,state income and asset rules in existence just 

, prior to enactment. These rules, would, in effeCt, b,e ,frozen ~d apply to new. and ongoing recipien~ 


regardless of whether or not ,states loweiied cashpaYiAenJ levels ~nder the blO'ck ~rant. ' 
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Discussion 

. These provisions would protect families from losing Medicaid eligipility under a state;s 'new'block 
grant programs .. However, if 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 than previously. 
more people would be eligible for Medicaid.· This could' have the effectofincreasing both state and 

. federal Medicaid expenditures. ' . . 

TITLE ll:CmLD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 

Repealing'Title Iv-E Foster"Care and A~option Assist8nce and BlOCk Granting Child Protectioll 
Programs , " " 

.Proposal 

The bill repeals 'the 'current entitlement prograril for thc(IV-E Foster Care Program and the Adoption 
Assistance Program authorized u1,lder Title IV~E 'of the SSA. Title IV-E provides for federal' 
participation in· the costs relateq', to placing and' maintaining children in foster care, if. the child would' 
be eligible to receive AFDC payments. Unde.r current law •. a state may ciaim a share Qf the cost oL 
placing and maintaining each eligible child .. The Adoption Assistance Program provides federal· ' 
participation in on-going cash.assistance to persons who adopt IV-E eligible children with "special 
needs", such as children with special mediCal needs, older children, and ffiin~rity children,who might 
not be adopted witho~t .the availa1::,ilityof this support. ' .. . ' 

. The bill also. repeals the Title IV-E Independent Living Program, which supports foster children in 
. 'theirtI'ansition to independent. living; the Title W':'BChiid Welfare Services'· Program, which provides· 

funds that states can use for a w,ide variety ofchild proteCtion attivities;' the . recently enacted Family 
Preservationand Support Program, a capped entitlement that enables states to provide community­
based services to children at high risk of abuse or neglect; and a riumber of other progr~,related to·' 
child protection and welfare, including the Family Unification'Program, the Adoption Opportunities', . 
Program, the Abandoned Infants i\ssfstance Program, 'the Crisis Nurseries Program,' the McKinney 
Act Family Support Centers, grants foI:' the Investigation and Prosecution 6fChild Abuse, Children's 
Advocacy Centers, and programs funqed through the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. A ., 

,. new .child protection block grant would be establishe4 in place of ~ese programs. 
. ."' , .' .'. 

. Discussion' 
'\ 

Eliminating the IV-E Foster Care arid Adoption Assistance' entitleme.nts and replacing them .with a, 
capped block grantwlll. greatly iricrease. risk to ch~ldren and hinder reform of state. child' prQtection 
and child'welfaresystems: The amount o{ the block grant is set at $4.416billion inFY 1996 . 
compared with $4.713 billion that would h~ve been available if current prograrriswere 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 FY2000. Over five'yearS, aDout $2.7billion of Cedentl funding to' 
state child protection and chilq. y{elfare systems wilt be lost. 

I 
.. _. . ­

The capped,block grant jeopardizes "hundreds 9f tho~sands of child~en. When child welfare 'systems 
~ 

have less mortey, more children go unprotected. State.programs will be pu(in exttaj~opardy by the 
repeal of the IV-E entitlementprograIils: ···.It is very difficult for states to control foster c~re costs . 
without risking severe harm to children . .state laws: appropriately require coilrts to place children. into 
foster care when they will not be safe ~t h~me. The number of children who cannot be left safely in 
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their, own homes is influenced'by a number ofuncontrollable and unpredictable factors, such as 

growth in the child population, the 'amount of d,rug use by parents, 'levels of family violence, ' the 

number of abused and neglected children actually being identified, and increases in the number of 

families in poverty.' , 


Because' the Personal. Responsibility Act reduces funds in' AFDC, SSIand oth'er pr~grams 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' ' 
become ineligible for SSI under Title IV, of 'the Personal Responsibility Act. ,This will result in added 
costs to the sta~es that must bem~t through the child protection block grant. 

The programs being cut serite the 'most' vulherable children in society" those who have, been abused or 
neglected. In 1993, nearly 3 million children were reported as abused or neglected; this is 4 percent: 
of all the, chHdrenin the united'Stat~. Over 1,000 children die each year from abuse or n~glect. ',: 
Between 1988 and 1993, the national rate of substantiated cl1.ild abuse and neglect rose by almost ~5" 

,percent. In ,19,93 alone, a million children ,were found to be neglected,· physically abused, or se;tually 
abused~ ,During that same period, the total number of children in foster care increase9 from 340~OOO, 
to over 440,000; there was a fifty percent iricrease in the number, of IV"'~ eligible children in foster 
care. Moreover,: children coming to ,the attention of the child "protection system have increasingly 
severe physical and emotionhlproblems,' About 25 percent of children entering foster care areu,nder: 
a year of,ageand many were exposed to drugs in litero. ' 

, The deleterious effects of pove,rtY o'n children and their families 'is well do~uinented; ae~ording to the 

',National Research Council., Child maltreatment is disproportionately reported among p(,)or families, " 

and child neglect is found most frequently among the poorest of the ,poor families. Poor children are 


: 'also more likely to experiencesevereviolepce. ' 
 ,,' , 

There is unanimous agreement that state child welfare systems' 40' not ~ave sufficient resources to 
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 lessf4nds available to states., 
'Second, eliminating foster care and adoption assistance payments elinlinates a critical safety valve for' 
the states', 

State child 'welfare systems have b~n unable to Cope with the magnitude of the problems they face~ 
The situation is so extreme that courts in 22 states :and the Distriet ofColumbia have .found that, the " 
child welfare system violates state andfeder~llaws designed to protect abused and n~glected children. 
These courts have determined that children under agency ,care ,continue to be abused, both at home 
and in foster care: Twenty states have entered consent decrees,"a'drilitting majorinadequacies", 
including the inability' to eveQ investigate many reports of chil,d' 'abuse~ . the ,inabilitY' to provide , 
children with basic Care, and in some instances, a failure to even pto~ide,childrenwith a caseworker." 
In'several states"courts have found it necessary to appointmonitors~o',run the system," ' , 

",11 '," 

The difficulty states face is that the demands on th~ ~hild protection system are ehormous 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.,' They need services for parents 

,: 	 and children, so that more children can remain safely irttheir o\Vn homes, They need resources to 

provide treatmenrfor 'childfenin foster care,mostof whom evidlmcesubstantial emotional problems 

and educational deficiencies., An9 tliey need funds for programs that help prevent child abuse; it 'is 

'wrong to provide help to cbildren_only afterthey have been abysed ()r negl~cfed. ' 


. .'~ 
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. 'In many states,foster care costs are,likely to consume a>larger and larger share o{the available child 
: protection resources. Fewer funds will be available to stipportothercriticiI 'activities: investigation of 
reports of abuse ,or neglect, provision of services to maintain children in their homes, subsidization of 
the adoption of children who need new families,and prevention activities. Moreover"the loss of. 
money for prevention programs and commuility-b~ed family support and ,family preservation . 
progra:ms will mean that more' children will be .abused or neglected, which will increase'the need for 
foster care. 	 . ' , 

. The Adoption A3sistance entitIementenables st~testo place foster children with special needs into, . 
, adoptive homes. Adoption assistance payments have increased ,by 254 percent nationaily fro~ 1988-_ 

1994, as states have placed more and ,more children in adaptive homes. It is estimated that over ­
100,000 families now receive these payments, and they will remain entitled ,to state support until their ' 
.children reach age eighteen~, However, eliminating the Adoption AssistanCe entitlement arid i~c1uding 
it in a capped blo9k grant could le~d to sharP cutbacks iilefforts to place more children inadoptive 
home,s. " , .. 

Finally, the repeal of Title IV-E means that states will lose fedj!ral funds that" are now. available to 
. help them dev~lop information'systems to irackthe services these villnerablechildren receive. These 
funds' are, critiCal to help the states keep track of children in' out -of-home' placePlents and cootdinate) 
the multiple services abused and neglected children n~. Under current law ,federal funds cover 75 
pe~cent of the costs of developing information systemS.:' ' , " ' ':. ' . " " . . 	 .' 

PurPose and Use o! FundsjPen~tieS and' Limitation 'on EIIt:orcement 
" 	 , 

Proposal 

The bill would alloW. states to use the funds in any manner they choose to aecomplishthe purposes ' 
'. 	 specified in the law. These are to: '0') identify and assist families at risk of abusing or neglecting 

their childrepi(2) .operate a system ot"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,abusingor neglecting theirchilqren;'(5) support children who ' 
.' 	 ,. . ~. . ('. '. . 

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

living arrangements for children; and (7) provide for ongoing .evaluation arid improvement of child 

protectio~ laws, regula,tions and services. For 'the first two years: of the' bloc~ grimt, states are " 

required to maintain non-federal spending l.evels equal to their non-federal spending in :FY 1995 .. 


, A state'would be eligible for funds as long as itsubnrlts a plan'to HaS with information on how' it 
intends to use the fund~to meet' these purposes, inCluding descriptiOns of the procedur:eS'uSed for: (A) 
receiving reports of child abuse or neglect; (B) Investigating such teports; (C) p'rotecti'ng children in 
families in which child abuse or neglect is found to have occurrect;(D) removing children from 
dangerous settings; (E)protectirig children in foster'care; (F) promoting titqely ~doptions; (G) 
protecting the rights of families; (H) p~eventing child abuse and neglect~ and (I) establishing"and'" 
responding to citizen review panels. . 

. " 

, The plan'must al~.o provide certificationS ,to HHS that procedures are in place"in the state fo'r:the, 
following: (1) reporting' of abuse al)d neglect (includillg a mandatory reporting law); (2) investigating 
child abuse and neglect;' (3) removirigand'placing'endangered childr~n; (4) developing, and 
periodically reviewing;. case,plans for chi,ldien in foster care that,will lead to 'permanent placements; 
(5) honoring existing adoption assistance agreements; (6) provid'ing independen(living services; (7) , 
~esponding to reports of medical neglect of di~abled,infants; and, (8) identifying. quantitative goals for' . 
the ~tate's child protection programs. ,. , ', . , 

• ;1: • 
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" 


While,states would have to make these certifications, $e bill specifi~ that the Secretaryniay only 
determine whe~her a.plan contains the required elements; she may not ,review the adequacy of the 
procedures described or whether thestat~ is carrying out, the activities it certified it would undertake. 

, 	 , 

The only penalties in the bill' relate' to illegal use of funds, failure to submit required data, failure to 
maintain levels of state effort for the first two years, and violating interethnic adoption provisions. If 

, an ~udit finds that Ii state has used funds' in a manner not authorized by this part of the Act, the 
amount of illegally spent fund~inay be withheld from the 'next' year's 'funds, al$ough no more than' 

,25 percent may be withheld from each quarterly payment. Also, the annual grant would be reducect 
,by lpercent if a state fails to submit requfred data reports 'within 6 months (although the penalty , 
would be rescinded if the state submitted the report before the end'of the fo~lowing fiscal year). A 
state found to violate the interethnic adoption provisions would lose aU of its Title II funds for ,die 
period of the violation. ' 

<i' . , . . . 

, , ", 	 A clearinghouse and hotline on missing and exploited'children (currel1tly 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 chilflren and to,provid.~ stable 

permanent homes led~ongr~ss to pass the Adoption Assistance and 'Child Welfare Act of 1980. 

There was strong bipartisan agreement on the need for a federal role in child welfare. Only two 


, Congressmen dissented. ' Because of the major problems with' child welfare systems, the Act waS 

,designed to ensure that ,there would be some federaJ monitoring of h()w st~teswere using federal ' ' 

funds.', " , , ' " ' , 


Under current law, states' are require<! to comply with a small number of b~i'c standards in running 

these systems. ' For example,thelaw requireS that the state develop a case plan for each foster child, 

describing the reasons for placement' and the plan' for' reunit~ng them with their parents or for 

providing them with another permanent home; that states assure that aH children in foster care receive, . ' 

proper care; ,and that the status ofchildren, in foster care ber~viewed'periOdically in state proceedings " 

to determine that tile case plan is being foliowed. States that fail to foilow these basic procedutescan 

be penalized. 


The Personal Responsibility Act requires states to certifY that they will 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 respooSibil,ities to c~ildren wouid not be subject to any , 

monitoring or penalties, except when a financi~audit identified fraud or use of funds for'illegitimate :: '" 

purposes. The federal government's role would be reduced to the house~keeping function of, '." 


, collecting information on ~tate pen0mtance measures, with no ~l1thority to take any action if the data 
indicated that a state was performing poorly. " i' ' 

The bill il11plies that HHS has been over-regulating state child welfaresyst~ms. In fact, between 1980 
and 1992, HHS never'issued regulations'that provided states with guidan~' as to what requirements . 
they were expected to meet or how they, could b~st:comply with the,19~b legislation; the only . 
,regulations adopted simply repeated' the language'of the $tatute. HHS's enforcement of the 
requirements ,established by Congress often was not rigorous and was misdirected. 
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, Analysis of The PRA (H.R. lZI4)- cOIuinued 

,'There is no question iliat the federal role in child, welfare could be,,substantially ,iIppr~ved, and~ since 

1993, HHS has begun to work cooperatively with states,to bdngabout compliance with the 1980 


,'without the necessity for penalties. The new HHS process was .facilitated by legislative changes 

, Congress made last y~r.' These changes authorize the Department to take a flexible approach in 


monitoring 'state compliance and allowingHHS to work with ,states to correct deficiencies, rather thail 

rely exclusively on penalties,' '. . , ' , 


, , 

Yet, despite problems in enforcement, fed~ral requirements have I¢ to many critiCal improvements in 
the child, welfare' system over the past 15 years. All state child: welfare officials who testified in 
January before the Ways and, Means Subcommittee on Oversight attested to the importance of the ) 
federal requirements. The continued failure o(many states to improve their child welfare systems 
indicates that meaningful monitoring, of these systems rernainsiinportant., Without outSide incentives, 
it is extremely doubtful that many state systemS will reach a point where children are truly protected. 
As a result, courts will need to continue to step in to, run these,systems. Court oversight is a far less 
desirable alternative than a meaningful federal-state partnership in improving child welfare. 

, -' 

Citizen Revie~Panels 

Proposal 

States would be required to establish at least three citizen review panels that would revie~ specific 
cases to detemiine 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, theyha:ve no furiher powers. In its plan for the blo~kgrant each state is required to describe 

, how it will ~stablish and respond to· these, panels: ' 

DiScussion 

[n~reasing citizen involvement in the child welfare system is a highly desinlble goal. This is a central 

, purpose ofseveral oftbeprograrns that would be repealed by the 'bilL ,Hpwever,underthe proposal, 


the citizen review panels would haVe a very limited role~' [t is unclear' to what cases citizen panels 

'would have access. Mostimportantly, the ci~izen review panels would not have authority to hold 


states accountable. " ' 


, . 'The evidence fI,'om' a number of states is that the recommendations of citizen panels have beeri ignored 
by state o(ficials. These panels are not a substitute .for having some ult~ate federal 'ability to ensure 

, , that the requirements, of the law are being : complied with. 

Data Coilection 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 t~rough ' 

. I 


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 weli 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 public. 


o • . ' •• ", • 
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Analysis 'of The PAA CE;l.R."1214)- comifUl.ed 

Though the Ways and M~ phainnan's mark suggested that the Adoption and Foster Care 

Automated Reporting System (AFCARS)' would not~e 'repealed, the bill appears to repeal that 

program., That program provides individualizeddat~ on the experieQces of children ,iii foster care ,and . " 

adoptive placement in all:50 states: The program is Just ,begirunng this year and will provide the firs~ 

national view of the foster care population. ' , "', ", . ,,' " 


d.' • . . 
", 

The proposal'provides $6 million per year to cOnduct ~ national random.sample study of child ' 

welfare. In addition, $10 million per year is authorized Jor research and training in child welfare, to 


, be spent at the Secretary's discretion. 
 J' ',' ' : 

J" .. 

. , Discussion , " 

Collection of meaningful data by the states is extremely important to improving child welfare syst~ms. 
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 childr~n. ' " ' , 

For the Congress or HHS to adequately assess, and monitor, state perfornUmce, analysis of in·, , , 

dividualized da~a such'as that in AFCARS is required. ,Without iiidividual~leveldata. it is impossible 


" to understand ,whether chHdren'are' being' serviXt and protected adequately ~ithiri the'states. Important' 
policy and practice issues.;...such,as how long different types of children stay. in care before' returning 
home or being ,adopted:-cannot be addresse4 throug~ aggregat~ reporti~g. 

, , , ' I ' .,", 

Though the bill ,pro~ides some funding for child welfare research and traiQing, ,the fu~ding is, well 

below that under'current law. States are not likely ,to increase thejr own'contributions to research as 

federal funds are cut back. ' Th~refore. the nation will lose an important source of learning- about the 

problems of these vulnerable children' and the effeCtiveness of pro~ramS aimed at helping them. 


Fwu:ling 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 ' 
appropriation. Total funding would :be $4.416 billion in F~ 1990, $4.681 billion .in FY 1997. $4.993 
billion in FY 1998. $5.253 billion inFY 1999, :and $5.557 billion in FY 200(); Funds for this block 
,grant include twocomponerits: most of the, funding would be a capped entitlement to states,' while in 
each year $486 million of the total, would be subject to appropriation. ' The block grant funds would 
be allocated 'to the states based, on the higher of (1) ,one",thirdof the state~s 'amount of Federal, ' 
obligations for selec~ed chiidwelfare programs f~rFY'1992 through FY 1994 or (2) the state's' 

, aIllount of Federal obligations for those programS for FY 19~4., The proposaUs,silent on whether 

Iildian tribes would receive any funds. ,The proposal 'does not address' how stat<;s will receive, ' 

payment for legitimate entitlement claims ,incurr,ed in e~hl,ier, fiscalye~rs. " 


States are required to' maintenance their' 1 ~95 l~vel' of spending on these progquns through 1997. 

States may transfer up to'30 percent of funds from this block'grant to 'other,blockgratIts,jncluding 

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 l04thCorigress,.' . 


" , 
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Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214)- continued 

Discussion 

The amount of the block 'grant is set at $4A16 billion in FY 1996 compared w,ith $4.713 billion that 
would'have been available if current'programs wer~ CQntinued.' Over five years, $2.8 billion of 


, federal funding to state child protection systems will be lost. This 1s a reduction in federal funding of 

,10 percent. 'The ability of states to transfer funds out ofthis block graot increase the likelihood that 

state child welfare systems ,will lack necessary funding. ," 

By distributing fu!)ds based on a state's reCent proportion ofTitle IV-E claims, the fonnula favors 

states that have' pla~ large numbers of children in'foster,care or have succeeded in making large, 

claims for'chi!d placement services ,and administration. Many states have high IV-E chiims for,child 

placement services : and administration because they have used ,these funds to improve their casework 


"'systemS arid to provide preveptiv'e and in-home,s~rvices'. These states would get more money under 
the Title II block grant, while states tha.t have not yet ,used adminjstrative funds, for system 
improvement would get less~ For example, 41 siates'ar~jUst'beginning to, develop computer systems 
which would be eligible for special funding, funding that would be lost under the proposal. As a 
result, states with the greatest need may. have access to' theJeast amount of funds.' The current' , 
inequities among the states would be frozen in place for the nextfiyeYears.. ' 

T~e formula would greatly disad~antage those states that,for,reaSoris'.beyondthei,r control, such as' 

changes in population or increases in cases of serioUs child abuse, will need to increase the number of ' 

ch'ildren placed infost~r care. .In addition; creating a, fonnula baSed on payments to states for any 

one year locks in place problems created because of IV-E foster care alldadoption's mUlti-year 

claiming process. Any state' with many back claims in the selected year will have a disproportionately " 

large share of funds in each of the 'five years of the biock grant. ' 


, . \, 

: It is unclear whether states ,will receivefederal,niatching funds for legitimate claims for children in ' 
foster care or adoption , placements during FY 1994 arid FY1995 (before 'the bill goes into effect); 
Current law allows two years for, states to claim IV.:.:E matching {rinds. The bill will force states to 
speed up their claiming process duringFY 1995 to ensure that as' may .claims as possible are , 
submitted before the effect date. Curre!)t estimates for Fy95 ,foster ~re and adoption spe~ding 'dQ' 
not anticipate such ~Iaims, and no provision is made in the bill to pay for back claims during FY 

, 1996 or FY 1997,' ' ' 

, Historical Analysis' : " 

". ' .'" , t·, " 
If a block grant had been put into effect in FY 1990; based on funding levels in FY.1988-and 

, escalate<iat,the same rate as the proposed block'grarit~states:would have 'received 49 percent less 
funding in FY 1994 than they actually received. ' Overall" states would nave lose $1.5 billion dollars 

.of fed~ral funding in that year alone. 'Every state but one would have lost funding under such b,lock 
grant. The biggest -losers in doilar terms wQuld have been Oilifomia (losing $356 million), New 

, York (losing $310 million), Pennsylvania (losing $102 million), "and Illinois (losing $101 million). hi 
perCfentage terms, the biggest loser would have been Massachusetts (losing~3 percent), Hawaii (losing 
80 percent), Indiana (losing 72 per,cent) , and C6nnecticut (losing,71 percent. ' , 

This clearly shows that a chiid~rotection block gr~f-':evimwith increasi~g allocations over f~~(! 

years--has the potential to cut dramatically the funding t() states. A l;>lock grant cannot' anticipate 

growth in child abuse and neglect or in the' need for foster care, Ifstates experience. foster care 


. growth in the next (lve ~ears. 'ihey,williose rnilli?~s of dollars}n federal child welfare funding. 
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Analysis ~fThe PRA (H.R. 1214) - continued" 

Medicaid 

Proposal 

As with other chil9ren, any foster'child'whose'family meets those requirementsforIV:-A'eIigibility . 

tha~ were in effect on March 7 .• 1995 woul~ be Medicaid eligible. ' 


Discussion 

The bill would 'require States to continue judging Medicaid eligibility on IV-A standards from March, 
7. 1995 even if it subsequently changed its AFDC eligibility requirements. 'This will potentially 

create ~. two-tiered Medicaid eligibility system' in"eaCh state. . . 


"Interethnic Adoption, . 

Proposal 

The bill repeals the MUltiethnic Placement Act arid substitutes .replaceinenHangUage. A state found to 
have discriminated would lose all of its Title II block g~ant funds for the period of time during which 

, the violation occurred." . 

Discussio'!'. , 

The Multiethnic Placement. Act provides that 'states or othe~ entities that r~ive Federal, funds shall 

not deny. delay or otherwis¢ 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 9ther entity may. consider the race. ethnicity, or cultural background of a .child and the 

capacity of prospective parents to meet the needs of a child of that background as' one of a nuplber of 

factors in miling placement decisions, providing that it'did not delay or deny placements: Finally, 

the Act requires 'that states. and other ent~ties make active efforts t6 recruit foster and ',adoptive parents 

capable ofmeeting the needs of the cpildrenneeding placement.· States' and .,other entities violating the 

Act are subject to sanctions pursuant to. Title Vl.of the 1964 Civil Rights ACt. These penalties range 

:from compliance~ctioits to fuIltef!11ination of funding.. ' . . . 
.' . - ( 

. . '. 

The proposed bill includes essentially the same. prohibition as provided for by Multiethnic P.Iacement . 

Act. Unlike that Act, it contains no language discussing.~he.theror how. the background of the child 

may be consi~~red. It also does not address recruitment issues.: ". '.. .' , 


Under the proposed bill a state that violates the prohibition shall remit all funds,that were paid it 

under theThilcl Welfare Block Grant during the period of illegal behavior. This proposed penalty 

would mean that astate would lose all Federal funds provided to .the state for use in supporting foster 

care, ~doption. and child protection activities based ona'single !lc~ of disc(imination: ., . ',' ' 


.. '.' " • < ' 

.1. 

". 

"" 

' .. 
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, An~JysisofThe PRA(H.R. .1214)' ~ continued 

TITLE III: BLOCK GRANTS FOR"CmLD CARE AND:NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 

Subtitle A: ,CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANTS " 

Block Granting Child CSlre Progrmils'for Welfare andLow~IncomeFamilies; , 
, " ','. " '.. 

i. ' 
ProjJosal' 

, , 
. . , . 

, The Personal' Responsibility Act repeals three programs authorized under Title N -A of the Social 
Security,Act: (1) the AFDC/JOBS Child Care program",an,entitlementprogram which guarantees, 
child care assistance for AFDC families who are working or in training; (2) the Transitional Child 
Care program, anentitlem~nt program which' guarantees child car~ assistance for up to ,12 months for, 
those AFDC recipients who earn their way off the welfare rolls; and (3) the At-Risk Child Care 
program, a capped' entitlement whiCh provides child care assistance for, working families at lisk of 
be<;oming welfa~e dependent. According t~ administrative data,' these three programs provided states 
and territorieS with approximatdy $970 'million in FY 1994. In addition, the Personal Responsibility 
Act repeals four small discretionary child care programs" l , All of these prQgrams are consolidated ' 
into a substantially r~vised :thild Care and Development IUcick Grant (CCDBG), a program funded at. 
$890.5 million in FY 1994. . ' " .," 

The block grant.will be a:discretionalj'program,authorizedat'$L943 billion (FY'1994 combined 
funding level for all programs) for each. year from PY 1996 wough FY 2000. Thtee percent is ,­
reserved fot Indian Tribes. One-half of one 'percent isrese~ed for territories and possessions. ' The 
amount remaining is allocated on the basis of fu~ds received in BY 1994 up,der.the CCDBG and N-A 
child care programs" funding for the block grant is subject to annual apprppriations' ...' .' ,") 

Current law requirements to match fecteral funds and n;taintain current child ciue expenditures are ' 
eliminated. The bill also limits administrative costs to five percent of state allotments and allows 
states, to transfer up to, 20 percent ,of the total ,amount of funds :into other block grants. ", , 

, '.' 
, , . 

, Analysis 

The two Title IV-A indivi,dual child care entitlement programs that will be repealed s'erved, ail average 

of nearly 424,000 children a monthih 1993. Currently, because AFDC/JOBS Child Care is an open­

ended entitlement' program, it grows as the number' ofAFDC families, required to be' in training or 

working grows. Transitional Child Car.e also grows to meet the needs as more families leave the 

welfare rolls .due to earnings, from work" helpi~gto ensure, t1uit,their move tpward independeri~ is 

successfuL·" , , . 

'. . . 

The At-Risk Child Care program and the current~hildCate and Development Block Grant served an . 
average' of 975,000 children a month:'in J993." The vaSt majority of these ehildrtm,live9 in working 
poor families that were alor below the fede~al,p'overty leveL ' 

The proposed child care block grant ~lirriinatesthree of the.four child' car~ programs under,the 
jurisdiction of the House Ways and Means Committee. The Committee's remaining program is the , 
Dependent Care Tax Credit, which does not provide support to many low-income families btbuse it' 
is not refundable. . , " , 

.,' . , . 
" 

1., The discretionary programs are the Child Development Asso'date Scholarships, theSt~te 

Dependent Care Grants, Progtllms of National Significan~ of Title Xof the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act, ~nd the Native Haviaiiah Family-Based Education'Center~. '. . 
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'AnaJy~i~ of The, PM (H.R.'1214) ~continu.cid 
, ~ '. 

• • ',< '.! ~ '-',' 

The proposed child Care block g~~twill>be unable to respond to the growing need for child care 

, assistance for' poor families. ',There is already a tremendous unmet·,need for child care as,sistance ,in ,', 

states that are engaged in welfare refonn. In testimony before the<SenateLabor Subeonimittee 'on 


, " , Children,Family, Drugs and Alcoholism in February 1995, it was: 'reported that last year, OIle hidfof 

, the families refer~ed to Florida's welfare'refonn program:could not obtai'n or participate in, training , 

'that would lead to em.ployment because Of insufficient~n$ Jor ,child care. At the same hearing, ' ' 
Mayor Cardell Cooper of EaSt Orange, New Jersey testified:'thaf"In New Jersey, there are more than . " ~ , 

,25,000 ' childreri waiting fOr child care.;' The child care rieedsof ~elfarefamilieS will grow, ',' , :' 
significantly with the propos~(f increase' in work requirements. ,In'aodidon; there will continue to be ' 
greater needs among the working poor as more and more mothers :enterthe labor force. " 

. , . ,. '. 

Not only does the proposed block' graIit fuilding- remain fixed for, rive years, federal child care , 
,funding will, decline" at a minimum, by '20 perCent, or '$7.4 billion,o~er theI"lext five years. Because 
the program will be discr~tionary, actual appropriations in any given year may be -set 'lqwer than " , ' 
authoriied levels; 'Even if'the block grant were fuUy'funded in' FY2000, states ,would receive in that 
year 25 percent less, fe4eral' fumling ($651 million) than under current law,> which would mean that" 

'approximately400,oop fewer chi,ldrei{would receive assistance.¢hild :care funding will be reduced 
at the 'same time that welfa~ereform ITiayrequire more parents to enter the' workforCe. ,With, :' , 
insufficiellt resources, th~childcareneeds of welfare're~ipients' wiII be pitted against:thechild care, ' 
needs of the low income working families. .' , 

, ' ' 

,iChil4 Care for Families onWelfate, ' 
., :,. 

, Under current law,families,onwelfare'are guaranteed child care, aSsistance if theyar~ working or 
participating in JOBS' Qr other ,state-approvCd training programs ..This ',entitlement was created to 
ensure that', parents could, su~sfuUy partiCipate" and-children wou,d be provided 'adeqmlte" care. The 
PRAeliIDinates the guarantee: forcing many pareQtS to choose"b~tween ineeting:th~ir obligations to ' 
participate'i~ wor~and: the obliga~ion to,~re fonheirc~ild., ;' ' 

" .' . ," 

The lack of child care ,may jeopardize the succes~of wel~are reforin effQrts. Moreover, many states 
have alre~dy, recognized the importailc;:e' of child care to successfully move families from 'welfare to , ' 
work. A Dumber of states,.includingConn~ticut; Florida; Iowa,lllinois, and' New York, have, 
sought to expand ~ransitional Chit" Carebenefi,tsas part of their, welfare refonn'aemoristrations. ," 

,With :the limited funding ,of the proposal,providing,such expandedbenefits'will be difficult. The 
General Accounting Office (GAO) conducted a study ofpartidpants in.welfare,-to.workp~ograrnsin , 
1987'; and 60 percent reported that lack of child care was':a,barriet t,9.\vork. A recent GAO, study , 
predicted a50 percept i~crease in workforce participation by poor women whenthild, care was' " 
,provided. " ' ",' . ,,', '>. ': ;,',' ' "','" " ,', 

, " 

Child Clll'e for Working'F3milles ' 

Cur,rently, each year' close to one million' children in non-welfare,: working families' receive, federal ' 
, child- ~are aSsistance: According to the Census Bureau; poor families that must pay for child ~are' 

, , spend 27 percent of their income on child care. "Many'of the poor families. who recieve federal, ' 
assistance could not afford to,cOntinue working at such a,cost. As the work requirements of me ' 
Personal Responsibility Act,goiiltoeffect, the number ofchildreri ofAFbcr recipientsneeding-care: ' 
will rise, thus depriving' these hard w.o~king familles ofthe aSsist~c~. 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 ~orkingpoor to meet the, ' 
increasing needs, of welfare ,reCipients. ,Losing 'child care assistance could 'have' the uninte,rided effect' 

"o{putting more poor fam~lies at .risk of ;welfate dependency. ' :, ," ',' ,:" , , , ,',,' , ' 
• I • , __,'" " :: ' 

.,' , 
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Analysis of The. PRA (H.R.,1214) :... co~inued ' 

Eligibility 

Proposal, ' 

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

. Analysis 

HHS estimates that 75 percent of the stale m~ian income on' average is approximately 200 percent of 
the federal poverty level. There are currently an estimated 7,626.000 children ages 13 or younger in 

, families with income below 200 percent of poverty that have two ,parents or a single parent who 
works full or part~time. Under current law" ty..'O funding sources ...,. AFpC/JOBS child care ,and 
'Transitional Child Care, - are tied to AFDC status,While:theE;hild Care and Development Block 
Grant is intended for non~welfare families •.some states have Used CCDBG for welfar,e families. The 
At~Risk program is reserved for the working poor.' As the, prQgrams are co~olidated. states will 
have flexibility to set their own priorities for the redu~ funding although the increasing needs of the 
welfare population are likely to,crowd their ability to assist the,working poc;r~ , 

Parental Choice and Child Care Services 

ProposOJ 

The PRAdoes not modify the provisions, 'of the CCDBG that assured parental choice of. child care' 
, arrangements funded .t~ough grants, contracts, or certifica~es. . 

