Summary of Changes
Between Committee Reported Bills and

The Personal Responsibility Act (H.R. 1214)

House Republican Welfare Proposal
- March 15 (9:00 am.} --

TITLE 1I: BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES

. State Allotment: The funding formula for determining a state’s share has been modified.
States would have the choice of the greater of either:

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

(b) Federal obligations to the state under for AFDC and EA benefits, JOBS, and AFDC -
administration in FY 1994 multiplied by the ratio of Federal outlays for AFDC and EA
benefits, JOBS, and AFDC administration in FY 1994 to Federal obhgatlons to states in FY
1994 for AFDC and EA benefits, JOBS and AFDC administration.

The block grant-allocation increased slightly by $35 million per-year. (Also, the Secretary of - -

HHS would be given the authority to determine the percentage by whlch each state’s
allocation would be reduced.) : : ‘

¢ . Work requirements: A state’é required work participation rate would be set at 4% in 1996 .
- and would rise to-50% by 2003 for all (i.e., not just 1-parent) families and would increase
- from 50% to 90% by 1998 for two—parent famlhes A separate rate for 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, .but reductions required by Federal law would not count. : ,

o Work Definition: Work activities would include job search and job readiness activities for
the first four weeks an individual was required to participate. Single-parent families would be
required to participate a'minimum of 20 hours per week in 1996 rising to 35 hours in 2002
and thereafter. Two-parent families would be required to participate a minimum of 35 hours
per week, there is no longer a phase-in of the number of hours.

. Allowable Work Activities: Participation in activities other than those defined as work
activities would only -count towards 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 work activities for 30 hours per week (number of hours have.
- changed). Educational activities for those over 20 would never count towards the
participation requirement.

TITLE II: CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

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

Block Grant Funding Levél The dollar amount for the authorized component of funding
has changed from $514 million to $486 million. The difference appears to adjust for
programs not repealed by the Education and Economic Opportumty Commlttee

Method used to determine funding distribution formula: The committee reported bill gave
a funding formula that allowed states to claim a proportion of funding 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.

Authorization Level for Clearinghouse and Hotline on Missing and Runaway Children:

Previous versions of the bill included an authorization level of $3 million, but HR 1214 shows S .

* an authorization level of $7 mllhon 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 is a 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.

Additional Repeals: HR 1214 includes two additional program repeals not mcluded in
previous . versions of the bill, both of Department of Justlce programs.

TITLE IIl: BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE AND NUTRITION ASSISTANCE |

Allotmeht 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.



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-allotted based 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. Does not bar legal 1mm1grants 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 admmlstered 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 serv1ces)



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

[sumrriary forthcoming] ~

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: CHILD 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 plan 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.

—



H.R. 1214 Summary of Changes - continued

*

Income Withholding/New Hire Directory--The administration (i.e., tracking/monitoring) of
non-IV-D 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-D cases. “ ‘

Modification and Review--The requirement for mandatoi'y 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-D agencies in all child support activities.
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Workfare wimp-out

Call me nalve, but 1 aithont belleved .

Howse Republieans when they ple
in their “contract” to reform wel
through "2
vision with cquirements.” Makil
welfare reciplenty work, after all, is
popular (if It weren', it wouldn't be in
the contract). Newt Gi 's political
action commiuee once even lamad
*workfare” a3 one of the “Optimistls Poy
jdve Governing Words” it récommended
. to fellow revalutionariet. I figured Glng-
ieh himself had lked 20 much about
the need for a “mandatory requtizement
of work for eve /" that he might

actuslly mean lt, or at fenst would be too-

-embarrassed o sdmlt he didn't mesn 1t
1 underestimated him, :

House Republicans unvelled their
welfare reform plan on February 10,
Most welfarewatchers expacted the new
bill 1o dilute samewhat the contract's
work provisians. Butr faw expected the
ahiest abandonment of sny credible
antempt to require work. ¥et that's more
or less what lfnsmuﬁw Clay Shaw,
the iead Republican on welfare reform,
annouAced, The new cop bill, which has
cleared Shaw's subzommittes, is not
only wesker on the work luue than Pres-
ident Clinton's welfare proposal, itis in
tome respects weaker than the current

e ceralnia Jang wey S the Con
. R'seer along ‘

tract with Ameries. Thw:ycmm would
have required work by those who had
received welfare *for st least iwengyfoor
monthe.” Work meant “an average of not
f;iwer than tbirw;ﬂ\:y heurs nr week.”

o funny businesy. By 2008, reent
of the welfare caseload (which ‘pc
comises of more than 5 million house-
holds) would be working. o

The rationale behind these provisions
was u(!:iou:y if potential ‘wc)K;rne mﬂlz;
ents (main ung women) knew
were really Lid to have to work after
two years, they might think twice before
dolng the things (mainly becoming sin
gu,mthen) thit put them on we
in the firse place. But Republican gover

former? Engler's Inflated reputation

4 contract’s work
d-owut pro-

.aumbers. The bill unveiled by

currently

nors, it.turns out, don't like work

requirements mucheein part because
putting s wellare mother o work costs
money (an extra 36,000, over and shove
the cost of benefin, to
visors and day care, sccordiog to the
mional Budges Office),

reise sinte Gues to make welfare

reciplenz perform communitpservice
WILinnoyi'ng public mplo?e‘,c?nlom
in the en you can do what
Michigan's Republican Gevernor John
Eogler does cycle redpk’:nnbm

| inexpensive education and %o

while clalming to bea greacre-
wis
recently punctured by journslist David
Whitman {(see "Gomw'l Engler,” ™R

February 6). Bt mmﬂ‘t stop him | -

from leading the charge to gut the
wirements
when Howe de-
cided, ufter t&: election, to
negotate with car gover- §
nors over replacing the fed-
cral welfare program withs
"block grant” 1athe stares.
Engler's minion was
wccensful, Look firs at the'

Shaw requires that, in 1996,
sares place 2 pereent of the welfare.

caseload "in work etivities.” The require-

ment rises to 20 at~-not the con-

tract's 50 percent—by 2008. In meesting -

.thls requirement, governors could count
the & percent of recipients who already
wark 3t Jeast part-time. Another 5 pereent
are required o work by a 1888
reform law now in effect (w the
Ropublican blll would repeal}. Tha

s 11 percent already working, With s

litde 'cremtive bookkeeping-my,
counting all those who work, even rm_?Z
fcw days, over the course.of & o8

governors could meer the 30 pervent |

“work activity® standard without doing
hing they're not , 3

ereaave bookkeeping wen't be
necessary, becaute the Shaw bill lets the
states decide what o “work activity” is,
It needn't be actuzl work. Under the
bill, a governor cauld declare, ax Engler
has, checking a book out of 3 lb
brary countzasa sedvity”

‘through the wsatads mighe also 3 ha
; s

or m&ﬁn'g 2 résumé er
"self-esteem” class, .
Republicans critielaed President Clin.

“man'y ill-fted weayearsandwork

because it only would have required

:ﬁgmzlmw!y B0O,000 recipients, or
ut 10 percent of the caseload, to be

In & work by 2008. But st lesst | the
in c‘h‘"ums " mmbcsoo.ooo

woul ave to be working. (An
addiional 900,000 or so would be n.

education and training programs.) The
House Republicans n; suey‘wiu put “at

lcast 1 million cash welfaro reciplenain

for super |.
e/ R  ‘eause the Shaw bil{ p

Aactivithes = after two Buicoraides s
admit this proviion b *maatly etore=s’s ] -

work pr by 2003." but the “work”
coyld be completely phony. Workfake,
you might call 1. : -
Tt Ia all the more likely w be fke bes ;o5

5 IO Mmoney W ("

make it real, The Contract with Amenn}"' %‘]
b pay o o work g sk, T o b

y for jts . The new

conpnins no new fimds. It does reeain lan.
guage thatscems 1o require ey to make
recipicnts work~=sorry, “engage in work .,

:f" ".\‘,‘

not meant to be obeyed. There are no 2%
penaltiﬂfunamdmi%onlt. (i eoers *"
‘2Jot moge than percen ‘

tofthe
caselond would wind up ")
; ‘Hogs:ﬁl{cp“bﬂmdd::ﬁx 't m
. hard to ten
Wcavd on s::wark !n?;e‘ Ttwas

i gy “block gung 5"
and to accept the contracts |
eutoff of ald o
unwed mothers. Priorities
e et

" r € pa

the contract l:“make , ‘em
- work®) to save” the -unpopular
pary (“out em off”). It was oo much
even for ssme consarvatives. Robert Ree- |
tor, the Herinige Foundation's welfare
experr, called the Shaw work provisions
2

E'!Jor embarrassment.” Jack Xem
{ssucd a statement warnin

Republy
cans were squandering we In
the pursuit of a decentralized “funding.

‘Shaw now says he will try o shareup
the work provilions—specifying whar
COUNTS As 8 activity,” for examplc.
But it may be difficult to convince the'
governors to endorse a major tighten-

~after all, the chief virtue of Shaw's
for them, was that it let them weasel - .
aut of the co s work requitements. <ix

Italso,may ba too late. The secf
the GOP's new '

buresucrsrs in Washingron. But the

governors have now shown their hand,
and it's obvious to all that they hive na. . |
mﬂup for radical raform, -especislly. .,

m based on. work’ Imu:;s.“ther B
m‘v&dtgem cffort mirned the can: |
tract’s ambitious plan into x bill thae |
allows them w preserve the status quo.
Even the contraversial cutoff of young
unwed mothers may be an
sccounting trick.. (Stawes can sim
-hencfits out of their “own” :
The Republicans’ welfure reform I loo!

e,

£,
ing 1¢a8 Kike » menace and mate Bke :!i1
fraud, o ‘
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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 (essentlally a block
grant); maintain the ban on cash aid to teenage mothers in some form; and

retain most other features of the original Personal Respons;blllty 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 work with Congress on a bipartisan basis, but we continue to
oppose any plan to deny assistance to young mothers, break up famllles,
punish children for their parents' past mlstakes, or put children in
orphanages. These extreme ideas are opposed by many Republlcans 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 kKnow it, we
must make sure that all parents -- fathers and mothers alike -- take
‘responsibility for the children they bring into this world.



DRAFT - March 17 (400pm) *~ *

The Personal Responsﬂnhty Act
House Repubhcan ‘Welfare Proposal

Summary ana‘ Dzscusszon of H R. 12.14

‘ TITLE I BLOCK GRANT TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES

4
4

Block Granting of AFDC o ] ,
’ Proposal

. The. Personal Responsibility Act would ehmmate all existing statutory language on the purposes e
_ administration, and requirements of the AFDC, JOBS, EA, and Qualtty Control programs: and replace -
* them.with a block grant to states to provide assistance to nieedy families and their children, end
welfare dependency, promote, work and marriage, and discourage out-of-wedlock births. Eltmmated
for examplc would be provisions on individual entitlements; fraud, fait hearings; state financml
' participation; consxstcnt standards of need, who in the famtly is elxgtble and statewide program
: avallabthty S e : ‘

E The trans:tlonal at—rlsk and IV-A JOBS chxld care programs also would be repcaled

'States would be reqmred to operate work chxld support ch11d protectton foster carc and adoptton
' programs ‘ :

‘Diséussion e A S

Thts provxsxon would have adversc effects on low -income famthes and could ‘potential Iy deny many
needy families their primary means of fi nancial support. The bill is dcmgned to allow states the ;
flexibility to address the needs of the low income populattons ‘of the state in a manner which the state

* deems appropriate. Howevcr many states may not have the ability to provxde for the effective
administration of pubhc aid and, under the provisions of the Personal Responsxbthty Act, there would
be no means to ensure that services a family might need would be’ avaitable. .The historical. record of

. states m the admxmstratton of public a1d is a mixed record that varlcs consxderably among states.

Gtven the removal. of almost all fcderal oversxght requtrements, the fedcral government would havc

little ability to require states to meet basic standards of fairness. States are allowed-to impose any
benefit level or time limit on a case~by-case basis. The state would also be allowed to treat married .
couples differently. from single-parent families and, for example, place on these families more severe
:ehgtbthty criteria. In times of budget crises, ‘a state may eliminate families from the assistance rolls

" in order to meet balanced budget requirements. This raises serious equity ‘issues; some families -
within a state might be denied benefits despite - havmg equal needs and. similar charactertstlcs to.a
family that receives aid. Although local charitable’ organizations may “provide services whcn state” R
assistance ceases, it is hkely that they would not be able to meet the increased demand for pnvate
services. :



Analysrs of The PRA (H R 1214} oommuea'

Further, the removal of federal oversrght would significantly reduce safeguards to ensure basic client
.protections. The removal of due process and fair hearing requirements would effectively eliminate h
the federal government’s ability to-ensure that benefits were distributed in a fair and equitable
‘manner. While no state would mtenttonally operate a deficient system states may be unable to ensure

© these bastc protectlons

Currently, the AFDC program is funded through an open«ended fecieral-state match." Elumnatmg the
entitlement status of AFDC and movmg to a block grant program would ‘have adverse eonsequenees
for states’ ability to handle economic-and demographic changes. One of the more important benefits
of the entitlement status of AFDC is the considerable protecnon it offers state$ during times of =~
.recessmn 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 uncommon for caseloads to rise
20 or even 40 percent in a year or two as a’'recession hits. Currentiy, the federal government pays an-
average of 55 percent of each dollar spent on AFDC benefits. When Food Stamps is included ,
(currently funded 100 percent by federal resources), the federal govemment pays-an average of 80
percent of the benefits of AFDC plus food stamps » :

A block grant has no such stablhzmg effect. - The state would be faced with a greater need to provxde
assistance at exactly the same time that the state would face losses in tax revenues. States may be'
forced to cut back on support at a time whén private resources both those of farmlres and those of
prwate charities, are stgmﬁcantly dnmmshed o : :

Entxtlement programs also automatrcally adjust for demographic shxfts Demographxc changes caused .

- - by migration and immigration can radically change the ‘population, base — and the need for welfare

benefits — of a state over time. For example, the child population in Nevada increased by 39 percent .
- between 1987 and 1993 while other states such as Florida experienced increases of over 15 percent. .

Funding and State Allotment
ProposaI

The Tttle I block grant wouId be a capped entntlement to states wh1ch would allocate $15 390 296 000
- for each year from FY. 1996 through FY.2000. Additionally, for the years 1997 through 2000, $100 * -
million per year would be made available to compensate states for increases in populatron Each i
year, each state the experienced growth would receive a share of the $100 million equal to their share
- of the total population growth across all states Sta_tes.w_rth constant or decr_easmg population would -
not have thetr grant reduced S ' ‘ i :

; Each state would be allotted a fixed amount of the 'E‘ttle I funds Each state s share would be equal to
the greater of : : : L

(a) one-third of the federal obhgauons to the state for ‘AFDC and EA beneﬁts JOBS and AFDC
, admtmstrauon between FY- 1992 and FY 1994 or

(b) federal oblrgattons to the state under for AFDC and EA beneﬁts ] OBS and AFDC admmtstrauon :
mFY1994 S S “ b e

-- multtplted by the ratro of federal outlays for AFDC and EA beneﬁts JOBS, and TAFDC“
- administration in FY 1994 to federal obllgatlons to states m FY 1994 for AFDC and EA beneﬁts S
JOBS and AFDC- admm:stratton SR o , . "
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Analysis of The PRA (H R 1214) — continued -

‘Since thlS formula would result in allocattons greater than the $15, 390 296,000 avanlable under Title - °
" 1, a reduction formula would be used to-fit the allocations within the des.tgnated funding limit.  The
Secretary of HHS would be given the authorxty to determme a umform percentage by which each .
state’s allocatton would be reduced. : ,

Dzscusszon

b

Under the block grant federal AFDC spendmg would be reduced by more than $9 9 btllton over five
years, a reduction of approximately 11 percent over current baseline projections. This reduction
mcludes increased federal spending on Food Stamps of approximately $2.4 billion. The dramatic
reduction in spending would make it nearly 1mpossrble for, states to contmue provrd;ng assxstance at -
current levels ~

Fundmg to states would declme over ttme since the block grant is capped but AFDC spendmg underv
current law is pro;ected to rise by about 2 o 3 percent a year through FY 2000... 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 2000, federal savings would be at- $2 963 billion, a
'15.5 percent reduction in pro;eeted current law federal fundmg to:states.

There is likely to be a parallel reduction in state AFDC spendmg An even sharper reductlon is
possible since the bill contains no state matchmg or maintenance of effort requirements. Under -
“current law, state spending on AFDC i is matched by federal funding. In poorer states such as .

Mississippi and Alabama, each $1 dollar spent by the state is matched by approxxmately $4 in federal

" spending.- Converting AFDC to a block grant would eliminate the match and some states would
decrease theu' spending on AFDC related programs. - : : :

The conversion of AFDC from an entttlement to a block grant would also worsen the effects of
economic downturns. Entitlement programs like AFDC are couritercyclical - federal payments to
states increase durmg recessionary periods as caseloads rise. If AFDC is converted to a block grant,
states would not receive additional federal dollars .during recessions. _ Thus, states would be forced to
either reduce beneﬁts restrrct ehglbihty, or use more state funds to mamtam aid to those in need

The bill authortzes an additional $100 mtllron in spendmg per year for FY 1997 through FY 2000 in "

order to compensate states for overall populatton growth. Because the additional funds would be -
 distributed solely on the basis of overall population growth, these funds would not respond directly to.
changes in the poverty rate or number of persons needing assxstance Thts fundmg strategy would not
xeffecttvely target federal dollars to the areas of greatest need

S Htstorzcal Analysrs

Under the block grant provrswns, most states would suffer severe fundmg losses durmg the ttme
period the block grant was in effect. To illustrate this, if the block grant had been nnplemented in
FY 1990, then the total funding avatlable for states for each year of the block grant would have been
frozen at the level of expenditures i in FY 1988. States would have been allocated funding based on - -
the distribution of federal AFDC payments to states between FY 1986 and FY 1988. This allocation
“method would have been especially harmfil to states’ that 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 California- receiving the largest dollar reductton .
,(Sl 4 bil lton), and Arrzona recemng the largest percentage reductton (73%). -
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;Of the 50 states the Dnstrtct of Only Mlchlgan and Wisconsin ‘would have benefitted from the block

grant. Since both Michigan and Wisconsin had decreasmg caseloads and expenditures between FY90
and FY94 their shares in FY 1994 would’ have been greater .than thelr actual expendltures

The block grant would have allowed states w1th decreasmg caseloads to accumulate extra AFDC
funding while states with increasing caseloads would have faced tremendous. reductions in federal

_dollars. Some states would have benefitted from a block grant that produced a national reduction in
"AFDC spendmg of 33 percent. This is clearly a poer ‘method- for targetmg federal dollars.

[

The wtde variation in state losses. that would have resulted also underscores the need- for an annual

adjustment- of state shares. The large losses in states such-as California and Florida are largely the
- result of caseload and expendtture growth that is well above the national average..- For example,
Florida, 4 state with rapidly i increasing AFDC expendttures wouldhave expeérienced a loss of

approxrmately 63 percent. A state such as Maine, whlch has a relatrvely stable caseload would have

* faced a reductton of enly 6 percent

Ad,]ustment in Allocatton Based on Non-mantal Blrth Ratm

Proposat ST

Block grant amounts to states"\would be adjuated fora decrease in;the rate of non-marital births. Such
rate is defined as the total of non-marital births, plus any increase in the number of abortions in the

state relative to the previous year all divided by the total number of births. - Each data element would

. be measured in the most recent year for ‘which statistics were available. Begmmng in 1988, states
‘whose non-marital birth ratio is 1 percentage point lower than the ratio in 1995 would receivea S .
: percent increase in their grant, and states whose non-marital ratio is 2 percentage points lower would ‘

receive a 10 percent increase in their grant (However, it is unclear whether these bonus payments

‘would constitute an increase in the capped amount or if the bonus payments would be made at the
- expense of states who failed to achleve decreases ) » :

‘Drscusszon - S AR TR

It will be dlfﬁcult to prcdtct what effects using thts ratio to. ad_tust state- bloclc grant funding will have

on the number of non-marital births .or the rates of abortion in the welfare population. - First, the

. calculation counts all non-marital births. whether they occurred to ‘women on public assxstance or not,
and counts all abortions whether they occirred to married or single.women. Second, the most recent

year of data available for births is not necessartly the most recent year of data available for abortions.

- Thus as deﬁned the ratio, mlght be measunng births and abortions from two dtfferent tlme penods

Thlrd because aborttons and non-mantal blrths would be combmed in the same measure the

-incentive structure of this provrston is complex and difficult to predtct ‘In some cases, states could
qualify for the bonus there was no change in the rate of non-marital births relative to total births. In

some cases states in which-there. is dn increase in abortlons could also qualify for the bonus.

‘However since abortions are in'the measure, states are sent a strong message that by reducmg the
; rate of abornons w1ll affect their chances of qualtfymg for the ‘block grant adjustment

o

Htstoracal analysis of abomons and btrths between 1988 and 1990 (the latest year. for whlch abomon
data is available) show that only two states would have quahﬁed for the bonus in 1990.. Neither of

thése states reduced non-marital births relative-to total births. The only state to achieve a reduction in
its 'number of non-marital births relative to total births was Texas, and Texas would not have qualified

for the bonus because thts reduction was accompamed by a brg enough increase in abortlons

i s
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Fmaily, administrative data collected on non-mantal btrths and aborttons is unperfect As of 1989
. the marital status of mothers was not dtrectly reported in 6 states — Caltforma. Connectlcut
Michigan, Nevada, New York and Texas — and has to be inférred by comparing child and parent
surnames, paternities established and other factors. As of 1990, abortion data was reported by only

35 states. States that did not report abortion data include California, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois,
and Pennsylvania. In the remaining states, abortions are often underreported- and difficult to wverify.

Including abortions in the ratio could simply increase thé incentives to under-report abortions. There

is also a significant Eag in the collection of this data. "Currently pubhshed data.on non-marttal births
N 1s only avarlable through 1992 and data on aborttons through 1990 .

" Ramy Day Fund- - . |
: l’roposal

The Personal Reaponsrbrhty Act includes two "rainy day" funds intended to 'ard states in the"event 'of
"unexpected increases in need among the AFDC eligible. population. States may accumulate unspent

‘block grant funds from one. year to the next for the purpose of providing emergency assistance. .
- Amounts accrued in excess of 120 percent of a state’s annual allocatton may be transferred into the

J ~ state’s general revenue fund and used for any purpose

%

There would also be a natlonal rainy day account of $1 bllhon dollars adrmmstered by the Secretary
of HHS from which elrgtble states could borrow. Eligible states are those with-3-month average
'unemployment rates in excess of 6.5 percent and at least 10 percent higher than either of the previous
2 years. '(While the trigger is based on a three month average unemployment rate, it is unclear ’

.+ whether this trigger would be recalcu_lated every month based on'a three month moving average ' _
" unemployment rate, or calculated once per quarter.) In each fiscal year, a state may not borrow more

‘than $100 million or half of -its annual block. grant amount, whtchevcr is less States would have to
repay the loans, with interest, wrthm three years e

Dzscusswn

The state rainy day account proposal may well have little 1mpact because it is much more ltkely that

- states would run out of funds, parttcularly in times of recession, than accumulate unspent funds.

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

. incentive for states to underspend these block grant dollars so that they can accumulate enough

" reserves to transfer the funds for- altogether other uses, such-as butldmg hrghways or maintaining
parks « .

"The federal rainy day- fund trtgger does not account for factors besides unemployment that can cause
_the AFDC caseload to increase.” For example an increase in the child population ¢an lead to higher .
-~ child poverty rates and higher than average increases in AFDC usage Even when a recessmn causes

a significant increase in AFDC caseloads, states would not necessarily reach the unemployment level ‘

(i.e., 6.5 percent) that triggers eligibility for a rainy day loan 1f they prevrously had parttcularly low
levels of unemployment - e. g less than 4 4 percent ,

Many stat’*s in need would not qua 1fy for the fund and the proposed fund will not be large enough to

cover statés who do qualify. Analysis shows that even during’ periods of high unemployment, many
states'would experience prolonged spells during whtch they would not qualify to borrow from the
. fund because, although thetr uncmployment rates ‘were over 6. 5 percent the rates were droppmg

.y - . R
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';

If the AFDC block grant had been unplemented in FY 1990 states would have lost about $15 billion e

in fundmg between 1990 and 1994, and over $10 billion of these losses would not have been covered -
' by the rainy day fund. These losses would not have been covered either because the state’ s
," " unemployment rate was not high enough, or because the state had already reached it’s maximum loan
. amount. Roughly half the states- would. have reached their maximum loan balance and no states ‘would
" have any surplus with which to repay the loans by 1994. The fund would have had to have been
- about four times the proposed $1 billion to cover the potential borrowmg of states that would have -
quahﬁed Thts situation would also be the case 1f clauns contmue to nse as they have since 1988

There is'a substantxal lag of upto s months between the time a state actually -hits’ the unemployment

. trigger and when unemployment data becomes -available for determining if a state is eligible for the
" loan. Under these conditions, state adrmmstrators would not be able to determine in advance how

" much they could spend on benefits since they would not know when or if they could qualtfy fora

federal loan. They would hold back leavmg famnltes in need of and otherwise ehgtble for beneﬁts

‘ ,wtthout support t o :
' Recent expenence also. shows that- the $1 btlhon loan. fund is not sufﬁctent to cover the need for
‘additional federal support during a recession. Under the current entitlement structure, because the

. number of needy people increased, the federal govemment spent mcreasmg amounts on the AFDC
program in the years umnedtately after 1989. 'In 1990, the federal govemment spent $863 nullton
more and by 1992 it' was spendmg around $3 btlhon more, . , , L

Not only would states expertence substannally dtmtmshed support from the federal govemment durmg
a recession,.but makmg this money available only through a loan means that states. will be required to
bear all the additional costs (plus interest) of increased poverty due to recessions. “This requirement
. “could discourage states from applying for the loari 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 economic downturns would. fully recover -
~and be.in a strong enough ﬁscal condition to pay back the loan in a relatively short period of time. -
- The three year. repayment period’ begins immediately even if the state has not yet recovered frorn the
- recession, and given that states may take out new loans yearly if they qualify, some states may

" continue to take out new loans to meet 3—year debt oblxganons on existing loans

: State Reqmrements and Prohtbttmns o

Propos'al “ ;
Beneﬁts would have to be used to serve: famxhes w1th a minor chxld States could not use federal
_ block grant funds to provide benefits to: M

ROR Fazmhes who have been on the rolls for 5 cumulatwe years; - -
(2) Individuals receiving beniefits under Title II-of the bill, -SSI(except for some services in Tttle
VI) or Old Age Assxstance unless such beneﬁts are treated as income .in detemumng beneﬁt
-7 levels; S :
3) Non-cmzens except veterans, certain refugees in the u. S: less than 5 years and aged non—
- citizens. who have resided in the U:S. -more than 5§ years (see’ Title V), ST
" (4),  Minor mothers with children born out-of-wedlock (until they reach 18); -

5 'Chzldren born while parent is on' AFDC.or to parents who. received: welfare-at any ttme

jdurmg the 10 month penod endmg with the birth of the child. (z e, famzly cap); and

.-
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(6) . Families not cooperatmg wrth the state chtld support enforcement agency or to establlsh
patermty who- have not assrgned to the state. the chrld s clatm rrghts against non—custod1a1
parents : e : :

In addttlon begmmng 1 year followmg the enactment of the brll states must pay a reduced benefit (2

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

of the monthly benefit (state choice) and would be i in effect until paternity: was estabhshed Once

‘patemrty was estabhshed the moines wrthheld asa penalty would be ‘remitted to the famtly

. Indmduals found to have fraudulently mrsrepresented their resxdence or other tnformanon in order to
obtain benefits from two or more states srmultaneously would be demed federal welfare benefits for
- 10 years (begmmng with the date they were convrcted) T : : SR

. 'Discussion o
- o )

'Eachl of these provisions would deny benefits to many poor children. At full 1mplementatton A
prohibiting states from giving benefits to children born to minor mothers would deny benefits to .

+ 70,000 children, “the family cap provision would deny benefits. to 2.2 million ¢hildren, and the 5 year

time limit would deny benefits to 4.8 million children, assuming no behavioral effects (or additional -
state time limits) .and accounting for an-exemption of 10%.of the caseload. Overall, 6.1 million-

children would be denied benefits from the primary provisions combined, again accounting for a 10% o

_.exemption. (As-some chrldren would be. affected by more. than one provision; one cannot sum these
' separate provrsron effects ). . SRR

‘ ‘Demal of AFDC for certain children bom out-of-wedlock

' Proposal

In cases in whrch an unmarrred mother gwes brrth before her 18th bmhday, that child would not be

eligible for AFDC benefits until the mother turned 18. ' States would be required to exempt mothers ‘
who had children born as a'result of rape or incest, Families demed benefits under this provrsron .
~ would still be ehgrble for Medicaid. « ; t o

i Dzscusszon

The Personal Responsrbthty Act seeks to dxscourage non—marxtal births among minors. by removmg
the availability of AFDC as'an "incentive." However, research indicates that the effects- of welfare
- * on non-marital fertility are‘small, and that the ma_tortty of non-marital pregnancres ‘would occur in -
. spite of a large reduction in AFDC. Thus, it is unclear that the ‘current proposal would be likely to
have a significant impact on the number of children born to unwed parents under 18. The Personal
- Responsibility Act would ‘end up severely harming the chtldren born to teen mothers — who are .
already some of the most. vulnerable and at-risk children in our society -- without achtevmg any real '
. purpose.  This is particularly troublmg gtven that research strongly shows a child’s early years. -- ‘the "
- period when they would be denied beneﬁts - to be critical to hts/her future success.

‘Evidence suggests that 4 mother s educatlon isa much stronger determmant of her famtly s poverty
“status and future need for assistance than whether. the mother gave birth as a teen,. While young .
single mothers are much less likely to finish hrgh school, and smgle mothers without a diploma incur
longer welfare-spells, the Personal Respons1b1hty Act does nothtng to encourage education of most
singie minor parents By denying AFDC benefits to most single parents under age 18, the Personal

Responsxblhty Act has 1o mechamsm for keepmg these parents in school or provtdmg them with

'.r"
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' ;trammg Evrdence from programs such as LEAP mdtcate that lmkmg AFDC beneﬁts to school :
attendance can significantly i increase the number of young single mothers who get a htgh school
" degree. . ; , » .