Analysis '. 
, , 

Under the current child care subsidy programs. parep;ts choose the child care provider for their 

children. Parents ,can choose a child care center. family day care provider, group home provider, or 

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

also use some funds to contract with providers to provide slots to a,certain number of subsidized 

children. . ' 

Elimination of Health' ~d S'afety ReqUirements 

,Proposal 

The PRA. includes asinglerequir~inent'that child'care providers c~mply with applicable state and 
local health, safety, licensing or registration requirements; but it would eliminate most of tlie 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 repeat state.aSsur:ance of prov;derc~mpliance and state review. 
of licensing and regulatory requirements. It would repeal thd requirement that providers -who are ' 
exempt from licensing register with the state agency i!l order to receive funding through the block " 
grant. 
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Anal;Sis of The PRA (II.it. 1214) ..:. contituted 

,Ana!,ysis 
. ':,. 

, Chiid cafe legislation and re&ulations have'not imposeQ 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 andOutcoines,in Child Care Centers (January 
1995; University of Colorado at Denver, UniversitY of California atl..os Angeles, University of North,' 
Carolina, Yale University), found that s~tes with high siaridar~ had 'substantially fewer poor,' quality , 

, centers than those, with low standards, 	 ' " 
; " 

. Removal of the requirement that states address, infectious disease control (mcluding immunizations), 
, building safety, at)d provider training through their own regulations would allow stat~ to ignore 

fundamental health and safety iSsues .. The, HHS Office of Inspector General conducted a nationwide 
survey of health and. safety in child. care sett~ngs before the implementation of the Child Cafe and, 
Developme~t Block Grant. TheyJound numerous health and, safety violations including toxic, 
~aterials, broken glass, and nails hi areas accessible to children.' The OIG found tha~ the block grant 
requirements havebeen instrumental in raising safety standards 'for children across the,country. " 

Elimination of the Set-Aside'to Iinprove the Q~ty of Child C~e, and to Increase the 
Availability of Early Childhood Develo(Jment and Before- and After-School' Car~, Services 

,', . 	 ' , , 
, ' .' 	 ',' .', "':', . , ,. . 
The PRA eliminates the requirement that states, setaside,~5 peree,ntofblock grant funding for 

activities to improve the quality of child.,care and to increase the availability of early childhood 

development and before- and after-school care s~rvices.' . 


Analysis 

N~merous ~ecent studies have demonstrated ,that' high quaiityearly childhood experiences are 
, important for healthy dev'eloprrient. At the'same time, st;udies have documented, that much of the care' 
. children 'are receiving is poor or mediocre. The Cost.: Ouality and Outcomes report found that 40.', ' 
,percent of inf~t ca~e 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 orie of the most signifiCant res01.irces states have to help their providers and improve the 

qualitY of care.' . . ,.' .' , " . . . " 


.. 

Certain geographic areas (especially rural areas andinner-'city neighborhoods) and children of certain·' 
age groups (particularly infants,and school-aged children) arehigbly underserved. When pressure to' 
provide more care in these areas increases, stat~ are able, to use the set:'aside funds to, increase the ' 
supply. of child care through su~h actions as recruiting and supporting new providers .. 

, 	 " 

. States have used funds~et aside for quality activities' for:" ' 

" • 	 Child Care Resource and Referral agencies which help parents' select child care services, ' 
obtain financial assisrance,',and llccess quality child care. ' ",' 
'.j 

• 	 Grants and loans to help providers: meet applicable sta!e and local child 'care standards, 

licensing. and regulatory requirements; aI)d health and ,safety requirements: 


• 	 ' Improvement of child' care licensing:; ';in~reased m.onitoring efforts and c6ns~mer education 

initiatives, " .'. ' , 


, <. ' 
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• ' Training and technical assistance to cbHd care center ,and family child care staff.·" 

The elimination of the set-aside would almost cert~iI\ly reduce thetyP~s of inveStments made in ' 
quality services. cUrrently., approximately nine (9) percent of the blOCk grant goes Jnto quality', 
activiti.es such as those described abo~e. 'The remainder of the set-aside has been used to ·expand 
s~rvices to undetserved areas and groiIps of children. The set-aside ,in current law offers a protection 

, to children in care by making investments in quality and, capacity building, Without a set-aSide for 
, these purposes. and with overall reduced funding. s.tateS will beurider tremendous pressure to direct 

all funding tow~d direct servic,es certificates. ' 

Acco~tability , 

State Match and Supplantation 

Proposal 

The Personal Resp~nsibjlity Act deletes the' requirement for' Ii state match and the requirement' 
prohibiting states from using federal funds to replace state and lacitl' dollars spent for child care' 
,services. 

Analysis 

.Currently, st,ates do not contribut~ to the CCDBG program. States contribute to the AFDCiJOBS 
Child Care Program and the Tr8.nsitional Child Care ,program 'at" the Feder~ Medical Assistance 
Percentages (FMAP) rate for services and at 50 percent for admi~stration~For the At-Risk program, 
both a:dmi~isttation and services are matched at the FMAP rate. . ' 

States spent the following amo~n~ to match federal dollars for the AFDC/JOBS', Transition~I;~d At~ 
Risk Child Care programs: ' 

.' . 

• inFY 9~: $575.9 million 

~ iii FY 93: ' $616.5 million 

• in FY 94: $697.8 million 

'-Without :i requirement to continue' providing state and local funds at the. current level aDd 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 federa}funds. ' .. 

Transfer Autho'rity 
, '-." 

'Proposal 

The PRA would allow up to 2()' percent of the fund~ of the block grant to b~ used for the purposes <;>f 
,other block grants,.' . . ' 

"', Analysis . I. j , 

.' ..'."" " . " 

There iscurreiltly no ability to use designated chi1dcar~ funding for' other non~child·care purposes. , 
The ability.to transfer child care funds could result i~ greater reductions if'! overall child care support . 

../ .' 
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Reporting Requirements 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility, Act replaces current CCDBG reporting requirements with '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 (5 percent of state allQtments).' The degree of ~etailec:I inforrriation demanded greatly 
ex~eeds current data ~eporting capacities of most states. ' ' , 

. ,... ~ 

COllSoIidation.of the State Dependent C~re Grants aDd the Child Dev;elopment Associate 
, ,Scholarships , 

Proposal· ' ,
'. ' 

The Personal Responsibility Actwould Consolidate several discretionary programs, 'in addition to the 
Social' Security~ctchildcareentitlement programs, into the, bl()ck grant. " 

, .' -,' " • I. 

Analysis' , 

The Administrati~m's FY 96 budget propo~ed' consolidat.onof two'ofthe dis~retionary child care " ' 
, , programs -- the Child Development Associate (CDA) Scholarships'and the,State Dependent Care 

Grants -- into the Child Care and Developm(!ntBlock Grant. . 

The State Dependent Care Grants' provide grants to states for resource and referral system activities " 
and school-age child care services activities,and the CDA.scholarships fund child care provider', ' 
training. " Since these are all, areas addressed under the CCDBO, giving 'states added flexibility 
through· a consolidation is appropriate:, : "" , 

Subtitle B: FAMILY AND SCHOOV·BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS' . 
",' 

Block Granting of Nutrition Programs ' 

Proposii/.' 

The Personal Responsibility Act would repeal the ~ominodity Dis~ribution 'Refon:n, Act ~d WIC 
Amendments of 1987, and the Child Nutrition and ,WIC Reauthorization Act of 1989.' It would 

" . ame'nd the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (which authorizes the Special Milk, Schooi Breakfast, and 
WIC programs) to ~r,eat~ a fl;1mily nutrition block grant, 'and it amends the National School Lunch Act 
(v.rhi~hauthorizes the School Lunchptogram) to create'a school-baSed nutrition block grant. ' 

• ' , ' . . .' I' '-" " ' " '/ ,. ~ 

l'he fainily nutrition biockgrani)o states would be~uthorized:' to provide WIC-type nutrition" " 
assessment, food assistance, nutrition education imdcounseling" and referrals to health services 
(including routine pediatric and obstetric care) toeconomically disadvantaged'women, infants, and' , 
young -children; to ensure that economically' disadvantaged children in 'day . care center~, family day· 
care homes, homeless shelters, settlement houses, recreational centers, Head Start and~Even Start 
programs, and child care fa~iJities-for children with disabiiities receiv«.,meals, 'sn~cks,and milk; and '. 

.' , ""t.,'_ .'," 
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Analysis of The PRA (H,R. 1214) - continued , ; 

,'to provide summer food service programs' to~nomicaliy disadvantaged child~en when schoor-is' not. 

in session. 


, \ 

I Each state that submits an' application would also be entitled to, receive a .school-based nutrition block 
g~ant to: saf~guard the health and well-being of children through ~utiit'ious, well-balallced meals and 

.....
snacks; provide'ecollomically disadvantaged childrtm access to free or low cost,'meals, snacks and , 

rililk; ,ensure that the children served are receiving the nutrition they require to take advantage of. 
. educational opporttinities;emphasiie'natitral'sources ()f nutrients that are low in fat and sodium over 


enriched foods; provide a school nutrition' program; and minimiie'paperworkbutdens and 

administrative expenses for schools.' , 


'. Appropriations for the Famiiy Nutrition Block. Gr~t .~ould be authorized' at: .' . '..~ ~. 

$4.606 billion'for FY 1996,· 

$4.777 billion for FY 1997 

$4.936'bilIion for FY i998 

$5: 120,'billionfor 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.' 


, !he school-based nutrition block grant amount would be:" , 

$6.681 billion for FY 1996, 
$6,956 billion for FY 1997 

' ...$7.237 billion forFY 1998 ". "" 

$7.538 billion for FY 1999 .:; 

,,; $7:849 billion forFY 20Q0. 

Nin:e percent of the school-based nutrition ~sistaIlce'available. wO\lld :be in' 'the 'formoT commodities. 

. States could obligate their allotted funds in tlie fiscal year received or in the, succeeding fiscal year. 


Antilysis 

. USDA's Child' Nutrition and MeprOgrams hav~ produced significant and measurable :nutrition 

outc~mesamong the' children who 'participate' in them. ; The programs work because national nutrition, 

standards are esuiblished, required, and verified; ahdbecause th~ funding structure ensures that the . 

program c;m expand' to meet the increased needs that· are created by a recession or similar ,economic 

downturn. The block 'grant structure would 'eliminate b()thoftheseprote~tioDs, leaving children , 

villnerable to shifts in the economy; and to changes in nutrition standards that could be driven more 

by costconsiderations'than children's health:. ' .' . , 


Spending for the Jamily nutrition block grant ~ould be $987 mill~on less in FY '1996; and $5.3 billion 

less over the five-year period FY 1996:.2000. Over-all spending fo~the s~hool.;based prOgrams would 

be $104 million less that the 'currentpolicy'iQFY 1996, and over $1.3 billibn less over the five-year, 

period. If enacted in'1989, the family nutrition block grant would have re~ulted in'a 43. percent 

'reduction in funding for meals to, children; and food and services to women, infaiits; and children in ',' 

199,(' WIC funding would have,been 33.percent less than actually spent, ,and spendirig on n~n-~chool· 


'child care, summer, and rnilkprogramswoulQ.have been 66 percent lesst~an was needed. Under the. 

family nutrition block'gtant, 275,000 women" infants, and children wouldbe'T7moved from the WIC 
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program. If enacted in 1989, theschool-based nutrition block grant would haveres.ulted in a 17 
percent reduction, tri 1994. ..... ' 	 . ,. 

. . .' 	 ".. . 

The'Family Nutrition Block Grant risks. diminishing the effectiveness· of the WICprogram. By 
dropping national program requirementS for the WIC program, there would likely be an erosion of 
national progr~ s.tandards that could reduC<? or reverse the' proveIl,effectivepess of WIC in such areas . 
as'reduced low-birthweight and infant mortality.·' This could increase prenatal and pediatric health 
care costs. CO$t savings to the Med'ieaid program resulting from the WIC program, now valued at 
$400 million to $1.3 billion per .year, would decline: In addition, there is no requirement to maintain 
competitive bids for infant formula rebates, or that funds generated from rebates should be used for 

'WIC-type services. Currently, WIC rebates generate over $1 billion per year and support over 1.5 
millio'f} persons annually in the WIC program. 

. 	 . 

. The Family Nutrition Block Grant would also .eliminate the viability ofsupporting meals serVed in . 
185,000 family d~y'care homes. Denying all children':in day. care homes the modest subsidy availa,ble 
tQ children in school-based programs could .'driveJamily day care homes .outof the program. In . 
addition, national nutrition stand~rds 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'nutritionblock:grant funds would be allotted tostateseach year as follows: 

First fiscal year: Each state's share of family nutrition block grant funds. would be proportional to the . 
share of total funding it received under'currenflaw for the aggregate of WIC (100 'percent); homeless· 
children nutrition (100 percent); and 87.5 percerit of funds receiyed for the child and adult care food 
progrru:n, the summer food serVice program,.and the special milkprog~am .. Each state's share of the " 
school-based nutrition block grant·is proportional to the share,oftotal funding it received under , 
current law for the aggregate of the school· breakfast program (100 percent); the school'lunch program 
(100 percent); and 12.5 percent of funds received for the child and adult'care food program, the 
summer food serVice program, and the special milk program. 
. . 	 . 

For the second fiscal. year: Ninety-five percent offundirig would' be allotted iQproportion to its share 
.of preceding fiscal year funding. The remaining ·5' percent offunding would be allotted based on: . 

. 	 . ,.'.' '. . 

•• . forth~ family nutrition block grant,~ the relative numbe~ ofiridividuals in .each stine who 
received .assistance under the family. nutrition .blockgrantin the year ending June 30 of the' 
preceding fiscai yearto the totaln~er such individuals, or' . . .' '. 

• 	 . for the school-based nutrition block grant - the relative' number of meals served in each 
state in the year ending June 30 of the preceding fiscal year ul1:der the school-based nutrition 
block grant to the ,total number of meals served in all states. 

I'. 

For the third imdfourth 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 on the 'relative number 
.of people (for, the family nutrition grant) or mea,ls'(for the school-~ased nutrition grant) served. ' 
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'For the fifth fiscal year: 'Eighty-five percent of funding would be allotted in'proportion to its share of 
preceding fiscal year funding, and 15 percen(would be allotted based' on the relative·number of 
pe9ple or meals served., . 

Analysis 

Since a state's funding for the school-based, nutrition block grant would be based partially on the 
number of meals served in the previous year, states that serve mote ."free" meals tllan the national 
average would be penalized. In contrast, states .that serve more total meals, would fare b~tter 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. 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, eveIi·though'demographiC data sugg~sts enrollment will rise, 
four to six percent during the authorization period of the grants. .r, 

Applications must be submitted to the' Secretary of Agriculture 

. Proposal 

Family Nutrition Block Grant: States would be required to set minimum nutritional st3.J;ldards for 
food assistan'ce based on the most recent tested nutritional research available, although they can use 
the'model nutrition standards developed by the NationarAcademy of Science.. 

School-Based Nutrition Block Grant: States would be required to set minimum nutritional standards 
for meals, based on'the most recent tested nutritional research available, although. they could choose 
to implement the model nutrition standards developed by the National Academy of SCience. 

The state applications for bbth the fartiily and school-based nutrition. blqck grants must ip,clude' an 
agreement to take reasonable steps to restrict the use and disclosure of information"about recipients. 

, In addition, for the family nutrition block grant, the sta'tewould be required to agree to spepd not 
more than five ,percent of it.sgrant amount for administrative'costs, except that costs associated with' 

. nutritional risk assessments, a:J1d nutrition education 'and counselirtg are not considered adritinistrative 
costs. In the case of the school~based nutrition block grant, the state would be required to agree to 
spend not more than two percent of its grant amount. for' administrative /cos,ts. Annual' reports are' also 
required for both grants'. . . 

Analysis 

. The Personal Responsibility Act would permit states to prescribe nutrition standards for the block 
grants, and could vary widely from state to state. National standards, on, the other hand,protect 
children, no matter where they live. .There would be no guarantee that state standards would . . . 
adequately promote children's 'Qealth; children's .health CoUld suffer ifstates set or alter nutrition 
standards to meet shifting budgets' or other,priorities unrelated to children. By dropping national 
standards for the WIe program, there would likely be ali. erosi6n of national program standards that 
. could reduce or reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC .in such areas as reduced ,low-birthweighUUld 
infant mortality. Elimination of standards in the . School-Based Nutrition Block Grant means there will 
be no assur~ncethat children wotildhaveaccess to healthy meals' at school. ,', 
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Analysis ofThePRA (H.R. 1214) - continued 

Use of Amounts 

- " .1' 'Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act would requirestates ,to use at least 80'percent of all family nutrition 
block grant funds to provide WIC-type services and the remainder on meals and snacks to chiidren in 
child care and other non-school settings: Fun4s can only serve persons tInder 185 perCent o(poverty: 

" ' 

The school-based nutrition block grant funds wQuld provide meals and snacks to students. Eighty 
percent of the block grant funds would be: required ,to be used ,to prov'ide free or low cost meals or 

, snacks to children below 185 percent of poverty. In addition, states would alsc) be required to ensure 
, that food service programs are established and carriedou,t in ,private nonprofit schools and, 
Department of Defense domestic dependents' schools on 'an equitable basis with food programs in 
publ~c schools.' " " 

States would also be authorized to transfer up ,to 20 percent of block grant funds to carty out a state 
program pursuant to Title IV-A, Title IV-B, or Tide xx of the Social Security Act, or the Child tare 

, and Development Block 'Grant Act of 1990. Funds could also be transferred between the School­
, Based Nutrition Block Grant and tile Family Nutrition Bhx:k Grant. ,Before'tranSfer, the state would 
be f(!quired to determine that sufficient funds are available to carry out goals of the family or school­

,:basednutrition bloc~ grants., 

With respect to the provision that nine percent of the, available school-base4 nutrition, assistance would 
be provided to states in the form of commodities', states would be prohibited '.from 'requiring individual 
school districts,private nonprofit schools, or Department ofDefense dOplestic dependents' schools ' 
which had bee'n rec~ivingcoinmodity assistance in the fOITtl of cash paym~~ts or copnnooityletters of 
credit in lieu of entit~ementcominodities as of JanuarY 1;1987, to: accept commodities for use in their 
district, except at the request of the affected school district. ' Such, schools/districts would be permitted 
'to continue receiving commodity ass~stance in the.form t~at they received it as of January 1, 1987. 

Schools would also' be pr~hibited from: physically separating children eligible for free or low cost' 
meais or snacks from other children, overtly identifying such chilqren by' use of. such ,means as speCiid 

, " to~ens or tickets, or announced ,or, published lists of names; or from otherwise discriminating against, 
, such children. ' ": ' " " , " ' 

'Analysis, 

Because of the restriction to funding only children below 185 perCent of poverty, the Famiiy 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 dfiv,e f~ly daYicare hoines out of 'the program: If'wel,farereform, 

, efforts ,result' in more working. low-income parents, this cost squeeze on day care, would be, ' 
,exacerbated. ,TranSfer authority of 20 percent couldl"esultin no funds available for child care and ' 
summer programs in the fa.rnily nutrition block grant, andnofund~ for children over 185 percent of 
poverty in the school-based nutrition block grant.' ' 

.": 

, 
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Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) - ,continued ' 

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 ~hich the assistance 'Yas effe~tive in achieving the stated goals 'of the ' 
grant, and. the standards aitdmethods the state is using to ensure the nutritional quality : The Family 
NutritioI.1 BlockGrantwould also require reporting on the numbe,t oflow birthweight births in the 
state that year compared to the' number in the previous year ,and any other information the Secretary , 
deems to be appropriate: The School·Based Nutrition Block Grant would. require reporting on the' ' 
different types of food assistance provided to 'individuals receiving assistance; the total number of , 
meals served to students, including the percentage of such meals served to economically', 
disadvantaged students; and any other information the Secretary deems to be appropriate. 

Analysis 

'The reporting re'quired in this bill would not guarantee that pdor childrenwiIl 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 withoutdetection., There is also no guar~tee that significant issues, sUC,h as dairy big­
.rigging, where USDA haS taken more, than 100' actions inthe.last year, -would be addressed. . , :' , 

In addition, reports would not be req~ired for the state programs carried out pursuant to Title N -A,' 
Title IV -B, or Title XX of the Social Security Act, the School·B;,sed Nutrition Block Grt;U:1t, 

, 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. 

Penalties, 

, Proposal, 
. ' 

, . Any family or school-based nutrition block grant amount found to have been used in violation of the 
family or school·based nutrition brock grant programs' as a ~estJli of an audit would be required to ' 

,. repaid,except that any quarterly payment ofblock grant funds to the state may not be reduced by 
more than 25 percent. The block gnmt(s) will also be reduced by 3 percent if a state fails to 'submit 
its required flscalyear report(s) within 6 months ofihe,end,ofth(:preceding fi~cal year. " , 

, , 

Assistance to Children, Enrolled in Private Nonprofit Schools and Department of Defense . 
· DolDestic I)ependents' Schools In Case of Restrictions ,on State or Failure by State to Provide ' 
,ASsiStance' ' . '" 

Proposill.' .., , 

The ·Personal Responsibility Act would provide for, the Secretary of Agriculture to arrange 'for' school­
based food assistance to children enrolled in pfivate ~lementary or secondary schools or nonprofit 
schools or Department of Defense'domestic dependents' schopls ~n any state whi9h is prohibited by 
state law from using ,block grant funds to provide assistan£e tQ such children. If the Secretary 
arranges for such assistance, the amount of the. grant for such state would be reCIuced by the amount' 
of the' assistance pro~ided to the private or domestic, dependents" schools, . In addition,' the Secretary 

. I of Agriculture woul~' make' availaple to,the, Secretary of Defense funds and 'conunodiiies' to establish' 
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and carry out food service programs for stUdents in Department of DefeQSe overseas dependents' 
schools.. The amount of needed funds and commodities will bedetennined by the two Secretaries, 
and would be reserved from ~M amounts ,available to the states for the school-based nutritjon blo~k 
grant., 

Model Nu~rition StaDdar'ds for Food ASsis~ce' for Pregnant, PostpartUm; and Breastfeediitg 
Women, Infants and Children ',' , 

. ' , ," 

Proposal' 

The Personal Responsibility Act would require the National Academy of Science, in cooperation with 
pediatricians,obstetriciaris" nutritionists, and. (WIC) program direCtors" to develop model nut,rition 

... ' standards f9r food' aSsistance ror pregnant, postpartum, and b~eastfeeding women, infants' and .children 
-:-- by April 1996. Such nutrition standards' would require that' tP-efood 'assistance. provided to such. 
women. infants, and childrenconialn reqtiired',ilutrients (asdete~ned,by.nutritional research}Jound 
to be~acking in their diets.' ,'" 

The bill would also require the National Academy of Science, .in coope~ation with nutritionists, and .. 
program directors providing inealsto students, todevelop mOdel nutrition standards for meals to'such 
students -- by' April 1996. 

Within one year after development of the standards, the Na~iomil Academy of ScienCe would be: . 

required to prepar~ and submit to the Congress on state efforts' to ;i.tnplement the model nutrition 

standards,' ':," , ' 


",' " 

Requirem~t to Publish Data ~elating to the 'Incidence of Poverty at Least Every Two Years' 

Proposal .. 

, ,The Personal R~sponsibility Act ~ould require th~ Secretary of Health ~dHUman·Services to publish 
data reiating to the incidence of poverty in the United States every twoyears; for every state, county, . 
and loc;ality" and for every school district., For school districts; the:number of children ages 5-17 in' 
families below poyerty wQuld be required, beginning in''l998 and 'every two years thereafter. ; For , 
states and counties, the number of individuals 65 or .older living below poverty would be reported in ' 

, 1996 and every ,two years thereafter~ $1.5 million· would be authorized ,to be appropriated each year' 
for FY 1996:-2000 to carry out this requirement. " 

The Secretary w~uld also 'be fequired to produce data on changes in participation in',welfare~health" 
education, and employment and training programs for families andchildren~,the duration ofsuch 
participation: and the causes and consequences of any changes in'program participation ..$2.5 million, 
would be authoriZed to be appropriated for FY 1996, $10 million foeeach of flsca1years 1997-2002, 
and $2 million for FY 2003. ' ,,'..'. . . 

, .. 

L 

. I' " . 
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TITLE IV: RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS 

Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welf~e Assistance 

',. Broposal
',- . 

Most legal il'llmigrants, would be specifically d,erlie9benefi~ under 5 fed~ral'programs: Supplemental 
Security Income, Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant, Social Services Block Grant, Medicaid, 
and Food Stamps. Legal immigrants over age 75 that have 5 years continuous reSidence would be 
exempted from the general bar on eligibility, unless they were sponsored under new', legally binding, 
affidavits of support and subject to th~ extended deeming period.' 

Sponsor-to-alien deeming would contin~e until the sponsored immigrant attained citizenShiP, would be 
required under any federal, state, or local means-tested public assistance program, but would apply ," 

'only to immigrants whose sponsors had signed the new, ,legally binding affidavit of support developed 
, subsequent to the effective date. 'Refugees would, also be exempted, from the general eligibility bar for, 
"their first five years of residerice in the United, States. ,Finally, honorably discharged veterans living, 
in the U.S. or the territories or possessions, active-military personnel, and their spouses and children 
would also be exempt from the generaieligibility bar (unless they were sp0Dsorect under the new ' 
affidavits of support' arid subject.to the extended deeming provisions). ' , ". 

, , 

,The affidavit of support sign~d bysponsorswo~ld become a legally 'binding document. However, 

sponsored imrhlgrantswould be specifically prohibited from bringing-suit against sponsors that had 

reneged on the financial support they promised. ,Instead, govemrrient agencies, would be allowed to 

seek reimbursement' from sponsors if the immigrants ~they sponsored w~re somehow' able to receive 

means~tested public assistance. ' Immigrants receiving,current benefits u.nder any of t,he, programs 


, would 'have one more year of eligibility before becoming ineligiqle. federal agenCies currently , 

delivering Qenefits to immigrants would b~ required to give notice to reCipients 'whowould become 

ineligible due to these provisions. . , 


Lawfully present nonimmigrants would be inefigible for any federal, state, odo~ 'means:...tested 

pubiic assistance except' for non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance (including emergency mediCal 

services), and various housing and community dev~lopnient assis~ce administered by HUD. 


, Nonimmigrants are pe~ple admitted for tempQrary periods of time and limited purposes (e.g., 

,tourists, diplomats, journalists, athletes, and 'other te,mp~rary workers). 


, Asylees'" temporary agricultural\Vorkers,. and persons whose depprtation has -been ,withheld ~nder 
, section 243(h) of the -Immigration and Nationality Act; would remain eligible for assis.tance (even 

, thoughasyiees and persons under withholding 'of deportation,status'are notconSidered ' 


"nonimmigrants'i by the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA». Individuals paroled into the,U:S. 
for aperiod of less thari ayear would be considered lawfullyptesent nonimmlgranis, for the purposes. 
of this title'(although they are ,not considerednonimmigrants by ,the INA). The bill is silent with 
respect to persons granted parole for a period of 1 year. Any current nonimmigrant recipients would, 
become ineligible for assistance 1 'year after date'ofenact~ent.[NOTE: Noninimigrants are not 
cUrrently eligible for the major welfare .entith~ment programs, although asylees andparolees are 
currently eligible.] ',''j 

States would be authorized to restrict eligibility to legal imril,igrants on the same basis, and ,subject to ' 
the same exemptions,asthe federalgov~r.nment. State and'.1ocal goverrimeQts would be required t9 

, deny means~tested public assistance.'t.o aliens '~'not lawf\!lIy present in the U.S", except non-cash, in­
'kind emergencyassistan~e (including emergency med16al services) and various housing and' . 
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community development assistance administered by HUD. The Attorney General would be . 
authorized, to determine which classes of aliens sho~ld be considered "not lawfully present" for such 
purposes; -.:' 

, Discussion 

Bas~ on previous Congressional BtidgetOffice (CBO) estiIpates,' this title would save nearly $22 
billion 'over 5 years. This figUre includes savings under,theSSI, Medicaid, and Food Stamp 
programs, since the other major programs would be subject to block grants (AFDC and Social ..' 
Services). Based on CBO projections, HH~estimateS that the provisions 'would deny . assistance to 
almost 2.2 million legal j~igrantsin the first year of implementation. ,Most of the legal immigrants 
affected by this proposal are earlier arrivals. ~ho would have their; benefits taken away retroactively. . 

An underlying principle of U.S. immigration policy·has, beento admit imrnigrants that further th~ 
national interest with the expectation that they wo~ld reside permanently,in the United States as 
productive individuals and be accorded virtually the.same ~ightsandresponsibilities as citizens. Two 
general criteria have been develope4 to define those'immigrants that further our national interest­
immigrants admitted. for family reunification purposes andimmigran,ts adinitted for their' economic 
contribution.· Categorically denying these 'Iegal immigrants' 'public assistance based solely on their 
alienage status' and. without regard to whether or not they have sponsors who have agr~ to support 
them, is contrary to these fundamental principles and would have ~everal adverse conSequences. ' 

Under the PerSonal Responsibility Act, alarge number of ' legal immigrants would be denied federal 
assistance even if their need for assistance' aJ;"ose subsequent. to entry-for. e,Xa.m.ple, due to a disabling 

. aCCident., Legal immigrants who pay u;xes, contribute to safetY net programs and are productive 

members of society could be ineligible for any assistance in a time of severe and unexpected, need: 

For example, a legal immigrant who has been working for four y~sand subsequently becomes" 

severely disabled would be denied cash assistance under SSI due solely to alienage status.' ~n " 


" 	December 19~4, there were almost 233,000 non-refugee'legal immigrants receiving SSI benefits based 
on·disability.. All of those immigrants wh~ were.s~ilI'npn-citizen.S when the propo~al,became effectiv~ 
would .be thrown off tlieprogram. While some, of theSe disabled immigrants may have sponsors, the' 
sponsors themselves woul~.likely become' impoverished by .the finanCial burden of care and medical 
treatment for· immigrants who had become severely disabled. 

The Personal Responsibility Act would deny the federal safety net to those legal immigrants without 
family members or fdends who have agreed to assume some financial responsibility. While most of 
these immigrants are produ~tively employed and would never apply for public assistance, some 
become disabled or temporarily unemployedand,need assistance. Using-the Congressional Research '. 
'S'ervice's estimate that about 40 percent of luI non-refugee legal inlmig'rants, admitted in 1994 di<;l not . 
have sponsors, and applying that proportion to the population of immigrants currently 'receiving . 
aSsistance, we estimate that aimost 900;000 legal immigrants, without spoQ,Sors, would be thrown off . 
federal assistance in FY 199i(or 40 percent of .the total number of legal immigrants denied ass,s~ance 
inFY 1997 'under the propC>sal). ' . ..., '. . . . . 

, '. 

The Personal Responsibility Act only directly denies eligibility to leg~l immigrants under 5 federal. 
programs. However, it does include a provision'to al,low states to deny eligibility· to legal immigrants 
on the same b~sis as the federal government .. While such a provision is likely' to be challenged ' 
legally, there is also the practical question of ho~ cities and counties wpuld react to the prospect of 
thousands of legal' immigrants, ,many with disabilities $d-no sponsors;being ,left with absolutely no 
government assistance.' The implications for homelessnessand public health and safety would be 
significant for sorrieof our largest mettopolitanareas. As.a practical matter;legalimri1igrants who-, 
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would be denied federal' assistance would be more likely to' apply to state and local programs of 
assistance. Given the difficulty these jurisdictions would have in denying ai, forms of assistance to 
these needy irrimigrants,various state and local programs would 'experience potentially large increases 
in their rolls. This would effectivelycoristitute a large ullfunded federal mandate on states and 
lpcalities. ' , . 

In addition, the bill would require states and localities to deny means-tested public assistance to' 
"unlawful aliens" • with the Attorney General authorized to determined'which classes ,of aliens would 
be determined "unlawfitl ". It would also require states and localities to implement deeming until 
citizenship policies under any means-tested public assistance program. The bill defines such , 

. assistance to include any prograin "of public benefits (including cash, riledical .. housing,and food 

assistance arid social services) of the federal Government or of a state'or political subdivision of a 

state in which the eligibility of an individual, household, or family eligibility unit for benefits under, 

the program, or the amount of such benefits, or both are determined on the. basis of income, 


· resources, or financial need of the individual, household, or' unit. n' This provision would be a new 
administrative mandate that creates a number. of diffj.culties·for states and localities that currently do 
not screen applicants for the many locally provided service programs by immigration status. This . 
new federally-imposed eligibility requirement would be burdensome for many state and local 
programs and providers. . 