- The Personal Responstblhty Act treats women and chxldren who are in snmlar crrcumstances ,
inequitably. ‘For example, a single women who has her child at an older age, say 26, would’ recetve
benefits while most single mothers under age 18 would be left unsupported even though the-teen

. mother may have fewer opportunities to support herself in the labor market than the older woman,

Fmally, by hmttmg the options avarlable to young mothers, the proposal could also increase abortlon ‘
While this bill further proposes to reward states who reduce non-marital births without increasing
abortions (see above), it is unclear what the combmed effect of that poltcy and denying beneﬁts to the
chtldren of rmnor mothers would be. - »

t

Dental of AFDC for addmonal chtldren bom to fanuhes on AFDC

Proposai

) AFDC benefits would not be provrded to. chtldren born to famtlres already recemng welfare or to
children of families that received welfare at any time during the 10 month period before the birth of
the child. States would be required to exempt children born.as"a result of rape or incest. Chtldren :
- (lenied beneﬁts under these provisions. would remain fully eltgtble for Medicaid. :

Dtscusswn . Sl S

. The Personal Responsibility Act’s “famrly cap” provxsron would deny assistance to some chxldren
even though conception took:place while the mother was not receiving welfare. Under the provision, -

- a pregnant woman could make a first time-application for aid and receive assistance during the last
trimester of her.pregnancy. Once the baby was born, however, he or she would be ineligible to - -
receive benefits throughout their entire childhood. Since the mother has no eligible child, she too

. would be ineligible unless she quahﬁed as-the mother of another child she had had before applytng

. for AFDC. The rules of this provision also intéract with other. provrsrons, creating a very comphcated
and difficult to admxmster system of establrshtng ehgtbthty for assnstance :

The Admtmstratton s proposed Work and Res"ponsrbthty Aet 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 had an additional child and also received :
“additional income through child support or earnings, states would dlsregard the amount of income -

- -equal to any increase in aid that would have been paid as a result of the additional child, filling the

- income gap. The Personal Responsrbthty Act does not reward farmlies who are takmg steps. to be
: responsrble v , . , ‘

Denial of benefits er. families who received assistanée for more ‘thari 5 years
. Proposal , c -
States would be prohibited from servmg families who have been recewmg assrstance for 5 cumulatwe o
- years. States would be permitted to provide exempttons to this provision for up to 10 percent of their
caseload. States would have complete discretion to deny eligibility to famrhes after any penod of
mne These families would be fully ehgtble for Medrcatd : : :
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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 federal lnmt on assistance — even allowing for the 10 percent
exemption -- would be likely to have lower education and skill levels and unable to find and keep
jobs. It is unclear what would happen to these families and children if the nauonal safety net were -
eliminated. The burden of providing for these families if they are assxsted at all would be hkely to
fall to local governments and pnvate chantles :

Reductton of beneﬁts for chtldren whose Qatermgy is not established

Proposal

~ Under the Personal Responsxbxhty Act states would be requxred 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 of 15 percent of the monthly benefit, whichever the

state elects. Once paternity was established, the monies withheld as a penalty would be remitted to

 the family. States would be required to exempt children born as a result of rape or incest. The -
proposal is effective for new applicants as of October 1, 1995 and would take effect for families
already on the rolls at the end of the first year, or the second year at state option. The Personal

. Responsibility Act does not provide for any exceptions. States would be prohibited from using .
.~ federal dollars to pay the full benefit (a state could choose to supplement a fa:mly s beneﬁt w1th state - -

: ~dollars) These families would be fully ehgxble for Medicaid. ‘ , :

Discussion

The provision could disadvantage the many mothers and their children who have made a good faith -
effort to establish paternity. Sorne state child 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 penallzed for the state’s delays. Paternity establishment is a legal process,
often involving the courts, that takes as long as one or two years for the child support agency to
complete. For many children paternity is never established even when the mother provides-all the
information she knows, because there has been no contact and the father cannot be located. Even

" when paternity has already been voluntarily acknowledged subsequent legal actlon may have to be
taken to legally. estabhsh patermty in many states. : «

For those cases in which paternity is not acknowledged (presently the majonty of cases) the father

must be located, served legal process, appear in court, have gernetic tests, etc., all of which take time. = -

Thus, under the proposal, mothers and children would often be punished for somethmg over which
- they had no control. - Nearly 1 million children come on to the welfire rolls each year without
paternity established and, in 1993, 3.2 million children receiving benefits did not have paternity A
‘established. All of these chlldren would suffer a benefit reduction under the proposal and for many -
the reductlon would be permanent because patermty could never be established.

thle prowdmg the remittance when patermty is establlshed would help i lmprove the well obemg of
these families, there is little incentive for the state to act expedmously in these cases. Once the
mother has fully cooperative she can do nothing to induce the state to act more quickly. - In fact, this
‘provision could create perverse incentives for the states, sinc€ it would be in their financial interest
not to establish patermty uritil the mother goes off the rolls because ‘the state only has.to make the
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retroactwe beneﬁt payments to farmltes sttlI on the rolls ‘Because of thts, in’ addttton to creatmg
" administrative burdens, it would do little to increase paternity. establishment, Moreover, the .
remtttance would not negate the harm that ‘had already occurred during the penalty period.

, Treatmg SSI, 01d Age, and Foster Care Assrstance as meome in determtmng AFDC beneﬁt level

Proposa!

States ‘may include SSI, ol Age Assrstance. or Foster Care cash payment recrptents as part of the’
assistance unit. under the block grant. 1If they do, the i 1ncome from SSI, OAA or Foster Care must be
* included as countable income in determining a famtly 3 cash assistance payment under Title 1.

-

- Dzscusswn

Rectptents of assistance under SSI OAA and Foster Care are not now 1ncluded as part of the AFDC
filing unit since that income is intended'only 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, OAA, and Foster Care payments are higher than AFDC beneﬁts and, as
countable income, would lower the farmly s Trtle I cash assistance payment

State Flexrbrhty .

ProposaI

Except for the provrsrons drscussed above there are few strpulatrons regardmg how the block grant
funds could be spent. States would have. broad discretion to define ‘needy populations, program
content, and program availability. - States. rnay pay benefits to.recipients who have moved from

~ ariother state at the level of their original state of residence for up to 12 months: In addition, states

would be allowed to transfer up to 30 percent of the funds to other block grants

. Discussion-. -~ . S e

s

The Personal Responsibility Act eliminates current requirements for statewide standards of need and

payment. States and local governments would be able to use their own criteria to define who is needy
ona case-by-case basis. The Personal Responsibility Act allows. states to use their block grant-funds .- ‘
‘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 regulating 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 relatives elsewhere. Finally, the. |

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

to ennrely drfferent programmattc ‘areas — such as prtsons htghways tax cuts or general revenues

States could use the block grant monies. only to provrde cash beneﬁts and. servrces to unwed parents, -
to run the work program for this population, and for program administration. “There would. be no

T control over how-states choose to allocate their monies among these various functrons

The proposal will increase the vartabtltty in beneﬁts across states. There is currently already a large

variation in AFDC benefit levels, ranging from $120 per month for a family of three in Mississippi to
over $900 per month for a family of three in Alaska Complete ﬂexrbtlrty for the states combined |
‘with provisions that require no state match would almost certainly mean-that some states would lower .

- their, arguably,, lready low benefit levels Somevstates may keep beneﬁts low and restrict ehgtbtltty,

10
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in. part to encourage poor. famrhes to tnove out of the state. States could also turn to resrdency laws
to protect themselves from servrng new resrdents T . .

The Personal Responsibility Act would also give states complete discretion to determine eligibility for .
_benefits. States could choose to eliminate benefits for children in two-parent families as. half the
states did before the passage of the Family Support Act; or they could include in the eligibility

~ determination the income of individuals not responsible for supporting t the child. As noted before,
since there is no longer a requirement for states to establish need and | payment standards, states and
. local governments could use arbltrary criteria or’ deﬁne who is. needy on a case-by—case basrs

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

Work Requirenrents'

Proposal

. A state’s required work participation rate for all families would be set at 4. percent in 1996 and 1997,
8 percent.in 1998, 12 percent in 1999, 17 percent in 2000, 29 percent in 2001, 40 percent in 2002,
and 50 percent in 2003. - There would be a. separate work participation rate for two-parent families
.that would increase from 50 percent to 90 peicent by 1998. In each year, a state’s participation rate
.would be reduced by the. same percentage.as their state AFDC caseload was reduced from 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 meet the annual participation standard. The mandatory -
work population would consist of all recipients on the rolls for 24 months (mcludmg recrprents '
currently on AFDC)

- Work activities would rnclude unsubsrdrzed and subsrdrzed employment on-the-Job trarmng,

subsidized public sector employment or work experience, and job search.and job. readiness actrvitres
-(for the first four weeks an individual was required:to. partlctpate) Stngle-parent families would be

* ‘required to participate a minimum of 20 hours per week in 1996'rising to 35 hours in 2002 and

thereafter. Two-parent families would-be required to pamcrpate a minimum of 35 hours per week.

_ Participation in job search (besides the first four weeks), job skills training, and education and ..
secondary school (for. those under 20 without a HS diploma) would count towards thls requtrement if,
for single-parent families, individuals partrcrpated in work activities for 20 hours per week and, for
two-parent families, individuals partrcrpated in these activities for 30 hours per week. Educational -
activities for those over 20 would never count. towards the participation requrrernent . :

Chrld care would not be guaranteed to mandatory work program participants and the fundmg for it -
would be included in a child care block grant proposed by the Econonuc and Educational -

Opportumtles Committee:

Ina Sense of Congress, the Personal Responsrbrlrty Act’ specrﬁes that states may require non-
‘custodial, non-supporting fathers under-18 to fulfill work oblrgatrons and attend approprrate parentmg
or money managemem classes. after school o ‘ : 4

T
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“Discussion ' :
‘Wo'rk Particigation Raes . - - S "f ,

Because the parttcrpatron rates are relatrvely low untll FY 2000 in the aggregate the proposal would

require fewer parttcxpants to work than cutrent law until this: pomt Table 2 shows: that 17 percent of

- the AFDC caseload part1c1pated in JOBS and work in 1993. ‘This, means that fewer rec1prents would

be working under the Ways and Means. bill than under current law until FY 1999. Even in FY 2000,

~ more than half of the states would have a smaller percentage in the Ways and Means work program '

than would be participating in JOBS or- work under 1993 current law

Without takmg caseload reductrons into account the parucrpatron rates set by the blll after FY 2000

- become more significant and eventually would require states to enroll in the work program a number

of participants greater than the entire JOBS- ma.ndatory caseload under current law. The 29 percent

rate mandated for FY 2001 would be equlvalent toa 58 percent rate; the 40 percent rate required for:
FY 2002 would be equivalent to an 89 perceént rate." To achieve the 50- percent rate set for FY 2003 -
- the equwalent of a 110 participation rate under current law — - 'would require a number of

participants greater than the entite JOBS-mandatory caseload. - These work participation standards are -

‘much higher than those previously achieved in: welfare-to-work programs that had the expltc1t goal of ~

involving as high a proportion of the caseload as possible. The AFDC-UP participation rates required -
in the proposal are particularly onerous. As a point of comparison, it appears that the majortty of
states will not meet the 1994 AFDC-UP pamcrpatton standard, which calls for states to enroll 40
percent of UpP prmcrpal earners in work actmttes for 16 hours per week :

The bill does contain a provrston by which states could reduce thetr partncrpatron standard. States

‘could reduce the rate by the same percentage as their overall AFDC caseload had been reduced since |

1995 . Reductions due to-federal law requirements — such denying benefits to teen mothers and to
those who reach the five-year time limit -- could not be counted. However, reductions required by

- state law — for example, if a state set a two-year time limit on’ benefits — would be allowed to count.

Given that participation rates would be difficult for-states to meet’ in later years and that termmatmg
benefits is less expensive that operatmg a work program, states would face strong incentives to meet
their par’ttetpatlon rates by terminating benefits. In addition, an important factor in determxmng
AFDC ¢aseload growth and reductions is the economy. .. While the intent of ‘this provision may have"
been to capture caseload reductions resulting from the work program, states most likely.to benefit .

‘" from this provision are those whose economies boom after the effective date — not those who operate'

effective work programs. Fmally, it unclear how states would detertmne and track this caseload

‘reductton factor

. The Personal Respons1brlrty Act. would require states to meeét one ‘participation rate all farmltes (both

single and two-parent families) and a much higher rate for two-parent families alone. Tlns has the
effect of focusing states’ programs on two-parent families, particularly in‘the initial years of the bill.
If states were to meet both the overall rate and the rate for’ two-parent families, two-parent families
would comprise 97 percent of all work participants in FY 1996 This propomon would decrease to
38 percent in FY 2000, and 12 percent in 2005. The focus on two-parent families i is unwise given-

~.that research on welfare-to-work programs shows these programs are more effective for. smgle-parent
) families and that two-parent represent a small proportion of the caseload (about 7 percent). However,
- because two-parent families to count towards both rates (and. are in effect "double counted"), thts c

provision would make the hlgh partrcrpatton requtrements somewhat less strmgent
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_Unless a state has s1gn1ﬁcant caseload reducttons 1t is not. clear how the work program- would be *
financed in years requiring substantral participation. Particularly in later years, the- resources required

- to opérate the work program on the scale envisioned would be greater than'those currently dedicated ,
to the JOBS program. Under a block grant system, where there may be pressure to use limited funds -

to provide benefits to individuals; it is unclear where the necessary. resources would come. from.
Moreover, states may choose to take penalty rather than meet the relatrvely onerous rates.

"

A Educatton tramlng, and Job search activities are allowed under the House Ways and Means btll
- however, only in certain’ c1rcumstances would participation in these activities count towards the
partrcrpatton rate As a result states would have httle incentive to place recipients in these servrees

“Job search counts as a work activity only if 1t occurs durtng the ﬁrst four weeks an A o
individual is requtred to partrcrpate o

Indtvrduals that received- AFDC for two years or more would be requtred to work — they -

“could only participate in other- activities if they participated in work activities for 20. hours

‘ " per week (30 hours per week for two-parent farmhes) Single-parent families ‘would not.

receive any "credit" towards the parttcrpatton requrrement for time spent 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 requiremerit, 'However, this dual commitment may be difficult for many

: work

welfare recipients to, arrange and maintain - particularly with no guarantee of child. At
best, two-parent fanuhes would only recerve “eredrt" for five hours of actwtttes other than

¥ L . . {

f

For individuals who recetved AFDC for less than two: years, the state could" provrde
education, training, and job search services (beyond the initial four weeks) without

‘ requmng work but they would not count towards the partrcrpatton rate.

Education and secondary school would only count as towards the pamexpatton _
requirement for those under 20 who did not have a high school diploma. But again, in

_.order to count towards the requtrement these individuals- would- have to parttcrpate in

‘work activities for the number of hours specifiéd above Education would never count as

a work acttvzty for those 20 and older - even 1f they drd not have a hrgh school drploma

‘ These provisions are problernatte given that educatton tralmng, and job search services have been
shown to help recipients become job ready -- that is, they are- better prepared for the labor force and -

. better able to stay employed and stay off welfare. Many recrplents face. substantial barriers to

employment, including low levels of education and basic skills that require education, tratnmg and jOb

placement services in order to find and retain employment Evaluatrons of the JOBS program and

~ welfare-to-work initiatives such as SWIM and GAIN have found that programs providing a.mix of ‘
" education, training, and JOb search-consistently ¢ enhance recipients’ chances of ﬁndmg and maintaining

employment. Even recipients under the age of 20 who. did not have a hxgh school diploma or GED

would-be required'to' work 20 hours per -week (30 hours for two-parent families) to be included in ‘the -

participation rate. - This may make it difficult for them to return to school and, given the n'nportance - B

-of a high school drploma tn determtmng future earnmgs further dtmtmsh their labor market -

prospects

- Child care o
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Under current law chrld care. must be provrded to JOBS partrcrpants and recrprents cannot be
sanctioned for non-parttcxpatton if they need child care services and the $tate does not provrde them.’
Under the Personal Responsibility Act, child care services would no longer be guaranteed to those
'who are required to participate in work activities. There also ‘would be no exemptions from or ”
extensions of the time limit for families who.cannot find child care arrangements. The proposal
would also eliminate the guarantee of one year of Transmonal Child Care services for families who
leave AFDC for work :
" Without the‘chrld care guarantee, it is likely that many mothers would be forced to leave their -
children in dangerous child care situations or leave young children alone while they participate in
their work activities.” . This could put children in serious jeopardy. It is also likely that as the work
participation requrrements increase, states would be forced to spend all of their child care funds on -
AFDC recipients which would leave little or no funding for child care for the working poor (the at-
risk child care program which currently serves the working poor would also be repealed). In other
. words, people who are transitioning off welfare into the workforce or-are keeptng their farmly off
welfare by working would not get the child care support that they need and may have to remain on
the rolls longer or retum to the rolls ' Co

[See Title. III for chrld care block grant provrsrons ]
Data Collectton, Data Reportmg and Evaluatmn Actmtxes T

. Proposal

States would be requrred to subrmt a state data report to HHS wrthm 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 number and characteristics' of families receiving benefits — - '

~ including if they became employed would be required. Data demonstratmg compliance with the . ‘

'state’s plan, the amount of funds spent (including the proportion spent on-administrative costs), .and a
report on participation in work activities by noncustodial parents would also be required. Failure to .