In addition, the definition of "means~tested" is vague and 'it is unclear which specific programs would 
be affected. For example, many public health prograIlJS and the Head Start program might be 
required to initiate eligibility restrictions based on alienage (iftheseprograms .were to be determined 
as "means-tested"). The ambigUity of the definition would likely require legal resolution in the 
courts, and is due to the variety of programs and eligibility criteria for the different programs. For 
example, many public healthprograr:1S receive funding based' on the income or need of a community, 
or geographic area, but individuals iu-e asked to reimburse the. clinic on a sliding fee scale based on 
. the ability of the individual to pay . Under Head Start, 90 percent of the children are eligible due to 

· low income, but the remaining 10 percent may receive services based on other criteria (e.g., ' 
· disability). There are likely other federal, state and local prograrils 'for which it would be difficult to 
determine whether the definition of "mea~-tested" was applicable. Given these program 
complexities, the definition does not adequately allow for unequivpcal identification of a specific. 
program as "means-tested."· . , , ' , 

, In addition, if pubiic health programs were included under the restrictions, requiring states'and 
localities to deny benefits to unlawful aliens under preventative public health programs would lead to 
worsening health conditions among aliens and significant increasers ,in costs under both emergency 
Medicaid and many hospital budgets.' , 

, , . 

These policies promote negativesoeial effects. These pmvisions"deny access to services to tax­
paying, legal non-citizens resiaing in this ,country without regard: to whether or riot they have sponsors 
that have agreed to financially support them.. While mQst. assistance programs arbitrarily determine 
eligibility according to some characteristics (Le., income) the distinction based on alienage serves to 
further segment American society· by labeUlng certain' taxpaying permanent residents as "undeserving" 
of the assistance , granted to 'other residents. ' 

, .' I, 
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There would likely be legal challeilgesto the policy due.to theiarge INS backlogs and long 
processing times' related to application,s for naturaljzation. ' ,Thus,: a legal inirIiigrant who was ' 

. otherwise' eligible for be~efits and liad 'completed aU requirements for naturali'zation (Le., had passed 
the language and 'history tests, etc.), could be -prevented from receivingassistarice due solely to the ' 
government's inability to adjust the iriunigrartt's 'status'in a timely manner. In some regions, the : 
'current time period betwee,n application and. naturalization is 2-3 years., Given the increase in. ' 
na~ralizations' that the proposal is likely to produce; thisbackIog would only 'get worse inth<?se areas 
of the country with the largest numbers of immigrants: . , 

. The provisions added to the Rules Committee bill concenling the ineligibility, of lawful noninunigrants 
" are difficult to understand given that nonimmigrants ru;e not generally eligible for welfa~e benefits . 

under current law. This provision would retain welfare' eligibility for persons whose deportation has 
been withheld and for temporary agricultural workers: ,even while the bill would' make most leagl 
immigrants that had followed all the rules ineligible for assistm~~ Also, of the three statuses that are ' ' 
exempted frqm ~he in~ligibility 'rule', two .....asylees and withholding of deportation:.:.are not even " 
considered to be "no~-immigrantst!. Tl)e third-temporary agricultural workers-is a noilinunigrant 
status but it is not clear why these particular temporary wor~efs should be eligible compared with ' 
other temporary workers such as nurses. ' ',,' , ,', . , ',' . 

" . . / . . 

Deeming and Sponsorsbip 

" ) .. . " ..:. . 
The bill includes 'a deeming until citizenshipprQvision in addition to the general bar on eligibility for 
most legal. immigrants. However; the deeming, unti'l citizenship .nile would only apply to inunigrants, 
whose sponsors had signed new, legally binding affidavitS of support. By including both or"these 
provisions, the bill effectively would subject to deerriing those elderly'~grants and veterans that, 
woul~ have tieen exempted from the general bar"but also have sponsors ,that signtpe:new affidavit. 
Thus, in the, future tlie' only legal immigrants that would be affected, by the' deeming rules are . 

, sponsored immigrants who were intended to receive benefits (e.g" tq~ ,elderly and veter~): 

, The biil would make the, sponSor's affidavit o(support legatly bindinga~though enforcement 
mechanisms are lacking. 'The mechanism provided by the, bill to enforce the ,affidavit is to allow 

, govemlnentagencies (federal, state" or local) to seek reimbursemen~ .from a sponsor if aD imrrP.grant 
lie orshe has sponsored is provided 'benefits. the government is riot autho~ized'to compel the 
sponsor to provide financial assistance and the spbnsored immigrant is speCifically denied the 

,.authority to bring suit against a sponSor in cases' where the sponsor has reneged on the financial 
responSibility pt,omised under, the affidavit. 

, Througb these provisions, the bill has established, a Catch-22 situation whereby most legal iinmigrants 
would be denied benefits under a variety of Jed era I , st,ate, an~ local programs but neither they nor ' 
governments .would be able to compel the sponsors to provide financial support; Since a benefit • . 
would not be provided to these immigrants, 'there would be no heed .to demand reimbursement, the 
only mechanism a govel:nment agency would have" under this bill, to ehforce the legally binding 
affidavit.' , . 

Medicaid 

, Proposal 

:~bout 1.7 million l~gal allens--including immigrant'chlldr~n--wquld be denied MediCaid (with the 
, exception cifemergency services). In 'addition, many legal ill1JIiigrants may be denied 'access to other 
,stat,e/local preventive health services, provided on a JD~ans-tested basis Que to the deeming requirement. 

; , 
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and depending on whether they are detennined to be., "means~tested"programs. There is also no 

sp~ific provision thattheymay receive immuhization and screening and. treatment of communicable 

diseases through PubliC; Health Seryice grants.' " ' 


Discussion ' 

These provisions would reduce prenatal care ~d other preventive treatments, -jeopardizing the health 
status of poorer immigrants. Iinmigrants would become sicker and more wo:uld have to seek 

. emergency care Which, is generally ~uqh more, costly than~outine preventive care. 

The bill reported out ofthe Committee on Ways and Means would have ensured that noncitizens were 
eligible to receive i~unizations and screening and treatment of communicable diseases. Ostensibly, 
this would have helped control the spreaa, ofcommunicable diseases and protect the general 
population. However, the Rules Conlmittee biH:makes no specific provision that legal i~gran'ts 

'would be eligibl~ for: these b:;iSic p1:lblic health benefitS: In:' addition, the proposal would deny, ' 
nonCitizens access to availableoutr:each'servicesthat 'mightbe able'to identify and screen public health ' 
problems before they, affect the general population. The effects. of this provision would have a 

. deleterious consequence on tbe.health of noncitizens and-potentiaIJy-citizens as well. 

TITLE V: FOOD STAMP REFORM AND COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION' 

Consolidation.of Several 'Co~odity Distribption, Programs 
"" ',.' 

Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act-would repeal The Eme~geilcy Food Assistance Act,oC'1983 and 
would amend the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988, the Commodity Distribution Refonn Act and WIC 
Amendments of 1987, the Charitable Assistance and Food Bank: Act 'of 1987, the Food Security Act 
of 1985, the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973~:and the Food, Agriculture, I" 

Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. 'It wouldcorilbine several Food Distribution Programs into one 
Consolidated Grant. Combined programs inClude the Commodity Supplemental ~ood Program, the 
Emergency Food Assistance Program, the Food Banks/Soup Kitchens Program.and the Commodity 
Program for Charitable Institutions and summer camps., The Secretary of AgricultUre would be 
authorized to purchase commodities for eq1ergency feeding programs; but would, be prohibited from 

. using the appropriated funds for initial processing and' packaging of eominodities into customer­
friendly sizes, or for distributing the commodities to ~tates. Commodity Credit Corporation or 
Section 32 funds ,could be used for these purposes if they were avail~ble. 

, ,Discussion 

While the Secretary of Agricult~re' may u~e'CommodityCredit Corp~ration or .Section 32 funds for' 
these purposes, it is not possible to know whether such funds actUally would be availal;>le. If funds 
were not available, it would place the Secretary in the position of purchasing commodities for 
emergency feeding programs, but1without fitnds' to process the foOd into custoiner-friendlysizes' or to, 
be able to pay for food delivery to the states.' , 

... " 
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'I: 


Elimination of natioIJ.aI eligibility and benefit standards. 

, Proposal 
, .' 

, The Personal R~spOnsibility ,Act would pennit states to operate a i'sunplified food sw.np program," 
either statewide or in'. any political subdivision, for families that receive cash, welfare assistance. 
Under such a program, househo.lds receiving regular ,Cash benefits ~der thetemporary assistance' for 
needy families block grant would be provided food stamp benefit amounts that would be detennined 
by uSing the same rules and pro'cedures 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 stand~rds would,be" 

, required to ensu're that average food stamp benefits for welfare faitulies do not rise faster. than two (2) 

percent per year, ,.regardless of inflation." . " . ) ',:, I ' . . '. . 
 ,:, ,c 

,Discussion 
, , 	 . 

The national eligibility and benefit standards under current law work to protect low-income 'families 
and their children, no niatter where they 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 basic nutrition needs. Under this bill; each state would have the option to' eliminate national 
standards for single mothers 'with childrep immediately, and for all participants.eventually. This 
provision creates the potential for prograins'that differ vastly from state to state, using :different 
eligibility standards, and offering different nutrition beijefits, States can everi set up different 
standards for different counties. Where s~ateshave this"flexibility now, there is enormous variability. ' 
For example, a single parent with two children can qualify for $120 a month in AFDC if she lives in 

.. Mississippi, but $680 if she lives in Connecticut., Traditionally,. the uniform national standards of the 
'. Food Stamp Program have helped smooth out thes~ inequities. . . , 

The "simplifie~" program provided for i~ th~,Personal Responsibility'Actmay actually complicate' 
program administration;Irt any given month" about 40 percent of all food stamp households receive 
AFDC; 'fully one in five oftQese are mix~ cases. ,Moreover , households are dynamic - their 

.. members~· incomes' and program participatiQn all'change over time. ' As a result, workers may 'need to' 
. 	understand one set of rules forhlock grant households, another set for hous(:ll,o.ldsin which some 

receive block grant benefits and others do .not, and yet another for households in which no one 
receives. assistance undel," the block ~rant.' . .' .. ' 

The bill protects the federal government against any increased cost resulting .from simplification by 

r,equiring that the' average family receive no more in benefits than they do currently.' There is, . 

h()wever, no comparable requirement that they receive" no less. ., . 
. . ., . . , 	 . 

Limits~n 'fhrlfty Food Plan adjustments 

Proposal 
" 	 . , 

The Personal Responsibility Act would limit increases. in the Thrifty Food Plan ,(around which . the. 
food stamp'benefit structure is bUilt)'to just two percent per year, ·rega~dless :of the increase in food 

, . 	 . . I. .' . 
costs. Under current law, the value of food stamp benefits lias generally kept pace with food prices. 
through annual adjustments to. ,the Thrifty Food Plan based' on food inflation. 

42 


http:natioIJ.aI


.' , 

Analysis of The·PRA (H,R. ~2~4) - continued. 
.. , " ' '. 

. " 

·Discussion.. 

" Food,stamp benefits are now linked to the Tljrifty Food Plan, the I~t costly of USDA:s 'food plans. 
. This ensures that low-income families:an<i individuals have the resources needed to purchase an " . 


adequate and,nutritious diet at minimal cost: ThepilLwould:.1hnii increases fu basic'benefits to two 

· percent a year: Over the last 20 years, food prices have actually increased an average of four percent 

,a year .. Over time, the gap between ~hat is needed. and what the bill offe"rs-~ould"widen every yea·r. 


• "., .' I ' . 

Changes in inco~e deductions, energy 'assistance and vehlcles . , . 

Proposal . 

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

The Personal Responsibility Act would freeze ,the s~aI1dard incom,e deduction (available to aU food. 

'stamp households) and the limit oil excess shelter expense deductions (avaIlable to;.families whose 

housing costs exceed hillf its income) at their current levels, and the PersonaiResponsibility Act 

would limit shelter expense deductions that cou~d be claimed by redpientsof assistan:ce under the 

LOw-Income Home Energy Assistance'Program (LIHEAP) .. It would also delete a currentlaw 


.. provision . allowing states to, qesignate: a portion· Of public assistanCe payments as energy assistance and 
thereby disregard it as income for food stamp. purposes .. The bill also freezes at '$4,550 the portion of 
the market vahie of a vehicle that is excluded from countable resources. Si~ce the limit was initially 

.. set at. $4~500 in 1977, the CPI for used cars has risen over 150 percent; Recent legislation had t:aised ' 
and called for indexing this value after 1996. ' 

Discussion 
, " 

'. ) 
. I • . . . . 

The PRA would curtail ,virtually all cost-of-living adjustments, allowing benefits to fall behind rising 
food prices. Under current law, a hOl.isehold is allowed a deduction from income for.t.he~ount by'· 
whiCh its housing costs exceed half of it~ income. . The' amount of this deduction had been capped for' 
all households e;l{cept tho~e.with an .elderlyor. disabled member.' About .one food .stamp hoiJsehold 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 
Qeing graduallY eliminated. Asa result of the freeze on the excess shelter dedUCtion, as housing costs 
rise in futur~ years, the ceiling on the deduction will n()t keep pace. . . l, 

. . ~. ..... 

The $4,500 limit on the market value of a vehic1ethat a Jood stampfa.rrUly may own was. initially set 
to bar households with 'expensive cars f~om receiying fo<;>d stamps, regardless 'of how little equity a 
family had in a·car. Over the ,years; the $4,500 vehiCle liIriit has;eiodedheay,ily in inflation-adjusted 
terms, making increasing numbers of unemployed and working poor families with modest cars 
i~eligible for food stamps. ,A USDA study found .that the principal group disqualified by the $4,5QO' 
limit were rural working p()or families, as they often. need reliable vehicles to commute substanthll . 
distancesl!J work. Recent legislation to address this issue would'berepe~led by the PRA, except for 
a $50 increase in the· limit (from $4,500 'to $4,550j; this limit: ~ould be frozen with noadjustment for 
inflation.""'" 

Work requirements, for program participants between 18 and 50 
I' ..' .•.•.. , 

·Proposal 

. The bill would terminate food stamp benefits after 90. days forable~bodied adults aged 18 to 50 who' 

have no dependents, unless they are workingat'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 

• ' ' <, , . , • I • " .. '. " • ." " '~. ' • '" • ' • ' 
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( 'matching funds provided 'to stat~s for food stamp employment, and training programs, anQ, instead, 

provide $75 million (plus 50-50 matching funds for additiona1'state'expenditures) a year'for the, 

establishment and operation of workfare programs. This funding,level is estimated to fund 

approximately 230,000workfare slots., This requirement could be waived by the Secretary of 

Agriculture ata state's request if an 'area had ,an unemployment rate ofoverlO 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 adulf or childless couple who does not work or participate 
in a workfare program, without requiring that states provide jobs, training, or workfare slots. This 
essentially 'makes nutrition benefits contingent upon finding jobs that may. not exist. Benefits for 1.1 
million' participants' woU.1d be in jeopardy within three months of implementation unless: . states create 
an equal number o.f workfare slots (at an annual cost of $900-$2,700 per slot) or enroll participants in 
stiJ.te~run ~mployment or training programs; unemploymel)t rates exceed 10percent;or the Secretary 
determines that su~ficient jobs. are riot .available~., A 1993 USDA study Joundthat 62 percent ofable- . 

. bodied, childless r¢cipients come onto the Food Stamp Program ~ecause they. lost a job,or. . 
experienced a decline in earnings. Similarly, 62' percent leave' the program when. they find a job or 
their wages rise. While half leave t~e program within five months, and 78 'percent leave within one ;' 
year, many will not find jobs quickly enough to escape thisprovision's,90~day cut.:off. 

'Encouraging Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) 'Systems 

. (
; Proposal 

'. The Personal.~esponsibility Act would encourag~ states to implement EBT systems by providing that, 
once they have statewide EBT systems in place, they would, have the option to convert their entire 
food stamp program into a block grant. The amount of the block grant would be either the amount of 
federal food stamp spending in the state during FY 1994,.or the average annual amount:spent from . 
FY.1 992-1994, and would be frozen at a set amount, without regard to food price inflation or 
. increases in poverty population..' " .' • ::',: , " . ' . . .': 

. "I , ',,' 

Discussion " 

This bill would allow every state to'pursue its o~nindep~ndenfpath 'toEBT; undermining the 
Administration's on-going efforts to create a national, uniformEBT system':" a one~rd, user­
friendly, unified delivery system of government":funded benefits that works better and costs less. 
Food retailers, financial institu~ioris; and recipient advQcates agree that a national, uniform EBT 
system would provide better service; reduce security risks, and increase cost-effectiveness:more than 
individual state systems. National uniformity also eliminates the need to. repeat sizable investments in 
system development, and maximizes the opportunity to piggy-back on the colllll:iercial ATM and 
point-of-sale infrastructUre. Program secJ,1rity could also be compromised if each state. develops its 
own system without national se~ufity 'standards and enforcement. ' 

. . , ' . , , .' 

Freezing the nlinimum allotment" 

,Proposal 

The bill, would freeze at $10 the minimum benefit that eldetly and disabled households receive. 
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Discussion, , 

The $10 minimum benefit for families of one and two persons was. established in 1977 primarily to 
ensure that the low-income elderly and disabled received some· meaningful amount of food assistance. 
Although' food prices have more than doubled since 1977, the minimum benefit has never been 

. increased, although in 1990 Congress provided for adjusting the minimum benefit to reflect food 

inflation. The Personal Responsibility Act would cancetthis inflation adjustment and freeze the 

minimum benefit permanently at $10., ' 


Elimination· of economic resporisivenliss 

Proposal. 

The Personal Responsibility Act would 'set a rigid cap on arulual food stamp 'expenditures, limiting 
program expenditures to the CongressiOI~al Budget Office (CBO} estimates ,of expected program costs 
in each of the next five years, after making adjustments. for the effect of Title V. The PRA makes· no 

'allowances for imperfect estimates. If CBO's estimates prove too low, the bHr requires across-the­
board cuts in benefits .. Between 1990 and 1994, the number of food stamp participants increased by 
more than one-third, and the Food Stamp Program expanded automaticaliy to' m~et the rising need. 
This 'cap on program expenditures in future years, would eliminate the ability of m~trition programs to 
respond to changing economic circumstances. If Congress wanted to lift the caps, it would require a' ' 
PA YGOoffseL \ 

[NOTE:' . The analysis in this docUment assumes that the language in the bill will be modified 
to take into account ~e food' stamp offsets that result from oth~r titles in the bill.] 

Discussion 

Historically, the Food Stamp Program has automatically expanded to meet increased rieedwhen the . 
economy is in recession and contracted when the economy is growing. Under current law, food 
stamp benefits automatically flow tocommilllities, states or' regions that, face rising unemployment, or' 
poverty. "I:he effect has been to cushion some of the harsher effects of economic recession and. ' 
provide a stimulus to weakening economies. The PRA's cap wQuM limit program' expenditures to 
CBO's estimates, of expected cost$', despite the difficulty'and unreliability of making five year' ' 
projections (which 'is complicated further by lqe variation in' possible state program designs). While 

. 	the number of people eligible for and in need of.assistance wiil grow: as the economy"w~akens, 
unemployment rises, or poverty increases,federal funding {or food assistance would rio longer 
automatically i~crease iri response to greater peed. Nutrition benefits could be'reducect 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. Irt times of economic recession, every $1 billion in additiopal food' 
stamp spending generates about 25.,000 jobs. ' , 

TITLE VI: SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS 

Denial of BenefitS to Addi~ts 

Proposal 
, ! 

Individuals whose addiction to 'alcohol or drugs is "material to the finding ofdisability" would be 
made ineligible for SSI "and would also lose their Medicaid eligibility. Existing law regarding 

45 




.. i 

, Analysis ofThe PM (H.R.'1214) '"" contillllid 

representative payee requ'i~eme.nts for acidicts ~d alcoholiCs. treatmentrequirements,rnonitoring and' , 
testing would be. eliminated f<;>t SSI (b~t remain ineffed for SSDIrecipients). ' , 

Of the $1.7 'billion CBO estiinates wouid be' saved, by the provision over 5 years, the bill would move 

$400 million into substanc/;! abuse treatment and research programs administered by SAMHSA and' 

NIDA ($95 million per year into theCapacity,Expansion Program, and $5 million per year mto the 

m¢icatioDs development prpgram). The funding wouldnot be tied to tre~tment 'for this particular 

population. The bill'also a.rnends the authorizing legislation for the Capacity Expansion Program; 

transforming it from adiscretio,pary grarit program to' a formula grant, distributed according'to the 

same formula as thealcol101 and drug treatment block grant. Certain existipg requirements in the 

Capacity ExpanSion 'Program (e.g.~ stateinatch) woul~ be mahltained, and'some requirements from 

the alcohol and drug treatment block grant would apply to the ,ne'Y funding as well. 


. . . - " .,'. 

Discussion 
, " 

The provision as,drafted would eliminate SSI'and Medicaid eligibility for approximately 100,000 

current recipients as well as many w ho might' apply in the future, (the same SSI recipiel)ts who ~re 

now subJect to 36-monthlimits 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 forSSI based on other disabilities that they 
had. Such individuals would be unaffected by these, provisions. ; 

These individuals, many ofwhom were on state general as~istance rolls 'prior to reCeiving SSI"'~ould ' 

'again become a state responsibility. In addition,' the federal government would'shift complete.ly· to, the 

states the current shared responSibility for these individualS'. health care expenses. including substance: 

abuse treatment. ' ~ , , , 

,,55! Restrictions to Disabled Children: Restriction ofCash benefits' 

Proposal 

Eligibility for cash benefits under SSI would be substantially :restricted; relative to current law. The 
functional impairment test using the ,Individual Functional Assessment (IF A) for determining disability , 

.would be repealed. Children who currently receive SSI by virtue of an IFA would lose all ,benefits ~, 

(cash and Medicaid) six monilisafter enactment. Children who are currently SSI eligible because, 

they'have a disability that meets or equals,the listings of:impairments would continue to receive cash 

benefits and Medicaid. For applicants who apply for SSI after enactnient, cash benefits and Medicaid, 


'would only be available for children who meet the medical listings AND ,are instifu,tionalized or 
, ':would be institutionalized if they did not rec~ive' personal assis'tance services required because of their 


disability. Personal assistance services would be defined as hailds,.on, stand-by, or, cueing assistance , 

with activities of daily living (eating, toileting, bathing; dressing and transferring) and, 'as'appropriate, . 


" the administration of medical treatment. AppHcants after enactment who meet the listings but not the 

, institutionalized/otherwise institutionalized criteria would receive Medicaid (but notcasli benefits) and, 

" at state discreti~n. might receive block grantse,rvices. ' ," 


, A child who is overseas .;,sa dependent of a member pf the U.S. Armed. Forces and whQ would be 

" eligible for the block grant servic~sbut not cash benefits under,.the new criteria would be eligible for 


cash benefits until they return to the UryitedS,fates. " ~ . , ' , , '.' 
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States VI.ould be required to redetennine . eligibility for' .cashbenefits and for services under the block 
grant at least every 3 years unless ·it.weredeterminedth~t:the chltd's condition~ot improve. For 
all children who receive cash benefits or services, within one year of the child's ~ighteenthbirthday, 

. states are required to redetermine eligibility for" SSI. ,A continuing disapility rev ie\\!, (CDR) would be· 
required after one year for low birth weight papies. .'. . 

. . '\ 1.; i. " '. .' 

The Commissioner of SSA would be required to submit. two reports to Congress: (1) an annual report 
on the listings of impainnents, including recomtnendations for any neCessary ,changes; and (2) by 
October I, 1998, a report on SSA's eligibility redetennination,activities related to individuals who 
turn age 18. , 

The SSI payment amount for institutionalized children would be $30,regardless ofwhether their 
medicalcosts'arepredominantly covered by private insurance or Medicaid: Also,in209(b) states, ail 
children who have a disability and meet or equal the listings, .but would not qualify for Medicaid, 
would continue to receive cash benefits untii September 30, 1996; after that date, only those who 
meet the "institutionalized/otherwise institutionalized" eriteria would get,cash~' . 

A·review of the appropriateness of the mental impainnents listing by 1:he Childhood Disability 
Commission would be required., '. 

Disability eligibility'determinations would take into account. whether a family had transferred a child's 
assets or trusts anytime during the ,three year, period before applying forSSI. " ' 

Discussion 

The IFA proc~ss evaluatesa~hild's. functional status in the dom~ins Of cognition, sociallbehavioral . 
. skills, communication, motor skills, concentration, persistence and pace. It was established in 

response to the Supreme Court decision in the Zebley case, which recognized that some children do 
not meet the listing level 6(impainnent, but nonetheless have impainnents in daily liv,ing. This . 
proposalri'takes the assumption that children.who quaJifyfor SSfimder an IFAare not as severely 
disabled as those who meet one oftheSSA impainnent listings. Children who qualify for SSI under 
an IF A may, in fact,haveJnultiple disabilities ,which' add tip to avery severe functional disability. 
This is an arbitrary cutoff of children; there should be a thorough examination of the eligibility 
criteria to ensure that children wit4 severe disabilities receive the ~ervice~ .and cash. support they need. 

. . , " , .' . , , ' 

~ , " 

Of the 812,411 children found eligible between 1991.and 1994,·a prelimin3:ry estimate of over 

251,000 (31 percent) would be eliminated from the rolls because tpey ,lJe~ame eligibl~ Jor SSlby 

virtue of an IFA. SSA estimates that 40 percent of those children,upon further review; might be' 


'. detennined eligible for benefits' based on a listing. However, thjs bill would prohibit children in that 
40 percent group from continuing to receive Cash under the graiUljathefing provision, even though 

. they could have met the listings all along, but happen to have pecome f;ligibl~'vi~'an IFA; In . 
addition, the bill appears to deny cash benef.its to children who· ate covered by'the grandfathering 
provision, but. lose eligibility for financial r~asons for a month or more, then return to the rolls. 
When they come b~ck into the program, they wQuld~receive cash only if they met the listings and 
requite or would require institutionalization. . . ' ,.... 

I 

Current recipients and' new 'applicants whose'lmpairments do not' meet or'equalt,he listings but who 
would today pe found eligible under an IFA, would also not receive Medicaid, unless their fllJ!li1ies 
were Medicaid' eligible through some other avenue: In many ~ases, tpehealth services paid for by 
Medicaid can prevent a. mild or moderate disability from becoming severe: For many poor children, 
especially those with disabi~ities,-Medicaid is the only health insurance coverage they have. Even if 
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, ,I', , 

parents have priyat~ healtp 'insurance, a'child!s disability can threaten the, private coverage; lifetin)e 

limits can be reached quJckly when a child with a disability is part of the family, or -insurance ' 

comp~ies can raise rates or decline,to renew policies. , " 


Children in institutio~"andparticipati~g in Medicaid typically receive only a $30 personal needs 
, allowance per'month and' Medicaid." This p~oposalappears to maintain that provision. Furthermore, 

the bill would coITect a loophole incurrerit law regarding children in medical institutions whose 

families have private'insurance. The bill would require' that these families r~ive the same cash , 

benefit amount as those who are, coveredby'Medi~id (Le., $30 'personal needsallqwance per morith). 


The proposal would also provide SSicash benefits and'Medicaid for those children' who have an ' 
in:tpaimient which meets or equals.a listed impairment and who would be institutio~ized if they did, 


" not receive perso'nal ,assistance serviceS because of adisability., Personal assistance services are " 

, defined as a need (or "at least hands on, stand,by, or cueing assistance with activities of daily ,living" 


(e.g., eating, toileting, etc.) or need for help with the adininistration of medical treatment. This 
definition of personal assistance serviCes raises concerns: (1) it is not applicable to and cannot be 


, operationalizedfor children under the age of six J?ecauseit is developmentally appropriate for most 

, young children ,to ne¢ help with basic activities of daily living;· and (2) it could' reduce the.number of, 


children who, will qualify for cash benefits. A related concern is that the 'definition of a· need for 
, a,ssistance with me<Jical treatment is unclear ~ is it meant to -include, for example, children who need 

assistance taking medication? If so, that wouldUkelybe a large percentage of children with ' 

disabilities.' Earlier versions of the ,bill referred to a need for personal assistance services but did not 


, d~firie the term; using the undefined reference, CBO estimated that approximately 30 percent of , 

,children who have disabilities that meet or equal the listings would receiv~ cash tinder this provision;' 

This estimate will change with the inclusion of the personal assistance definition and the'additionof 


. , :,' the "need for assistance with medical treatment" .language'. . ' 
. '. 

, Furthermore, institutionalization or a need f<;>r institutionalization.is not a proxy for severe disability; 
',numerous other cultUral, economic, legal, educational, and family factors, besides severity of 
disability, play into a decision to institutionalize a child or keep the child at home. ,Generally, as 


," community services become increasingly available,the rate of institutionalization of.children drops. '. 

, 'More importantly, most people in the disability community maintain that it is never appropriate to 


institutionalize a child.' '. ' 

, , 

the Social Security Independent Agency and Program Impr<>vements 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 ~ovo eligibility review for all children who are SSI cash recipients 

within a Year of their eighteenth birthday. ~resumably, most children ~ho are ,eligible for block grant 


, services,. but not for cash,would also want to r.eapply at age 18, because they might be able to start 

receiving cash .benefitsnndei the adult SSI program. In that case, SSA would bein a: position of de 


. facto having to review almost 100 percent of children turning age 18; that would likely require 

extensive new nps re~ources and personnel. 


. The reviewof the childhood mental impairment listings by the Chil'dhood Disability 'Commission 
could be'lost totiming. The C9mmission is required to complete its work and submit a report to 

"....,,'",Congress by November 1995; the Commission's Chairman has expressed a desire to submit th,e report: , 

even earlier, by July or,August .. For the Commission to include the review of the mental impairment 

Iistings.in its work, this bill would havetobe enacted into· law very soon~ Charging SSkwith this 

review ~ight be more effective, .. . 


" , 
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Block Grants for Medical and Non-Medical Benefits for Disabled Children' 
" ' 

Proposal 

· Children who qualify for'SSI cash benefits under the the P~rsonal Resonsibility Act wOdld be eligi1?le 
\' . for services, using existing delivery systems, where possible,. under a newblo~k 'grant. In addition, 

children who:ue considered disabled under t:hemedical impairrocmts listings·but who are not eligible ' 
for cash benefits would be eligible' for Medicaid and additional medical and non-medical seryices 
(including serVices that are authorized under Medica.iQ), 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. 'C~h payments to recipients ',would not. be . 
permitted under the block grant. States would have to allow all eligible children to apply for services 
under the block grant and provide each appiicant with· an opportUnity to have' an assessment to' 
det~rmine 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 Co~ssioner'of 
SSA;(2) the a:n;Iount and spope of each' service; and; (3) which children receive each service. The 

.' vaJue of services would 1).ot be taken intoaccourit; in ~etermining an indiv,idual' s eligibi1i~y for other 
.:;ash assistance programs. ' ' 

Prior to using 'block grant fun~s for authoriZed services, st~t~s would have to nlake every reasonable 
effort to use other state and federal funds,and'payments from priv~teentities.that are legally liable. 
In fact, states woiJld :have to maintain their'non~federal spending on services to this population; the 
maintenance of effort' (MOE) amount would be based on a two year period prior to October '1, 1995, 
and increased'annually'for inflation. States, would'beallowed to spend the MOE dollars on any 
allowable services included in the Commissioner's'list -- i:e., the MOE is on dollar imounts, not 

,specific services or programs' ,,' , , 
, t, 

,I,,' 

Astate's allotment of the block grant fu~ds would equal thepr04uct"Q(75 pe,rc.ent of th~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 caiihberiefits. States that 'do notpartic'ipate in the block grant ' 
program would be prohibited from.using Social Security Numbers for other purposes, e.g., driver's 
license applications, general aSsistance applications, etc.' '> , 

Discussion 
.. . 

The Personal Respo~ibility Act represents an· immediate and, direct cut in the .funding av:ailable to 
assist SSI.eligible children with disabilities and· their families. 'Less money is spr~ad among more 

· children. The,amount of the block grant isbased6na per capita amount that is:6n1y three-quarters of 
, the average child) SSIber.~fits for those who nieetthelistingsbufdo not'qualify for 'cash (I.e., are· 

not institutionalized or in need of institutionalization absent personal assistanCe services). However, 
block grant serviCes are to be made available t6 'all· children who meet the listings; regardless of 
whether or not they reCeive cash. Based on the approximately 813',000 children who entered the SSI 
rolls between 1991 - 1994, the amount of the block grant would be 75 percent of the payments ,made 
to 48 percent of the ,children (those who meetthe listings but not the institutionalized/otherwise 
,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 remaining31percent entered 
the rolls via an IF A.] 'In fact, ids likely that the most disabled children (Le., those receiving cash 
benefits) would receive adisproportionate share of services' under the block grant. This population is . 
hot even included 'in the state allocation' formula. e" .' 

~ .. ; . 
• > 
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· Analysis of The'PRA (H.R 1214) - continued .. 
:..., 

Another cont~rn arises from :the fa~t that while eligible .children 'would have to be offered the .. ', 
.... 	 0pp0rf:l:1nity to apply for block grant services and to be assessed to det¢rmine 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 irtcluded, this 
particular child would· get the~$ervices in the needed amount. While a ,lot of money and other 
resourc~s would have to be. expended to assess'children's service needs, it is possible that a ' 
substantial number of thos~ assessed nee4swould not be met by this progr~.. 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 9f services?' Given.the cut in funding, coupledwiththenew neoo for state 
administ~ative expenditures to manage the 'block grant, it. is possible ~at this requirement could be . 
interpreted in a restricted fashion.' 

· The proposal indicates that the'block grant. would be the payor of laSt resort, although it gives no 
guidance regarding how determinations would be made about whether services could be covered 
under other programs. Furthermore, states are expliCitly authorized to include services that could be 

·	covered under Medicaid in theiT block grants. If states' do opt. to include 'certain Medicaid services; 
which program is the payor of tast resort:- Medicaid or the . block grant? . States would .have an '. . 
incentive to use the block grant program first given thatthere is no matching 'requirement (as there is . 
under' Medicaid). It is possible that states would s~ek to restrict' their. Medicaid programs, replacing· . 
some services with 100 percent federally funded SSI· block graJ,lqervices. 

Proposal . 

. The Personal Repsonsibility Act establishes a new block grant for aid to· the aged, blind or disabled in 
Puerto ~ico, u:s. V~rgin 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 $901lhousand for Guam. ' , . . 

Discussion' 

P!Jerto Rico', U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa do. not currently operate an SSI 
program,. rather benefits are provided 'to 'this group through ablock 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. . ." " 

Proposal . 
, 	 " .. 

States would no longerbe required to maintain state supplementary paYJ11ents to recipients. 

TITLE vtI:CHILD SUPPORT 

Eligibility for IV~D.Child Support Services, 

, Proposal 

'states would be required to'pro~ide services relati~g to the establishInerit ofpatemity or the 
establishment, modification, oreIiforcemen~ of child support obligations to children receiving 
Temporary Family' Assistance, recipients of services through child protection and other block grants, 

, ' . 	 , 
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and Medicaid. States are also required to provide, such' services to any other child, if an individual' 
applies for these services.,; ", 	 " 

Discussion · 

This, section appears to continue current law: There would· also be no flexibility for a sUite to have, an ' 
, opt-out system (rather than opt-in), which some states would like. to;do: 

, Centralized State Registry and Collection and Disb~em~t of SuppOrt Pa~ents,' 

Proposal 

States would be required to operate an automated single central registry containing case records on: 
,., (1) every JV-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 liclcing local ' case registries of support orders 
, through an ,automated information network. 'The central state registry would contain case'record 


information, including: identifying information for both parents, the birth date of the child, the 

amount of monthly support owed, the distribution of collections, inforI1lation em actions,proceedings 


"., 	 and orders relating to paternity and support, and information obtained from sharing and comparing 
information with other federal, state and local information sources. State~ 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 information ohthe 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) a centralized, automated unit for the collection and ' 

disbursement ,of child support payments on orders enforced by the child support agency. The state 

centralized 'collection and disbursement unit may be established by Hnking'local registries and units 


, through an automat~ information network. 	 ' 

Discussion ' 

Currently, child support orders and' payment records are often scattered !hroughvarious branches and 
levels of government. There is no way to keep up~to-date records that can be centrally accessed. 

, ,This fragmentation Would make it impossible to' identify the existence ,of, or 'enforce, orders on an 
, efficient and organized basis. Similarly, payments of support are made t,o' a wide variety of different 
•agencies, institutions and individuals. 	 As wage:withholding becomes universal, the need for one, ' 

central location to collect and disburse payments iri a timely manner' becomes paramount. 

Maintaining' current rec,ords on an child support orders and coordinating ",'ith a centralized 

disbursement unit would vastly simplify income withholding' and'improve enforcement. 'The 


, requirement for central state registries of child support orders is contained in all the major child 
support bills pending irrCongress'. It was one of the major recominendationsof the U.S. Commission 
on Interstate Cltild Support and is a concept supported liy virtually all child support professionals and 
advocacy groups.' , 

Other bills similarly provide fortlieoption to establish the central registry by linkirig local child ~, 

support registries. A unique ,aspect of this bill, however, is the additional option of linking the 

centralIzed collection and disbursement units. Allowing st~tes to link the disbursement units, rather 

than requiring centralization could place a burden on employers who would ,then have to send their 

withheld wages to several local clerks offices' ,rather than one locatjon. The failure to establ~sh a 
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single, centralized colIect'io~ and disbursement unit in each state would also produce ineffiCiencies and 
additional costs~ 	 ". ' ' 

Expanded Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS) 

"Proposal 

Two new automated directqries ~ould be established withnl the FPLS. The Federal Case R~gistry 
, would contain abstracts of child support orders and other information to identify individuals' who owe 

or are. owed sUPP9rt. A National Directory of New H"ires would c,ontain information on new hires 
from the States' Directory of New Hires (see sectiqn on new hires below)' and would be ~upplied 
quarterly with information on the payment of wages and unemployment compensation. The National 
Directory of New Hires would be .required to match data against the child support order' ab~tracts iii 
the Data Bank of Child Support, Orders (at least) every 2 woridngdays, and to report information 
obtained from the match to the state child support agency (at least).2 working days, after the match for 
purposes qf locating, individuals, and establishing, modifying and,enfor~ing child support. , ,'.' 

Discussion " 

'No na~ional registry of child support orders currently ~xists. A~tioruil registrY,in combination, with 
statewide auto~ated system 'lIas ,thepotential'~o greatly' improve enforcement nationally (through 
.impro~ed loc~te efforts and illcome withholding) and to improve interstate case processing. This' , 
section ,is siQlilar to provisions contained in other major child suppot:t enforcement bills. 

"" . . . 

Distribution of Child Support PaYments 

Proposal " 

For families r~ceiving Temporary Assistan'ce, the $50 'disregard ~d pass-tlrroughwould be eliminated> 
and alI' current child support payments passed-through to the family would be treated as income to the 
family in determining eligibility for assistance (secti<;>n 101 of the bill). ' States would ·be given the' " ' 
option of passing through to the fanulies the state share of the child support payment and reduCing 

, their Temp,orary Assistance check by the a.mooot'of thc£,payinent. For~families no longer receiving 
public assistance but who .have past·due support that-accrued before or' after, the family went on 

_	welfare, collections on arrearages would be distributed firstto the parent.'(nQt the state). ,After , 
arrearages owtd to the family have been completely repaid, arrearages would be applied to the state 
Temponp:y family' Assistance program. If supp~rt 'is not owed ·to the family for any month for which, 
the family received AFDC" the federal/state share of collections would, not be divided according to the ' 

, FMAP rate but rather a federarreimbursemehi percentage. This percentage would be definecI' as the ' 
'tota~amo~nt paid to the'state for· the fiscal year divided by ~he total amount expended by, ~e state to'; 
carry out the program during thefis~ year~, ' ' 

.' . . ~' 	 . 

The new distribution requirements would be effective as of10/1I99, with the exception of those ' 
affecting 'families receiving Temporary Family Assi~t~ce. Distribution rules affecting diose families " , 

, (including the $50 pass:-through) would be effective as of 10/1195. '. 

'Discussion 
: .' 

The' elimination of $50 disregard is new and not contained in otl)er child support bills .. The $50 
disregard was designed to act as an incenHve 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 

" ·'.1 
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, 'the state) to cooperate in child support collection' efforts. This elimination would mean th~t 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 incQme fathers. who may otherwise be more likely to pay informal support'that 

, directly reaches ~he mother. 

This provision actually reduces state flexibility when, compared to, waiver aut~ority under current law 
'and to other welfare ,reform proposal~ . .It would.eliminate states' ability toset pass-though and 
, disregard amounts for child support income. : Currently. sev~ral states (e:g.: Georgia and Maine) ilse ' 
child support 'income to supplement rather than r~coup AFDC income. and several. other states have 
'waivers to. pass-though all child' support and reduce the' AFD'C grant by any exceSs over the " ' . 
mandatory $50 disregard .. "', ' , , 

The distribution provision is similar to, provisions in other major child support bills. It w~uld enable 
those persons who have left welfare to' reCeive any chilq support arrearages owed to the family before " 
the state' could recoup its welfare payments, thus prorho~ing independence from temporary assistance 

,and decreasing the chance of the, former recipient're,entering 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. arreadlges for millions ofcases '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 'orily 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 ofthe, federal share Of ' ' 

Collections in former cash assistance cases. It appears that this provision might be attemptingJo' 

address the issue of getting reimbursement ofAFDC benefits paid to'families when there 'was a ' 

support order in existence~ This reimbursement wo~ldhave to occur under a state debt law under , 


,which, assistance paid to a' fainily constitutes a debt owed to the stiilte. State'IV-D programs' collect 
child support based on a parent's' ability to pay rather than as state debts for unreimbursedassistance. 
which are not tied to support orders or a parent's :ability to pay. Implementing this provision could, 
require complicated recordkeeping on the part ofstates~ as well as raise the issue, of JV-D roles with 
respect to collecting support versus unreimbursed assistanCe. ' 

The 1011/95 effecti,ve date does not provide states any t'ime to'mak~ the necessary s;stems 

modifications, to implement the distribution changes. " The timing of the distribution implementation 


, dates also raises concern:, Fainilies on assistance would iminediately 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 intoeff'ect until 1999. " , 

Collection and Use 'of Social SecUrity Numbers. . '. '­

Proposal 

'Social security numbers of individuals' would :be 'required 'to be 'r~c~~ded on the application of 
professional, co'mmercial drivers~ occupational, or marriage licenses and in divorce decrees, support 

, orders, or paternity determinations or acknowledgements." ' ' , ' 

Discussion , 

',' . 
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The s~cial. security nuniber is lhe most' criti~of all identifiers. Requiring the use of social security 
numbers' on the licenses, orders, divorce decrees arid pateinity determinations is necessary to ensure, 
successful automated data matches across states and across data bases within states. This section is !,' . 

siinil~r to that ,contained in other major child support enforcement bills. 
, .": 

, Reporting of New Hir:es. 
Proposal 

States would be required to establish a State Directory of New Hires. ' Employers would be required 
to report information (Le., W-4 form or equivalent information) on each new hire to the state . 
directory, not later,than 15 days aft,er the date of ' hire or the date the. employee firstreceives wages or 

, other compensation from the employer. An employer failing to make a ,timely report would be . 
'subject to a financial penalty of up to $25 per 'unreported employee. In addition, states would be 
:requ~red to impose a $500 penalty if the failure to report is the result of a conspiracy between 'the 

· employer and the employee to supply a false.or incompleterepprt. . 

· Within 2 business days after ~eceiv~ng informatio~regarding, a newly hired empioyee through th~ 
· State Directory of New Hires., the state child support agency would be ,required to transmit a notice to 
; the employer instructing that'income withholding be initiated. Within 4 business ~ays' after the State' 
Directory of New Hires receiv~s information on a new hire;.it wouldha,ve to, report the information 
~o the National Dir~ctory ofNew Hires. . " 

· The state child support agency would be required to use the new hire information t~ locate indhdduals' . 
for purposes of establishing 'paternity as well as establishing,. modifYing, and enforcing child, support .. 
orders. 'For income verification and adrriinistration' purposes; new hire information would also be 
disclosed to state agencies tesponsible for the Temporary ~ Family Assistance, MediCaid, arid . 
unemployment and workers' compensation: " . ", , 

Discussion 

This section would allow delinquent obligors to be tracked across state lines: Wlienever someone .is. 
employed anywhere in the Unite<i States, the child support agency would be able to use this systeril'to 
identify where the person ,is working and to impose a wage withhOlding Qrder. ' Twenty-one states 
currently have some':type of law for reporting. of new hires and it is COnSidered to be an extremely , 
effective 'way to collect support: especially in;eases where persQnschange jobs or move frequently .. 

" This section is similar to those contained in other major child support enforcement bills with one 
· important exception.> Underthis scheme, new hires are repprted to state agencies first and then the, 
· information is sent to the National, Directory, while other bills provide for the reporting directly to the 
',National Directory., Reporting to states complicates the reporting requirements. for employers since 
they have to deal'with 50 separate state agencies, often with different reporting formats and . 

, requirements,rather than one national directory. Several employer organizations therefore support 
the reporting of new hirestoa National Directory, but oppose state reporting. Another problem with 

, repertingflrst 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 duplidltionofeff6rt' since the states .will'be gettirig 

· approximately 70 percent of the same match back~or a second'match, rathenhan by simply matching 
one time. 

The penalty provision for employers who fail to report weuld be significantly less stringe~t than in 
other child supportbills, which provide for a penalty of $500. A penalty is considered necessary to 
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. .. 

. ensure compliance·and to redu~e the risk of~llusion between the employer and employee. -The 
requirement that a consp~r.acy must exist under. applicab~e' state law would be difficult to prove and ' 
impractical to use. " ' ' '. . - .' 'I, 

.. 

PrivacySafeguards ':, 

,Proposal 

States would be' required to' iIllplement safegUards, to -protect privacy rights and confidenti,al 

information, including prohibitions on the ~elease of information where :there is a protective order or 

where the state has reason to believe a p~rty. is at risk 'of physical or emotioI)al harm from the other 

party. ',' " ,. , , 

Discussion 

U~der current federal and state regulations and ru1es, iIifo'rmationobtained for·'childsupport purposes 

is protected from unwarranted disclosure. The proposal would ensure .that privacy safeguards 

:continue to cover all confidential.information ·by e~tending~su~h protections to ,any new sources of 

information. This section is' swilar tothose in other major ,child supp~rt enforcement bills .. 


. • • .1 

Funding and PerformanCe .Based Ineentives . '. 

Proposal 

The fede~al financial participati~m rate of 66 percent reniai~, unch~ged~.A mainterumce of effort 

requirement is added which requires the non-feder8:1 share of IY-::D funding for FY 1997 and," . 

succeeding years not be less than such funding for FY 1996.: . . 


, , ,,'. 

The existing system ofincentive payments is replaced with' a new system, ~'begiruring in 1998, under 

which states could receive: . increases up to 12 percentage points for outstanding performance in ' 

establishing paternity (regardless.of whether the .child ~s receiving IY..D services) and up to 1'2 . 

percentage points for overall performance. ; Overall perforrilfmce takes into account the num,bers of . 

orders establi~hed, collections and. cost effectiveness,of the state progran;t, as determined in ' , . 

accordance with standards t:stablished by the-Secretary. In addition, the IV-D' paternity establishment 


.' :.
standard would be increased from.75 percent to 90 percent .. :As und~r current law, penalti¢scan be 

imposed against states which do not meet, the IV-O paterruty-establishment standard. The paternity , 

related financial incentives would' apply only to ,the universal paternity establishment percentage. 

S'tates wouldJalso be. required to recycle incentive paymen~ back into the chil4 support program. 


, The proposal adds ~ new state plan provision that requires states to annually r~portto the Secretary, 
using data from their automated data syst~Il)S" information adequate to determine state' c9mpllance ' 
with fede~al' expe4ited procedures, case p~ocessiI1g standards and new perfoi:manqe standards. The 
Secretary would be required to conduct audits at least once,ev.ery three years. 

. , . " , , . ~' . " ',' , 

< ~ •• ". 

Dis.cussu,n 

, These changes ~ould be essentially cost neutral ~ compared to the pres'ent funding system which 
bases incentives on a percentage of, collections otily. They are s imilar. to provisionsin other major 
child'support bills with the excepti<;m that·the range of percentage points for incentives is 2~ rather 
than 15 and the FFP is not raised to'75 p~rcent as in tfie other biils. "E~panding the incentive range 
without raising the FFP· places more emphasis ~n the ,performance based' measures. This raises some 

/, 
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concern that poorly perfOI:rrrlng states could receive less' federaI.reimpurse~ent' than they pres~ntly 
receive.. Without sufficient resourCes it is. unlikely that these states could make the required 

'improvements to their state programs. There is also concern that even well performing states could, 
not meet the new paternity .standard . (see discussion under "P~temity" below).. ' 

~ , ", " , ' 
PaternitY Establishment·· 

,Proposal 
. . . '. . 

The paternity establishment percentage for sUites would be set at 90 percent. States with rates above 
50 percent but less than 90 percent must increase 6 percentage points per year ..while states below 50' 
percent for a fiscal year must increase by 10 percentage points ,to be in compliance: 

, " 

'Cooperation with child support enforcement effort's, a,conditIon'of eligibilitY for temporary 'assistance 
benefits, is defined to mean providing the name; and such 9ther 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 ofprocedures designed toexpedite and improve paternity estaf?Iishment 
performailce. States would, be required to publicize the ava1labilitY'and encourage the us~ of 

, procedures for voluntary establishment of paternity and child~upport. ,Children receiving AFDC for 
. whom paternity is ,not established would receive a reduced' benefi~ (more details on this provision can 
be found in the section on Title ~ i~ this document). ' . 

, , . Discussion 
, , 

The proposed paternity stand~rds 'will be extremely diffi~ult toa'?l1.ieve. ' Current paternity '. 
establishment standards are set at 75 percent with annualincre~es of three, 'fiye"and six percentage 

, points depending on the paternity establishment rate achieve<! the preceding year. Despite· 
considerable improvements.in p~tem,ity establisJunent procedures and substantial increases in the 
number of paternities est~blished, few states have been able' to sustain consistent increases under the 
current standard and even fewer come close to the proposed pe~Centage 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 

The proposal provides for several changes which should help'strengthen'cooperation with the 
paternity establishment requirements: I:Iowever, unlike: other welfare refomlproposals, there is no 
requirement that a "cooperation" determination must be part' of. the eligibility ,determination process 

, and the responsibility for determining cooperation is notshifted to the IV-D agericy. The states; , ' 
. would appear, to have extremely broad discretion in, determining what Constitutes "cooperation" with 

the state agency. ,'. ' 

, The proposed proc~ures to improve ~aternity establishment in general are recognized as ones, that , 
streamline and expedite the process and are included in all other major child support reform bills .. . .~ 

Siinplified Process for Review and Adjustment of Child. Support Orders 

'Proposal : 

States are required to review and, if appropriate, adjust child support orders enf9rced by the state 
child support ag~ncy every three y~r~. States are giyen the option t? ~se automated means to 
accomplish review and adjustment, by either: (1) reviewing ~he order and, if appropriate, adjusting it 
'in acco,rdance with child support guidelines, (2) applring a cost of living increase (COLA) to the 
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order and gl~ing the parties an opportunity to contest the adjustinent. Reviewed orders could be, 
, adjusted without the parties' showing a ~liang~. in circumstance~ , States would also be given the option 
to review and, upon showing a change in ci~cumstances,. adjust orders pursuant to the child support 
guidelines upon the request of a-party. States would be ,required to give p~rtiesone notice of their 
right to request review and adjustment and that notice may be included in the ,order establishing the 
support amount. " ',' 	 , , 

Discussion 

Current law requires, that child support orders for. AFDC cases must be, reviewed, and adjusted (if 
warranted) every three years but non-AFDC IV -0.,cases are only, 'reyiewedand adjusted at the' request 
of one of the parties. H.R. 1214 would extend automatic revieV' and modification to all non-AFDC 

,	IV-D cases. By eliminating tlie current burden shouldered by non ..AFDC cases of initiating a request 
for- a revi.ew, it can be anticipated that more orders would be modified than currently. 

Giving states the option of adjusting orders either, according to a COLA, eliminates a basic principle 
underlying child support enforcement - child support ,should be based on the ability of the ,obligor to ' 
pay . Maintaining the connection ,between child support award, levels and the obligor's:ability to pay 

,is fundamental to enSuring fairness in the child support system. 	 :, ' , 

States would have broad discretion to d~fine a change of circumstances with the result that it could be 
definedin sucl~ a way as to mak~it difficult for a party to obtain'a modification of the award. 

" Expedited Procedures 

Proposal 

States would be required to have certai,nexpedited administrative and judicial procedures. Procedures 
which give the state agency the authority'to take the following actions without the necessity of, 
obtaining an order from any other judicial or administrative tribunal include:o~ders for genetic 
testing, entering default orders,executing subpoenas offinancial information, obtaining access to' 
personal and financial information, ordering'income withholding, and seizing assets to satisfy , 

. . 	 I . ' 

arrea~ages : 