_ provide required performance data within 6 months would. result-in a 3 percent reduction in block

grant payments to that state. -The penalty would be rescmded if the report had been submitted w1th1n, ‘
12 rnonths

States would be required to subrmt toa bl'annual audrt ori how funds- ‘were spent If an audit. -
determines that federal funds were spent mappropnately, the misspent ‘amounts can be. withheld from
- future payments to the state. - Failure to participate in the Income Ehgtbrhty Verrﬁcatton System
would result in a penalty of 1 percent of state payments.

The Secretary would report within 6. rnonths of enactrnent on the status of automatic trackmg systems -
_in the states, what systerns are needed to track recrprents over time and across_states (mcludmg
determining whether individuals are receiving bénefits in two or more states), and a plan.for

. developtng such as system (mcludmg timeframes and cost)

The Census Bureau would receive $10 mrllron per year for the purpose of expandmg the Survey of
Income and Program Participation (SIPP) to evaluate the effect Of the welfare reforms on a random -
- national sample of recipients and other low—mcome families as appropriate. Partrcular attentton would
be paid to the issues of out-of—wedlock brrths and welfare dependency .

The Personal Responsibility Act repeals HHS s broad authority under sectton 1110 to conduct or fund
' states to conduct research and demonstratton prq]ects on preventton and reductron of dependency,
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' planning coordination, and i 1mprov1ng the admmrstratlon and effectiveness of programs However

" the Secretary would allow and/or require the Secretary to sponsor research-related activities in several

. areas. First, research on the effects, costs and benefits of state programs could be conducted. .
Secondly, thé Secretary is requu'ed to help states evaluate innovative approaches to employing welfare
recipients. Random assignment methodology would be required, to the extent feasible. Tlurdly, the
Secretary is allowed to conduct studies of states’ welfare caseloads. Finally, the Secretary is required ..
to develop innovative methods of disseminating mformanon ' a . C
HHS would rank the states’ work programs and review the least and most suocessﬁll programs (m

. terms moving recrprents into long-tenn prnvate sector jobs). “ o :

stcuss:on

The Personal Responsibility Act provides for little accountability to'the federal government and the °
public. States are required to submit a range of data items, however, there are few penalties for poor
performance. Most of the penalties are for failure to report data. Moreover, it does not appear that
the range of data collected would allow thé federal government to hold statés accountable for the

critical outcomes of their programs — such as the number of families and children eliminated from the -

rolls due to.its provisions, whether recipients moved toward self-sufﬁmeney, and whether famrly and
child well-being’ 1mproved

Although ‘studles of the proposal s effects aré 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

’ fundmg level only would allow a sample size sufficient for reportmg on national-level statistics and
trefids. Second, while evaluation activities using random assxgnment (providing the best evidence on

the effects of the welfare proposals) would be encouraged, ‘it is unlikely that this provision would.
yreld the state-by-state information on program effecuveness needed to ensure. aocountabrhty

Finally, studies of the states’ caseloads and the proposal s effects beneﬁts and costs, could be

- conducted (although they are not mandated) Presumably, the purpose of these studies is to

understand the éffects of the provisions on AFDC caseloads and recipients in each state.. They could

potentially be designed to address questions of interest. In particular, state-by-state information on a-

" number of dimensions needed to evaluate and understand the effects of the.Personal Responsxblllty

Act could be collected. However, the questions addressed by these studies are ot clear, and they are

only an opnon available to the Secretary. The level of resources dedicated to these studies would be

a key factor in determining the quality and usefulness of the information — and this.is not specified.

. Thus, it is unclear how comprehenswe or ngorous these studles would be or how much mformanon :
they would yxeld ~ ' : : :

While HHS would be required to-report on the success of state programs, there are no provisions or

. resources to penalize or provide technical assistance to unsuccessful programs or reward the most ’

successful programs. Also, given the data collected it would be drfﬁcult for HHS to measure
success ‘ina meamngful way. : ol
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. The Personal Responsxbthty Act does provrde 1ncent1ves for meetmg one performance measure -+ the
‘non-marital bmh or-"illegitimacy” ratio. As discussed above, however, this measure is problematic -
‘because it does not directly measure the objective the proposal is trying to achieve — reducmg out-of-

- wedlock births, parucularly for teens and those on public assistance. For example, it counts all nori-

. marital births whether they occurred to women .on: .public assistance or not and all abortions whether-
they occurred to married or single women. Moreover, it mixes non-marital births and abortions into -

~one measure — making relationship between actions and outcomes véry muddled.. Thus, the
proposal s ‘only outcome measure with incentives attached isa relattvely poor One.. :

The state-reponed data would also be complex and costly for states to collect ‘The proposal ‘would o

_ 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 collectlon requirements
- - established under the proposal would require a mgmﬁcant overhaul of state data systems and data

" from a number of other programs (such as WIC, housing, and Head Start) to be linked. While HHS
- would report on the issiies involved in developing a national tracking system, there i is no funding for
 its development. The complex1ty of the data also means it could take states years to change their
- information systems and put a new system in place. In the meantime, states would not be reporting
any data. Moreover, no audits of this data would be conducted and therc are no provnslons to ensure
the comparablltty of these measures across states. Ny ~ -
~ There are modest penalttes 3 percent of the grant --"for not submitting the required data items.
~ However, because many of the measures would be complex and costly for states to collect, states may
" decide it is cheaper not to collect the data This would leave the federal govemment with no

- information on states programs

The proposal does not place a high prtortty on ellmmatmg fraud and abuse. Although the proposal
denies benefits to individuals if fraud is discovered, the proposal does.not make. a strong ‘commitment -
to detectmg fraud in the first place. States would be penalized for only 1 percent of their grant if -
" they do not participate in the Income and Eligibility ‘Verification System. Since the proposal does not -
.+ keep the QC system, it completely eliminates the primary mechanism currently used for detecting '
. errors. - We know from fifteen years of ‘experience that when QC tolerances are relaxed ‘error rates - -
: go up; when QC is strengthened error rates go down : :

v

Methcatd L .
Propvosaln

Medicaid rules would remain unchanged Medlcatd for 'tradmonal welfare g roups wrll not be - :
affected. Despite major changes in eligibility for AFDC and desplte broad state flexibility, Medicaid
- will continue to rely on pre-PRA welfare eligibility criteria. With the exception.of most noncmzens
(see title V), Medlcald eligibility would continue for individuals who lost or weré denied AFDC .

- because they were one of the prohibited groups: (1) mothers under age 18 and their children, (2)
children born while mothers. received AFDC, or (3) individuals who have received aid for 5 years.- v
Other individuals would qualify for- ‘Medicaid based -upon state income and asset rules in existence just

.prior to énactment. These rules would, in effect, be frozen and apply to new. and ongoing rec1ptents
regardless of whether or not states lowetfed cash payment levels under the block grant.

¢
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Discussion
*‘These provisions would protect families from losing Medicaid eligibility under a state’s new block: A
grant programs. - However, if is possible that the provision could result in a. Medicaid expansion. Ifa
state uses the block grant to provide more pcople benefits but at lower benefit- rates than previously,
“more people: ‘would be eligible for Medtcard Thts could have the effect of increasing both state and
federal Modtcard expendtmres ' :

TITLE II: CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

' Repealing Trtle IV-E Foster Care and Adoptlon Assnstance and Block Grantmg Chrld Protectron N
Programs ‘. : v

.Proposal

The bill repeals the current entltlement program for the IV-E Foster Care Program and the Adoptlon
-Assistance Program authorized under Title IV-E of the SSA. Title IV-E provides for federal
'parnclpatron in the costs related to placmg and maintaining children in foster care, if the child would’
be eligible to receive AFDC payments Under current law, a state may claim a share of the cost of -

~ placing and maintaining each eligible child.. The Adoptron Assistance Program provides federal -

- participation in on-going cash assistance to persons who adopt IV-E ehglble children with "special

* needs", such as children with special medical needs, older chtldren and mmornty children, who mlght
h ‘not be adopted w1thout the avallablltty of this. support

- The bill also. repeals the Tltle IV-E Independent Living Program whxch supports foster chlldren in

" their transition to independent, living; the Title IV-B Child Welfare Servnccs Program, which provides-

funds that states can use for a wide variety of child protection activities; the recently enacted Family
Preservation and Support Program a capped entitlement that enables states to provide conunumty- :
based services to children at high risk of abuse or neglect; and a number of other programs related to- "
child protection and welfare, including the Family Unification' Program, the Adoption Opportunities. .
Program, the Abandoned Infants Assistance Program, the Crisis Nurseries Program, the McKinney
Act Family Support Centers, grants for the Investtgauon and Prosecution of . Child Abuse, Children’s
" Advocacy Centers, and programs funded through the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act. A
* new child protectlon block grant would be cstabhshcd in place of these programs :

" Discussion -

- Eliminating the IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance entitlernents and replacing them with'a -

capped block grant ‘will. greatly increase risk to children and hinder reform of state child protcctton

+ and child welfare systems. The amount of the block grant is set at $4.416 bllllon in FY 1996 .
compared with $4.713 billion that would have been available if current programis were continued.

The block grant would provide $4.681 billion in FY 1997, $4.993 billion in FY 1998, $5.253 billion
in FY 1999, and $5.557 billion in FY 2000. Over five years, about $2.7 billion of fcderal fundmg to
state child protectxon and child welfare systems w1ll be !ost

. | ‘ .

The capped block grant Jeopardtzes hundreds of thousands of children. When child. welfarc systems
have less money, more children go unprotected State programs will be put’in extra jeopardy by the
repeal of the IV-E entitlement . -programs..- It is very difficult for states to control foster care costs
without risking severe harm to children. State laws appropriately require courts to place’ children into
foster.care when they will not be safe at home: The number of children who cannot be left safely in
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their own homes is tnﬂuenced by a number of- uncontrollable and unpredrctable factors, such as

| . growth in the child pOpulatton the amount of drug use by parents, levels of family 'violence, the: - .
number of abused and neglected children actually bemg identified, and mcreases in the number of
s famtltes in poverty : e :

Because the Personal Responsrbtltty Act reduces funds in AFDC, SSI and other programs that provrde’

“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 states that must be. met through the child protectton block grant.

+

'The programs being cut serve the most vulnerable chtldren in soctety, -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 children in the United States. Over 1,000 children die each year from abuse or neglect.

Between 1988 and 1993, the national rate of substantiated child abuse and neglect rose by almost 25

“percent. In 1993 alone, a million children were found to be neglected, physically abused, or sexually

s _ abused. Durmg that same period, the total number of children in foster care increased from 340, 000

to over 440,000; there was a fifty percent increase in the number. of IV-E eligible children-in foster
care. Moreover, children coming to the attention of the child.protection system have mcrea.smgly _
severe physical and emotional problems. About 25 percent of chtldren entermg foster care are under ’
a year of age and many were. exposed to drugs in utero. o

~ The deleterrous effects of poverty on chrldren and therr fanulres is. well documented accordmg to the
‘National Research Council. . Child maltreatment is dtspropomonately reported among poor families, -

and child neglect is found most frequently among the poorest of the poor famtltes Poor chtldren are

‘also more’ ltkely to expertence severe violence.

There is unammous agreement that state chtld welfare systems do ‘not have sufﬁctent 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 less funds available to states.

' 'Second, eliminating foster care and adoptron assistance payments elunmates a critical safety valve for )
the states

State child ‘welfare systems have been unable to cope with the magmtude of the problems they face.
* The situation is so extreme that courts in22 states and the District of Columbia have found that the .

child welfare system violates staté and ‘federal laws desrgned to protect abused and neglected children.

" These courts have determined that children under agency care continue to be abused, both at home

and in foster ¢care. Twenty states have entered consent decrees, adrmttmg major madequactes
mcludmg the inability to even investigate many reports of child abuse, the inability to provrde
children with basic care, and in some instances, a failure to even provrde children with a caseworker '
In’ several states .courts have found it necessary to appoint. momtors to. run the system. .

The dtfﬂculty states face is that the demands on the chtld protectton system are enormous and

= growmg "To deal with this crisis, states need adequate resources to investigate reports of abuse- ‘
' promptly, s0 that children do not remain in life-threatening situations;.-They need services for’ parents
. and children, so that more children can remain safely in their own homes They need resources to

provide treatment’ for children.in foster care, most of whom evidence substantial emotional problems
and educational deficiencies. And they néed funds for programs that heip prevent. child. abuse tt is

'wrong to prowde help to children only after. they have been abused or neglected
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. In many states, foster care costs are likely to consume a- larger and larger share of the avaxlable Chlld ,

. protection resources. Fewer funds will be available to support other critical activities: investigation of
reports of abuse or neglect, provision of services to maintain children in their homes, subsidization of
the adoption of children who need new families, ‘and prevention activities. Moreover the loss of .
money for prevention programs and community-based family support and. family preservation
programs will mean that more chtldren wrll be abused or neglected whrch will i increase the need for
foster care. - : o .

~The Adoption Assistance entitlement enables states to place foster children with special needs into .

- adoptive homes. Adoption assistance payments: have increased by 254 percent nationally from 1988-

" 1994, as states have placed more and more-children in adoptive homes. It is estimated that over ,

100,000 families now receive these payments, and they will remain entitled.to state support until their *

children reach age eighteen. However, eliminating the Adoption Assistance entitlement and including

it in a capped block grant ‘could lead to sharp cutbacks in efforts to place more chtldren in adoptlve
homes i :

Frnally, the repeal of Title IV-E means that states w111 lose federal funds that are now avarlable to <

o help them develop mformatton systemis to track the services these vulnerable children receive. These

funds are critical to help the states keep track of children in out-of-home placements and coordinate’ .
the multiple services abused and neglected children néed. Under current law, federal funds cover 75 -
percent of the costs of developtng mformatton systems ' .

: Purpose and Use of Funds Penaltm and Lumtatnon on Enforcement o

Proposal
The blll would allow states 0 use the funds in any manner they choose to acoomphsh the purposes
- specified in the law. These are to: (1) identify and assist families at risk of abusing or neglecting
“their children; (2) operate a system of receiving reports .on abuse or neglect; (3) mvestlgate families -
reported as abusive or neglectful; (4) provide support, treatment and family preservation services to. .
families which:are, or are at risk of, abusing or neglectmg thexr children; (5) support children who
must be’ removed from or cannot live with their families; (6) make timely decisions about permanent
living arrangements for children; and (7) provide for ongoing evaluation and improvement of child
protection laws, regulations and services. For the first two years of the block grant, states are
requtred to maintain non-federal spendmg levels equal to thelr non-federal spendmg in. FY 1995.°

A state would be ellgtble for funds as long as it subnuts a plan to HHS wnth mformatlon on how it .
intends to use the funds.to meet these purposes, including descrtpttons of the procedures used for: (A) .