,Discussion 

, Expedited procedures, particularly' the use ofadministnitive processes, would greatly facilitate child 
support agencies' ability to establish paternity, and establish, modify, and enforce child support· " 
~~~. 	 ' " 

Federal, Income T~ R~fund Offset 

Proposal 

, , 
H.R. 1214 would amend the Internal Revenue Code to provide that offsets of child support arrears 
against income tax overpayment would, take priority over debts owed federal agencie,s, other than 

, debts owed to the Department'o(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 f<?rchild 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 ill which child support arrears are not assigned to the state, existing provisions 
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, ", would,be repealed that: (a) ~ake the ClX ,offset available only for minor'or disabled,children ~h~ are 
, still owed current support, (9) set a higher threshold amoi..mto(arr~rS be'fore the tax offsetis' , 
" available, and (c) permit higher fees to be charged for the offset services.' ", , ,,' , 

,Discussion '." 

Current statutory requirements for federal taX refund interception set different criteria for AFDC~d 

non-AFDC cases. This bill would eliminate the existing disparities and inequ~ties between AFDC arid 


, ' non-AFDC income tax refund offsets for child support collection,purposes. ' ' 


EDrorcement 'of Child Support Obligations of Federal Employees and Members of the ArDted 
Services' ",,,' 

Proposal 

The PRA calls for ~ provision that clarifies that 'all federal employees' (executive, legislative' and 
judicial) would'be subject to wage withholding '(and othef'legal processes tocoll,ect child support) and 
sets out the t;liles. that· m\lst be fQllowed in response to notic~ ,regarding child support, and other 

,measures designed to facilitl!te payment of child support by fedtmi\LempIQyees. Withholding of 

federal cOJllpensation would be expanded to' inClude death benefits, black lupg benefits, and, Veteran's 

pension, disability, or death benefits.' , ' 


, Additionally, ,the Secretary of Defense would be required to establish 'a ce'ntral personnel locator 
, service that contains residential or, ip'specified instances; duty addresses of.every member of the 

, , Anned Services (including retirees~ the National Guard ,and the' Reserves) and would be updated 
, within 30 days' of' a member establishing a new ad9r~ss. The information in thff central personriel 


locator service would be made"available to the' Federal Parent Locator Service. ' Provisions granting 

leave for establishment of paternity and child support 'orders ~ould be required 'as well as changes, in 

assigriment rules. ' " 


,Discussion 
,/ 

These pro~isions are similar to those· in ,other major child support bills in that they' ensure that 

federally paid compensation is subject tathe sa.IIie (or in some cases similar) i~come-withholding rules 


. as are income and wages paid by private sector 'employers. These' improvem~ntswould' reduce the', 

amount of time, and increase the ease, ,in which child support can be withheld' from federal 

compensation. ' . , 


The section on locator.infonnation for 'members of the anned services does not change existing,FPLS 

practice except for getting home a~dresses (a ~hange likely to be made anyhow withQut ~e need for 

legislation.) , ' 


" . ,1Inc~me ,Wage Withholding, 

Proposal 
I ' 

All child support orders issued or modified b~fore October I, 1996 (which are not otherwise subject 

to income wage withholding) would become,subject to income wage withholding fmmediately if, . 

'arrearages occur. without the need for a judicial or administrative hearing. The child support' agency 


" ,could execute. a withholding orderthrough·electronic means and without advaIlce notice to the 

obHg()r. The employer would be requi~ed to remit income withheld wlthin',2 working days after the 
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date such amount would have been paid or credited to the employee. The aqministration (Le., ' 

tracking, and ,monitoring). of non-IV-Dwithholding by a public ~ntity would made optional.' 


, ' 

Discussion ' 
, '.' 

,Currently;. all IV-D orders should generally 'be in withholding status if the parties have not opted out 

or a decision maker ~as not found good cause for exemption, rv-D; orders entered'prior to 199f'in 


, which no one has requested withholding or the obligorhas not fallen behind',by one month's work of 

support are the only orders that do'riot'nave to be in'withholding status. Arrearage-triggered:IV-D , 


; withholding requires prior notice' in all'bu~ it h~dful of sta~es., Non-IV:-D orders entered after' ' 
January 1', 1994 are subject to immediate withholding if the two opt-outs are not. involved. Other 
'non-IV-D orders may b~ in withholding status,dependingbn whether there are arrearagesand 
whether the parties took the, appropriate action to impose ihcome withholding' if the state 'does n6t' 
impose it automatically in non-IV-D cases. " , ' 

• • I , 

While the patchwork of orders subject to withholding is .gra~ual1y being.filloo in,' this provision would 
speed up making' income withholding universal. Universalizing withholding makes . the system equal 
regardless of IV-D case sta.tus: Imposingwithho)dirig without, prior notice gives the states ahead start 
on collection, instead of being required to' wait up to 45 days for resolution., .If die administrative 
responsibility of non-IV-D withholding by a public entity waS made optional, the current unfunded 
mandate assoCiated withnon-IV-D 'withholdingwould be eliminated." ' ' . . . . . , . 

Interstate Child $upport 

Proposal, 

States would be required to adopt UIFSA, with the following moditic~tionS: (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 requir'ingenforcementacross state lines; (b), adopt a law that allows a'resident of 
the state or an individual subject to the state's long armjurisdietion to petition for a modification of 

, an order in that state; (c) require states to recognize as valid any method of service of process that is, 
recognized as valid in the other ·state. States would be permitted to ~nforceinterstate cases using an 
adn:tinistrative process. The Secretary would be required to issue uniform forms for, use of 

, enforcement, of child support in illterstate, cases. H.R. i214 also, corrects ,problems' identified with the 
, recently enacted full faith and:credit law. ' 

Discussion . 

These provisions would eradicate many bariiers that e;xist in curr~nt interstate case processing. 
, Interstate procedures would~be made more uniform throughout thi country; arid many' pr9blems p 

regardingjurisdiction would be eliniinat~d, making it easier to enforc~orciers. One important 
measure that was not included but is important to improving' interstate enforcement is requiring 
employers to promptly respond to a'request for -information bythe 'state child s~pport agency on the 

, employment, compensation, and' benefits of an employee. This "section is similar to other major child 
support enforcemenf bills. ' , , 

Access and Visitation Grants " ! , 

Proposal " . 
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- . 

Grants would be made available to states for access and visitation related p~ograms. 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 Jind evaluate their programS. State grantees WOUld. 


, . be given the option to sub-grant orcontraci with other agenCies to carry but the programs. Funding 
. ' would be authorized under Section IV -D of the Social Security 'Act and grantees would receive 
, funding at the FFPprogram rate. The federal funding made available through the grants ,would be 
required to supplement rather than'supplant state funds. "" 

" 

Discussion 

While there is strong agreen.tent that custod)1 and visitation disputes ar~noi gr~unds f~r suspension of ' 

support payments and that non-:payment of support provides no basis for denyirigvisitation. conflicts 

in the area of custody and, visitation continue tO,generate substantial concern. High conflict , 

reiationships betw~en parents . and disruption Qf the child~s relationship with the: non-custodial parent 


. can reduce the positive effects on child well-being' which 'can result from the increased income 

available to the, child through payment of child support. These projects would build on.theaccess and 

visitation demonstrations authorized'· in the Family Support Act of 1988 JO determine if such projects . 

red!lced the amount of time n~quired 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 


. d,emonstrations are promising.' , 
" 

Title VIII: MISCELLANEous PROVISIONS 
"" . 

Scoring of,savings 

, j .' " ,, 'Proposal 

.The Personal Responsibility Act includes' a 'provision that· appears to exempt, c~ts under the PRA from 

the Pay-AS-You-Go (PAYGO) provisions of the Budget Enforcement Act~ As a restdt.it.appears 

these cuts could not be used to fund other tax or entitlement changes that are subject to the PA YGO 

provisions. A companion provision also appears to enable'the discretiQnarycaps to increas.e t,oJhe 

extent that discretionary appropriations are increased as aresult 'ofthis bilI: ' , . ' 


~ncourage Electronic Benefit Transfer systems 

'Proposal 

The Personal ResponSibility Act would exempt state and local government electronic benefit transfer 

(EBT) programs from the requirements of Regulation E (consumer protection) goverIiing electronic 

"/' 


fund transfers: ' ' 
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Proposed Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy 


Families (TItle I of H.R. 1214) 
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SUMMARY 


H.R. 1214, the omnibus House Republican welfare reform bill. would establish a 
block grant to the States for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families that would replace 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance (EA), and the 
Job Opportunities and Basic Sldlls (JOBS) program. The block grant would be set to 
$15,390.296 milllonfor fiscal year (FY) 1996 and $15.490.296 million for FY1991 
through FY2000. These funds would be allotted by fonnula to the States. Additionally I 

States could qualify for additional payments if their ratio of out-of~wedlock births to all 
.births declines. . 

TEl\1PORARY ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT 

Title I of H.R. 1214 would establish a block grant to the Sta~s to replace AFDe. 
EA, and JOBS. The proposed block grant would be an e~titlement to the States. with the 
overall U.S. total and each State's allotment based on authorizing legislation. Each State's 
share of the grant would be based on its historical share of'the national total for AFDC, 
EA, and JOBS. Under the formula. each State's FY1996 grant amount would be based 
on the greater of; (1) average Federal obligations to the State for FYl992 through 
FY1994; or (2) the Federal obligations to the State in FYl994 for these programs. The, 
obligations would be adjusted to confonn with the national cap of 515.390.296 million. 

Table 1provides estimates of allotments to the States under the Temporary Assistance 
block grant for FY1996 through FY2000. These estimates are based on AFDC. EA, and 
JOBS data for FY1992 ,through FY1994 and the U . S. Census Bureau's projections of State 
population. (See discussion of data and methods for making the estimates.) The 
allotments exclude any additional payments to the States for reducing out-of-wedlock births 
and abortions (see discussion below). 
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TABLE 1. Estimated Allotments Under the Block Grant to States for 

Tempol"lU')' Assistance for Needy Families (TIde I ot H.R. 1214) 


FY1996-FY 2000 ($ in millions) 


State FY1996 FYl997 FY1998 FYI999 FYlOOO 

Vcrmout 44.5 44.7 44.7 44.6 44.7 
Virgin ls1:mds 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 
Vugiuja 153.8 157.0 157.0 157.0 157.0 
Washington 384.8 389.1 389.2 389.3 389.2 
We$t Virginia 107.1 107.2 107.2 107.2 107.2 
Wisconsin 309.3 311.1 311.1 311.1 311.0 
Wyoming 21.1 21.4 21.4 21.4 21-.4 

U.S. total 15.390.3 15.490.3 15,490.3 15,490.3 15.490.3 
Source: Estimates prepared by the Congressional Research Scrviee (CRS) based on 

, data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) and the U.S. Census 
Bureau.FYI992 10 FYl994 APDC, EA and lOBS data represent the Pederal share of 
expenditures in a State for AFDC (maintenance payments :md administration), BAand JOBS, 
ex~ept FY94 JOBS data represent the Federal grant amount. FYl994 AFDC. EA, and JOBS 
data 8le prelimiI1.uy. Census population projections 8le from: U.S. Department of 
Commerce. Bureau of the Census. Populo:rio1l Projections for S!atC&, by Age, Sex, Race. 
and Hispanic Origin: 199310 2020. Currem Papulation Reports, P2S-l1ll, issued March 

'1994. 

As shown on the table. State allotments increase from FY1996 to FYl997 at varying 
rates. This is because of differences in the projected rate of population growth among the 
States. H.R.1214 would allot $100 million each year according to State share's of gross 
population growth. Gross population growth represents, the sum of population increases 
among the, States that experienced population growth. Un.der H. R. 1214, those States that' 
have population declines or no population growth would have their grant entitlements held 
constant at the FY1996 allocation amount. Table 2 shows State shares of the block grant 
amount for each year FY1996 to FY2000. 

State Spending, 

The Federal Government and the States share the ,costs of the current AFDC, EA, 
and JOBS programs. In FYl994, the Federal Government paid between 50% and 
78.85% of AFDC benefit costs. The Federal Government pays a larger share of AFDC 
'costS in States with lower per--capita incomes relative to the national average. The Federal 
Government also pays 50% of EA and the costs of administering the programs. The 
matching rate for JOBS, like AFDC benefiTS, varies inversely with State per-capita 
income, and generally ranges from 60 to 79% (there is a cap on JOBS allotments to the 
States). ­

Under the current system, States must spend their own funds to qualify for assistance 
under AFDC. EA. and JOBS, but for AFDC and EA unlimited Federal matching funds 
are available. H.R. 1214 imposes'no requirement on States to maintain spending in order 
to receive the block grant. 
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TABLE 2. State Shares of the Block Grant to States for Temporary Assistance 
to Needy Families (Title I of H.R. 1214), FYl996-FYlOOO 

State 	 FY1996 FYl997 FYl998 FYl999 FY2000 
Alabama 0.57% 0.58% 0.S8% 0.58'" 0.58~ 

Alaska <0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 
Arizona 1.36 1.31 1.37 1.37 1.37 
Arkansas 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 
Californb. 22.69 22.66 22.66 < 22.66 22.67 
Colora.do 0.76 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78 
Coonectkut 1.47 1.46 1.46 1.46 1.46 
Delaware < 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17 
Distril::t of Columbia 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 
Florida 3.45 3.48 3.48 3.48 3.48 
Georgia 2.05 2.<Xi 2.<Xi 2.<Xi 2.06 
Guam 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.<Xi 
Hawaii 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 
Idaho 0.19 0.20 0.20 0.20 < 0.20 
Illinois 3.47 3.46 3.46 3.46 3.46 
Indiana 1.31 1.31 1.31 1.31 1.31 
Iowa 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 
Kansas 0.64 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65," 
Kentucky 1.14 1.14 1.14 .< 1.14 1.14 
LouisiaD.'l 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

< Maine . 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 0.49 
Maryland 1.41 1.42 1.42 1.42 1.42 
Massachusetts 2.85 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.83 

j Michigan 4.94 4.92 . 4.92 4.92 4.92 
i, Minnesota 1.67 1.67 1.61 1.61 1.67 

<,I 	 Mississippi 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.53 
I,, 	 Missouri 1.34 1.33 1.34 1.33 1.34 

MoutaD.'l 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27 0.27I 
Nebraska. 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 0.32 
Nevada 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.22 
New Hampshire 0.24.< 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 
New Jersey 2.49 2.48 2.48 2.48 2.48« 

New Mexico 0.71 <0.77 0.77 0.77 0.77 
New York 14.24 14.15 . 14.15 14.15 14.15 
North Carol.in.3. 1.81 1.83 1.83 < 1.83 1.83 
North Dakota 0.15 0.15 0.15 O.IS 0.15 
Ohio 4.53 4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52 
Oklahoma 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 
Oregon 1.04 1.05 1.05 1.05 1.05 
Pennsylvanb. 3.87 3.86' 3.86 3.86 3.86 

0.45 ..Puerto Rico 0.45 OA5 0.45 0.45 
Rhode Island 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55 
South Carolina 0.63 0.64 0.64 0.64 0.64 
South Da1rot.a 0.13 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 

1.10 ..Tennessee 1.10 	 1.10 1.10 1.10 

http:Colora.do
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TABLE 2. State Shares of .the Block Grant to States for Temporary Assistance 
to Needy Families (Title I of H.R. 1214), FY1996·FY2000 

State FY1996 FYI997 FYI998 FY1999 FY2000 

Texas 2.86 2.91 2.91 2.91 2.91 
Utah 0.45 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46 
Vermont 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29 
Virgin Is1a.nds 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Virginia. 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 
Wasbiugton 2.50 2.51 2.S1 2.S1 2.S1 
West Virginia 0.70 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 
Wis(X)min 2.01 2.01 2.01 2.01 2.01 
Wyoming 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 

U.S. Tot.als 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 
Source: Estimates prcpared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) based on data 

from the U.S. Deputmcnt of Health and Human Servic:~ (DHHS) and the U.S. Cemus Bureau. 
Fi'1992 to FY1994 AFDC, EA and JOBS data represent the Federal share of expend.hures in a 
State for AFDC (maintenance payments 9.Dd administra.tion>, EA and lOBS, except Fi'94 JOBS 
data. represent the Federal grant amount. FYI994 AFDC, EA, and·JOBS data are preliminary. 
Census population projections are from: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the 
Census. Popu1aJion Projecti01lS for States, by Age, Sex, Race. ond Hispanic Origin: 1993 to 
2020. CutIent Population Reports, P25-1111. issued March 1994. 

Increased Grants for Reductions in Out-Of-Wedlock Births 

Under the proposed block grant, States could receive an increase iIi'their entitlement 
beginning in FY1998 if its "illegitimacy ratio." defmed 'by the bill as the ratio of out·of­
wedlock births plus the increase in abortions to the number of births in a State, declines. 
Beginning in FY1998, a Stale1s entitlement would be increased 5% if this ratio falls by 
at least 1 percentage point from .its FY1995 level. A State's entitlement would be 
increased 10% if this ratio falls by at least 2 percentage points from itsFY1995 leVel. 

"Rainy Day" Fund 

The proposed block grant contains a "rainy day" fund, to provide States with loans 
to meet additional needs that may arise during a period of high unemployment. H.R. 1214 
provides $1 billion in budget authority for the funds.' States would be eligible to take 
loans from the fund if its average unemployment rate for the most recent 3 months exceeds 
6.5 %and is at least 110% of the .average for the corresponding 3 month period in either 
of the 2 prior calendar years. (This is similar to a "trigger" used in Unemployment 
Compensation, at State option, for Federal-State Extended Benefits.) Loans can be repaid 
over a period of 3 years, cannot exceed the lesser of $1100 million or 50% of the Stale '.1 
grant, and must be repaid at the market rate cjf interest. . 

. ~.-
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Transfer Authority 

Under H.R. 1214, states are pennitted to transfer up to 30% of their entitlement to 
State programs operating under: (l) the proposed Child Pr~tion Block Grant (Title II 
of H.R. 1214); (2) Title XX, the Social Services Block Grant; (3) any nutrition grant 
cnacted by the l04th Congress; or (4) the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
(CCDBG). 

DATA AND METHODS 

H.R. 1214 would allot block grant funds based on historical obligations. to the States 
for AFDC, EA, and lOBS. FY1992 to FY1994 obligations are modelled as the reported 
Federal share of expenditures for AFDC (all maintenance payments included), EA, State 
and local administration, the Family Assistance Management Information System (FAMIS) 
program, and JOBS. FY199410BS data represent the Federal grant amount -- rather than 
actual expenditures -- because States have 1year following the end of FY1994 to expend 
(liquidate) obligations made under the lOBS program for FY1994. 1 JOBS State data used 
in these estimates also exclude payments made to Indian Tribes. 

The Federal share of AFDC. EA, and JOBS expenditures, used in this report for 
Federal obligations to the States for these programs, may differ from other reported 
obligations for these programs. They differ from obligation datarepoI'ted for th~e 
programs in each year's President's budget; in part because they re:t1eCt revisions of data. 
made by the States that are not reflected in the budget. 

The allotment estimates use State population projections from the U.S. Census Bureau 
released March 1994. H.R. 1214 requires that the SeCretary of DHHS use the most recent 
Census Bureau population estimates for allotting funds for increases in population. The 
Census Bureau has typically released population estimates in· December of each year. 
Allotment estimates for FY1991 (the flIst year such an allotment would be made) use the 
projected increase in the population from July 1. 1994 to July I, 1995. The luly 1, 1995 
population estimates are scheduled to be released in December 1995, and would be 
available for detennin.ing allotments for the fiscal year beginning Oct. I, 1996 (FY1997). 
FY1998 allotments would be increased for the change in the population between July 1, 
1995 and July I, 1996, and so on. Since Census Bureau population projections did not 
include Pueno Rico, Quam, and the Virgin Is~s,it was assumed that their population 
growth would be such as to maintain a constant share of the total grant allocation. 

. . 

I The FY I994 data are preliminary. :mdreprescnl what has been reported to the Department of 
Health and Hul1l1l.l1 Services (DHHS) through Feb. 14, 1995. These data ate subject'tO revision. States 
may revise their reports for FY1994; DHHS may audit and.&ny Federal reimbursement for some 
expenditures. 

http:Hul1l1l.l1
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This document presents a preliminary Department of Health and 
Human Services/pepartment ofAgricult~re state~by-state analysis 

, 'Qf selected" parts of H.R.' 1214, the Personal ReSp(:m~ibility Act, 
of 1995., " " 
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H.R~ 1214 - Tabl,e1 

, 't' 
, ' 

ALLOCATION TO STATES IN,.THE HOUSE REPUBLtCAN PRqPOSAL H.R.' 1214 
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ESTIMATBD, FIVE-YEAR STATE LOSSBS UNDER 
REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL H.R. 1214, 

Table 1 

THE HOUSE 

, , 

, ~, This table illustrat.es the funding ,loss that would occur to 
each state under the various titles of H.R. 1214. The 
losse's under the cash assistance, the child pro~ection, tpe 
child care, and the child nutrition 'and food stamp, programs 
are based upon a ,simple methodology that assumes each, 
state', s losses are i,n proportion to overall,. spending le.vels 
in that stat'e. The percentage 'loss for each state is 
roughly e,qu;1va:lent to the, percentages shown in Table 7 .at 
the end of this packet. In,actual fact, states who, ' 
experi~nce great'er populat'ion growth or a recession over the 
next five years ,will lose substantially more than these 
estimates would indicate: ' 

~ ,The' funding lo,ss for res.tricting eligibility for leg~l 
immigrants is distributed upon the basis of legal immigrants 
currently receiving assistance. This loss' 'is most heavily
concentrated in 'four states--Calif~rnia, Tex,as,Florida, and 
New York., These four 'states have ,over 76 percent of'the, 
'total loss in federal funding 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. ' , 

, " ''rhe 16~s in SSI funding is also not, evenly distributed among 
states. The percentage of lost funding for, SSI children, 
for example, varies' greatly among states. '" 

.. T-h~ ditferences betweeIl TCible" 1 and Table ,7 are due to the' 
following: (1) ·the cash ~ssistanceand child protection " 
block grants' in Table 7 have funds for research included in 
their totals, and these. are not shown in Table1i and. (2) 
the estimate of the state losses for the immigrant provi- , 
sions in Table 1 cont'ain SSI and Medicaid savings while, ' 
Table 7 shows these losses in the SSI program and the other 
spending cuts line. 

, ' 



, Table l' .. 

Preliminary Analysis " , ' 
EstiIilated Five Year State Losses Under the 
House Republican,Welfare Bill, H.R.,1214' 

(Millions of Dollars) 
State 

, 

", 

-

!\Iabama 
Alaska 
[Arizona 

,iArkansas ' 
Calirornia 
~olorado .. 
Connec,icut, , 
Delaware 
Dist. oJ Col. 
Florida 
Georgia , 
Guam 
~awaii . 

'Idaho 
~Iinois 
Indiana .. 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky, . 
Louisiana 
Maine.. ' 

MarYland 
MassachusettS 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
lMissour,i· 
[Montana 
Nebraska 

I 

Title I 

' AFDC BlOCk 
Grant (no child 

, care culs) 

' Title II 

Child 
Protection 

Block Grant ' 

Title III 
Child Care 

Block'Grant 
, (Includes' Title I 

thild careculs) 
Nutrition 

Block Gtant 

Title IV 

,Immigrant. 
"Provisions 

Title Y 

' Food Stamps 
Provisions 

Title VI 

SSI 
ProvisionS " 

Food 
Stamp 

,Offsels' 

, 

: .,-. 

, 

" 

.. ' 

-
, , . 

" 

(S80) 
($50) 

, ($168) 
(S26) 

($3.438) , 
(SIlO) 
(SI2l) , 

(SI9) 
$0 

($412) 
($192) 

($40) 
($68) 
($17) 

(S455) , 
($16S) '. 

, 
(S3S) 

(S5) 
($45) 

, (S31) 
, ($S31) 

($31) 
(S35) 
(S6) 

(SIS) 
(SI21) 
(SIS) 
:(SI) 

($17) 
($4) 

,(SIS8) 
. (SS2) 

, 

, , 

, ' ... 

, 

<! 

($44) 
(S6) 

.($40) 
(SI8) 

($208) 
($25) 

,($27) 
($7) 
($7) 

($100) 
, (S82) 
, . (S2) , 
: (SS) 

($9) 
, (S86) 
·($4S) , 

, 

' , 

(SI20) 
" '($40) 

(SI33) 
($74) 

, ($1.~99) 
($87) 

" ($40) 
- " ($22) 

($20) 
($388) 
(S13I) 

(S5) 
($41) 

' 
, ,($17) 

($198) 
($75) 

, 

(SI4) 
(SI8) 

(SUi5) , 
($7) 

,($7,777) , 
($87) , 

(S109) 
($10) " 

($24) 
($1,419) , 

(SS2) 
NA 

'($114) 
(SS) 

($471) 
(S21) 

; 

(S282) 
- ($30) 
($337) 
($129) 

, ($.2,486) 
" ($18S)' , 

(SI62) 
(S36) 
($67) , 

(SI.207) 
($429) 

NA 
(S95) , 

" , ($47) 

($958) 
(Sl87) 

, ($339) , 
, (Sl1) 

, (SI06) 
: ($362) 

(S8W) 
($6S) 

, ' (SS7) 
, (SI7) 

(S15) 
($430) , 
($202) .. 

($7) 
($65) 

(S869), 
($273) 

S86 
S.8 

, $72 
, S73 

, Si.242 
S53 
$48 
, $9 

$4 
$207 
'S97 
SI3 
$23 
$17 

$298 
, SI02 

' , 

($119) 
($53)' 

,.(S92) ,., 
" 

, ($23) 
'($20) 
, (S52) . 

(SI~) 
($25) 
($41) 

'($34) 
, ($100) 

($81) 

. (S21) 
($28) 
($12) 

(SilO) 
($139) 
(S290) 

(S87) 
(SI12) 
(S363) 

SS3 
$37 
S94 

($73) , 
($52) ..' 

($192) 
($297) 
($340) 
($206) 

($4!S) 
, . ($181) 

($30) , 
(SIS) 

, 

, ($81) 
' ($15) 

(SSO) 
(S76) 

($1,43) 
($41) 
($33) 

, ($1) 

($6) 
($11) 

, ($44) 
($8) 

($43) 
, ($63)' ' 

(SS9) 
($43) 
($25) 
($46) 

($7) 
($20) 

($207)" 
($37) 

(SI18) 
($108) 
(.$159) 
(SI53) 
($123) 
($113) 
($30) 
($66) 

" 

" 

($63) 
'($12) 
($173) 
(S548) 
($209) 

. (SI20) 
. (S9) 

(S31) 
($4) 

(SI0) 

, 

'­ ' 

($402) 
, (S88) 
(S326) 
(S342) 
($110) 
($223) 
($251) 

, (S37I) 
,(S39) 
(S52) 

" 

, 

(S127) 
($19) , 

(SI37) 
(SI88) 
(S675) 
($160) 
($384) 

'($270) 
($22) 
($43) 

/ 

$153 
"$20 
S85 

"S127 
$227 

" $94 

SS3 
$J05 

$13 
$13 

Total 
Fil't Year 

Reductions 

($828) 
,,:.. ($142) 

" (S922) 
($575) 

(SIS,I77) 
($557) 
(S502) 

,,' (SI09) 

(SI53) 
'(S3.811) 

(SI,037) 
($35) 

(S328) 
' (S150) 
($2,896) 

(S121) 
"($360) 
($441) 

,
' , 

'. (S837) 

(SI,445) 


($211) 

($953) 


. ($1,494) 

($2,066)
. 

($8Si), , 

($789) 

($909) 

($124) 


' ($205) 
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PreliminarhAnalysis . ' . , , 
Estimated ve Year State Losses Under the 
House Republican Welfare Bill, H.R. lZ14 

evada 
ew,Hampshire 
ew Jersey .. 
ew Mexico 
ew York 
onh Carolina 
orth Dakota 
hio 

_.._regan' . 
'ennsylvania _ 

erro,Rico 
ode Island 

na~located 

rand Totals 

I e 

~AFDCBlock 
Grant (no child , 

care cuts) 

Child 
Protection ­

Block Grant 

are 
Bloek Grant., , . 

(Includes nne I Nutrition 
chnd care cuts) Block Grant 

Immigrant 
Provisions 

_ Food Stamps 
Provisions 

SSl 
Provisions 

Food 
Stamp 
Offsets 

I"~ 

' ($8) 
(S31) 

(SI63) 
(SIlO) 

(S2,026) 
($209) . 
($14) 

' (S525). , 

($82) -
(SI18) 
(SI89) 
(S26) 
(S52) 
(S70) 
(SI4) 
($75) 

($323) 
($25) 
($29) 
($4) 

(S91) 
($277) 
. (S9O) 
($210) 
($10) 

. ... 

"'. 
-(Sl1 ,851) 

$43 

($11,809) '. 

(S6) 
(S5). 

(S59) 
(SI7) . 

($267) 
($36) 
. (S6) 

'(SI69) 
..($24) 

($24) 
(SI58) 
(SI3) 
(SI5) 
(S19l 

($4) , 
,($9) 

(SI96) 
. ($8) 

(S8) 
(S1) 

($27)­
($24) 
(SI7) 

·($48) 
(S5) 
(SI) . 
,.$ 

·($2,816) 
$92 

($2,724) 

_ ($7) 
(S8) 

(S41) 
(S21) 

($143) 
(SI07) 

(S6j 
(SI12) 
($44) .' 
($34) 

, ($94) 
.' ($30) 

(SI0) . 
($31) 

c (S6) 
(S65) 

($172) 
($26) 
(S6) 
(S2) 

($44) 
(S~) 

. (SI8) 
. ($39) 

($5) 
(S7) 

($71) 

($2.,372) 
SO 

($2,372) 

($48)($27) 
($10) ($7) .' 
($79) ,(S598) 

(SI12) ($73) . 
(S373) , ~ ($2,846) 

. ($i70) ($42) 
(S31) . (SI) 

(S171) (S94) 
(SI05) . (S24) . 

(S88) ($77) . 
(SI21) (SI99) 
(SI29) _~A 
(SIS) (S92) 
(S96) (SI6) 
(S20) ($2) 

(SlI6) ($19) 
($690) (SI.3!lO) 

(S80) ($23) 
($13). (S6) 
($77) SO 

(S9) (SI45) 
($142) ($220) 
($48) ($4) 
($27) ,($99) 
($16) . ($1) 
- SI NA 
($39) "'. 

($6,'12)' . (SI7,500) . 
(S2) $0 

I' ., 

($6,624) ($17,500) 

($77) 
(S44) 

($45 I} 
($151) 

(S2,543) 
(S303) 
($24) 

(S9,S7) 
(S210) 
($308) 
(S902) 

NA 
(SI03) 
(S174) 

(S26) 
($473) 

, ($2,137) 
($9.l) 
(S32) 
NA 

($364) 
($503) 
(S134) 
(SI83) 

($18) 
(SI06).... 

($20,300) 
($20) 

($20,320) 

(S20) 
($9) 

(S230) 
(S65) 

(SI,170) 
($443) . 

($9) 
($529) 

(S85) . 
($59) 

(S568)
• 

($28) 
(SI68) 

(S30) 
($236) 
(SS98) 
($49) 
(S8) 

OJ. 

(S321) 
($163) 
($110) 

, (S354) 
($19) 
NA 

• 
($12,174) 

($979) 

($13,153ll 

$6 
$11 
S92 
$46 

S848 
S145 

S6 
$260 
$41 
$48 

S161 
S8 

$21 
S52 
S10 
$66 

$208 
S17 
sli 
SI 

S87 
$116 
$48 

S129 
S6 

. $0 

$0 

$5,'10 

$5.'10 

. 

NA • ESriinales are not available _ . 

... State or Terrirory has no program . . . . 

*'II HR1214 conlllins'rK) funding specifically designated ror tribal organizations 


Tobil 
, Five Year 

' Reductions 

',(SI87) 

. (SI03) 

(SJ,528) 


(SS08) 
(S8.520) 
(SI,165) 

($85) 
($2,297) 

($533) 
(S661) 

($2,069) 
(S189) 
($294) 
($522) 
($92) 

($921) 
($5,208) 

($286) 
'(S91) 
($83) 

(S92O) 
($1,276) 

(S373) 

~, 

0 
c.>, 
, '""" -:I 

(.0 

1:11 

'""" -:I ,. , 

1:11 
1:11 

Cj 
N 
0, 
N 

(!) 
(.0 

0 

(!) . 

1:11 
(!) 

N 

t::;I 

== ==III 
'" ,

>­
III 
"tI 

't'1:I 

" ==III 
"tI 

($830)_ 
($67) 

($112) 
(Sill) 

(Stn.7'1.1) 
($865) 
($741) 

($69,33') 

I§i 

.-0' 
0'> 
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ALLOCATION TO STATES IN THE 'HOUSE REPUBLICAN 'PROPOSAL 

Table 2 

',,1' 

;·f 

III> . This 'table displays .the bill's FY 1~96 allocations to s.tates 
for Titles·I (Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families), II (Child Protection Block Grant), and III (Block 

'Grant for Child Care) . 
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Table 2 

'. ' 

PreliD1inary Analysis 
. ,. . 

Allocation to States in· the House Republican WeU'are Bill 
H.R. 1214t Fiscal Year 1996 .', " '" . 

St~te , Title I 

AFDC 

TitteR' 

Child Protection 

Title III 

Child Care, 
Block,Grant, ,,', , 

' , 

Block Grant " " •BloCk Grant 
, .. , 

Alabama 

Alaska 

~zomi 

" " $86 
$62 

$206, ' 

, l ' 

. 
. $22' 

$9 
$48 

' .. " 

" $36 
$5' 

$33 
Arkansas 

California 
, 

" $58 
$3,374 , 

' , $32 
' $841' 

' ' 

..~ 

$15 
$170 

Colorado $108 '$44 
" 

$20 
Connecticut :,$235 

, 
$53, , $22 

Delaware $25 $7 $6 
DiSt of Col " $104 " $24" " $6, 
Florida 

Georgia 

$529 
$325 " 

.. $127 
$47' " 

, 

" 

, $82 
$67 

Guam 
, , , $5 , ' 

$1 $2 
Hawaii $93 $15 $6 
Idaho $31 $8 $8 ' 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

K.imsa.s 
, " 

. $528 
$200, 

" $119 
' $103 '\., 

' $230' 
$73 , , 
$33 

" ' 

' ,$35 

.. , $70 
$39 
$15 
$20 

Kentucky , $175 $60 $34 
LouiSiana 
Maine 

, $158, 
$75 

" 
" 

$62 
$22 

. ' 

" 

' , $36, 
' $6 

M~ryland " 

Massachusetts 

} $211 
,$450 

< 

' 
.. 

" 

$80 
$121·: 

,,$35 
$52 ",' 

Micbigan 
, ' ' 

Minnesota 
. , 

$795 
$253 

, .' $201 
$62 

' ' 

, $48 
'$35 

Mississippi 
' . 

$79 $14 $21 
Missouri 

Montana 

,$20t ' . 
$42 

, 
.I 

,.. , $6~' 
' .'

$11 
'I 

'$38 
',. $6 

Nebraska $51 , $20 $16 

,\ 

, 
'" 

" 

http:03/171.95
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Prelimiriary Analysis 


AUocatio~ to ~tates in the House Repub.ican Welfare Bill ' , 

, , B.R. 1214; FIScal Year1996 ,'; , , , ' 

State 

. :, 

N~ada 
, , 

New Hampshire 

~ewJel'Sey " 

'New Mexico 
" , 

. . , 
New, York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 
,Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

P¢nnsylvania 
j 

Puerto Rico 

Rhode'lsland 

South CaroJ.!.na 

South Dakota 
, ' 

Tenness~ 

, Texas 
' , 

, 
Utah 

Vermont' 

Virgin Islands .. 

Virginia 


Was~ngton 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 
" 

VVY°nUog 
Territories, 

ITO's' . 

Totals 

-, ' ', Title I 1itle~I ' Title III 
, , <-

Aline Child Protection Child Care 

Block Grant 
,,' 

Block Grant Block Grant 

, ' 


' , , ,
," 

$35 ' '$7 $6, 
"$38 $13 $7,

" , .. 

'$394 $59 $33 

$112 $16 $17 


$2,128 $941 $117 

"$280 $45 $88 

'$23 . $12 $5 
' ,$711 $196 " $92 


$146 $23 " $,36 

,$165 

' , 

,$36' $28 -,
$647 $261 " $77' 

$90:: $11 $24 
,
$89, $18 $9 

, 
' "$95 $23 $25 

$21 $7 $5 

$182, $36 $53
i 

$440 . $153 $141 
' . " , ... .. ' 

," ,'$75 $16 $21 
,$4S $14, $5 


$3: ' $1 
" 

$2 

$}'58 

: 
$33, , $36
" .." 

' " 

$394 
" 

$40 $52 

S106 li~ ~14 


, " 

S309 ,$74 $32 

, , , ' 

:, $21 $3 $4 

'NA , , 

$1 $58 

:Ijo ... $6I, 

" 

I , 

; 

,$15,390' 
" , 

$4,416 ,', $L937 
' " ' 

.' HIt 1214 contains no f~ndi~g s~~ificAlly for tribal orga~·Zations.' 
.",' 

http:CaroJ.!.na
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TITLB III - BLOCK GRANTFQR CHILD' CARB 
Table' 3 

.J ' 

This tal:;>le displays the FY 2000 'Reduction by State in 
Federal Child Care Funding' and in·. the Number of Children' . 
Receiving Federal Child Care Assistance.. 

The proposed Biock· Grant for Ch;i.ld' 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,OQO fewer children would 
receive federal child care assistance . 

.'1 

, . 
" i 

, · 
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Table 3 

PRELIMINARY ANAL v'sJS , 
"2000 REDUCTION BY STATE IN FEDERAL CHILD CARE ftlNDlNG 
AND THE NUMBER OF ~RENWHO RECEIVE F:BI>ERAL CBJLD CARE ASSISl'ANCE 

" 

LOSS IN PlDERAI. 'REDUCTION IN 
CBlIJ) CARE ASSISTANCE Clm.DREN RECEIVING 

FROM BLOCK GRANT PEDERALCHILD CARE 
(in mlUlons) , ASSISTANCE IN FY2000 

$11.0 7,400 
SU 990 

$10.9 ",710 
$4.9 3,010 

$51.1 .3S.llD 

".7 4,130 
$1.4 4,510 
,,2.0 1,130,.., ' '1,170 . 	 .. 

, $17.4 16,900 

'22.6 13,940
.2.1 	 1,300 
n.! 1,540 

$ll.! ' i4,500 
$13:1' ' B,080 
,$5.1 3,150 
$6.8 4,190 

511.3 6.970 
$12.l 7,460 
1l.1 1,300 

'11.8 '7,280, 
$17.3 10,670 
SIU 9,930 
$11.8 7,280 
$7.0 4,320 

$12.8 7,900 
$:z.1 1,300 

. 15.4 	 3,330 
$2.0 1,230 
51.1 1,360 

$11.2 '.910 
$5.7 3,520 

$39.3' I" 24,240 
; 529.4 18,140 

$1.6 990 
$30.7 18,940 
$12.0 7,400; . 

" '9k 	 ~,800 
515.7 	 15,850 
$8.2· 5,060 , '%.9 ' 	 1,790 
$8.4 !,180 

990'l.6
$17.8 	 10,980 
147.2 ' 29,ll0 

$7.2 4,440 
,11:.8 1,110 
$12.0 ',400 
'17.4 10,730 
, S4.S , 2,960 
'10.8 6,660 

\ 	 $1.5 930 
$19,5 12,030 
13.3 , 2,040 

$651.0 401,600I. 
25$ 

'" 

Notes: , 
1. The block grant amoullt Is Jet IIt.FYI"" ClO BaJeliDe levell. 
2. Funds are aUocsted according to HRS ngora 011 FYl994,exptDdltures and aU~tlollJ. 
3. "2000 figwu are FY19'4 IIUocatlons IIId expenditures adjusted by the national grawt,h rate OgurCl. 

, 4. Childrell sened 'IPIIB determ1Ded by dividing lalal rederalllllacatlolU lind expenditures ' 
by aD ••emle rederal expenditure ngure or $1611. 'I'IdI1J not B rull-tlme equivalent. 

S. Numben may not exactly equal national O~ due to roUllCl.lnl. 
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, ' 

RBDUC'l'ION'IN CHILD BLIGIBILI'l'Y 'OR'SSI BENEFI'l'S,A'l"
, , ' i l' 

'l'IME OF ENACTMENT 
.' Table .4 

This' table displays the effect of implementation of the 
House Republican bill on the childreIl" ,on the' 8SI' rolls by 
state in December '1994. ' , " 

.. ' 'An estimated 186,579 children (21%) wouid continue to be 
'eligible to receive cash benefits and, Medicaid as well as 
block grant services ii;ue to being institutionalized ,or at­
'risk of 'institutionalization. New, app::t.icants must be in' 
, this category to receive cash benefits under criteria 
established in H.R.1214. ' 

,An eEiltimated 476,941 children would "continue to recelve'cash, 
benefits and Medicaid because'they were determined eligible 

, for SSI based~:>n the medical listings and a,re, therefore, 
, grandfathered under the proposal; however, in the, future, , 
this category of chilq.renwould only be eligible for block 
grant ,services and Medi,caid.' 

. ~.' ,An estimated 67,478 children would.immediatelY lose cash 
benefits, but 'may be determined eligible tor block grant' 
se~ices 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 , . 
childrell that were screened ,under the' m~dical listings, the' 
bill does, not, cont.i:.nue their ,cash benefits. ' " 

An estimated 157,472, children '-wouldi'mmediately lose' cash 
and medical benefit's and would not be eligible for any , 
benefits ,under the proposal~' ' 

" " 

, ' 
" . 

, , 

..' . ' 
" 

I. 



"rable 4 

0 
w 
' ­

Preliminary Analysis .-	 '""" ""' ­
en

- Reduction iri Child E~biIi~ for SSI Benefits Under the ., 	
~ 

House Republican, Ware roposal Upon Dattt of Enactment 

.. '""" "" en. 	Children Who Would - Children Grandfathered' ChDdren Who May Children Persentage of 
00 

Still Receive 851 into 851 Cash Benefits and . Reapply & Receive - Losing AU Children Who 

tate Children onSSI I Cash Benefits remaiiiiitg eUgible for Medi- Non-Cash Benefits SSI Benefits Would Lose 

FYI994 and Medicaid caid and SSI block grant·· Under Listings and Medicaid Cash Benefits I c:» 
. 	 N 

Alabama 
IAlaska 
Arizona: 
IArkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 

26.910 

720 


-10,450 

18,730 


.67.320 

8,710 

4,860 

2.UO 

2.530 

51.880 
25,920 

~ 
950 

3,390 
46.840 
18.170 
,6,870 
7,750 


-19,990 

39,830 

2.430 

11.450 
14,240 
36,540 
9,570 ' 

-24.270 
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 
112 

·9,836 
3;816' 
1,443 
1.628 
4.179 
8.364 

,510 
2,405 
2,990 
7,673 
2,010 ' 
5,097 
4.116 


420 

8S!) 

' . 

14,411 
402 

6,411 
6,969 

44,627 
5,807 
2,783 
1,406 
1,561 

33,064 
16,930

• 
685 

. 1.298 
23,092 
8,959 
3,719 
3,801 
8.314 

lS,756 
1;677 
6.510 
8,063 

.17,135 
4,917 

11.068 
10,051 
1.235 
2,429 

2,054 
SO 

553 
2,348· 
2.567 

322 
317 
88 

131 
' 2,376 

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 

. 4,793 
1I7 

1.291 
5,479 
5.989 

752 
739 
~05 
307 

5,545 
2,482 .,. 


46 
966 

9,738 
3,777 
1.196 
1,625 
5,1RS 

10,997 
170 

,1,775 
' :2,231 

-	 8,212 
1,851 
5,673 
3,803· 

24. 
S62 

23%~%I

18% 
42% 
13% 
12% 
22% 

.14% 
17%' 

-15% 
14% . 

• 
7-% 

41.% 
30% 
30% 
15% 
30% 
37% 

-,39% 
10% 
22% 
22% 
32% 
28%! 
33% 
28 
17 
20%1 

0 
~ 
0) 

~ 
0 

0) 

en 
0) 

N 

t:;. 

= = en 

' ­:»­
en 
." 
trJ 
' ­= en 
." 

aine 
ryland 
sachu.setts 

Michigan 
iimesota 
ississippl _ 
• soud 
on lana 
ebraska 

.I§I 
o 

~. '""" w 
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Table 4 

c.>, 
t­..... 
ID" 
CIt 

J1-' ..... 

Preliminary Analys~ 

Reduction in,Child EIi2tbility for SSI BenefitS Under the 
',House Republican Welfare Proposal Upon Date of Enactment 

Children on SSI 

, FY1994 

, Children Who Would 

Still Receive 5S1 ' 

Cash Benefits 

and Medicaid 

Children Grandfathered 

into 5S1 CaSh Benefits and 

remaining eligible for Med.. 

caleJ and SSI block grant·· 

Children Who May 

Reapply &. Receive 

Non-Ciash Benefits 

Under Listings 

. Children 

' Losing AD 

SSI BenefitS 
~ 

and Medicaid 

Percentage f,)f 
,Children Who 

Would Lose 

C~h: Benefits 

evada 
ew Hampsb,ire 
ewJ'ersey 
ewMexic:o ' ' 

ewYork 
orth CaroliDa 
~rCb Dakota 

Ohio 
Okiahoma, 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

er~o Rico 
ode Island 

Guth CaroliDa 
Guth Dakota 

2.370 
1.700 

20,090 
6,440 

15,160 
26,310 

1,150 
46.740 
11,040 
6,590 

. 39,7.50
• 

' 2,540 
'16.340 

2.600 
22.560 
53.200 
4.260, 
1.330 .. 

20,220 

'498 
357 

4,219 
1,352 

15,784 
'5,5lS 

242 
9,815 

, 2.318 " 
1,384 
8.348 ' 

• 
533 

3,431 
546 

4.738 
ll,i72 

895 ' 
279. 

/10 

4.246 

, 1.605 
1,230 

11.339 
3,881 ' ., 

35,673 ' 
11,430 . 

753 
27,150 
, :7.213 

4.348 
20,190 

" . 
'. 1,484 

9.631 
' 1.488 
13.914 
30.065 
2,405, 

973 
•

'. 9.184 

. ~ ~ 

80 
34 

1.360 
362 

.7,111 ' 
'2.806 

47 
2,932 

" 453 
257 

3,364.' 

157 
983 
170 

. 1.173 
3.589 

288 
23 
• 

2,037 . 

, 187 
79 

3,173 
,845 

16,$92 
6.548 

109 
6,842 
'1,056 

601. 
: 7,849 

• 
366 

2,295, 
' -396 

2,736 
' 8,P4 

672 
55...• 

4,753 

11% 
7 

23% 
19% 
32% 

' 36% 
'13% 
21% 
14% 
13% 
28% .. 
21 % 

' iO% 
22% 
17% 
22% 
23% 
,6%
• 

34% 
,10.420 

7,800 
20,630 
, 1,070 

90 
. 

'888,470 

2.188 ' 
:- 1,638 

4,332 
225
••• 

'. 186,579 

5,576 
4.106 

r 9,684 '", 
459 ' 
••• 

476,941 

797 
617, 

1.984 ' 
116,
••• 

' 67,478 

1,859 
1.439 
4.629 

27.
••• 

157;471 

25,% 
26% 

' 32% 
36% 
••• 

'25%1 

CIt 
J,. (.0' 

cD, 
N 
o 
N 

CD 
'ID 
o 
CD 
CIt 
CD 
N' 

t::i 
§ 
VI, 
>­
VI 

t;ll, 
=: 
VI 
." 

• Guam, Pueno Rico and the Virgin Islands do not have child 551 programs. 

.. Assumes thai 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, Inlernational Cases, and 

cases with i,nvalid DDS coding~ Data are unavailable to determine the distribution of SSI children in this category. 
 I§I 

o 
~ t­

"'" 
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.. j 	 " 

y ,'REDUCTION IN CHILD ELIGIBILITY' FOR SSI, BENEPITS 
UNDSR 

' 
THE HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL, PY 1996 -':PY 2000. ., 	 . 

i" ': Table 5 

... 	 Th~s tabl~ displays/the estimated state-by~statenumber of 
children (one million) who the, Soci,al Security Administra­
tion would detertnineare eligible and' would receive SSI ; , 
benefits' under, current law between'FY1996 and FY 2000 and 
howthe~ would" fare, under the Jlou~e Republican proposal. 

, I, 

... ' 	 ,Of the one million children, 'only 210,000 'would qualify for ", 
'ca,sh benefits; 612,800 children would be eligible for block 
grant serVices and Medicaid; and 177,200 children would be' 
determined ineligible for' benefits. , , 

. , " 

, .,~, 

;. ,: 

, J 
! . . 
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~le 5 ! ' 
" , 

Preliminary ~alysis 

Reduction in ChildEIi~bility for SSI Benefits ' 
Under ,the House Republican Weifare,Proposai, 

, " 

FiScal Year 1996 a 'Fiscal Year 2000 

Num~ofNew Children Who Would ' 
, 

, Child SSI , Still, Receive SSI, 

State ' Recipients Cash Benefits 

, -, FY96-FYOO and MeQicaid 

,Children ~iDg SSI 

Cash' Benefits, but 

eligible for Medicaid ' 

and SSI block grant 

Children : 

Losing AD 
SSI,BenefHs 

and Medicaid 
, , .. J 

Alabama 30,288 ,6,360 

Alaska' 810 : 170. ' , ' 

Arizona 11,762 2,470 
" 

Arkansas, ' ,21.081 4,427 

California 75,771 15,912, 

Golorado 9',803 " 2.059 

Connecticut 
, 

5,470 1,149 
I, 

Delaware 2,420 508 

Dist. of Columbia '2,848 598 
, ' 

Florida ' '58,393 12,262 

Georgia 29,174 6,126 

Guam , 0 10< 

Hawaii 1,069 225 
" 

Idaho 3,816 I '801 

Dlinois ~2,720 \' 11,071 , 

In~ana 20,451 ./ 4,295, 

Iowa ' , 7,732 1,624 ' 

, Kansas' 
, . 8,723 " ' .1,832 

, Kentucky' 
, 

22,398 4;704 

Louisiana 44,830 9,414 

Maine , 2,73~ ,574 

Maryland 12,887 2,706 

Massachusetts ' 16,028 
", 

3,366, 

Michigan , 41,127 8,637" . 
Minnesota ., .10,771 2,262.... " 

Mississippi 27,317 5,736 

, Missouri, 22,060 4,633 

Montana I 2,251 473, 
Nebraska . , ' 4,603 967 

18,536 .. 
509, , 

' , 

, 7~839 

10,491 
' . 53,122 

' , 6,899,' 

3,490 

1,681 

1,905 
" 39,893 

20,255 

'" 
793 

" 

1,928 

30,695 

,11,908 ' 

4,763 

' 5,063 

'11,862, ' 

23~045 

1,970 
" 

,8,185 

,10,153" 
" 

23,252 , 
' , ' 6,428 

"15;198 

11,149 

' . 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 

" , 
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. Table 5 

. Preliminary Analysis 
. .. . . 

Reduction in Child Eligibility for S8I Benefits . 
Under the House Repub~ican Welfare Proposal, 

FiScal Year 1996 ~,Fiscal Year 2000 .,. , .. 
" ' 

'" 

· 

· 

, 

State 
, 

· 

Number of New 
," ChildSSI 

RecipientS 

FY96-FYOO· 

Children Who Would 
, ,". 

Still Receive 'SSI 

' Cash Benefits 

and Medicaid 

Children LOsing SSI, 
" 

Cash Benefits, but . '" 

eligible for Medicaid 

and SSI block grant 

., 
Children 

Losing All 

SSIBenefits 

and Medicaid 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey , 

New Mexico . " 

New York '.: 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 
" 

Oregon, 
Pennsylvania 

Puerto'Rico 

Nevada 2,668., 

.' 1,913 

22,612 

' 7.248 

84,595. 

29,613 

1,294 

~2;607 

. ,12,426 , 
... 7.417 

44,740 
, 

0 

560 
, " ) ! 

402 

4,749 . 

. 1,522 

17,765. 

6,219 

'. 272' .. 

11.048 
' , 

2;609.' 

1;558
.' 

9,395.. 
, 

" .I 1.897 .. 
: 1.,423' 

- . 14,294 

4,716 

48,166 

16,028 ,. 
, ' 900 

33,863 

. " !,629 
,. 

5,184. 
, 26.516 , 

• 

211 

89, 

3,569 

950 

. 18,664. 

'7,366 

122 
" 

7,697 

1,188, 

675 

8.829 

*" 

Rhode Island 

South CaroUna 
South J)akota 

Ten~essee 

Texas ,. ' 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virgin Islands 

2,859 

'18,391., 
. 2.926' 

ZS,392 
" 

'59,878 

.4.195 

1,497 

0 

600 
" 

" 3;862 

615 

,5.332 
. ' , 

12,574'" 

1,007 

' . 314 
' , ... 

" 

1,847
.': 

11.948 

1,866 

16,982 

31!~84 
" 

3.032 , 
1,121. ' 

. , 
. . 

411 

2,581 

446' 

3,078 

9,419 

756 

61 

• 
Virginia 

Wll$hington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

Other 

Totals 

.22,758 

' 11,728 

8,779 

23,220 
, 1,204 

101 

I 

1,000,000 

4,779 
. , 

.' ,2,463 

1,844 

4,876' 

253 

••• 
" 

, 
.. 

210,000 . 

12,632 
, . . 7,174 

, . 
5,317' 

13,,136 
, '647 

.*• 

612.800 

5,347 

. 2,091 

. ,1,6.19 

5,208' 
" , 305 

••• 
I 

177,200 

*Guam, Pueno RICO and the Vlrgm Islands do not have cbdd S51 programs. 
:' ..••• Otherlncludesthe Northern Mariana Islands,Feder'al DDS eases,lnternational Cilse8~ and 

,~ases with inv8lid· DDS coding. Data are unavailable to detemilne the distribution of SST cJtildren in this category . 

• *.* Number in column~ and rows may not add'due to rounding,
, . . , 

....~ 
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.PRBLIMINARY ESTIMATE, OF NUMBER OF CHILDREN DENIED 
ELIGIBILITY FOR AFDC 'BENEFITS BYH.Ro1214 

" 	 Table' 6' ' 

.. The, number' of children who "are' denied AFD~, benefits or have " 
, their benefits reduced is based on the 1993 AFDC caseload 
...	using thEL1993 AFDCQuality Control Data. ' The research on 

the relationship" between ·AFD~ ,benefits and fertll:i:.~y and . 
marriage is inconclusive. Therefore the projected impacts 

. for min,or mothers, and., the family cap provisions do not 
assume changes in behaviors such as fertility and teenage 
mar~iage . :' The impaqts do incorporate an increase in . 
paternity establishment ,due to ,the·1993 OBRA.amendments 
regarding in-hospitalpat~rnity establishment ~nd an 
assumption that a pregnant woman withoutpriorAFDC receipt
who would 'be subjected to the family cap provision will , .. 
delay application until after the child's birth; 

Ii" 70., 000 qhildren would b,e denied benefit·s due to the 
, provision to deny benefits to the children of minor mothers 
. until, the mo,ther turns 18 . 

.. 	 2.2 million children would be' denied l::lenefitsdue to the 

family cap . 


. '.,. 	 4.8 million children would be denied benefits due to the 60 
month time limit on AFDC receipt . 

.,. 	 An estimated 6.1 million children.would'havetheir benefits. 
denied qr 'reduced due to the above provisi,ons combined. 'The 
combined effect23 do not "equal the sum of the independent 
effects since some children would be affected by more than . 
one'·provi!?ion. , , 
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Table 6' 
Col 

Preliminary Estimate of the Number of Children Denied from AIDe !-' " ..,.
'and by Specific Provisions of the House Republican Bm (H.R. 1214) by State co " enINDEPENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS ~ S~eady State (no behavioral effects) 

Denial of Denial of Denial of 
Projected AFDC AFDC to ' AFDC,to 
Number to Children Additional Children, 

Number of 
Children' ' 
who have 

of Bomt~ Children' Because 
, 

their benefitS 
" 

.State ,Children' Unmarried Born to the FamilY Combined Reduced 
on Mothers .' Curr'ent Received AFDC Effects Because 

AFDC Under Recipients for more of Paternity is . 
in 18 of AFDe than 60 months ' Provisions 

, 
Not' 

'. ZOOS (1) (Z) (3) (1,2,3) Established 
ALABAMA 122,000 1,670 21,000 46,000 58,000 ' 39,000 
ALASKA 30,000 110 . 4,000 ' 10,000 ' ,13,000 6,000 ' 
ARIZONA 170,000 1,250 ' 24,000 57,000 , 

73.000 51,000 • 
ARKANSAS 63,000 

, 
. ' 170 12,000, ' 24,000 31,000 16;000 

CALIFQRNIA ' 2,241,000 12,050 433,000 994,000 .1,261,000 588,000 
COLORADO 101,000 520 16,000 34,000 ' 45,000 28,000 
CONNECTICUT 136,000 1,070 25,000 50,000 ' 64.000 34,000 
DELAWARE 28,000 220 5,000 10,000 13,000 6,000 
DIST OF COLUMBIA 56;000 560 . 12,000 26,000 .' 33,000 26,000 
FLORIDA 605,000 5,570 ' 93,000 ,192,000, ,,253,000 193,000 
GEORGIA 348,000 . 2,340 : 64,000 142,000 180~OOO 50,000 
HAWAII 48,000 10 8,000 ' 18,000 .' 23,000 ' 12,000 1 

IDAHO 17,000 140 2,000 5,000 7,000 4,000 
ILLINOIS " 598,,000' 4,440 138,090 250,000 321,000· 221,000 i 

INDIANA' 177,000 1,040 . 33,000 69,000 ~8.000 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 1.87,000 1,560, 33,000. - 72,000 89,000 47,000 
LOUISIANA 235,000 ·600 46;000 100,000 125,000 '. 89;000 

MAINE 55,OQO 430. ' 10,000 24,000 ,30,000 ' 11,000 
MARYLAND 185,000 950 

. " 

34;000 73,000 '9~,OOO 50,000 
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. Table 6 

MASSACHuSETfS 256,000 1,930 44,000 101,000. 131,000 66.000 
MICIDGAN· 553,000 ,2~100 ' l26,OOO 267,000 . 329~000. ' . 139,000 
MINNESOTA· ; ·155,000 510 27,000 : ' . 62,000 79,000 " 36,000 
MISSISSIPPI' 153,000 . ' 1,000 31,000 66,000 82,000 ,53,000 
MISSOURI 218,000 1,720 43,000 ~ 90,000 114,000 54,000 
MONTANA 28,000 50 4,000 9,000 11,000 6,000 
NEBRASKA 39,000 210 8,000 

.. 
15,000' " 20,000 12,000 

NEVADA 30,OQO 180 5,000 11,000 '14,000 10,000 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 24,000 110 4,000 9,000 '11,000 5,000, 
NEW JERSEY 302,000 f,7()() 57,000 123,000 155,000 87,000 
NEW MEXICO 72,000 290 ' 10,000 23,000, . ',' 30,000' .19,000 
NEW YORK 917,000 4,210 154,000 373,000 477,000 216,000 
NORTH CAROLINA .281,000 1,920, 50,000 108,000 ' ,'138,000 ,"81,000 
NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 140 -, ' ,2,000, . 6,000, 7,000 .' 3,000
Qmo , 

597,000 2;550 114,000 211,000 276,000 180,000 
OKLAHOMA, ' 111,000 450 19,000 ' 46,000 57,000 33,000 
OREGON 97,000 9iO, 16,000 ' 38,000 48,000 22,000 
PENNSYLV.ANIA 517,000 2,490 110,000 239,000 ' 293,000 ' 146,000 
RHODE ISLAND ' 52,000 130, lO,OOO 20,000 27,000 . " 14,000 
SOUTH CAROLINA 135,000 1,280. 24,000 46,000 60,000 '. 41,000 

SOUTH DAKOTA 18,000 60 3,000 7,000 . '9,000 5,00Q 
TENNESSEE 246,000 2,120 . 40,000 '92,000 .: 115,000 69,000 
TEXAS' 670,000 4,780 102,000 ' . '. 228,000 297,()()() , '222,000 
UTAH . 45,000 120 6,000 " 15,000 19,000 10,000 
VERMONT .22,000 30 4,000' 9,000 11',000 ',' '4,000 

VIRGINIA ~ . 166,0()0 ' 730 29,000, . 61,000· " , 78,000 :52,000 

WASHINGTON 237,000. 920" 
. . 

, 38,000: 92,000 117;000 . 51,000. , 

WEST VIRGINIA 93,000 '320 17,000 .- , 41,000 49,000, ' 21,000 

WISCONSIN . 205,000 1,190 37,OOO,c 75,000 .. 96,000' ," 50,000 

WYOMING . 14,000 130 2,000 .. 5,000 6,000 3,000. 
TERRITORIES 173,()OO 310 24,000 .. 58,000 70~000 25,000 
TOTAL 12,000,000 7CM!OO 2,200,000 . " 4,800,000 ' 
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The sum o.f the states may no.t add to. the total due to. rounding. 
Individual provisio.n effects do not add up to the co.mbined effects because some children may be affected by more ,than one provision. 'I§l 
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"ESTIMATED FEDERAL, OUTLAYS BY PROGRAM ARBA 
, ' UN1;:>ER. H. R,,'1214 ' 

, Table 7 

Pifth Year Spending Reductions 
Do 'In, the fifth year of implementation, federal spending for 

social welfare programs wi;I.I be reduced by 14 percent under' 
the House Republican bill. " ''- ' , 

.. 	 The ,largest p~rcentage reduction is ·in Child care spending'." 
The House Republican bill.. reduces federal' child' care ' , 
spending by 25 percen,t in FY, 2'000.: Cash, assistance spending' 
isr~duced by 19 percent, child welfare spending by 14 ' 
percent, SSI spendipg by 14 percent, child nutritioll by 11, 
percent, and Food Stamps by 18 percent. ' , 

Reductions OVer Five Years " " , 

Do 	 Over,~:i:ve years between Fy'1996 arid FY 2000, the House 

Republican bill will reduce federal spe~ding on. social 

welfare. programs by 12 ,percent. 


, Do Over the five years betweenFY 1996 and FY 2000" the largest 
perceritage reduction: is i,n child care spending,~" The House 

, Republican bill reduces' f~deral child care spending by 20 
percent ',over five years;. Casp. assistance is' reduc,ed by 13 

'percent, child welf~re spending by '10 percent, SSI spending 
bY,13 percent,childnutritic:m by 10 percent, arid Food 
Stamps is reduce~ 1:;>y 14pe17cellt., J, 	 ' 
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PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF FEDERAL otiTLAYS BY PROGRAM AREA UNDER BJl.I2i4 	 ' 1 Cool 
"­.......,, (Numbers"in millions) 
"­co;.' 
CJ1 

Table 7 	 of 

SYear 
1994 1995 1996 1997 1;,s 2000 TotalsI'" 

Cash Assktanl:e Block Grant 
" 	Baseline 


Dollar Cut in Fundingll 

Percentage Cut in Funding 


Child Welfare Block Grant 

Baseline 

Dollar Cut in Funding 


, Percentage Cut in Funding 

ChiJdCare Block Graut/3 

Baseline 

Douar Cut in Funding 


,. ~erCeD~ge Cut in Funding 

", Child Nutrition B~k GrantS, 
Baseline_ 
DoBar Cut in Funding .' 
PerCentage Cut in Funding, 

Food Stamps 
Baseline/4
DoDar Cut in Funding :, 
Percentage Cut in Funding 
Offsets from OCher Provisionsl5 ' 
Net DoBar Cut in Fundilig 
Percentage Cut in Funding (with orrsets) 

SSIRefonm 

Baseline 

Dollar Cut in Funding 

Percentage Cut in Fundin 


: 15,373 15,846 

' 3,489 ' 4,192 

1,914 2,171 

10,745 11,561 

25,519 25,159 

' 26,390 26;600 

16,519 
-1;125-, 

-7% 

'4,749 
-288 

-6% 

2,235 
, -292 
,-13% 

12.378 
-1,091 

' -9% 

26,120 
~2,13S 

-8% 
385 

-1,750 
-7% 

27,700 
, -1,308 

-5'J11 

-
17,226 
-1,726 

-10% 

5,107 
-376 

-7% 

2,331, 
-388 
-17'" 

12,923 
-1,190 

..9411) 

27,347 
--3,525, , 

-13% 
915 

~2,610 
-10% 

32,500 
-4,642 

-14% 

17,822 
-2.321 
' -13% 

5,544 
-491 
-n 

' 2,421 
-478 
-20% 

13,509 
' -1,337 

-10% 

28,521 
-4,I~O , 

-15% 
1.220 

-2,920 
-10% 

35,600 
-5.054-14'. 


--, , 

89,701 97,434 103,417'TOTAL BASELINES 	 83,340 85,529 
-5,854 -10,932 -U,601'TOTAL DOLLAR CUTS·IN FUNDING .,.,PERCENTAGE cur IN FUNDING ' -11% -u% 

18,476 , 19,161 
-2,976" -3.661 

-16% -19% 

• 6,006 	 6,498 
-691 ·878 
-12~' -14% 

2,506 2,594 
-563 -651, 
-21% ' -25c){' 

14,095 14,725 
-1.437 -1,569 
, -10% -11% 

,29,677 30,846 

'T 

89,204 
-11,809, 

-13% 

rT,904 
-1,724 

-10C){, 

U.087 
-1,371 
, -20% 

' 67,630 
-6,624 

-10% 

142,511 

OTIIER SPENDING CUTS"
TOTAL FUNDING curS 

-148 -Z.W, 
-6.002 '-13,054 

, -2115 
-14,716 

,-1,149' -1,240 
-16,534 -19,058 

-1,774 
-69,36.<' 

N01U: 
1. All atll'liata are prditnInary.Castl AssIstance, Child Weltan! and Child care are prtDmIDarJ HIlS e!ltlmater. 

SSI RdOl"llls Is • prdllftloary COO e!ltlmate., CIIOd Nllfrltlon aDd Food Stamps are prdlminlUT Depsu1JDent 01 ~ atlmata. 
'1. 'l11li estimate docs lIot luelude dlIId care ~kn. 
J. l'III,to date beltatlor III drawlull down CCDBG lunda, 1Nd1le( aathorlt, f\gurI!I were URCI for child care flItlalafa. 

, 4; BaMIlM lip... de 11M IHdude l'uft'to RIi:o. 
t. PoocIltalllj!8 Ofbetllll't Milito Calli AllllllIICI, 511 RIfDnnI, .lId'thUd NppIIrt 1IIIh11'C111U1lll1i!tllmlt., 

.... .. 
Q 

' Cool" 

£D 
' 	

~ 
Q 
~ 

0) 

co 
Q 

0) 

CJ1 
0) 

~ 

-	 '=' 
" 'E2 

tI) 

"­> 
tI) 

"tI 
~" 
tI)== 
"tI 

I§l 
Q 
~ 
~ 

-4,880 ' -5,640 
-16% -18% 

' l,S20 1.870 
-3,360 -3,770 

:.11'% -12% 

: 38,900 45,600 
' -5,358 -6,289 ' 

'. -1~% '-14% 

109,660 119,424 
,:,,14,385-16,8~S' 
' 	 ,-13'11 -14" 

'-20,320 
-14% 

5,910 
-14,410 

' -10% 

180,300­
-21,651 

-13% 

519,636 
.4S0,S!H)-u., 
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. PREL~INARY IMPACTS; OF THE CURRENT HQUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 
,' .. ,.' 

BUDGETARY IMPACTS 

• 	 This proposal will result in federal savings of over $65 billion between fiscal years 1996 and 2000 asfuoo,ing 
for many federal programs Is capped. The preliminary five year estimates (from CJ;JO, HHS. and 
Agriculture) of savings for each title are shown below: . 

s Year Federal Savings . 
House Ways gd.Msms CQmmittee Reported BIll 

• 	 Title I Cash Assistant:e Block Gnmt (Does' not include dlildcare repeal~) • $8. 7 bi~ion 

• ntIen Child Protecdon Bloa Grmtt •••...•••....••••.• ~ • • . .'.. $2~9 bi~on 
... Title DI Restricting Welfare For Aliens ..............•...... " . .• $10.2. billifl~ 

• Tide IV Supplemental ~ty Income Reform ," ~ • . . . . • • . • . • • . • •• $10.7 biUi~n .. Title V Child Support Enforeement ••••••••••.•••0.' ••••••• ~ •••••• S.l billion 

, House Education and ,Economic Opportunities Committee Rep~lIied Bill 

Title I Child Care Block Grant .................'.............. $2.4 billion 
. " . 
Title II , Family and School-Based NutrltIQn Block Grants .• ~ . . • • • . . • .. $6.6b~on 
Title III Restrictin2 Welrare forAllens ••.•••••••••••.•••.•••••••. S.l billion " 

House Amculture Committee Re,ported Bill . .' . : . ',. . - . . 

.. • Sedion 5$1 Reduce COLA For Thrifty Food Plan to 2% per y~ • . . • e • • $4.7 ~~I~ipn 
SedionSS2 Freeze Standard Deduction • e •••••••••••••••• ; • •• $4.3 billi()n•••• e 	 • 

• Sed1on"'l .Eo.erg:y .As:iistaau-c •••••• " .••• II ..... « •••••• c • " ••• ,41 • • • .... Sl.~ bW~D .. Section .554 RestrictiODS for Aliens ••••• "41,, ••••• ., II ................. e, $3.7 ~il:lio~ 

• 	 Section $55 Work for Able-Bodied Adults With No Dependents •.•••.••• e $8.9 biJ,lioll 

• ~emafnder of?tfark frol'ision .•. "".,.« ....... " .............. . 1.4 ',' n 

g~".T TAL _. ., " .. ' . ., « " ... « .. .' " ".. •• ,. " ., " " ... " " " " " •• " .. " " .... ., ., •• " ..... " 

CHILDREN AFFECTED 

Cash Assistance 	 . 
• 	 When this proposal is fully implemented. states will not be able to use federal funds to support 4.5 million to . 

.J million (,;hil<.tn:u \xx;au.sc: they were born to a young lllOfh~r. born to current AFDC recipients, or were~n~, 
familYtfulCrecei'lw'ed AFDC for longer rpan fiv~ years. ." , . 

.. 	 The numbers of children affected by the primary provisions in which stares are required to deny eHgibiU~y 
are: 

.. 	 Benefits denied to children born to unmanied mothers under 18 •.• e •• 70,000 clUldrene. •• 

.. BeDeflts denied to children born to CUITeDt AFDC rldpients •.••.•••••• 2.2. million childn.m 

.. Benefits denied to families wbo have rea!ived AFDC for five Years or loneer f 4.1 million cbil4r;en 

.. 	 States. are also required to, reduce benefits for children without paternity established until the st~[e establi$h~ 
p~rnily. TIlis provision would affeft 3.2 million children at full impiementafion. 

... 	 If states. were to deny eligibility to f:am~ies who had been on AFDC for two or more years. 7.3 million 

chijdren would be denied eligi~mry by this provision alone. 
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. SSI &~fonns 
II' Based on a preliminary ~nalysis of 812,411 children with disabilities who were determined eligible for SSI 

between February 1991 aml D~cmbc::r 1994, 2S1,j08 (31 Vel'Celll) would lose all SSI benefits. It is ppSsible 
that. if allowed, approxjmately 103,000 of them might be able to reqtialify for SSI by mee~ing one of:the. 
listings. . . .. '~f); COO . .-

... 	 If [he current House Republican proposal had been in effect in 1991. 70 percent (0 94 percent of current 
eligibles who meet the listings would lose all ca&h benefits; states would have the discretion to serve them 
using block granl funds. . 

Child Care 
.. Under this proposed. block grarit, federal funding for child care would be cut by 20 percent over five years. 

In FY2000, this proposal would result in a 25 percent cut in funding which would mean that 400.000 'childr~n 
would lose fcdc:ral child care assilltance. . - >4 

IMPACTS ON. STATES ' 

Cash Assistance 
.. '. If the current House Republican cash assistance block grant had been enacted in FY1990 and distributed funds 

according to FY1985-FY1987 spending levels. states would have received 33 percent less funding than they' 
received under current law. . 

Child Prgt£,£tion 
.. 	 If the cwreru House Republican ~hild welfare block grant had been enacted in FY 1988 using FY 1987 leve~ 

of funding. s'at~ would have received S9 percenr less funding t~n they would have received under e:urr~~t 
law in FYl993. 

SSI Reforms 
.. 	 States would receive block grantS; the amouru of each stale's block: grant would be [he product of the numb~r 

of children who meet the listings' but not the criteria'to receive cash times 75 percent of [he average SSI 
payment to a child in 'that state. S[~tes would have to offer every eligible .child the opporrunilY to apply fQr 
block grant services. 

.Food Stamp Changes . . 	 . 
.. . 	 The, provision will take away benefits from 1.2 million paniciparus within 3 months of implementation unless 

the states create an .equal number of workfare slots (at $2700 per slot), unemployment rates exceed 10 
perc~t. ·or the Secretary determines that sufficient jobs are not available. 

. , IMPACTS ON IMMIG.RANTS 

.. .The current House Republican proposal will eliminate eligibility for benefits and servic.es for approximately 
2.5 million legal immigrants. 	 . 

01 	 WDC:L:J 6S : 91 S661-01-2:lI:M 
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PRELIl\IINARY ESTIMATES (Subect ,. Change) OF FEDERAL SAVINGS ACHlEVIID BY 'tHE CUIUlENT ROUSE REJ»tJBLlCAN PROPOSAL :;0 
I 

. (10 BHlioas or Dollars) . .... 
CSl 
1 

~ 

.... 
U)
U).1999 21)001996 1m 1m TOfAL VI 

OUSE WAYS AND MEANS COl'tll\fJTIEE REPORTEDBJLL 

C.I\SH ASSI~ANCE BLOCK GRANT/a 0.8 U I.: 2.2 
CHILD 'R~CTlON BLOCK GRANT/a 0.3 0.4 . O.S 0.1 
RESI'RICTING WELFARE (lOR ALIENS(SSland Meditaid) 0.04 2.4 1.S 2.'
SUPPLEMB'I/TAL SECURITY INCOME 1lE110RMSfa 1.2 1.0' 2.2 2.4 
CIIILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORMS '0.08 0.03 -{).04 0.01 

BOUSE WAYS ANn IImANS comlrrrm REPOR.TED BILL 1.S 6 •• U 1..8 

OUSE EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OI'PORlUNlTIES REPORTW BILL 

CHlJ.D CARE BLOCK GRANT 0.3 0.4 O.S C.6 
FUIILY AND SCHOOL-BASED NlrrRlnON BLOCK GRANTS 1.1 1.2 U 1.4 
RESTJUC11NG \VELFARE FOR ALIENS 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.04 

HOUSE EDUCA no~ AND ECONOMIC OPPORTllNlTIES cop.tM1TIEE R.Ef'()RTED BILL 1." 1.6 U A.e 

REDUCE COLA FOR THR1FI'Y FOOD l'LAN TO ~"lrt PER YEAR. 0.1 O.S 0.'1 1.3 
F1lF.I!'.ZE SfANDARD OIIDUcnON . 0,2 0.6 I:) Lt 
ENERGY ASSISTANCE 0.3 0.3 O.J 0.3 
NO FOOD STAMI'S fOR A.LIF.NS 0.0 . 0.9 0.9 0.9J 

11IREE MONTH'ELtGlBR.m- FOR ABLE-DODUID ADUL18 1.6 1.1 1.8 1.9 
wrm NO DEPENDENTS 

REMAINDER OF PROVISIONS 0.00 O.oJ 0.4 05 

ROVsa ACRlctJL11.1RE COI'tnIITrEE.lEPORTED BD..L 1.3 4.0 5.2 '.0 

OTAL CURRENf HOUSE WFLFARE REFORM PROPOSALS 6.1 H.8 13.9 IS.& 

2.1 
0.9 
2.8 
2.9 

(i;OS 

9.3 

0.6 
1.6 

0.04 

2.1 

. 1.8 
1.4 
0.3 
1.0 
1.9 

O.S 

·6.8 

18.4 

8"1
2.9 
10.1 
10.7 

0.1 I31.1 

2 .... 
6.6 
0.1 
9.1 

4.7 
4.1 
1.3 
3.1 
8..9 

.... 8 
14.3 

66.1 

.... 
-,J.. 
CSl 
CSl 

:;0 " 
0 
3 

-; 
0 

SOURCE: 

Way!l and M~ Titlu I and n • pt'dimiaa.-y HIlS estimates; Titles m.IV, and V· ,'I'dimhlaly CBO.~fS. . . 
< 

F..Ikk'.aUon aJ)d F.coIU\mle Opportu.nitlee 'titla I and IV • pnLl.mi.Da.-y 8HS estimal~ l1Ue U • prefim.Ilury A¢~uie estimate; nue III • pnUminary CBO es(in'lat•• 
l\tJrkuUlJrt • preJlItma.-y ~tflt of ,~un estimate. 

'i!.
NOTE: ~ a. There act no MedIcaid savbWI estIm~ for Wa)5 aDd Mt'1B!I Titk! I aDd D. -,J 
b. Nq(atfve sip fqual!! a cost t. the rederal IctVtmme.d. h 

Wc. Tht!se e:stbrtates U!mI:Ite thai there are food and iwtritioD (euludiDg Food Stamps), cam~. mel toster cart. tiockgraats In place. .... 
~/08JtS 
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OVervteWof Ways ar.d.Means Provisions , 

ii1the.lIo~eRepubliean 'W~l~e R~f6i'ni Bill 


February 1995 


Title I: Block otant for TemPOrary 'Assistance fdr, N~CdyFainilieS '1 

Title n~' Child ProteCtion Block GriiDt 
TitleW: Restricting Welfare for Aliens 
Title IV: 
Title V: 

Supplemental Security Income R~forins 
chUd Support Enfor¢ement Reforms 

" 

title I: SIS Or8!it' for TefuporltY ASsigee for NeCdyFamilies 
" , "::i: 

1. 	 Purposes. 
a.Provide assist.ance to needy f.affiiJies With children' 
b. 	 End the dependence ofneedy parents on goveriliIient benefits by pt'Qmoting , 

, work and marriage 
c. 	 Discourage, illegitimate births 

2. 	 Eligibl~ states; State plan. Slates must sUbmit the following to the Department of, 
Health and Human :S¢rvices arid update the infotmation every three years: 
a. 	 A pJan that contains an explanation Qf; 

··their prognuJ:t for providing cash benefits to needy families 
•..their weJfar~to..work program; including support services 
....;how they are meeting the requiretnento( mandatory work after the family 
h~ bcehon welfar~ ,for 2 years (or less at stBteoption) 

. ';·how and whether they are meeting the requirement to place 2% of their 
caseload in work programs' in 1996.' rising to 29% by 2003 and thereafter 

--their piogramto reduce the incidence of illegitimate births ' ' . 
b. 	 A certification that the state win operate',a t:hild stippoitentOrcenient PtOgr8m 
c. 	 A certificatio~ that the state wiU opetate' '8 child' protection program 
d. 	 A certifiCation, 'that the sta(e will' operate a: foster care 'and" adoption prop-am 

3., 	Gi'8.ilts to states. 
a. 	 The block grant money is an entitlement to states 

, b., The amouilt of money in the block grant is SlS.3SS billion each year between 
1996 and 2000 . 

c. 	 Eaen state receives the same propOrtion of the block giant each year as it 
received of AFDC spendmgin 1994 

d. 	 Use of Funds: 
--in any manner reasonably calculated to accomplish the purposes (see above) 
--in the case of families that' have lived in a state for less than 12 months, states 

may provide them with the benefit level of the state from which they moved 
, ·-states may transfer up to 20% of the funds in any given block grant to other 
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block grants . ' ., 	 '. ' ,.". .' ";., 
....states may, for up to 6 montiis, pay a teGlicCd benefit to. neeoy f8lnilywith 'I! ':'1 

a Child' whose paiemit}'bas not been established 
-~states atc enco~gea tp implellieht an electronic benefit transfer system for 
. providmgbenentS and, are a~thOriz.ea to use blpck grant funds ·to set up and 

conduct such a sysf:cril 	 " . 
e. 	 ,Penaltie:$.StB.tes are sql1ject to ·three poSsible periilties: . 


-if atl audit,determ,meSthat '~t8.tcs have spent money on aCtivities not consistent: 

~iththe .purpOse of thlslegisiaitiob. 'the amOUDt of misspe.niftmds will be 


. , ,Withheld'frOm 'die' state'spayQteJlfs 'duriDgtbc :f()UoW'ing year (with the 
restriction that not tnote:ih,an 25 percent of a quarterly p~yment can 
be withheld) 

.' --the annUal grant would be reduced by 3 perC:erit if states rail to submit the . 
. performance data requited within 6 months of the end of the fiscal year so that .. 
Congress can provid" oversight 

--states woul~ be fUled 1 percent of the,ir annual grant if they fail to participate 
,in,the Income ,and Eligibility' VerifieatiohSystcm designed to i:~~uce welfare . 
fraud 

4. Prohibitions. Block grant funds caririot be used to provide: 
a. Benefits to a family that does not include a minor child 
h. 	 Be,nefit~to an indi~idua1 reCeivinS.benefif:s nom old.a~e~sist8J1ce• 


. foster, care, or Supplemental Seeunty Income - c.~0.4.~, . 

c. 'Benefits to noncitiienS unless the individual· is a refugee· who has 

resided in tbcU.S. for less than S y.s Or is a legal resident over age ,75 

, who has lIved in the U.s. for more than 5 yeats 


d. 	 Cash benefits t~ a minor child born out of wedlock ,to a mother under 

age 18 or 10 the mother (Medicaid and'FoOdSt.a.mps would collt4tue) 


e. 	 Cull benefits for additional children bom to families already ,on welf.e 

(Medicaid and FOod CStamps would cOntinue) . 


f.Cash benefitS fot families dial have received block grant funds for S years 

(Medicaid and Food Stamps ~ould continue) . 


g. 	 'Benefits t~ a family with adulunot cOoperating with the suite child support 

enforcement agency . 


h. 	 Benefits to a family with an adult who haS not assigned to the state the child's 
. claim rights against a.noncustodial paient 

S. 	 Data collection and reporting. States are required to submit annual data on severiil 
important measures of their Temporary ASsistance Block grant; e.g., the number of, 

. families receiving benefits, the earnings of families, other welfare benefits received 
by families, and the number of months on welfare 

http:a~thOriz.ea
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6. 	 Audits. Each state Diust subiftittb an audit eVery s~d year under terms of th* 1lilt!' 00"'",-,,",•.,,·,., 

Single Audit Act . 

Title Uj Child Protection BlOCk Gnint 

1,.' ~urpose. The purpose of fundsproyided to states in thisbll:X;k grant are to help 
states: 
a. Identify. and assist fBntilies at risk of abusing or neglecting their children 

b,Operate a system for receiving reports of abuse or neglect of'childreri ' 

c. 	 h:avestigate families' reported to abuse or neglect tbcir cbJldfen 
d. 	 Assjst trOubled families in providil1g the proper p~tectiQnand nurture for 


their children 

e. 	 Support children who must be removed ·from or who CaiLaot Jive wlth their 


families 

, f. Maketimcly decisions about peri'rianent liV'ing amnge.neots for children who' 


must be removed from or who cannot live with th¢ir families 

g. 	 ProVide, for continuing evaluation and improvetn¢nt of child' protection laws" 


.regUlations, and serviceS 


2. 	 Eligible states. In order to be eligible for' blOck grailt·fuhds, statcsmlist:, 
a. 	 submit a ,written document.to 'lIHS that describes how tbey intend to pursue the 


purposes described above 

b. 	 certify that they have a state law requiring public officials and other. 


-professi()n8Is to report actual or suspected cases of abuse or neglect 

c. 	 certify that they,.have ptocedures for detetmi.niDg qwckly wbether a-report of 


abuse' orn~glect is credible and, for taking action if it is 

d. 	 certify that they ~vepr~1ites (orensunrig that children removed from their 


. Camilies for. protection'ate plaCed in Safe 8ild nUi'turiJ)g: setting$; 

e. 	 certify ·that they have procedures forei1.Suring' that children removed from their 


'fainilies 'have a written phin that specifies the goal for achieving a pennanel:lt 

placetrient, that the plan is reviewed every 6 months. and thatiofonnation about 

the child is collected reguJady and recoi'ded in the case reCord 


f. 	 within three years of the date of passage, declare quantifiable goals of'their 

child protection program. and report quantifiable infoln'1ation on whether they' 

are making progreSs toward achieving their goals . 


The SeCretary ,of HHS can dctennine whether the state plan jnclu~esal1 of the 

elements reviewed' above but cannot add new elements or review the adequacy of 

stateprocedt,Jtes . 
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. 3. 	 Grants to states ,for child, protection. . ", .. ," 
a. 	 The block giant moneY-is an entitlement to states for five years 

. b. 	 The amount of money iri' thebJ~k gt&nt is $4.145 billion.in 1996, 54.308 ' ; 
billion in 1991. $4.411 ~biUionib. 1998~ $4.~31 billion in 1'999i and $4.189 
billion in 2000' ( . 

c.. Each state receiVes the sime propoitioD of the blOck' jant,each year as it 
received' of payments to states by the fedem.t govemmcrit for child welfare 

. Pto~ in the'average of the yCatsl~91,1~2, and 1993 ' 
d. 	 Use of funds. StatC$' can. use 'blockgtaht fundS . 

~in any manner reasona!>ly calculated'to accomplish the purposes (see above) . 
--to tranSfer up tolO% of.the. futl$ in any given block grant to other block .. 

grants 
e. 	 Penalties. States are subject to. two possible penaJties: 

•..if an audit determinesdiat states have spent money on .ctivitles not consistent 
.wi~h the purpose of this legislation, the arnOW'lt of misspent ·funds. will·be 
withheld from the state's paYments during the 'following year (with 'the 
restriction that not more than 2S percent of 8 quartcdy ,.paymeritean be 
withheld} 

...;.the annual grant will be reduced by 3 percent if slates fail to submit within 6 
months required data. reports : . 

4. 	 Child protection standards. These standatds are ineluaed in the bill to indicate what 
stateS must do. to assure the protection of childteai and to proVide gUidance to the 
citizen review panels: 
a. 	 The pruruuy stahdard by which a state child welfarcsystem shan be judged is 

theprotedton of children . 
b. 	 Eaeh state shall investigate reports of abuse arid negleCt promptly with due 

regard to the potential d3ng~t to ehildfen . 
c. 	 Children removed from their homes shall have a permanency plan and a 

dispositional beating by a couit or a coUrt-appointed body within 3 months after 
a fact·finding heanng 

d. 	 All child welfare cases with an out-of..homepJac:ement shall be reviewed every 
six months unlcSs the child is already ina long-tcnn placement 

5. 	 Citizen 'review panels. 
s. 	 states must have a least one citizen review.paIlel for each metropolitan area of 

their state . 
'b. Panel members must be broadly representative of the community from which .. 

http:billion.in
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d. 	 Panels are cbBrged with tHe responsibility of reviewmg cases from the child. 
weJfare syStfnil·to determJne whether state and local. agencieS reeeiving funds 
under ·this-program are ·C8iTyillg out activities iri accOi'd' wi~ the State plan, are 
~chieYing ~ech.ild protection standards, 8J;td are meetiQg ~y otJter chiJet welfare 
criteria ti\atthe panei' ~i~etS important : _ 

e. 	 Panc:JS must produce' a-public report-after each meetiJig aDd states must include 
inforinBUOIl ill their ann~ report detaiJing:their responses to 'the P8.llc) report 
arid recommelidattions ,_ ­

f.Panelsmust PfQ~ct the confidentiality of ittdividWd caSes 

6. 	 Audits. State eXpehdittiresare audited every second year; any funds spent fot 
purPoses other than those stated for this blOck grant will be repaid to the federal ­
government _ 

7. Data collection and reporting. 	 States muSt annually repOrt an extensive set of da.ta 
to the federal government. The inforination that muSt 'be reported includes the 
number of children reported as abused or neglected, the ~umber of children 
removed from families. the number of families that received preventive services. 
the average length of stay in foster care. the number Of children: in foster care with 
a goal ofadoption, arid .several additional performance measures. States must also 
include in their .report a suminary of the data meaSUrillg wh~er they are making 
progress toward· their goals (sec above), a summary respon,scto the findings -and 
recommendations of their citiien review panels, and~ if':fun~ were transferred to 
another block grant. an explanation of why the funds were transf~d~ The 
_Secreblty of ijHS must prepare an annual report based. on· state reports ~d make 
the report available to both Congress and the public. -- . 

TitlS, III: RgtricliDg Welfare for Aliens 

1. 	 Ineligibility of aliens for most public welfare assistance. With the exceptionS noted 
below,D(Jncititens are not eligibJe for 41 means..tested,ptogtams (sec attached list) 

2. 	 In order tobelp noncitizens improve their job prepatation skills, they remain 
eligible for eleven programs that provide edu~tional' or training services. Adult
and children noncitiiens are also eligible for emergency medical services and for 
immuniiations against preventable diseaSes (see attached !,ist); states can usc their 
own funds to provide benefits to aliens as states see fit . 

3. 	Exceptions: 
a. 	 Refugees are not ineligible fesr means-tested programs uJltil five years after their ­

date of anival in the U.S. 
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b. NoncitiZens over tbeagc of 7S who haVe lived iIi the U.S. fOr at least five years 
may aliO coJatlnue receiving. welf~~enefits . .'I 

S. 	 Notification. Eidi federal agency that admiriiStCrs a progrim tom which 

noncitizens ate to be diSquliued must proVidegenetal notification to die public

and proeram recipic~tS 'of the ,eligi~ility changes 


6.. AFDC agencies requited to provide information. Agencies administering the Aid to 
'Families with Dependent Children program must provide the Dame and' address of 
illegal aliens with children who are citizenS of the u.s. to the Immigration and 
NaturaliZation Service 

7. 	 Sponsorship agFeements. The document by which individuals agree to sponsor 

immigrants 'by makingllieir income available to tile immigrant is made legally 


. binding until the iminigrant becomes a citiien (the agreements ate not now legally 
biilding ibd' last for either three ortive yeats) . 

, ' 

Title IV: SYRbleiDebtaI Security Income RefOtJn§ 

1. 	 Denial of SSI· Benefits to Drug Addicts and Alcoholics. 
a. 	 An individ,ual sh811 not becofisidered disabled if his primary diagnosis is that he 

, is addicted to aleoh61 or a drug 
b. 	 As a result dIUg addictS ana. alcoholics lose SSt benefits and,MCdicaid cOverage 
c. 	 Part of the saViJlgs realized will be block granted to States far drug treatment 

.. 2. SSI Benefits to CertainChildien. 
a. 	 RestrictionS on eligibility for cash benefits 

.-repeal. "comparable severity" teSt for determining disability of children,· so that 
eligibility for cash bcilefit3 or new medical services will be based on medical 
listipgs only, and not "individual funt.tiorntI assessment' . 

·-children cwtently r:eceiving caSh benefits because ofa disability specified in 
the medical listings will contiil~e to be eligible for cash 1?eiletits; however,' 
'children not already on S8I on enactment will only receive cash payments jf 
institUtionalized or otherwise would be in the absence of the cash payment 

--children. considered disabled but not receiving cash benefits will be eligible for 
additional medical services provided through .block grant descri~d below 
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b. 	 At least once ev~ry 3' years States must conduct continuing disability reviews for 
children eligible for cash benefits (except those whose condition cannot 
improve) 

c.' 	6 month grace period for current SSI recipients 
d. 	 Social Security shall issue regulations within 3 months of enactment 
e. 	 Social Security must notify within I month those whose eligibility will term.ip.ate, 
r. 	 BJock Grants for children with disabilities ," ,:I!1 

··Social Seeurity to make pants; grants are an entitlement to States 
•..remove individual entitlement to benctits '. '" 
-grants spent only on authorized medical and non-medical servic;es forqualifying 

. ~dividua1s ' 
",:t "/ --;:tates decide which services from prescribed Jist may be paid for with grants 
~ )(. .-·'qualifying individual" means a child who is either (1) eligible for cash SSI t." 

, 	 c,'" I benefits under this title; or (2) who is not eligible for cash but is disabled by a 
~~.J condition in the medical listings '. 
'3 ?J:.;:}: ··State grant based on number of children cligiblc for additional services ,­
~ 
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Programs for Which Aliens Would Be Ineligible: 

1. Medicaid 
2. Matemsl &: Child Health ServiCes Block Gnmt programs 
3. Community Health Ccmr« Sc:rvlw 
4. Family Planning Methods and Scrvk:es, 


,5. Migrant Health Centel' Services .. 

6. AFoC" , .._ ' ' 
7. Child Welfare 
8. SS[ 

9, foster Caro and Adoption Assistance 

10. Food Assistance Bloc:k OraDt Programs 
11. Rcrital Ass~ee 
12. Public Housing 
13. Housing Loan Program 
14. Housing Interest R.eduction Prosram 

JS. Loans for Rental and Coopentive Housing 

16. Rental Assistance Payments 

t7. Program ot Assistance Payments on Behalf of 

Homeowoers , 

18. Rent Su.pplement PaymeDts on Behalf of Qualified ' 

Tenants 

19. Loan and Grant Prop-ams for Repair and lmProvetDent 
of R.unt,1 Dwellings 
20. Loan and Assistance Pro,crams for Housing Farm Labor 
21. Grants for Prescrvarion and Rehabilitation of Housing 
22. GranU and Loans for Mutual and Self-Help Housing and 
TCGhnicaJ Assistance 
23. Site Loans Program 
24. Grants for Screening. Referrals. and Educ:ation 

Regarding Le~ Poisoning in InfanLt Md Childn:n 

25. Block Grants for Preventive Health and Health ServJce$, 
26. Title XIX·B subparts 1 and .II PubUc Health Service Act 
27. Programs of Training for Disadvantaged Adults under 
Title II·A and for DisadVantaged Youth under Title ([.cof 
the Job Training PartnersbJp Ad' 
28. Job COIFS Program 
29. Summer Youth Employment and Training Programs 
30. Older AmCrican ConunUnity SerYlecEmployment ACt 

, Programs ' 
, 31. Title III Older Americ:aDS Ad 'Programs 

32. Tille II-B Domestic Volunteer Service Act Prognms 
n. Title Il·C Domestic Volunteer Service Act ProUamS 
34. Low-Income Energy Assistance Act Program 
15. Weatherization Assistance Prognun 
36. Social Sct\'ic:es Block Grant Program (Tide XX SSA) 
31. Community Services Block Grant Act Programs 
38. Legal Assistance undc::r Legal Services Corporation Act 
39. Emergency Food and Shelter Grant, under McKinDey 

Homeloss Act 

40. Child Care and Development Brodt Grant Ad ProgI'aI'IU 
41. State Prognun for Providing Child Care (section 402(i) , 
SSA) , 

~, ~dH' 

Programs for Which Aliens WoQld Reinain IUglblc~:ji 
. ,1.,. 

I. Emct&enc:y medical scnic:e.s 
. 2. StafTord stUdent loan pro,enm 

3. Basic eciucalicmal oppartuidty p:ants 
4. federal work study , " 
S. Fc:dcmI supplemental education apponunity gJ-anu 
6. Federal Perkins loans 

7. Grants to S~ for awe smdent 'iM.entiuvtS. t~~~n~:i~il:~!r:: 
' 8. Gnmts and (dJowlhips for gnsduab: pR)gr'IIDs ; • ,,~::,,_, 
9. Special prOgamJ far studanta wboie !amitieS an: engaged'" 

. in migrant md ICUoDai fiRm work 
10. toms md Scholatsblps for Education in the Health . 

Profes.sioas 

II. Grants for Immunizations Against Vaccine-Preventible . 
Diseases ' 

'" ..~ - . 
• ~ I 
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3. 

Title 	II: Child Ga.reB1ock Grant 

Title 	III: Cbild ProteitionBlQCk Gr1int , ! 

1. 	 PW'pose.Thc purpose of funds provided to states i.n this block grant are to help 
stales: 
11. 	 Identify and assist families at risk of abusing or neglec~ing their children '.' ,. : 
b. 	 Operate a system for receiving repons of abuse or neglecl of children" :;, 
c. 	 Investigate fa.m.ilics reponed to abuse or neglect their children . 
d. 	 Assist troubled families in providing the: proper protection and nurture for 


their children 

e. 	 Support children who must be removed from or who cannot live with their 

families . . 
f. 	 Make timely decisions about permanent living anangemenJ:,S for children who 

must be removed from or who caMot Jiv.e with their famllies 
g. 	 Provide (or continuing evaluation and improvement of child protection laws. 

regul1uions, and servi~cs 

., 	 Fligiblest8tes. fn order to·be eligible for block grant funds, states must; 
a. 	 submit a wrinen document to HHS that describes how they intend to pursue the 

. purposes described above 
b. 	 cen:ify that they have a state law requiring public officials ami uthi::r 


professionals to report: a~lUal or suspected cases of abuse or neglect 

·c. 	cenify that they have pr:ocedures for detenninin,e quickly whetht!T a report of 


abuse or neglect is credible and fOr Laking action if it is . 

d. 	 ~en:jfy that they have prQcedU11:s for ensuring that children removed from their 

families for protection are placed in safe and nuttUring settings; ­
t!:. 	 certify that they have procedures for ensuring that children removed from their 

home have ~written plan that specifies the ,oal for achieving a pennanerit 
placement. that the plan is reviewed every 6 months. and that inf'onnation about 
the child is. collected regularl}, Im:t recarded in the case record 

f. 	 within three years of the date of passage. declare quantifiable ,oal5 of their 
,cbi1d protection program and report: quantifiable information on whether they 
arc making progrt!ss. toward achie\'ing their goals 

g. 	 the Secretary of HHS can determine whether the state plan includes all ofthe 
elements reviewed above but <:annot add new elements or ~eview the adequacy 
of state procedure~ . 

3. 	 GrantS to states for child protection.' 
a. 	 Tne block. grant money is an entitlement to states for five yeats 
b. 	 The amount 'of money in the block grant is 
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c. 	 Each state receives the same proport.ion of the block grant each year as it , 
received of paymel'ltsto states by the federaJ government for c:hildwclfare 

, "rograms in the average of tile years 199 1, 1992, and 1993 
d. 	 Use orfuti~. StatC$ can use block grarttfuiids ' ,j,:,;" ::j:\ 

~-in any manni:!' reasonably calculated to ac:eomplish the purposes (see above);::ll 
--states may transier 'up to 20% of the funds in any given block grant to other ' 

bhxk grants ' , , 

,e. Penalties. 'States arc subject to two penaltieS: 


·-if an auditdelcnnines that states have spent money on activities not consistent 
with the purpose of this legis]ation. the amount of misspent funds will be 

.!,

withheld from the state's payments during the following year (with the 
restriction that not more than 2S petcent of a quarterly payment can be 
withheld) 

4, Child protection standards. These sLa.i1dards are Lrlctuded in the bill to indicate what 
stales ",ust do to assure the protection of children and to provide guidance to the 
citizen review panels: 
a, The primary standard by which a state child welfare system shaH be judged is 

the protection of children 
b. 	 Eaeh state shan investigate reports of abuse and neglect promptly with due 


regard to t.he potential danger 10 childtttt 

c 	 Children removed from their homes shaH have a permanency plan and a . 

dispositional hl!arin& by a CQun or a court-appointed body within 3 months after' 
a fact. finding hearing 

d 	 All child welfare case$ with an out*o(·home placement shall be reviewed c:;ve'ty' " 
six months unless the child is already in a long..tenn placement .. 

S. 	 Citizen review pa.nels. . 
a. 	 States must have a least One citizen review panel for ea.ch meUofloUtart area of 


their state . ' 

b.Panel 	members must be broadly representative of Uu: community from wh~ch 


they are drawn . 

c. 	 Panels must meet at least quarterly 
d, 	 Panels are charged with the responsibility of reviewing cases from the child 

welfare system to determine whether state andtocaJ 'agencies receivirig fundS 
:.Indcr this prog.rnm arc carrying out activities in accord with the State plan. are 
achieving the child prOtection standards, and are meeting any other child welfare 
criteria that the panel ,onsiders important 

e. 	 Panels must produce a public report after each meeting and states must include 
information in their annual report detailing their responses to the panel report 
and recorrunendations 
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6. 	 Audits. StaTe expenditures are audited every seco.ad year; any funds speDI fo~ "",I ,it! I/.JI:·· iiil1' 'fJ.;~ 

purposes other than those stated for ti1Js blOck grant will be repaid to lbe fe4e~ ';iii it' .:~:!1!;i';·· .' 
government ' . 

7. 	 Data collection and reponing. States must annuaU)" n:port an eXtensive ,el of data 
to the federaJ goveminent. The information that must 'be reported includes . the 
number of chiJdren reported as ,bused or n~gJectet:4 the nunkber or reportS of abuse 
or neglect that were subsequently substatuiated, the number of substaDtiated eases. 
that received services, the number of children removed from families. ·the numher! 
of. ~3.milies that received preventive setVices~ the 8vcraae length of stay in foster 
car!!, the nwnber of children in foster care with a goal of adoption, and a nWllber 
of other performance' measures. States must also include in their report a summary 
of Ih~ data measuring whet"er they are making progress toward their goo.ls (see 
ahove), a summary response to lhc finding$ and recommendations of their cjtizen 
review panels. and, if funds were transferred to another block grant, an explanation 
of why the funds were trimsferred. ,The SecretarY ofHHS m\lstprepare an annual 
report based ori state repons and make the report available to both Congress arid the 
public. ' 

Title [V: Reslristing Welfare for Alien!li 

1. 	 Ineligibility of afiens for public welfare asSiStance. With the exceptions noted 
helclw, noncitizens are not eligible for 41 means·tC5ted programs (see attached list) 

.., In order to heip noncitizens improve their job preparation skills, they remain 
eligible for eleven programs thai provide educationaJ or training services. _A~ults . 

, and children noncitizens 'are also eligible for emergency medical services ind for 
immunizations against preventable diseases (see aaachcd Jist) 

3. 	 Exceptior.s: . , '" ," 
n. 	 Refugees are not i'neligible for means· tested programs Utlti! five years after iheir 


date of ani"'a( in the, U.S. . . 

b. 	 Noncitizens over the age of7S.who have lived in the U.S. for at least S yes..rs 


may also continue receiving welfare benefits 

. , 

4. 	 Current resident exception. The ineligibility for means-tested benefits of 
110zwitizens currently living in the U.S. does not take effect until one year after the 
date of enactment of this bill ' ' 
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'S. 	 Notification. Each federal agency that admitlistm aprQiram from which .• ' 
noncitizens arc to De disqualified' must provide' seneral notification to the pub~ic 
and progra.m recipients of the eligibility chanies 

, "', 

.' ...,+ ~:!,~I ., """" •."',,,,.,,"., 

6. 	 AFDC agenci~s r~uired to provide information. Asencies administering the A!,dt~l!~~! ,. 

Farnilies with Depcndent Children prognm. must provide the name and address of",'" 

illegal aliens with cruldren who are 'citiZens of the lhS. to the Immigration ana 

Naruralization Service . , · 


7. 	 Sponsorship agreements. Thedocumc:nt by which individuals agree to sponsor 
immi(:rimLS by making their income available to the immigrant are made legalJy 
binding until the irtunigraht becomes a citizen (the agreements are rtOl now legally , r- o :~'(:: 

binding and last for either thr~ or five years) 

Title V: Supplemental, Security Income Refonns 

1. 	 Denial of SST Benefits to Drug Addicts and Alcoholics: , 
a. 	 An individual shall not be considered disabled if his primary diasnosis is that he 

is addicted to alcohol or a drug 

h.· As, a result drug addicts and akoho!ics lose SSI benefits and Medicaid coverage 

c. 	 Part of the savirliS realized will be block granted to Stales for drug treatmenr 

2. 	 SSI Benefits to Cenain Childrc:o: 

a Restrictions on el!gibility for cash benefits 


••	repeal "comparable severity- test (OT detenninmg disability of children, so that 
eligibility for cash benefits or new medica1 services will be based on medical 
listings only. and nQt "individual functional assessment" 

-·children currently receiving cash benefits because of a disability specified in· 
the medical listin&s will continue to be eligible for cash btrtefjts~ however, 
,hildrcM not already on 5Sl onenactrnenl will only receive cash payments if 
institutionalized or oth~rwise would be in the absence o( th¢ cash· payment 

·-children considered disabled bUI nor recc,iving cash benefits will be eligible for "v 

additional medical services provided through block grant described below 
b. ,At least f,1t\ce e\'ery 3 yean States must eonduc::t continuing disability reviews for 

children eligible (or cashbenet'its (except those whose condition cannot 
improve) 

c. 	 6 month grace period for current SSI recipients 
d. 	 Social Security sha1l issue regulations within 3 months of enactment 
e. 	 Social Security must notify within J month those whose eligibility will terminate· 
f. 	 Block Grants for children \\it~ disabilities 


··SociaJ Secwity to make gran:s; grants arc an entitlement to States 
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·"remove individual entitlement to benefitS 

·-grants spent only on authoriz.ed medical aud non·."edical services forquaJifyirig, 


"d' 'd 1 . ' , .: ",;, ,'Ii ,:t;'",: 'i;"":!)§Njf.~t
,JD IVI ua s ' ,: :;! ii" lili'iH~i: ,-",' 

·-Swes detide which ~ci'Vices fiomprescrlbed list may be paid for with grarltS\!il'+' 
.....qualifying individualII means a child who is either (1) elijible for tuh 5SI 

benefits under this title; Dr (2) who is not eligible for cash but is disabled by a 
condition in the medica) listhlgs , 

_·Statl! grant based on number of ehildren ~ligiblc for additional services 

1 ,1 ' 
t,' ,, 

" 

, \ ;;,. ,I ,', ;11' 

\. 

http:authoriz.ed
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"'''Ubncan GOVffrao,..· AUocll'llOft 
Welfare ",fotm S.51ton 

I. OJUm"" 
To IWVe .1hOroql't CI1lOUuJoft on thO broad -"tline of welf.,. reform iMOng,lhe. 
QOl' CIoVImora .tld Hause ePHil Sef"ltt "Ipvbfican "adlt.. ,,', 
11. 1I11t" foe D_llmo 

A, 1IaGk'arant. - GOP 00"1'''0'' IU,,"o'rt aroCk. DraMS In S maJor ,t••i·of" ,
WIIIlf.,. and ••11""""'"11 AJl'DC/Cu" AflJltante. FGOCf, .tI~ ChAd Cir •• GO~ 
QovemOll-.,. Inter.... 1A I.ptotl,.. Block Grants 1ft I,.ddltfona' '.,ua: Child 
, W.1fIrt. 'oel.1 SlNJoeI. Emptoyrnem and TIIr"I"I, HeaJth, 1,,5 HousIng, . 

,. . 11\, ,,"ram. fot 1M....".. 1ft the aboYI S BloCk Grant. are: " ' 
. 

!ad- ,., lum,., NUtritIOn AlllltattCl fOt PUllto RloO, S,.etal 
M1lk "eOrl"" C"Ud Nutrltl~n, Chnd NwJtJon Comn'lOdltf'" Food , ,', 
DonII50Mp Wornen.lnfants, eNldr .... Ptotram (WlC), Ema:t.nor FoH : 
Atsr.c.1'IOI Progrl"', ClnGl'Ig.... M.III, Ind Milil on Wh.'li.' 

- IIch sate will Nat1v. that portiOti of '''' "ock Q""'t thit 
• 	 "uall lhI DOrWn of the 10tal ....ra.5P8ridlng reoiMld by 

llOh State In Pi ll.~ Thll .moun~ would bit adJust...Ch 
,., for Iftflalion.

i ' , 

, 	 Amcm-ab.- ~ '" Famitla wtth o..,.ftdent 0.11,,.,, '.'ttOIe .,.MIIt

Ind twO parent famDlul. IlftIr.etIGY AIIIs.Me, APDC . 

Mft'llrltlcrltIoft, aM Jo" C"porwJ'ltlu .....sto Skills ,JOBS, 

.-;ram..' 

- llalch Stale woaM NClIv.the IIInDUM equal til' the aYerep tn ' ' 
.pa.1ng In FY 1leo. , IS4. ' 

,. 	 AM Ctd -1IcJ. I IiduClltlon far tM D'IIdV""tll'~" MI.,.",
" IdUClBtfon, Nativl HaMliin , .. ",lJy EdUGation Cent.", Child .,.., ".dult 

fao;I 'rggram, ChId Cere ind Cevefol'mtnt BIOC'k Crant, thUd ,Dt*,..,..,., As.wclIt. Ctt'l"tsa. Sc:N1af'lhi" &ut. DlPIMIlie en 
PlaMIftt IN O,vllop"."t Graft'S, TtftlPOfarv aDd Cetll'for Chn~r.n 
wkb DlAbllldel, At-Riak Chid Ctr •• Trtl\lltJgnel Child Ce'ft, H•• 
,.". ·w Iy." StItt_ 

- EaGh liall will recelv. &hit ;ordDn of the Ilock Gran'1hIt 
• ..,... the lIertlan .r the lotll ..".... apendfng received W 

I 

http:AIIIs.Me
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C. HlD'nlmJtiM - MaxImum flulblUty for Statu to d••lon .nd admlnl.t.r" ' proirama would 0.' ..... " 1ft the 1101k GllftCI. RtPOi1In8 'f,quirtmema and ~~;a, ' 
rliulltJons would be mlntmfzed. "oorarnt ,voWl be ludlted eM Stat•• would 
rePlY "'v mlsap.nt fund.., ' 

Mar••petltto.By: 

• 	 Statu will cllYIIo, plena, dttlrn..., how hy wUl VII the fu"d. to ' 
..et the brold 10111 of 1Ic:h '11Gek Brent. A copy of ,he p~n wUl be ' 
.nt to 1'" 6Iorell1'\', ,,. each Stat. wIIl.r." .ubmlt In 'annuli ' 
'*1'01'1, with IftfetNtlaft on the number of peal". i.rved, SI",IOI' 
P'Vvfd.d. BItCot fund- ..."d.d. 

• 	 Avdltt wi ctll.,mI"8, whl1h1r fund. have be",. ";lujMJm. Ind StItt. 
,..,11 reM)' .u=h .ffteUfttl.. . . 

• 	 The SICmaiv'. I!tRIly '0 "'flull" .deAtIOn.' reponrtl, f~ Stites end 
1r&'tpC•• ,.trlrcJonlon StiC" WIll be IIrftftDd. 

• 	 8tl'. rNy transfer up 10 10 ",.nt f,om one aloek Grant 10 .nO*h~r. 

A. MlcSlcald - Currant .1Ig~lflty tJ,d ,. AFDC teftiph AFOC maint.nlirice of .ffort. 
it' MtfJoafd IGtLU, neteS, to~••1Im~.t.cI; ov.,t M«JIcafd/AFDC ""Qa•• ,...,d
Ijplar.dan. 	 . 

,8. "'pI AlIena - NJIIW .......... option ,a JIIOVIcfe ",'_no, ,. till' ",vli'loft.
AdJIift .... erN""t for ... Stitt to I'IIIIgt thl "~all"'" ODPtllatlOn they wvuld 
no langer·..... to "tv.. 	 ' 
~. WI"'er, - ~at., WDUld be rei...." from Gurr.n, waiver end cost..neutr.nlY.,rl.,.,.",.. . 
o. AlRomaJem - Fundi", fw Information ~ams nelda dlaoussion• 

.. 
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sec.. 401. JUrpe". 1'0 pro\'icll ste," Vitti t 08 'to O",".t~' .' 
r'1I11y A'IJ..'taace ,.ro,rdl 	 'oO' ptQy~d. .d••1 	ft.. 
•••t,t.ftCM to the tlilli'~i" o! ne'" children 10 thlY 
c.n ~ clre4 tor iG ~.lr own h.- a~ _h. ~a.e••!,
eellt!... U. GOndllot pro,tlDlI to cI '-ftt all>tnc:ttnC8 " 
o. ".It~tu'. ,a~.nY CJn gOYeI',...ent f~~~ " ' . 

arm 1IDOIl~ IDR U8D'fA'tiCI '.ro i'AJIUl,x:i8. .i 
402. 	 .\ S'lte re~r\ 10: &14 Iftd ••rt/lees to ft••d, , ..111•• 


'11th .. b1Uren .Ult I ' 


ftOYld. Oat It abll1 be 1ft ."IIC1: 1., &11 pol1t.ic'al ' 
_~vi.1oJUI of tIte Itate,' ORa, I' af.ln!lKoJ'ed " tMn, be J . 
JIIiM"Wo-	 Itate' Ihlll ,. ..11o",e~ 'tc. na".' ...,n t.... 
".lonal 'llf'flMe. 1:1 t.be .tlt. 1ft tile :.dIl1n.ie~r.tloft 01 
thall' ,tegr-. 
PI'OYltS. fo~ .rant1ng &1\ oppoti\U\itf fOJi .. 'fair "larin,
Mfa... ~. Atlte eOlftq to any 1n41vUual vhOs_, cIa.!.. tc.r 
a,sistance to t ••111.& 1- .enS•• or 1. no, ,acted DpOft with 
c••eaa..1. ~oor~ft.... 	 . . 	 , 
....,..,.. I.C' .-11cl... "aft r".fo:.t"tlt\ u._ " info....tion tv' 
011.1.:111 FtI".,al:, lOCMl 0: It,t••••• 

,~oylde tb.~ all 1B41¥£tYI1. vishiD, to ..-. ."llcltiOft ,O~ 
..cl.~aace .. t~111•• ·.blll haye o"o~tun£t'- to do P", aft~ 
1:bat •••i.tance to fillS 11&1 ahall b. !urnlshll! 'wU,b 
~••eoft.~I.·p~""ft". , ••11.1191b\. iAdlvldu.l.. '..• fI,.. ... ..._.~..__ ""._ ...................a 
 ... . 