' . receiving reports of child abuse or neglect; (B)’ mvestlgatlng such feports; (C) protecting children in *

- families in which child abuse or neglect is found to have occurred (D) removing children from
dangerous settings; (E) protecting children in foster care; (F) promoting timely adopnons (G)
protecting the rights of families;-(H) preventmg child abuse and neglect and (I) estabhshtng and -
respondmg to citizen review panels o o N

- The plan must also prowde certrﬁcatlons to HHS that procedures are in place in the state for the:
following: (1) reporting of abuse and neglect (including a mandatory reporting law) 2 mvesttgatmg
child abuse and neglect; (3) removing and placing endangered children; (4) developing, and
periodically reviewing; case plans for children in foster care that will lead to permanent placements
(5) honormg existing adoptlon assistance agreements; (6) provndmg mdependent living services; (7)
respondmg to reports of medical neglect of dlsab ed. mfants and (8) 1dent1fymg quantrtanve goals for-.
he state s child protectlon programs
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Whtle states would have to make these certifications, the bill specnﬁes that the Secretary may only
determine whether a.plan contains the réquired elements; she may not review the adequacy of the
procedures described or. whether the state is carrymg out the actmnes it certified it would undertake

The only penalues in the brll relate to 1llega1 use of funds fallure to submrt requlred data, failure to '
maintain levels of state effort for the first two years, and violating interethnic adoption provisions. If
“an audit finds that a state has used funds in a manner not authorized by this part of the Act, the

~ amount of 1llegally spent funds may be withheld from the next year’s funds, although no-more ‘than’
_25'percent may be withheld from each quarterly payment. Also, the annual grant would be reduced.
‘by 3 percent if a state fails to submit required data reports within 6 months (although the penalty .
would be rescinded if the state submitted the report before- the end of the following fiscal year). A
state Tound to violate the interethnic adoptron provrstons would lose all of its Title II funds for the
perrod of the vrolatron : .

A clearmghouse and hothne on mrssmg and exploxted children (currently operated by the Department
of Justtce) is authorized at S'? million per year within HHS -

,Dzscussw:: '

Concern that state chrld welfare systems were farhng to protect chrldren and to, provrde stable
permanent homes led Congress to pass the Adoption Assistance and ‘Child Welfare Act of 1980.

" There was strong bipartisan agréement 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
-desrgned to ensure that there would be some federal momtonng of how states were using federal .
funds L > ~ : : : :

Under current law, states are requtred to comply with a small number of basic standards in runnmg
these systems. For éxample, the law- requires that the state develop a case plan for each foster child,
describing the reasons for placement and the plan for reuniting them with their parents or for

providing them with another permanent home; that states assure that all chrldren in foster care receive. - -

proper care; and that the status of children in foster care be reviewed. perrodtcally in state proceedings
. to determine that the case plan is benng followed States that fall to follow these basic procedures can
be penahzed

The Personal Responsrbthty Act requrres states to cemfy that they will do many of the thtngs required
by current law, but the bill eliminates any federal means of holding states accountable when they fail -
to perform adequately. “A state neglecting its responsibilities to children would not be subject to any

monitoring or penalties, except when a financial audit identified fraud or use of funds for illegitimate .

purposes. The federal government’s role would be reduced to the house-keeping function of - ,
- collecting information on state performance measures, wrth no authorrty to take any actton rf the data -
indicated that a state was perforrntng poorly S b :

The bill implies that HHS has been over-regulatrng state chrld welfare systems In fact ‘between 1980 ,
and 1992, HHS never issued regulations that provided states with guidance as to what requrrements :
they were expected to meet or how they could best:comply with the: 1980 legrslatlon the only. °
 regulations adopted simply repeated the language of the statute. HHS’s enforcement of the
requrrements estabhshed by Congress often was not rtgorous and was mtsdlrected
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AnalySts of The PRA (H. R. 1214) - ~ conitinued

,There is no questlon that the federal role in chnld welfare could be, substanttally 1mproved and since .

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

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

* Congress made last year. - These changes authorize the Department to take a flexible approach in
monitoring state compliance and allowmg HHS to work with states to correct deﬁcxenmes rather than

rely exclusively on penaltles R '

~ Yet, desplte problems in enforcement federal requirements have led to many crmcal 1mprovements in
~ the child welfare system over the past 15 years. All state child welfare officials who testified in
January before the Ways and Means. Subcommittee on Oversight attested to the importance of the
federal requirements. The continued failure of many states to improve their child welfare systems
indicates that meaningful monitoringof these systems remains important.. Without outsxde inceritives,
itis 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 meamngful federal-state partnershlp in unprovmg Chlld welfare.

).

- szen Revrew Panels

Proposal
States would be reqmred to establish at least three citizen review panels that would review specific:
cases to determine state compliance with the state plan and any other standards the panel wishes to
establish. While the panels would be required to make a report of their ﬁndmgs available to the
public, they ‘have no further powers. In its plan for the block’ grant each state is required to descrlbe "
‘how it wnll estabhsh and respond to these panels.

Dzscusswn

Increasmg citizen mvolvement in the child welfare system is a htghly desxrable goal. This is a central
* purpose of several of the programs that would be repealed by the bill. However, under the proposal
the citizen review panels would have a very limited role. It is unclear’ to what cases citizen panels
 'would have access. Most’ 1mportantly, the cmzen revxew panels would not have authonty to hold
states accountable. - | .
' . "The evidence from a number of states is that the recommendat:ons of citizen panels have been ignored
by state officials. These panels are not a substitute for having some ultimate federal abthty to ensure
" that the reqmrements of the law are being- complxed w1th -

Data Collection and Reporting -
: Proposal

Annual state data reports would be submltted to HHS. They would include aggregate state-level data '
such as the number of children abused and- neglected, deaths resulting from child abuse and neglect, =
the number of children in foster care, and the number of families who received services. These
statistics could be determined through actual counts of children or could be estimated through
sampling. Additional data elements would have to be approved by a majonty of the'states. States
would also provide data indicating their progress toward achieving the goals specified in the proposal
as well 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 prov:de lt to'the public.
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Analysxs of The PRA (H R. 1214) — cmtmued

Though- the Ways and Means chatrman s mark suggested that the Adoptton and Foster Care
Automated Reportmg System (AFCARS) would not be- repealed the bill appears to repeal that

-program. That program provides individualized. data on the experiences of children in foster care and - - ‘;

adoptive placement in all ‘50 states. The program is just. begtnmng thts year and will provrde the ﬁrst
national view of the foster care populat:on S :

The proposal provrdes $6 million per year to conduct a nattonal random’sample study of chtld ’
~welfare. In addition, $10 million per year is authortzed for research and trdining in Chlld welfare, to
be spent at the Secretary s dlscrenon o : - :

'»:"-
PR '

R DzScuss:on

Collection of meaningful data- by the states is extremely important to improving child welfare systems.
However, the aggregate data that would be reported-under the proposal will not provide a clear .
understandmg of which children the states are servmg and whether the states are reachmg the .
-establlshed goals of protectlng children. "~ - .~ - oL :

For the Congress or HHS to adequately assess. and rnomtor state performance, analysis of in- :
dividualized data such as that in AFCARS is requu'ed Without individual-level data, it is impossible

_to understand whether children-are béing served and proteeted adequately withini the states. Important’

policy and practice issues--such as how long different types of children stay. in care before’ returnmg
home or. being adopted—cannot be addressed through aggregate reportmg ' ~

Though the bill provxdes some fundtng for child welfare research and tralmng, the funding is well
below that under current law. States are not likely to increase their own contributions to résearch as. -
federal funds are cut back. Therefore, the nation will lose an important source of learning: about the
‘problems of these vulnerable chrldren and the effecttveness of programs auned at helping them.

Fundmg and State Allotment L

- Propasal

The block grant would consist of two components ‘most of the fundmg would be a five year capped
entitlement to the states, while in each year $486 mxlllon of the total would be subject to .
approprtatton Total funding would be $4.416 billion in FY 1996, $4.681 billion in FY 1997, $4.993
billion in FY 1998, $5.253 billion in FY 1999, :and $5.557 billion in FY 2000. Funds for this block
grant include two components: 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 hrgher of (1) one-third-of the state’s amount of Federal . .
obllgatxons for selected child: welfare programs for FY. 1992 through FY 1994 or (2) the state’ s »
-amount of Federal obhgattons for those programs for FY 1994.. The proposal is. silent on whether -
Indian tribes would receive any funds. - The proposal does not address how states will recewe '
payment for legitimate entitlement clarms mcurred in earlrer ﬁscal years. -

States are requrred to mamtenance their 1995 level of spendmg on these programs through 1997
States. may transfer up to'30 percént of: funds from this block grant to other.block-grants, including --
- those created by this bill as well as Title XX and any food and nutrttron block grant that may be
" created in the future by the 104th Congress ,
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Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) — continued

Discussion

The amout of the block grant is set at $4 416 btllton in FY 1996 compared with $4. ’713 billion that

would have been available if current programs were continued. Over five years, $2.8 billion of

federal funding to state child protection systems will be lost. This is a reduction in’ ‘federal funding of
-~ 10 percent. The abllrty of ‘states to. transfer funds out of this block grant tncrease the hkelthood that

state child welfarc systems . will lack necessary fundlng

By dxstrlbutmg funds based on a state’s recent propomon of Title IV E claims, the formula favors

© states that have placed large numbers of chtldren in foster care or have succeeded in making large

claims for child placement services .and admmtstratton Many states have hlgh IV-E claims for child -

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

~ “"systems and to provide preventive and in-home’ servrces These states would get more money under:

the Title II block grant while states that have not yet used administrative funds for system

. improvement would get less: For example, 41 states'are just begmmng to develop computer systems
which would be eligible for specral funding, fundrng that would be lost under the proposal. Asa
result, states with the greatest need may. have access to the least amount of funds The current

mequltnes among’ the states would be frozen in place for the next ﬁve ‘years..

The formula would greatly dtsadvantage those states that for- reasons beyond thetr control such as

changes in population or increases in cases of serious child abuse, will need to increase the number of -
children placed in foster care. In addition; creating a.formula based on payments to states for any

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

It is unclear whether states will receive- fedcral matchtng funds for iegmmate claims for chtldren in-
foster care or adoption placements during FY 1994 and FY 1995 (before the bill goes into effect).

. Current law allows two years for states to claim IV-E matching funds. - The bill will force states to

speed up their claiming process during FY 1995 to ensure that as may claims as possible are

| submitted before the effect date. Current estimates for FY 95 foster care and adoption spending ‘do

not anticipate such claims, and no provrsxon is made in the btll to pay for back clalms durmg FY

1996 0rFY 1997. .

* Historical Analysxs

If a block grant had been put into effect in FY. 1990 based on fundrng levels in FY 1988—-and

 escalated- at the same rate as the proposed block grant—states -would have received 49 percent less |

| . funding in FY 1994 than they actually received. 'Overall; states would have lose $1. 5 billion dollars
of federal funding in that year alone. "Every. state but one- would have fost funding under such block

grant. The biggest losers in dollar terms would have been California (losing $356 million), New

" York (losing $310 mi llion), Pennsylvama (losing $102 million), and Illinois (losing $101 million). In

percentage terms, the btggest loser would have been Massachusetts (losing_ 83 percent), Hawan (losmg
80 percent) Indiana (losing- 72 percent) and Connectlcut (losmg ’?l percent '

This clearly shows that a child protectron block grant--even ‘with i mcreasmg allocations over f’ltze'

years--has- the potential to cut dramatically the funding to statés. A block grant cannot' anucrpate
growth in child abuse and neglect or in the ‘need for foster care. If states experience. foster care.

-growth in the next five years, they- will lose rnllltons of dollars.i in federal child welfare funding.
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| Analys;s of The PRA (n R. 1214) — continued - e o e S
' Medlcald .
Proposal “ ,
'As with other chlldren, any foster chrld whose famrly meets those requrrements for IV-A elrglbrhty
that were in effect on March 7, 1995 would be Medrcard ehgrble . : <
f Dlscussmn ’ :
. 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 requtrements - This thl potenttally
create a two-tlered Medtcard elrglbthty system in each state

. Interethmc Adoptton

Proposal

_ The bill repeals the Multtethmc Placement Act and substitutes replacement language A state found to
have discriminated would lose all of its Tttle II block grant funds for the penod of time durrng wluch
. the v1olanon occurred : :

Dist:ussion

: The Multtethmc Placement Act provxdes that states or other entities that receive Federal funds shall
" not deny, delay or otherwise discriminate in making foster and adoptive plaoements on the basis of
the race, color, or national origin of the prospective parents or the child. The Act further provides
that a state or other entity may. consider the race, ethnicity, or cultural background of a child and the

capacxty of prospective parents to meet the needs of a child of that background as'one of a number of

factors in making placement decisions, providing that it did not delay or deny placements. Finally,
the Act requires that states and other entities make active efforts to recruit foster and-adoptive parents
capable of -meeting the needs of the chlldren needing placement.  States and other entities violating the
Act are subject to sanctions pursuant to Title VI.of the 1964 Civil Rrghts Act. These penaltxes range »
from compltance acttons to full tenmnatxon of fundmg ¥ :

The proposed bill includes essentlally the same. prohlbmon as prowded for by Multlethmc Placement

Act. Unlike that Act, it contains no language dtscussmg whether or how the background of the chtld .

may be consxdered It also does not address recruitment 1ssues

Under the proposed bill a state that violates the prohtbttton shall rermt all funds that were paid it
under the ‘Child Welfare Block Grant during the period of illegal behavior. This proposed penalty
would mean that a state would lose all Federal funds provided to the state for use in supportmg foster
care adoptton and child protectton activities based ona- smgle act of dtscnmmatron
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. Analysts of The PRA (H.R, 1214) - commued o ; k , e
‘ TITLE III BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE AND NUTRITION ASSISTANCE

Subtttle A: CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANTS

. Block Grantmg Chrld Care Programs for Welfare and Low-Income Famthes
« Proposaf ‘ o
, The Personal Responsibility Act repeals three programs authonzed under Tttle IV-A of the Socral

Security  Act: (1) the AFDC/JOBS Child Care program, .an: entttlement program which guarantees,

" child care assistance for AFDC families who are working or in training; (2) the Transitional Child
* Care program, an entitlement program whtch guarantees child care assistance for up to ‘12 months for
those AFDC recipients who earn their way off the welfare rolls; and (3) the At-Risk Child Care
program, a capped entitlement which provides child care assistance for. working farmhes at risk of
“becoming welfare dependent. According to administrative data, these three programs provided states
and temtones with approximately $970° million- in FY 1994. In addition, the Personal Responsibility
Act repeals four small dtscrettonary child care programs.'. All of these programs are consolidated

into a substantially revised Chtld Care and Developrnent Block Grant (CCDBG) a program funded at.
$890 5 million in FY 1994 .

" The block grant will be a: dtscretlonary program authortzed at $1.943 billion (FY 1994 combmed
funding level for all programs) for each year from FY 1996 through FY 2000. ‘Three percent is
reserved for Indian Tribes. One-half of one: percent is reserved for territories and possessions. ' The
amount remaining is allocated on the basis of funds received in FY 1994 under. the CCDBG and IV-A
child care programs Fundtng for the block grant is sub_lect to annual appropnattons :

' Current law requtrements to match federal funds and maintain current chtld care expendttures 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 1nto other block grants '

¢

The two Tttle IV-A individual child care entitlement programs that wrll be repealed served an average .
- of nearly 424,000 children a month in 1993. Currently, because AFDC/JOBS Child Care is an open-
ended entitlement program, it grows as the number of AFDC families. required to-be in training or
- working grows. Transitional Child Care also grows to meet the needs as more families leave the

welfare rolls.due to earmngs from work, helptng to ensure. that’ thetr move toward tndepcndcnce is -

o successful

" The At-Risk Child Care program and the current Chtld Care and Development Block Grant served an -
average of 975, 000 children a month in 1993. The vast majortty of these ehtldren hved in workmg '
poor families that were at or below the federal poverty level. : -

The proposed chtld care block grant ehmtnates three of the four child care programs under the
jurisdiction of the House Ways and Means Committee. The Committee’s remaining program is the
Dependent Care Tax Credtt whlch does not ptovrde support to many low-income families bdeause it
- is not refundable .-

The dtscrettonary programs are the Chtld Development Assocrate Scholarshtps the State
, Dependent Care Grants, Programs of National Significance of Title X of the Elementary and ‘
Secondary Education Act, and the Natwe Hawaiian Famtly Based Educatton Centers
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~Analy51sofThePRA(HR 1214) continued - 2 LT

R »The proposed chlld care block grant wrll be unable 0 respond to the growing need for ehrld care
- assistance for poor families. There is already a tremendous unmet-need for child care assistance in

states that are engaged in welfare reform. In testimony before the Senate Labor Subcommittee on

~ -Children, Family, Drugs. and Alcoholism in February 1995, it was reported that last year, one half of -

the families referred to Florida’s welfaré-reform program could not obtain or participate..in trammg

‘that would lead to employment because of insufficient funds for child care. At the same hearing, 4
Mayor Cardell Cooper of East Orange New Jersey testified: that "In New Jersey, there are more than o
25,000 childreni waiting for child care.” The child care needs- of welfare families will grow . :
: srgmﬁcantly with the proposedi merease in work requirements. .In addmon there will continue to be
* greater needs among the workmg poor as more and more mothers enter- the labor force :

;

. : ‘Not only does the proposed block grant fundmg femain ﬁxed for ﬁve years, federal chrld care

- .fundmg will decline, at a minimum, by 20 percent, or '$2.4 billion, over the next five years. Because‘ :

5 ~ the program will be dlscretronary, actual appropnatlons in any grven year may be set lower than -

authorrzed levels. ‘Even if the block grant were fully funded in FY 2000, states would receive in that
year 25 percent_ less. federal’ fundmg ($651 million) than under current law, ‘which would mean that

"approxrmately 400,000 fewer children’ would receive assistance. Child ‘care funding will be reduced
© at the same time ‘that welfare reform may Tequire more parents to enter the’ workforee With:
msufﬁcrent resources, the child care: needs of welfare recrprents wrli be pltted agarnst the ehrld care -
- needs of the low mcome workmg fannhes E : o

;l

i Chlld Care for Famlhos on Welfare 7;',“‘-‘,"' ' { o

‘ Under current law farmlles ‘on welfare are guaranteed chxld care assrstance 1f they are workmg or -

partrcrpatmg in JOBS or other state-approved training programs. “This: entttlement was created to

~ ensure that' parents could. suceessfully participate, and children would be provrded adequate care. The.
, PRA ellmmates the guarantee forcing many parents to choose: between meetmg thelr obllgatlons to
o partlcrpate in work and the obhgauon to. care for thexr chrld . ‘;* L ( '

V‘ o The lack of ch11d care may jeOpardxze the success: of welfare reform efforts Moreover many states :
- have already. recogmzed the importance of child care to successfully ‘move families from ‘welfare to R
work. A number of states including Connecticut, Florida, Iowa, Tllinois, and New York, have B

- ... sought to expand Transitional Child Care benefits as part-of their welfare reform demonstrations. |

. With the limited fundmg of the proposal, provzdmg such expanded ‘benefits will be dlfﬁcult The

e " General Accountmg Office (GAO) conducted a study of participants in- -welfare-to-work- programs in _:

o fv. j CluEd Care for- Workmg Famxhoe g

"of puttmg more poor famllles at risk. of welfare dependency

1987, and 60 percent reported that lack of child care was-a barriet to.work. A recent GAO study

predicted a 50 percent mcrease 1n worlcforce parttcrpanon by poor women when chrld care. was
,provrded T e I L '

S
H v

N

N

, Currently, each year elose to one mllhon chrldren in non- welfare workmg famrhes receive. federal '
" child care assistance. According to the Census. Buréau, poor families that must pay for child eare B
" spend 27 percent of their income on child care. “Many-of the poor’ families who recieve federal . ’
- assistance could not afford to coritinue working at such a cost.  As the work requiréments of the

Personal Responsrb:hty Act.go into effect, the number of chlldren of. AFDC, recipiénts needmg*care
will rise, thus depriving these hard working families of the assrstance that has enabled them to escape .

welfare. In January 1995, thé General" Accounting Office reported to the EEO Early Childhood

Subcommrttee that states are already using funds’ or1gmally targeted to.the workmg poor to meet the
mcreasmg needs, of welfare recipients. Losing child care assistance could have the unmtended effect

“a
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© Analysis of The PRA (HR. 1214) = continued
 Eligibility |
‘ .’Proposal

The PRA does not modlfy the ellglblllty requlrements currently in the CCDBG. The bill elumnates
the guarantee for assistance for welfare recipients who are workmg or in training and for those who .

_ have worked their way off the welfare rolls. States will set their own priorities in determining who L

will receive chrld care subsidies among families at-or below 75 percent of the’ state mcdlan income.
. Analysis

" HHS estimates that 75 percent of the state median income'on'a\iera{ge 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—trme Under current law, two funding sources — AFDC/IOBS child care and
‘Transitional Child Care — are tied to AFDC status, while’ the Child Care and Development Block
 Grant is intended for non-welfare families, ~some states have used CCDBG for welfare families. The
At-Risk program is reserved for the working poor.- As the programs are consolidated, states will
have flexibility to set their own priorities for the reduced funding although the increasing necds of the
welfare population are hkely to. crowd their abthty to assist the. workmg poor : ‘

Parental Choice and Child Care Services
Proposdl

~ The PRA ‘does not modtfy the provnslons of the CCDBG that assured parental chorce of Chlld care
.arrangements funded through grants, contracts, or ccmﬁcates

* Under the current chrld care subsuiy programs, parents choose the child care provxder 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 provrdcrs to provide slots to a.certain number of subsrdrzed
chlldren : : '

Elimination of Health and Shfety Requiremeuts'

-Praposalr

Thc PRA includes & single requtrement that child care provrders comply with apphcablc state and
local health, safety, licensing or registration- requrrements but it would eliminate most of the health

and safety requirements currently in the CCDBG program, including the assurance that states set their
own standards for the preventnon and eontrol of infectious disease, :building and physical premises

safety, and provider training.’ It would repeal state assurance of prowder compliance and state review.. .
- of licensing and régulatory requirements. It would repeal thd requirement " that provmers who are

exempt from hcensmg register with the state ageney in order to receive fundmg through the block
. grant. . -
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Analysrs of The PRA (H.R. 1214) - com‘mued
. Analys:s :

: Chrld care legrslatron and regulattons havc not tmposed federal Chl[d 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 and Qutcomes in Child Care Centers (January
1995; University of Colorado at Denver, Umversnty of California at Los Angeles, University of North~
Carolina, Yale University), found that states wrth htgh standards had substanttally fewer poor qualrty

. centers than those wrth low standards : ,

: Removal of the requirement that states address rnfecttous dtsease control (mcludmg nnmumzattons)
. building safety, and provider tratrnng through their own regulatlons would allow states to ignore .*
~ fundamental health and safety issues. The HHS Office of Inspector General conducted a nationwide

~ survey of health and safety in child care settings before the implementation of the Child Care and
Development Block Grant. They found numerous health and safety violations mcludmg toxic
materials, broken glass, and nails in areas accessrble to chrldren The OIG found that the block grant.
requtrernents have been instrumental in ratsmg safcty standards for children across the country.

‘ Elrmmatron of the Set-Asrde to Improve the Quahty of Chrld Care and to Increase the
Avarlabthty of Early Clnldhood Development and Before- and After-School Care Semces

Praposal

The PRA ehrnmates the requtrement that states. sét asrde 25 percent of block grant fundtng for
activities to improve the quality of child care and to mcrease the avatlabr ity of early- chrldhood

IR

. development and before— and after-school care servrces

.Analysrs ‘ R

" Numerous recent studres have demonstrated that’ hrgh quahty early chtldhood expcrtences are

. nnportant for healthy development. At the same time, studies have documented that much of the care :

“children -are receiving is poor or medtocre The Cost, Quality and Outcomes report found that 40"
_percent of infant care was judged to be.of poor quality. The report found that providers with access
to some type of support beyond parent fees were able to provide higher quality care. The CCDBG
~ set-aside is orie of the most sxgmﬁcant resources states have to help thc1r provrders and tmprove the

qualtty of care. - :

Certam geographrc arcas (especxally rural areas and mner-crty netghborhoods) and chrldren of certain -
age groups (particularly infants.and school-aged chrldren) are highly underserved. When pressure to
provide more care in these areas increases, states are able to-use the sét-aside funds to increase the
supply of child care through such actions as recrurtmg and supportmg new providers.

. States have used fundsset asrde for quaEtty. actrvrttes for:

e Clnld Care Resource and Referral agencres which help parents ‘select chtld care servrces
~ obtain ﬁnantnal assistance, and access qualtty chtld care. -
! ) N . o
. Grants and loans to help provrders meet applicable state and Iocal child care standards,
lrcensmg, and regulatory requrrements and health and safety requtrements .

' ' - g lmprovement of child care ltcensmg, tncreased momtormg efforts and consurner educatton A
mtttauves : . . _
o]

28



 Analysis of Thie PRA (H.R. 1214) — continued  *
¢ . Training and technicalassistance to child care center and fa.mily ‘child care staff.".

~The elimination of the set-aside would almost certarnly reduce the’ types of investments made in_
quality services. Currently,. approxrmately nine (9) percent of the block grant goes into quality *
activities such as those described above. The remainder of the set-aside has been used to- expand
services to underserved areas and groups of children. The set-aside in current law offers a protectton ,
“to chtldren in care by making investments in quality and capacity - btnldmg Without a set- aside for
. these purposes, and with overall reduced funding, states will be under tremendous pressure to direct = -
all funding toward direct servrces certrﬁcates o . N ‘ '

| Accountabih’ty

| State Match and Supplantation T
Proposalf

The Personal Responstbrhty Act deletes the requxrement ford state match and the requxrement
prohibiting states from using federal funds to replace state and.local dollars spent for chlld care
services. .

Analysrs B

Currently, states do not contrrbute to the CCDBG program States contribute to the AFDC!JOBS

. Child Care Program and the Transitional Child Care program ‘at'the Federal Medical Assistance
Percentages (FMAP) rate for services and at 50 percent for adrmmstratton For the At-Rrsk program,
both admrmstratton and services are matched at the FMAP rate. B o S .

States spent the followmg amounts to match federal dollars for the AFDCfJOBS Transrttonal and At-
Risk Chrld Care programs : ; .

~ inFY 92 $575.9 mlllton
e in FY 93:  $616.5 million
* in FY 94: $697.8 million
“Without a requirement to continue providing state and local funds at the. current level and with
pressures of state and local budgets it is likely, that the overall reductron in child care fundrng would :
exceed the 20 percent reductlon in federal funds :

Transfer _Authorrty
’Proporal N |
The PRA would allow up to 20 percent of the funds of the block grant to be used for the purposes of
other block grants. B
Analysis . o " N

" There is currently no ability to use desrgnated chtld care funding for other non-chxld care purposes.
The ability to transfer child care funds could result i in greater reductions in overall chrld care support.
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Anaiysis of The. PRA (H.R. 1214) — continued ~ = B
Reporting Requirements =~ Ty S o B ) . S
' Prapasal

The Personal Responslbthty Act replaces current CCDBG reporting requtrements wrth ‘extensive new
' requnrements for information concermng chtldren and famtltes recetvtng assistance.

The Personal Responsrbthty Act would create burdensome detailed new. reportmg requtrements for
states at the same time that it would reduce the amount of furtdtng available for administrative
~ purposes (5 percent of state allotments) The degree of detailed tnformatton demanded greatly

exceeds current data reportmg capacrttcs of most states o

Consohdatlon of the State Dependent Care Grants and the Chlld Development Assocxate
' .Schoiarshxps ' ‘ , V

Praposal P

The Personal Responsrbthty Act would consoltdate several dtscrettonary programs, ‘in addttton to the :
-+ Social Securtty Act child care entttlement programs, into the block grant .

Analysrs

" The Admlmstratton s FY 96 budget proposed consolidation of two of the dtscrettonary child care -, '

* . programs -- the Child Development Associate (CDA) Scholarshtps and the. State Dependent Care

Grants -- into the Child Care and Development Bloclc Grant y
The State Dependent Care Grants provnde grants to states for resource and referral system actmnes
~ and school-age child care services activities, and the CDA. scholarsh:ps fund child care provider -

training. - Since these are all areas addressed under the CCDBG ngmg states added flexibility
through a consoltdanon is approprtate . : S

'Subtttle B: FAMILY AND SCHOOL—BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS
Block Grantmg of Nutntlon Programs '
| Proposal

The Personal Responsnbtltty Act would repeal the Commodtry Drstrtbutxon Reform Act and WIC
Amendments of 1987, and the Child Nutrttton and WIC Reauthorization Act of 1989. - It would
“amend the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (whtch authorizes the Special Milk, School Breakfast, and
WIC programs) to create 4 family nutrition block grant, and it amends the National School Lunch Act
' '(whtch authortzes the School Lunch program) to create a school- based nutrmon block grant

The family nutrition block grant to states would be authortzed ‘to provide WIC-type nutrition
assessment, food assistance, nutrition educatlon and -counseling,. and referrals to health services
(including routine pediatric and obstetric care) to economically disadvantaged’ women infants, and
young -children; to ensure that economically disadvantaged children in day care centers, family’ day

- care homes, homeless shelters, settlement houses, recreational centers, Head Start and.Even Start
programs and child care facllmes for children thh dtsablltttes recetve meals snacks and milk; and

L0
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Analysis of The PR}& (H R 1214) - commued

to provide summer food servrce programs to eoonomtcally dlsadvantaged chlldren when school is' not..

) "in session.

RS

Each state that submtts an apphcatton would also be entitled to. receive a school-based nutrition block :
grant to: safeguard the health and well-being of children through nutrmous well-balanced meals and . . - |

snacks; provide economlcally drsadvantaged chtldren access to free or' low cost. meals, snacks and
milk;-ensure that the children served are recetvmg the nutrition they require to take advantage of ,
- educational opportunities; emphasize natural sources of nutrients that are low in fat and sodium over
enriched foods; provide a school nutrmon program; and rmmmlze paperwork burdens and
adtrumstrattve expenses for schools :

' Approprtatrons for the Famlly Nutrttton Block Grant would be authortzed at:

$4. 606 brlhon for FY 1996 -
~ $4.777 billion for FY 1997 . . S R
- $4.936 billion for FY 1998 - - = < .- o Lo e
~ $5.120'billionfor FY 1999 .~ . U e
$5. 308 billion for FY 2000. e o - ' SR '

Authonzed amounts would remain avariable untrl the end of the ﬁscal year subsequent to the fiscal
 year for which they ‘were appropnated ¥ :

The school—based nutrition block grant amount would be:’

$6.681 billion for FY 1996 =
$6.956 billion for FY 1997 =~ = .- . =~ . = |
$7.237 billion for FY 1998~ ' e
~ $7.538billion for FY 1999 -+ i ..
o S? 849 bnlhon for FY 2000. Lo

Nme pcrcent of the school—based nutrmon assistance avarlable would be in the form of commodmes
States could obligate their allotted funds in thie ﬁscal year received or in the succeeding fiscal year.

Analyszs ‘

'USDA'’s Chﬂd Nutrmon and WIC programs have produced s;gmﬁcant -and measurable ‘nutrition

outcomes among the'children who: ‘participate in them. “The programs work because national nutrition , -
standards are established, requlrecl and verified; and because the funding. structure ensures that the -,
~ program can expand to meet the increased needs that are created by a recession or similar economic

downturn. The block grant: structure wotild ‘eliminate both of these protections, leaving children
vulnerable to shifts in the economy, and to changes in nutrition standards that could be drtven more
by cost consrderattons than chtldren s health. : -

Spending for the family nutrition block grant would be $987 rmlhon less in FY 1996 and $5.3 billion
less over the ﬁve—year penod FY 1996-2000. Overall spending for the school- -based programs would
be $104 million less that the current.policy in FY 1996, and over $1.3 billibn less over the five-year
period. If enacted in 1989, the family nutrition block grant would have resulted ina 43 percent

' reductton in funding for meals to_children:and food and services to. women, infants; and children in "~
1994. WIC funding would have been 33 percent less than actually spent, .and spending on non-school -~

child care, summer, and milk programs would have been 66 percent less than was needed. Under the .
family nutrition block’ grant 275, OOO women mfants and chrldren would be rcmoved from the wIC



Analysrs of The PRA (H.R. 1214) ‘continued

_program. If enacted in 1989 the school- based nutrmon block grant would have resulted ina 17
percent reductton in 1994. :

| The Family Nutrrtron Block Grant risks drmmrshmg the effectrveness of the WIC program By

" dropping national program requirements for the WIC program, there would likely be an erosion of o
- national program standards that could reduce or reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC in such areas. -
~ as reduced low-birthweight and infant mortahty “This could increase prenatal and pediatric health

care costs. Cost savings to the Medrcard 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 génerated from rebates should be used for
'WIC-type services. Currently, WIC rebates generaté over $1 brllron per year and support over 1.5
million persons annually in the WIC program . .