~~~,•• ~ ,reatt ••\leo (Lae1udlag t~. ~r.na.&".1 01,&11
,..i,vue .t.n!ora&tiord ~o che .tate clt.U.4 ''')102'1:. o.~I.ctloa 
••~J (c~t.bllDb.' pur.vaft~ to p.r~ ~ .~ ~l. ~'tl.J 0' ~. 
fvrni.b~ o~ ."l,'ancc to faal11•• wIth t'.J.c~ to a cbl14
"h. tae. Men .ooo,~" or .)tMe.... ta,. • ~rltn' ,Jnc:luCl.no_ 
eIll1. 'tIorn Oa~ Of wdlo~ "1"~O\J1i tatu' 'CO ",:-a.tbe,· u. 
p&~'''''r ...voa. alii'" M8 "'0." ~""ItU.obo.J. . , 

11'....,1•• tho\ tM '1411:. 21... lit .ffeet ,.,... ·.,.,.••.i.on _ "Ilk
11ft' :J.!b UROttM!"I. 1,,4 12.11; I.l#ll. '£'1~~1 l.'09r••• . 	 . 
Pl'ovi«e that eM Stlte .1\... ';'11 effect .. 'te~. pl8ft for fost,,.
Rr••,rd ."o.tlOft ••ofatDDCN .PPI'O¥'. \:!lUI......rc III .,. thl. 
U~. 	 . ' , 

Pi-ovld. W'f I' .. co..,\,U tj,e.I\ af .11vlb114ty for &141,. .IGb 
&lJI1J.U4III" v. t.all1.At vU.1 be requir.d: . 