_ The Family Nutrition Blocl_c Grant would also elirninate the viability of =supporting meals served in -

185,000 family day care homes. Denying all children:in day. care. homes the modest subsidy available.

to children in school-based programs could ‘drive-family day care homes out of the program. In

- addition, national nutrition standards for child care programs would be elumnated 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

Proposa!

“ . Appropriated«‘nutrition block 'grant funds would be allotted to. states each year as follows:

First ﬁscal year: Each state’s share of famtly nutrttton block grant funds would be proportional tothe

share of total funding it received under current law for the aggregate of WIC (100 percent); homeless - - -

children nutrition (100 percent); and 87.5 percent of funds received for the child and adult care food .
* program, the summer food service program, .and the special milk program. . Each state’s share of the
school-based nutrition block grant-is proportional to the share of total 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 spectal milk program. L

For the second fiscal year: Nrnety-ﬁve percent of fundmg would be allotted in proportron to its share
of precedmg fiscal year fundmg The remaining -5 percent of. fundrng would be allotted based on: ‘

" " forthe famrly nutrition block grant - the relative number of mdtvrduals in each state who

. received assistance under the family-nutrition block grant rn the year entlmg June 30 of the -
precedmg fiscal year to the total number such 1nd1v1duals or - :

L2 _for the school-based nutrition block grant -- the relatrve 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 nurnber of rneals served in all states. \

For the third and fourth fiscal years: Nmety percent of fundmg would be allotted in proportion to its |

share of precedmg fiscal year funding, and 10 percent would be allotted based on the relative number.
of people (for the farmly nutrmon grant) or meals (for the school—based nutrttron grant) served.
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Analysxs of The PRA (H. R 1214) - cannnued

For the ﬁfth fiscal year ‘Eighty-five percent of fundmg would be allotted in’ proportron to its share of
preceding fiscal year fundlng, and 15 percent’ would be allotted based on- the relative number of -

: people or meals served

Analysrs

Smce a state’s fundmg for the school-based nutrmon block grant would be based parnally on the
number of meals served in the previous year, states that serve more “free" meals than the national

-average would be penalized. In contrast, states that serve more total meals- would fare better in the

allocation formula. Since it costs more to serve-a free meal to a poor child, states have an incentive -
to maximize their total meal count by serving more meals to affluent students. ‘Without national
nutrition standards, states also mrght be .inclined to cut the quality or amount of food provided in -
order to serve more meals and maximize funding. This effect would be hexghtened 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 p0pulatton even though*demographic data suggests enrellment will rise .

four to six percent dunng the authonzatron penod of the grants.

s

Applications must be submitted. to the' Secretary of Agriculture

. Proposal

Famrly Nutrttron Block Grant: States would be requrred to set rmnunum “nutritional standards for
food assistance based on the most recent tested nutritional research available, although they ean use
the’ model nutrition standards developed by the National’ Academy of Scrence h

-

School-Based Nutrition Block Grant States would be required to set minimum nutrrtlonal standards

for meals, based on-the most recent tested nutritional research available, although.they could choose
to implement the model nutrition standards dével'oped by'the National Academy of Science.

" The state appllcatrons for both the famrly and school-based nutrition. block grants must 1nclude an

agreement to take reasonable steps to restrict the use and disclosure of information about recipients.

. In addition, for the family nutrition block grant, the state would be required to agree to spend not

more than five percent of its grant amount for administrative costs, except that costs associated with

" nutritional risk assessments and nutrition education and counseling are not considered administrative

costs. In the case of the school-based nutrition block grant, the state would be required to agree to
spend not more than two percent of tts grant amount .for admlmstratwe costs. Annual reports are also
required for both grants - A

-Analysis

" The Personal Responsibility Act would permit states to prescrihe nutrition standards for the block

grants, and could vary widely from state t6 state. National standards, on the other hand, protect
children, no matter where they live. There would be no guarantee that state standards would
adequately promote children’s health; children’s health could suffer if states set or alter nutrition
standards to meet shifting budgets or other. priorities unrelated to children. By droppmg national
standards for the WIC program, there would likely be an érosidn of national program: standards that

‘could reduce or reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC .in such areas as reduced low-birthweight and .
“infant mortality. Elimination of standards in the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant means there wxll

be no assurance that chrldren would have access to healthy meals-at school.
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-~ Use of Amounts»

The Personal Responsrbrhty Act would requrre states to use at least 80 percent of all fannly nutrition
block grant funds to provide WIC—type services and the remainder on meals and snacks to children in
child.care and othcr non-school settrngs Funds can only serve persons under 185 peroent of poverty..

| The school based nutrition block grant funds would provrde meals and snacks to students. Erghty
_percent of the block grant funds would be required.to be used to provrde free or low cost meals or

snacks to chrldren ‘below 185 percent of poverty. In addition, states would also be required to’ ensure

“that food service programs are established and carried-out in private:nonprofit schools and -

Department of Defense domestic dependents’ schools on an equrtable basis wrth food programs in

- publrc schools.

States would also be authortzed to transfer up. to 20 percent of block grant funds to carry out a state

- - program pursuant to Title IV-A, Title IV-B, or Title XX of the Social Security Act, or the Child Care o
- and Development Block Grant Act of 1990. Funds could also-be transferred between the School-
. Based Nutrition Block Grant and the Family Nutrttton Block Grant.' -Before transfer, the state would

be required to determine that sufficient funds aré avarlable to carry out goals of the farmly or school-

-based nutrition block grants

Wrth respect to the provrsron that nine percent of the avatlable school-based 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 of Defense domestic dependents’ schools

which had been receiving commodlty assistance in the form of cash payments or commodity letters of .
credit in lieu of entitlement commodities as of January 1,-1987, toaccept commodities for use in their
district, except at the request of the affected school district. . Such schools/districts would be permxtted :

to contmue receiving commodtty assrstance in the form that they recerved it as of January 1, 1987.

Schiools would also be prohtbtted from phys:cally separanng chlldren ellgrble for free or low cost’

meals or snacks from othér children, oveitly identifying such children by use of such means as special "~ .
~tokens or tickets, or announced or, published lrsts of names; or from otherwrse dlscrnmnattng agamst .
fsuch chrldren : Y S , -

'Analysrs

Because of the restrtetron to fundmg only chrldren below 185 per(‘/ent of poverty, the Famny Nutrition
Block Grant would eliminate the viability of supportmg meals served in 185,000 family day care
homes. Denying all children in family day care homes the modest subsidy available to children in
schiool-based programs could drive family day care homes out of the program. If welfare reform -

- efforts résult'in more working; low-income parents, this cost squeeze on day care would be g '
‘ .exacerbated. Transfer authority of 20 percent could result in no funds available for child care and -

summer programs in the family nutrition block grant, and no funds for chrldren over 185 percent of -

" poverty in the school-based nutrmon block grant
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. Analysts of The PRA (H.R. 1214) continued .

Proposal

States would be required to report to the Secretary of Agriculture‘each year for both block grants' on:

" the number of individuals receiving assistance, the different types of food assistance provided under

the block grants, the extent to which the assistance was effective in achieving the stated goals ‘of the -
grant, and the standards and methods the state is using to ensure the nutritional quality. The Family-
Nutrition Block Grant would also require reporting on the number of low birthweight births in the ‘
state that year compared to the number in the previous year, and any other information the Secretary
deems to be appropriate. The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant would® require reporting on the
different types of food assistance provided to individuals receiving assistance; the total number of .
meals served to students, including the percentage of such meals served to econormcally
dlsadvantaged students and any other mformatron the Secretary deems to be approprlate

Analysis

_ "The reporting required in this bill would not guarantee that poor children will be adequately served,

_or that the nutrition standards set will be appropriate to children’s health needs. It also provides no
. guarantees that state oversight for program compliance will occur, which could allow errors or fraud .

to occur without detection.. There is also no guarantee that significant issues, such as-dairy big-

rxggmg, where USDA has taken more. than 100 acttons in the. last year, would be addressed

In addmon, reports would not be requxre_d for the state programs carried out pursuant to Title IV-A;'

Title IV-B, or Title XX of the Social Security Act, the School-Based Nutrition Block Grant-
~ established under Subtitle C of the Personal Responsibility Act, or the Child Care and Development

Block Grant Act of 1990 as perrmtted in the Use of Funds sectton

‘ Penaltles

\ Proposal

i

. Any farmly or school-based nutrition block grant amount found to have been used in violation of the .

family or school-based nutrition block grant programs as a result of an audit would be required to -
repaid, except that any quartérly payment of block grant funds to the state may not be reduced by
more than 25 percent The block grant(s) will also be reduced by 3 percent if a state fails to’s subnut

~its requtred fiscal year report(s) wrthtn 6 months of the .end of the precedmg fiscal year.

Assistance to Chﬂdren Enrolled in anate Nonprofit Schools and Department of Defense

" Domestic Dependents’ Schools In Case of Restnctlons on State or Failure by State to Provrde N
. Assistance A . R

Proposal

* The Personal Responsdnhty Act woulti provrde for the Secretary of Agrtculture to arrange for school-

based food assistance to children enrolled in private elementary or secondary schools or nonprofit

" schools or Department of Defense domestic dependents’ schools in any state which is prohibited by

state law from using block grant funds to provide assistance to such children. If the Secretary
arranges for such assistance, the amount of the grant for, such state would be reduced by the amount

" of the assistance prov1ded to the private or domestic. dependents 'schools: In addition, the Secretary

of Agrrculture would make avarlable to.the Secretary of Defense funds and commodmes to estabhsh
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‘Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) ~ continued

. and carry out food service programs' for students in Department of Defense overseas dependents

. schools. - The amount of needed funds and commodities will be determined by the two Secretaries,
and would be reserved from the amounts available to the states for the school-based nutrmon block

"+ grant..

: Model Nutntxon Standards for Food Assrstance for Pregnant, Postpartum, and Breastfeedmg
'Women, Infants and Cluldren -

Proposal
The Personal Responsmlhty Act would requlre the National Academy of Sctence in cooperatron with
pediatricians, obstetrtclans _nutritionists, and (WIC) program directors,.to develop model nutrition
-"standards for food assxstance for pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding women, infants and children
* -- by April 1996. Such nutrition standards would require that the food assistance, provided to such
women, infanits, and children contain requnred ‘nutrients (as- determmed by nutrltlonal research). found
to be lackmg in their dlets

" The blll would also require the. Nanonal Academy of Scnence in cooperatlon with nutrmomsts and e
program directors providing meals to students to develop model numtton standards for meals to-such
students - by Apnl 1996. : :

‘Within one year after development of the standards the National Academy of Science would be: - ‘
- required to prepare and submit to the Congress on state efforts to nnplement the model nutrmon .
standards. Co e T

’

* Subtitle D: RELATED PROVISIONS
Requirement to Publish DataRclating'to the Incidence of Poverty at Least Every Two Years
Proposal

. The Personal Responsrbxhty Act would reqmre the Secretary of Health and Human Servxces to pubhsh
. data relating to the incidence of poverty’ in the United States every two years, for every state, county, ,
and locality, and for every school district. . For school districts, the. number of chtldren ages 5-17 in
families below poverty would be required, begmmng in"1998 and evéry 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 approprlated each year :

for FY 1996-2000 to carry out this requxrement ’

The Secretary would also be requlred to produce data on changes in' participation in- welfare, health,
eeducation, and employment and training programs for families and children, the duration of such ,
participation; and the causes and consequences of any changes in program participation. .$2.5 million .

" “would be authorized to be approprrated for FY 1996 $10 mllhon for each of ﬁscal years 1997 2002
and $2 million for FY 2003 .
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Analysis of The' PRA (H. R. 1214) - corzxmued
TITLE Iv: RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS

Inehglbrhty of Aliens for Publrc Welfare Assrstance

P .-

Most legal 1mnugrants would be specrﬁcally demed beneﬁts under 5 federal programs Supplemental
Security Income, Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant, Socnal Services Block Grant, Medicaid,
and Food Starnps Legal immigrants over age 75 that have 5 years continuous resrdence would be .
exempted from the general bar on ellgxbrhty, unless they were sponsored under new, legally bmdmg
afﬁdavrts of support and subject to the extended deermng perxod

Sponsor-to-alren deeming would continue until the sponsored unmrgrant attamed crnzenshrp, would be -
required under any federal, state, or local means-tested public assistancé 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 re51dence in the United States. Frnally, honorably drscharged 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 general eligibility bar (unless they were sponsored under the new '

| ,afﬁdavrts of support and subject to the extended deemmg provrsrons)

o

The affidavit of support srgned by sponsors would becorne a legally bmdmg document However

sponsored immigrants would be specifically prohibited from bringing-suit agamst sponsors that had
reneged on the financial support they- promxsed Instead, governmient agencies, would be allowed to
seek réimbursement from sponsors if the immigrants they sponsored were somehow able to receive

_ means-tested public assistance.- Immigrants receiving current benefits under any of the. programs
- would have one more year of elrgrbllrty before becoming ineligible. federal agencies currently

delivering benefits to unnngrants would be requtred to gwe IlOthC to recipients who would become '

- ineligible due to these Pprovisions.

Lawfully present nonimmigrants would be ineligible for any federal state or local means-tested 4
public assistance except for non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance (mcludmg emergency medical
services).and various housing and community development assistance administered by HUD.