, ' 

e. 	 ft ~. wL('1I Lt. 8'-A\.. (I) .1.ft ••~.bll.hl,.' 'tbe 
f!:lrn ~ f I obl.1d bo", .'-It; 01 w.f.1HJc "1.'b re.,.", 
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tlwat IAClud,,1 

A.' lcS."tJ.:flo1. CllitttalltJ.Oft factor. (.vD •• ' ••,,!alItC",.J"I' ",.,..r.'f'l.''''''''. _".tc:l.... jL.. _~,,.tIl~. 'hoM' 
ea.,..se" .. .. .,.n; ..&Sr....1 UMlu41ft, ,po.tll ZI' 
....." ., "n Itpp1 'I.nta an' ra;!Dlent.'Gt .lIDb .L4
and t.he relative wSth am- anr olt!:lc1 Wo' , • .vcb an 
Ikppl.le~t or 'p~'pfMt fa 11v1I\td' to' •••ur••~l!1c:1Qt 
~r.t1~11itr 0D0n, tbe .r.~ 0#, dS"eI'8Qt
ju, .dlction. to ,.,.It. l'tulodfr; vc;r""ftf ,"0 4,'.na.Lne
¥bIeber 1ft lnd!ylj~.J 18 or ... )eenzace!vin, Deftefitl 
I.r. Mea ,J.M ...... ~1I,.b.j.e.tlon. . ' 

I. "~~'1'" •••~.c~'ftI r.~or" •••,,11eaar••~,
reclpi.n,. ., -aUG ai. 00. 8 ,.,.lodie baas.. 'wit.1t otbet ' 
_10ft.'•• t )otlt. intra. , .nell 1n.tJlr-I4:.t.,' lor,
dat.raSnltlon an4 varlfleat1an of .11,1~£11b.r.n•,'r-eat • ' 

e. cap.1tll1~y oJ ,..,l'r1ft, ;the aw".p"4.'. o"f..'.l•.•f' ' 
a114 av,po"" food' a.e'luncl, '~1.1 aervl"., lAd 
-'.leal •••'.""'01 '''09r,_r: an••"" v,,"'.r '1~1.. XIX'
vMneVe,. til. e... IJeeoees f.neli;1.bl. or ·tlle UCNnt 'of 
oid "r: ••""'ace ,. 81:1.",.4, .ft. " . ' 
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tit attachea ,fotr... f~ " tJIl ~ IY f,4. 'rbS.'''''''&At t....."ciel....n\ ,. \he' 'tlte. ~..,., .,,,,,.A.'r tr6ftlfcr up tAl 20 pet.ent _I t1e fund. 'Ir~ ~io 
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~eeuoA \0 o~hcu: IIlectc ,ruts. J ' 
••JIIeftta e.o a .tete tor .!If '£8CIl yel.. D.,. cltlL,ae'". bJr' tM . ' 
'tl~' ia ~It t'I~ll relr or in ,~'.goc.tdlr4 ~ac.l y••r. 
izIoaa ANI DftI• 
... C04. 

a. 	 ~.dl State Itlllj.r.,.,. r.,ort. on lu .."viti...,ourl•• ' 
Viii" ,,"'" ,\llltJ ...."I'lab1. ('Of Ulaslet>,.4 '0" "••) u...s.r 
~1I1. '&i'l.. &ego,"C' shUl .. e pte,ored eMu.Uy, coy.riA, 
u...." tec.entl, com,l.'" Ilac;el ~ear, en4 .hlll' -.. in 
IYCIl for. Aft. conte14 auer!. lnlcaDlIU,on •• tile Stat. lInd."""'••••,, ... ,tOY'" .n GlCGWlr:O'C do.~C'tpU.n·.' ....h 
••'£.It:.i.., tot ••CNre • oo_,let••eeorl .~ th.· p·"rte... lo&" 
w1l1Ub .'''''de "",. .~, e.M to 4l.t..n.i.". .,. eatf.,." ~. vl\I.oh'\lft.. "r••pet· in 	 th. r.,.,t, .• II.Mar eC"lIJLlltwat! witls. 
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. .... ..,.. .'~rr" - 11..=r';~~I& ..r.' ~·""""lo1~~ 

~t O· -. c:Ial14 eaR ... ~1IJIIitn~ J1.edc.~' 
,eM. ·'SIA. __ w%fril:, MJOc2iriI 0' 'fftg, ~iAttdM' oi- ' 

. U.lOfl%A:'XOIfI:-~ --!~ , 
•• 'Iau.r'~ ",1- - ~". ."''''I,te,:'''~ • oJ. •• the ,·ClL.Ut 

car••4 DIV.lepMU'lt .1cro1c Gttft1: ADt of 1"It" P\&I,.....f title, 8M authot$ ••,S. of. ~opC'1..t10ft. ,For 
taa ~o... of COftiDlidlt~ l'ecS,ra1 '8' atMOe to lAta 

14 'Ct,. uta •for .Anll. PlAt, lur•••int Scat.
!leGa,,.,,,lA tl.lAv obil...r. furiC!~( .... MCOUr..~ eacb 
l'lte, I. ,.'C •• ',.Ic:tiO...J.8' ....., UIII .ttl...... tlwt 
Stlte, 'D fur.Ish .ervi ... 'iteat.. at·tba ••1a ol • 

1. ,,.avI,,Iat tail. al." .'r.!e•• to ,&II111e.,·. 
2.' lIrJ&'ova.... tl&a ••litr II1d .vaila).f.1J.'ty of 1" oat., 


.,..._ .,. .utbaril.' too be 6"roprlat., dollar fer -11Gb 'lac:al 

y.al' bef1M.t.rat with !i.ell ,Iar 21" to oarry t2ae pytMIJ•••,
t!ti. ,viclYpter. ft.1I I.ant .,Jael1 .,.. .,. 8ftt!tl , Q St.a,,,. 

lee. "1.. n.ua - AIItbo~iut1oa .t ..r S.UOA.' 

... "Ie:. B.l'J'Mr..Zaa::112 a:r IUX':IC GIMrt n.o~L 

( 
 ,... "rete" 1, aU'tltoI'J.a.. to' u.k. , tria te 

.eeo...4..,.. viU& ~e ,,..'110111 ., tbi••vbdl.'..... .t.,.. '" 

.... ..... __ Aata:liII'DIAS'JQI. '. 

PrLGI' \0 ....lb.Jr• ., • Itat. O1'P"J'IIIIIltl .... to ,. \&Aller ~,. 
aubollap.er, 10. lOY '".ell ,.Ir f t.ba Sla'e eba 1 I'.,.r~ oa 'Lb. 
J.ntaC., ... ef ti. ,.,..".... tw ".,. ,_ ,. r .1.,. "",,- \1\1t 
tlUe, 1nc1ucUn, Ulfon;ltion on ttl. 'emd of o&lvlCit.' ,. ~.' 
'UP.PO~te4 aad the ftat.;ori.. 6t ~r••'."."o. r In.'vLCulli ' ­
~e' :aUftt. 'Ac I.,n 'llU 11. 'tfURIittef 1.0 • I8CAU't ant 
.... JiQ1fc .wlt)al0 tH ••••• £A atell al.ftQer .. to 'aail 'ete, 
C.., It, alii ,.tlOl UM1\a.dlM '8f r.a.tll 0, otAer,ui110
lOU!'fJ' elyr«", ,s.v.l~'" .t tbj'. report Mel • .,~.,. iu 
...,1iItt.a. t5e 1'0,., .ull .. rl"!'H tbrou; til- ,ear .a 
.~ 1M nee••arr •• ,.,lae, .lub.taatJ..l chaDte.a ~ tbe actl.vi'ti•• 
••allta' ~r tbLi title, 1n4 '~f revl.loft s~ ~ )e eubjeoc ,.
V. ~b·.lleftta of ~e ,C".v!e~. 8e.n00l'HJc:. ' " 

a-.n. lS.a. 
lee....,, ­

•• JIlt -,:tr.t:ti:lcDt~ 10 COMftACn Oa QWff.
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alia ••e. De"tit.!...... t '0 1N1, c:a rag". lroaftC or 
beDefit, or 

'2'. to 1 .... 1' U. ,,,,ht. .f .to" ltate to .,a•• 1••l"'na1 
It.1eatlen••~ UUftd£'lon... CGftt••Ot or '~.At. fund•• 
11M., \Ai. nN!l.p'.e. 

, COMIfIUOftON 01' .ACJt.rtDI. 

1. III ...,.,. 10 luIS. .... av.l......... unau data 

II\IIICaI,teI .".u .. lQiaClK for purowt ;r.. .t..provaeat ot· 1."., or 10...e Fob ., ..",tr"etioa
Dr ,.,..aeftc J.IIJroftMlI. (otA.. tIliUI lAcSr' r•••el1nvJ 
of anr 1Kt.f.1d.1D; or .latUity. 

J. n=W*.ACIIta aa Q1JaIIJI''''''XCI1, , tile a.. .f .•
••etlrIM .,IIAC, or' '"I"il.dOl, 10 fim.. ..... 
• ,elllble .&1, tlUs hltolsa,te&' ••~ • \I'" .fet tu""'P.... tesor..... 1ft ;4r:G.rl,1a fl aoept .. o the 
ate"t. tM, rtAoYltlon ~ ~.J'u ,. a ••11' to .,11\0
tbt flo111t.r of tv.. al~ or ,.Al •• tlan Loto00nipt."" v"u. ._1,* .,.••,'.ty,efIIV ..ta • 

I 
I ' 

• fI,..SeC. rrr...." C.$'CSyltl_ to _,..... 1M ....11'" fit oItUt'j ouaJ. . . . 
( s.c. alB. tw:r.Ift C••,lr c1:all..e'~ .... u4 ..fOR I.rIt".-","1 ..."tcea'. . 


lee. '1'%. ArKIlIlI'ZIA:IC1f. 


Cootdlaate III act1Y!tltUI of the "QIIIft. t. af •••1.. ~ 
I.... IvY!" r,lltlAt " chl.l. care, knI to ~e .-aJaua ' .ent: PI'.ot'GI~l., coet'1IIaW au,."" aC::t£vi •• "i~J. • .u.n.... 
actlvi1:1•• of .'lIer .F.",al e"t.l,l... · 

2. .abel1.\ .IIIJo••••dluoul ,.portiM retia .....,.a..n lute. 
raer tbM &50•• spccl"Mlly ,lRat..s 11\ .,... . 

.. ....vl~ t.ech"C .... l ...i.t.ft.......'.1; Si:1t • te -'~r 0 ..,
, w. .Peblpt." lr=~~ill9 .~.;l.uncre em • .r.blbGr.abll•••4". . . 
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•• 
I 

III GilaaAT.. "vbj-at' ,. ,,. ."d~•.U.'., 0 apffo, .. '."enl" 
• .~ ftit hi. f.pel'k•• , '0 ,... '&01'_' ....1' lectlon 
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",D .bell M ••titl., ~.,. rr-et .\lMe 

._Ct.'.'" to~&lal. 
••• '"'IC.1~"1n 1ft "VI'! .tull tel .11ot. .... ftt viidcr ' 
.ee~left c.~ f.. .uc~ Il~e.l I •••. 

~. 	 ... or ••vIiawI .. 
1. 	 -iii ........ ... ...nw,tr •• , ...- pM" to .. 1'CoI'C1I 

1ft wtll_ata aM I 1ft lcSy.~ or ..", , "." of'.•~."'t, tll.t.ta ...~.azy .dj~ " alU 11ft eo.... ., ' 
."r,.~t. er w""'J'MDa,... ' ."'.U~ ...,
~.t~'ne. 	 ' 

a. 	 anNDZieCi OI"'idcn I¥ .2.... , ,.,..~ te a iCica If- tile 
Ill.... unCer .eotloa •••0 I.r on, ~i 011 	 ..,tIN "S' 
fIIt,£"ted 'f QI IUti "" IU", fl"'l , ••r or 1ft· tb.
auee_1M fllcll lUI'. TW&nty )UOlftt of ,,,. pi,..." " • 
It.,. ItOli ~ft. al1oUs&Dt. LtDd.- liKtion •• 0' for ..,' ,t.,.l 
P&t .'1' " tru.fttl:.4 to otber .block It prOlr.... 

see. 1581. AIflIaAL JiEIIOa .MiD AtiDm. 
a. AIIIQI.t, 1I:EtOU. Hot later tMA 180 dati ,. 1",£,., 'be GAil of ' ' 

cae .11.Il0l1 ~ar, I It.'. th.,.., ..I... .., .tt._ under this
aubcUpt.r .bel.l ,r.,.,. Ill. ._1~ to tu StlCrl"fV • 
"aport - • 
1. .pec1fYlq ,be ...8 ~.r l'isiCh t_ lte • _lnd.-4 fWu!l 

...eifl.. uacIu 'SeA' lat ,be .r.ow:lC ~ l\&ftO. .~.Mlor .. ••11 ' 	 , 

a. .,.,.1." 1M ~... !·.auli our!" 'f,,;u,. 
s. cw.ul.aizl, Iy,11Qll1 "\;I on -tM ._ in wid." thit' 

c1dlt cu. nedl eI !cnIl1!.. 1D ~••,.ta .sre tae1,.
lulfl1leC, 1M1"."" WOrN'SOft Mft, ".lnl.t.II........ 

•, AllulD kLnv 1••1.,.. v1t~ Iv "."""I'll WId•• ' 
W.· aaDo1alpt_, au1ft' tile ~ri" ".r" vb.1ca auct&,.,.n 1, rtQlk8c1 tit JIIe .,ubet tt.cI. . ., 

• 
•• 	 auDl'l'S" . 

1. 	 MOaD4iZCft, 1 ..a.. ".11,.tt.2 - ~10•• al .'011 
proor.. perl04 COYICM '" • r"ol:~ IUUllt.ted 11\4" 
Ieotian .Slft ,!IIIttl it......ftIILtun••" In, a".' ,~..r..,.,'oC ',ea ~n'. 'ecalv•• antcr'~ 'YDC',p~.~t 

I. 	 IDIPII1Di:Hr Autill Inclu tbl. au"'.!t" 
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8IC11QH L JlOQl) ASmtANCI! ILOCXCUNT .I'JUoXiII:MII. .. 
~ PUIlPOS&. 

u) tile pwpoae of' W. let It to cou.Uate· ••&lval toaci 
....ace ato a Ilqle btock ~t to prw¥.llftt.fJ'xIhW~ 
to Statts to meet .. toOcl utcI. of the Statlj .. fltD .P1'aCUcUlt 
_cler tal fOadlU" bI dlat Stat.. . 

(b)AtJ'iHaJan'TO HADJr..oot GJt.ANTa. 
Q) 'De Stcretaiy arAIdCUlcare.hID make at••~ 
••as. ,1C1IGJ:a to State. to pro\iclefooel :rIdltdl102:i Ulllr&1:lCo 
.ladS9.l4ua1s lad. famdllJ. ' . 

(c) mmuaunOH OF I'IJNDS. 

('1) 11ae luau 9fl'Oprla.18d CD cmy out tht...cU_ NaIl 1». 
a1latted ...., tIiA St&t" II foDo,"! A State .blD Neelvc tMt 
ponla 01 * 'lock arat.t!lit equta tba ponlDa of tb:e, tDtal 
amaut dar State rtcel\d for fY 19M ader _. toBOWl. 
'1OJ1'IIiII= (see attached) . '. . 

o).netaeV.lltaDoUl4~IZ'~plL (I) lbIU'beMUaltedfteJa 
ZIIcIl ,...,aeSec:rtt117torca."lacpa:celltqt cP'ftIlbl6.e 
toOd at J,.oae comPGDlDt .r' til. CnNmtr r,tt. lIlda 'or All . 
Urblll Coztstamers fOl tbt I YIII' peri" ."dl». Kif II or nd 
p2lcedJq ftlClll'lu.. 

k) NJrJHOD OF PAYMENT. r­
. ' I 

(1) The StQel'll1"'Y IIl&ke paym,ctt tv • Stlte illJau.u.c••maclYDe., 01 by way of rUlbufl8IDmc, Witll· _ClSI," 
.......11 Oel KC61Ult or "'1IP.yaCti or _",.,..t~, .. 
t!IiSICftta:yai, dewmm.. . . 

(II) SI'Dm!MO 0' lUNDa rISTATI:. 
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ftlcaJ year .IY be .Up-:ecl1»y the state SD 
Bllilcca__fttcal yur. TW'IIit)' pCCCAI
Stattrr.U.lUota-.tv.,..de Sectl61lI tDf 
auit~ t~-oth&r 1»lock IlUtproJi.aZlas. ' 

• 
(e) IUGIIII.l'IYTO IICIl'VE CR.A.WrI. I.' ". 

(1) To', tU~ to Heelve &FC.t ill 11M 1_ cnmt Illotted to & 
, 5111. f•• fisCal yeV, "'.State .ball .,,;-.::to (b, Secrtrary & 

Sum pt. catJfDIaa UIVUlce. tk.at. ' 	 • , 

.. 	 W i1lch~DtWlD1M'CXPeadtdb''r:Atat& tD P.l'm~'toocl . 
....mUDD aslbtlDH 'CO " ....lIt vtd1.1absa Us- State. ' 
IIUl . 
(I) ....eIt PDtwm.'h.""d'o1' .clmll:llatratlWcDm Jzarred. , 
to )'to\1da U'~I a.Dder Cl311 lee".. 

(2) IItor. ~tI&n hy a State of ,.,..'01.... 10 Jt uiWlu 
cilia .aoa for Dr fiscal ~. tlt.t StattFJWl rlpio:t OD •• 
IIltede4 \1Ie .f tile paymau the State II 0 l.elYa tAdudtPI 
.lDto:maU- 0& 6. ~....r &cItritt. 10), I~ mC tll. 
Clt.eterl" or chin,,mrl.atl~1 otpelIo.,. CD WlavtcL nieJ'CPti1 
.........,ftri 'a:r b 5cereM......lftllt1tc WltbfD tbI 
Statlla, IUcA DaUB .. IS to 'adlltate CCllZUZlezat 'by_liar p"
~.,Fcd.Va1orotllerpublleapnC)')c!.ta1IISclmslop••' 

. I oft1ltreport iDd.1d'tv itt co.,letl~ 1'U report.laaUIJ,1imIec ' 
1IImvsh"'" t1at ,... .. IDa)' be lateassay to J'tflect n'b••tll' 
.... la tbt ul1\(U.. uuted uDeler ~~ lAel • 
rl\'ilfa IhaU ". I\I\Jtct to the tl~U of eM pre""
1IGtuee. ~. secretary c.hIJl DOt impoR .~~oDl1 rcpg$ 

• 
! 	 ,~ts CD Stlte.., . :.,.. 

(f) ANlftW,lW'Oat' AND AWns. 	 I 
Q), AIJPW 1Q01t: Not later t!Ma J)tceaIJ.. II. ,lte6, ill' 

• 	 aaUDyaawutttr. a Sttle tJaat receiY" • pUt \meier ",ISOI 
,billP"''' ':Ad submit to me Staetu1 a report· ' . .' 

fA) SpedltiDJ the us•• tor wWelL til, Sta1il ......... fuJ 
tpedfledac!cSeetfoll t md theCUGW:lt offDdlexplM
fot nchus..; cd .. 
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Q)Audlte 

fA) ~....t. It. stare s1Wt, at~tbe.doee 01 aICh 
procr_,IJ'lod covaadby.report ~"'. uacl 'Gel...ACtiO'" 
I edle Itt expeD4!tve. du.ri:D, mcll .".. )luiocl &_ 
la01mt. l'ecGlved UDcitl1' dds Hd:lOIL 	 . 

(I) IMepc4a.t Aaditar.. A.d1taQd. CblI Medea Ibal1be 
cOIIducted It, Q CUtt that it SZ&dapepdaD.tct qr .,ccyIdm',"'ter_ acUriUtI ~t receive ulllwaee Ude da1I '­
S&Ucm azul.,. la .~ "'tAf put'..n, accepted 
aud.1t1Qrp:!ae1ple.. " 

(a "'.'.'-.-Wet late t2wl30 d.&yi~ tb.e c:a.,leUoa
of aD avditua4er dabslcdoza. tba Stale OaU·.v.bml.t. cop,.S' De w.41t to 'the ]clillature of *. ~Q.~ ... to tAl 
tcr.t&..~. 

CD) Jtepqlacat. IaQ Stat••1I-.ll rep.; to .tUAlt.d State. . 
. &'41 _DUts cleturzJ,i:aecl thrOUSli aa auclft \IIld., this 

lectiaut to lI&vIlIem a,1Dde41.G aceordmce wltll dds 
.secucm, or til. Secr8lU'/ may offset ,,'cia 1IQ0000ts ..,.., 
&'A)' elba _OUlltll~ whIels. the State " 01'"ay 'bl ctited 
uder ddt IICIion. . 	 .! ." 
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Preljmina~Analysis ' , 

_'Estimated 've Year State Losses Under the 
_House Republican Welfare Bill, B.R. 1214 _ 

(MiUiollS of Dollars) 
' Title XV---' TitleV - Tille Vl ' 

~ I. 

Food Tolal 
Five Year StampNutrition Immigrant Food Stamps SSI ' 

ReduclionsBkx:k GraIll Provisions Provisions Provisiltns OffsEts 

' 
,Titlem 
. d Care 

B{ock Gnnt 
(Includes Title J 
child care Cllls) 

($44) 

, ($6) 

($40) 

(SIS) 


($208)' 

($25) 

($21) 

($7) 
($7) 

(SIOO) 
(581) 

(~) 
($8) 
($9) 

($86) 
(54S) 
($19) 
($15) 
($41) 
($44) 
(S8) 

(SII3) 
($63) 

($59) 
($43) 
~2S) 
($46) 

, ($7) 
-(.$20) 

Slate 

Connecticut·r"do
Delaware' 

is«. or Col. 

l:!0~~~_ 

r~JPI ' 

" I~ebrask.a 

TitJe I 

AFDCBlotk 
Grant (00 dJild 

are cuts) 

($80) , 
($SO) 

($168) 
($26) 

($3,438) . 

(SI30) 


' (S121) 

($19) 
:$0 

($412) 
, ($192) 

($40) 
- ,:($68) 

($17) 
($455) 
($168) 
(,5119) 
,($53) 
(S92: ' 
($73j' 

($S2) 
($192) 

;- ($297) 
($340) 
($W6j 

($46)
I- ($181) 

($30) . 
($18) 

Tide a 

CbDd 
ProIe4:tion 

BtockGrant 

(S35) 
-(SS) 

($4S) 
($31) 

' (~31)' 
($31) 
($35) , 

(56) 
(SIS) . 

(SI21) 
($ IS) 

<$1) 
(S17) . 
- ($4) 

, (SIS8)­
($52) 
($23) , 

($20) 
($52) 
(SSI) 
($15) 
($050), . 
($16) 

(S143) 
($41) 
($33) 
, (SI) 

($6) 
,($11) 

($120} ($14) ($282) 
($40)' ($18) _ ,($l0) 

(S I33) ($165) , (Um 
($14) _ ,($7) _ ($129) 

($1,099) ($7.711) , ($2,486) 
, ($81) - ($87) . ($18S) 

($40) ($109) , '($162) , 

'- ($2.2) ($10) (.$36) 
($20r ($2~) (l~ 


(S388) . (SI.4i9) ($1,.'201) 

, ($131) (S82l ($4J.9) 


- . ($.5) , NA NA 
($41) . (SI14) - (.$95) 
($17) , ($8) ($41) 

($198) ($471) ($9'8) 
(.$705) (.$21) - .<$287) 
($34) , ($21) (S110) 

($100) ($28) ($/39) 
($81) " ($12) ($290) 

($207) (56) ($402) 
(531) ($11) (S88) 

($tl8) ($i13) . ($326) 
(Si08) ($54,$) . ($J42) 
($159) ($209) ($710) 
(SI53) (nID) ($223) 
($123) . ($9), ($2SI) 
(SI13) ($31) ($371) 
'(530) ($4) (539) 

($66) ($10) , . ($52) 

($339) 
(Sll) 

(SI06) 
($362) 
(S380) , 
($65) 

' (5S7) 

($11) 
(US) 

(~30) 
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. :QYIPACT OF TIlE HOUSE REPUBLICAN wELFARE PROPOSAL 
ON TIlE STATE OF FWRIDA " 

The House Republican's Personal RespOnsibility Act ends numerousfederiU-state entitlement and discretionary 
programs -- including Aid to Families with DepenoentChildren (AFDC), Emergency Assistance (BA), child . 
care. child welfare, Rnd nutrition assistance -~ and replaccsth~m,with block. gr"d.nts.tO ,Slates. ,It cuts funding 

. for Food Stamps and significantly reduces the numqer of disabled children eligible for, the 'childhood ·SSJ " 
. progtam and converts most of the program into a 'plock: grant. Ttiisr.oidd result in Florida and itsrcsidents 

receiving significantly less federal fundJng for these ,programs. " .. ~. 

TOTAL FivE YEAR WSSES FOR FLO~A: 53.871 'BILLION ' . ' , , 
. APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF FLORIDA CH~DREN DENIED AFDe BENEFITS: 253,000 . 

( . ' 

... * .... 

TITLE I would block grant cash assistance for needy fatrlilies, resulting in $412 MILLION in .federal funding 
for Florida over the next five years thanthe.statewould'have received under current law. States would be 
'prohibited from using federal ,block grant funds to provide benefits to many currently eligible groups. 
including most legal immigrants and' unmarried minor mothers and their chi1dren~ " . , 

< ' ., 

TITLE II would block grant federal funding for abused ,and neglected chilQien and. children in foster care or' 
adoptive placements. resulting in' $121 MILLION'in federal fundingfor 'Florida over the ,ne)(t five yean. The 
proposal eliminates federal funding for Family PreserVation' and Support and several other ,specific programs 
to prevent child abuse and n~glect. Though the block'griint would grow modestly over the fiv~ years. no . 
adjustments are provided for population growth or economic cyc1es. ' . " 

TITLE m would consolidate federal child care progrdllls into a blOCk grant that WQuldClJT 5100 MILLION 
. from the federal funds that would be provided to ,Florida over five years. In the year 2000 alone the cut, 
. would be $27.4 MILLION -- meaning that 16.900 FEWER. eRU.DREN wouldrec:civc federal child care ' 

assistance that year. Florida would be subject to federal time limits and work requirements for its AFDC 
, recipients without guaranteed support for the child care services which 'are essential to making participation in 
work possible. , No adjustments would be 'provided for ROpulation growth and economic cycles.' 

, ';< • • 

TITLES m AND V also repeal existing nuLrition assistance prograrns -- including School Lunch arid WI~ -­
for needy families and replace them with a lump sum capped at less than 'the' rate of inflation, resulting in 
$388 MILLION LESS'in federal funding to Florid&:: These red.uctions would limit children's acces~ 1.0 these· 
important programs, jeopardizing their nutrition and health. . 

TITLE IV would restrict'welfare for legal immigrants; resulting in 51.419 BILLION 'LESS in feder~. 
funding for Florida's residents. Most legal immigrants would be ineligible for old-age or disability payments 
under the SSI.program. would not be able to receive temporary family, assistance, and wOUld not be eligible, 
for services funded under Title XX (Social Services Block Grant).and many other programs. . 

TITLE V would impose a rigid cap on Food Stamp expenditures,. aUowing no adjustments for economic 
cycles. It would mandate work for certain recipients without providing funds to states for job creation. As a· 
result, Florida would receive 51.207 BaLIaN LESS in federal funding over tl~e five years. 

TITLE VI would deny SupplemenLal Security InCom~ (SSJ) to many currently eiigible persons and future 
applicants - particularly disabled children, many 'Qf whom WOUld. be denied ,all benefits due to eligibili~y 
restrictions placed on them by the propclsal: These reductiQns would. result m $430,MILLION L~S in .. 

federal funding for Florida for childhood disability programs over 'the five years and would result 10 15% of 
disabled chiidren losing eligibility for federal SSI benefits. , ' . 
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