* Nonimmigrants are people admitted for temporary perrods of time and limited purposes (e.g.,
_ tourists, dlplomats Journahsts athietes ‘and- other temporary workers)

' Asylees temporary agrlcultural workers and persons whose deportatron has been wrthheld under : N
. section 243(h) of the Immigration and Natronalrty Act, would remain ehgrble for assistance (even . . -

though ‘asylees and persons under withholding of deportanon status are not considered *

B _ “nonimmigrants* by the Immrgratron and Nationality Act (INA)). Individuals paroled into the.US.

for a period of less than a year would be considered lawfully present nommmtgrants for the purposes -
of this title(although they are not considered nommmrgrants by the INA). The bill is silent with
respect to persons granted ‘parole for a period of 1 year. Any current nommmxgrant recipients would.
become ineligible for assistance 1 year after date'of enactment. {[NOTE: Nonimmigrants are not
currently eligible for the major welfare entrtlement programs, although asylees and parolees are
currently ellglble ] :

States would be authorrzed to restrict ehgrbxhty to legal 1mmrgrants on the sarne basrs and subject to -

‘the same exemptions, -as the federal government. State and local governments would be required to
. deny means-tested public assistance.to aliens “not lawfully present in the U.S", except non-cash, in-
'kmd emergency assistance (mcludrng emergeney medtcal servrces) and vanous housing and -
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“ Analysis of The pRA"(ir R 1214) - continued .

community development assistance adrmmstered by HUD. The Attomey General would be
authorized to deterrmne which classes of aliens should be consxdered not lawfully present" for such

purposes
, Dtscusszon

Based on prevrous Congressronal Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estimates, this title would save nearly $22 o
billion over 5 years. This figure includes savings under the SSI, Medicaid, and Food. Stamp
programs, since the other major programs would be subject to block grants (AFDC and Social
Services). Based on CBO projections, HHS estimates that the provisions would deny assistance to.
almost 2.2 million legal immigrants in the first year of implementation. Most of the legal immigrants -
affected by thrs proposal are earlrer arrivals who would have their. beneﬁts taken away retroactrvely V

An underlymg principle of U.S. immigration policy- has.been to admrt unrmgrants xhat further the
national interest with the expectation that they would reside permanently in the United States as
productive individuals and be accorded virtually the same rights and responsibilities as citizens, Two
general criteria have been developed to define those immigrants that further our national interest--
immigrants admitted for family reunification purposes and immigrants adinitted for their economic .
~ contribution. Categoncally denying these legal immigrants public assistance based solely on their
alienage status and withouit regard to whether or not they have sponsors who have agreed to support
them, is contrary to these fundamental prmcxples and would have several adverse consequences

~ Under the Personal Responsrbllrty Act, a large number of legal 1mm1grants would be denied federal -
assistance even if their need for assistance arose subsequent. to entry-for example, due to a disabling
- accident.. Legal immigrants who pay taxes, contribute to safety net programs and are productive
members ‘of society could be ineligible for any assistance in a time of severe and unéxpected. need-
For example, a legal immigrant who has been workmg for four years and subsequently becomes - N
severely disabled would be denied cash assistance under SSI due solely to alienage status. In ‘
- December 1994, there were almost 233,000 non-refugee legal immigrants receiving SSI beneﬁts based .
on disability. All of those immigrants who were still non-citizens when the proposal became effective
would be thrown off the program. While some. of these disabled immigrants may have sponsors, the
© sponsors themselves would likely become: 1mpover1shed by the financial burden of care: and rnedrcal
treatment for. 1mm1grants who had become severely drsabled

The Personal Responsrblhty Act would deny the federal safety net to those legal unrmgrants without
family members or friends who have agreed to assume some financial responsrbrhty While most of
these immigrants are producnvely employed and would never apply for public assistance, some
become disabled or temporarily unemployed and. need assistance. Using-the Congressional Research .
Service’s estimate that about 40 percent of all non-refugee legal immigrants . admitted in 1994 did not .
. have sponsors, and applying that proportion to the population of immigrants currently recetvmg '
assistance, we estimate that almost 900,000 legal immigrants, without sponsors, would be thrown off -
- federal assistance in FY 1997 (or 40 Jpercent of the total number of legal rrmmgrants demed assistance
in-FY 1997 under the proposal) ' :
The Personal Respons:brlrty Act only dtrectly demes elrgrbthty to legal unnugrants under 5 federal o
programs. However, it does include a provision to allow states to deny eligibility-to. legal 1mmrgrants
~ on the same basis as the federal government. While such a provision is likely to be challenged
legally, there is also the practical question of how cities and counties would react to the prospect of
thousands of legal immigrants, .many with disabilities and-no sponsors, bemg left with absolutely no
government assistance.: The implications for homelessness and public health and 'safety would be
significant for some of our largest metropohtan areas. As a practical matter, Iegal 1mm1grants who
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would be denied federal assistance would be more likely to'apply to state and local progranis of
assistance. Given the difficulty these junsdlctlons would have in denying all forms of assistance to
these needy immigrants, various state and local programs would experience potentially large increases -
in their rolls. This- would effecnvely constnrute a large unfunded federal mandate on states and
locahtles : :

In addition, the bill would requzre states and locahtles to deny mcans-tested pubhc assistancé to
"unlawful aliens", with the Attorney General authorized to determined which classes .of aliens would
be determined "unlawful" ‘It would also require states and localities to implement deeming until
citizenship policies under any means-tested public assistance program. The bill defines such
assistance to include any program "of public benefits (including cash, medical, housing, and food
assistance and social services) of the federal Government or of a state or political subdivision of a
state in which the eligibility of an individual, household, or family eligibility unit for benefits under,
the program, or the amount of such benefits, or both are. determmed on the basis of income,
_ resources, or financial need of the individual, household, or unit.” This provision would be a new
administrative mandate that creates a number.of difficulties 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 requlrement 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 programs and the Head Start program might be
rcqulred to initiate eligibility restrictions based on alienage (if these programs were to‘be determined
as mcans-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 health programs receive funding based on the income or need of a community -
‘or geographic area, but individuals are asked to reimburse the clinic on a sliding fee scale based on
the ability of the individual to pay. Under Head Stgn 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 programs for which it would be dlfﬁcult to
determine whether the definition of "means-tested" was applicable. Given these program :
complexities, the definition does not adcquately allow for uncqmvocal 1dcnt1ﬁcatlon of a spemﬁc
'program as means—tested " : - :

- In addmon 1f pubhc health programs were included under the restncnons requmng states: and
localities to deny benefits to unlawful aliens under preventative pubhc health programs would lead to
worsening health conditions among aliens and significant i mcreascs in costs under both emergency
Medxcaxd and many hospital budgets. x :

These pohmes promote neganve social effects. These prov:smns deny access to serwccs to tax- | .
paying, legal non-citizens residing in this country without regard:to whether or not they have sponsors-
that have agreed to financially support them. While most assistance programs arbitrarily determine

eligibility according to some characteristics (i.e., income) the distinction based. on alienage serves to
further segment American society by labelling certam taxpaying permanent resxdents as "undeserving"

of the assistance granted to other: res1dcnts e S
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‘There would likely be legal challenges to the pollcy due to the large INS backlogs and long

processing times related to applications for naturahzatlon .Thus,; a legal immigrant who was -

- otherwise eligible for benefits and had ‘completed all requirements for naturallzatron (i.e., had passed.

- the language and history tests, etc.), could be prévented from receiving assistaice due solely to the
government’s ‘inability to adjust the immigrant’s status'in a timely manner. In some reglons, the
‘current time period between application and naturalization is 2-3 years.- Given the increase in,

" naturalizations that the proposal is likely to produce this backlog would only ‘get worse in those areas
of the country with the largest numbers of unrnlgrants .

-The provisions added to the Rules Comrmttee bill concermng the ineligibility. of lawful nommrmgrants

' are difficult to understand gtven that nonimmigrants are not generally elrglble for welfare 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 mehglble for assistance. Also, of the three statuses that are .
exempted from the ineligibility rule, two--asylees and withholding of deportation=-are not even
considered to be "non-immigrants”. The third—temporary agricultural workers-—is a nonimmigrant
status but it i8 not clear why these particular temporary workers should be ehgxble compared with
other temporary workers such as nurses. : \ '

L .Deemmg and Sponsorshrp ,. - o

The blll mcludes a deemmg untll crttzenshrp prowsron in addltton to the general bar on ehgrbrltty for .
most legal 1mm1grants ‘However, the deeming. until crttzenshxp rule would only apply to immigrants,
whose sponsors had signed new, legally binding affidavits of support.. By mcludmg both of ‘these
provisions, the bill effectively would.subject to deeming those elderly xmmrgrants and. veterans that

~" . would have been exempted from the general bar'but also have sponsors that sign the new afﬁdavrt

Thus, in the future the only legal immigrants that would be affected by the deeming rules are
‘ sponsored mumgrants who ‘were mtended to receive benefits (e g the elderly and veterans)

The bill wou]d make the sponsor 5 afﬁdavn of support legally bmdmg although enforcement:
mechanisms are lackmg ‘The mechanism provided by the-bill to enforce the affidavit is to allow .
-+ government agencies (federal, state, or local) to seek reimbursement from a sponsor if an immigrant
he or she has sponsored is- provrded ‘benefits. The government is not authorized to compel the
sponsor to provide financial assistance and the sporisored immigrant is spetifically denied the
'.authonty to bring suit against a sponsor in cases where the sponsor has reneged on the financial
: I‘CSponSlblllty promrsed under the affidavit. . :

_Through these prowsrons the bill has establrshed a Catch—22 situation whereby most legal nnmrgrants
- would be denied benefits under a variety of federal, state, and local programs but’ netther 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 need to demand reimbursement, the .
only mechanism a govemment agency would have,. under thls bill, to enforce the legally binding

. affidavrt

Medicaid :

‘ Proposdl

jAbout 1. ? mxllxon Iegal ahens--mcludmg 1mrmgrant chtldren—-would be denied Medlcard (with the

. exceptton of emergency services). In addmon many legal immigrants may be denied access to other
~state/local preventlve health semces provrded ona means tested basxs due to the deemmg requlrement

a0



Analyms of The PRA (H R 1214) - contmued

V and dependmg on whether they are determined to be "means-tested” programs Thcre is also no
specific provision that they may receive immunization and screemng and. treatment of communicable
dlseases through Public Health Service grants. : :

Dzscusswn : o
These provisions would reduce prcnatal care and other prcventxve treatments, Jeopardxzmg the health -
status of poorer immigrants. Immigrants would become sicker and more would have to seek

: emergency care Whlch is. generally much more costly than routmc preventwe care.

The bill reported out of the Cormmttee on Ways and Means would have ensured that noncitizens were
eligible to receive immunizations and screening and treatment of commumcable diseases.. Ostensibly,
this would have helped control the spread of. communicable diseases and protect the general
population. However, the Rules Committee bill-makes no specific provision that legal u'nmlgrants
would be eligible for these basic public health benefits. In addition, the proposal would deny. _
_ noncitizéns access to available outreach services that rmght be able to 1dentxfy and screen public health -
problems before they affect the general population. The effects. of this provision ‘would have a

: deleterlous consequence on the health of noncitizens and-potenttally-crtlzens as well

- TITLE v: FOOD STAMP REFORM.AND COMMODITY ﬁxsmnmon'

Consohdatmn of Several Commodrty I)rstnbutmn Programs
‘ Proposal

© The Personal Respons1b1hty Act would repeal The Emergency Food Assrstance Act of 1983 and
would amend the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988, the Commodity Distribution Reform Act and WIC
Amendments of 1987, the Charitable Assistance and Food Bank Act:of 1987, the Food Securrty Act
- of 1985, the ‘Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973, iand the Food, Agriculture, Vo

" . Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. It would combme several Food Distribution Programs into one

Consolidated Grant. Combined programs include the Commodrty Supplemental Food Program, the
Emergency Food Assistance Program, the Food Banks/Soup Kitchens Program and the Commodity
Program for Charitable Institutions and summer ~camps.: The Secretary -of Agnculture would be
authorized to purchase commodities for emergency feeding programs; but would be prohibited from

-using the appropriated funds for initial processing and packaging of commodities into customer-

- friendly sizes, or for distributing the commodities to states. Commodity Credit Corporatron or
Sectlon 32 funds .could be used for these purposes if they were avanlabie :

. 'Dtscusswn ,

‘While the Secretary of Agriculture may use Commodity Credit Corporation or Section 32 funds for -
these purposes, it is not possible to know whether such funds actually would be availab[e. If funds
- were not available, it would place the Secretary in the posmon of purchasing commodities for
emergency feeding programs, but'without funds to process the food into customer-frlendly sizes orto.
be able to pay for food delwery to the states ' : -



Analysis of jrﬁerRA.or.R. 1214) ~ continued o
 Elimination of national eligibility and benefit standards. -
- Prbposal

.- The Personal Responsrbnlrty Act would perrmt states to operate a "srmphﬁed food stamp program "

_ either statewide or in'any political subdivision, for families that réceive cash welfare assistance.

- Under such a program, households receiving régular cash benefits under the temporary assistance for

- needy families block grant would be provided food stamp benefit amounts that would be determmed
by usmg the same rules and procedures that would used by the state for its cash welfare block grant .
program. States that choose this option to design their own ehgrbrlrty and- benefit standards would be-

" required to ensure that average food stamp benefits for welfare farmhes do not rrse faster than two (2) . f con

percent per year, regardless of inflation. -
‘Discussion

“The national eligibility and benefit standards under current law work to protect low-income families
and'their children, no matter where they live. The Personal Responsibility Act could reverse the
program’s effectiveness in assuring low-mcome 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 children immediately, and for all participants eventually. This
provision creates the potential for programs that differ vastly from state to state, using different
eligibility standards, and offering different nutrition benefits. States can evern set up different -
standards for different counties. Where states have this flexibility now, there is enormous varrabllrty -
For example, a single parent with two children can qualrfy for $120 a month in AFDC if she lives in
_Mississippi, but $680 if she lives in Connecticut. . Tradrtronally, the uniform natlonal standards of the

. "Food Stamp Program have helped smooth out these mequmes :

The "mmphﬂed" program provrded for in the Personal Responsxblhty Act may actually complrcate
~'program administration. In any given month, about 40 percent of all food stamp ‘households receive
AFDC; fully one in five of these are mixed cases. ‘Moreover, households are dynamic -~ their ‘
“mémbers, incomes and program pamcxpatlon all change over time. . As a result, workers may need to
- understand one set of rules for block grant households, another set for households in which some
receive block grant benefits and others do not, and yet another for households in which no one
" receives. assrstance under the block grant. : A -

g The brll protects the federal government agamst any increased cost resulting from srmpllﬁcanon‘bj}
" requiring that the average family receive no more in benefits than they do currently There is, -
however no comparable requrrement that they recerve no less

- Lumts on Thnfty Food Plan adjustments o
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 percént per year, regardless ‘of the increase in food

| * costs. Under current law, the value of food stamp-benefits has generally kept pace with food prices-. -

rthrough annual adjustments to the Thnfty Food Plan based on food mﬂanon
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'Dzscussmn

. Food stamp beneﬁts are now hnked to the Thrtfty Food Plan the least costly of USDA 's-food plans

* This ensures that low-income: families and 1nd1v1duals have the resources needed to purchase an

~-adequate and nutritious diet at minimal cost. The bill: would:limit increases in basic- benefits to two
.percent a year Over the last 20 years, food: prices have actually increased an average of four percent
.ayear.’ Over ttme the gap between what is needed and what the bill offers would ‘widen every year
; ‘Changw in mcome deducttons, energy assmtance and vehjcla o " PR - s
’ -Proposal

The Personal ResponStbtltty Act would freeze.the standard tncome deductxon (available to all food.-

n -stamp households) and the limit on excess shelter expense deductions (available to. families whose

“housing costs exceed half its income) at their current levels, and the Personal Responsibility Act
would limit shelter expense deductions that could be claimed by recipients of assistance under the
, Low-Income Home Energy Assxstance Program (LIHEAP). . It would also delete a current law
o ~prov1s1on allowmg states to desxgnate 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 value of a vehicle that is excluded from countable resources. Since the limit was initially
set at. $4,500 in 1977, the CPI for used cars has risen over 150 pereent Recent legislation had raised -
and called for 1ndex1ng thts value after 1996 .

Dzscuss;on R TR T .

“ ‘The PRA would curtatl wvirtually alE cost- of-hvmg adjustments allowing benefits to fall behind rrsmg
food prices. Under current law, a household is allowed a deduction from income for the amount by -

- which its housing costs exceed half of its income. . The amount of this deduction had been capped for "

all households except those with an elderly or.disabléd member. About one food .stamp household in
four has housing costs that exceed half of its income by more than the amount of the ceiling.. Under -
provisions incorporated in the 1993 budget reconciliation act, the ceiling on the shelter deduction was
’bemg gradually eliminated. As 4 result of the freeze on the excess shelter deductton as housmg costs
rise-in future years, the ceiling on the deductton will not keep pace :

' ‘The $4,500 hmtt on the market value of a vehtcle,that a.food stamp_farrtily may own'was,initially set

- to bar households with expensive cars from receiving food stamps, regardless of how little equity a

. family had in acar. Over the years, the $4,500 vehicle limit has .eroded heavily in inflation-adjusted
terms, making incréasing numbers of unemployed and working poor families with modest cars

‘ meltgtble for food stamps. .A USDA study found that the prtncxpal group disqualified by the $4,500
_ limit were rural working poor families, as they often need reliable vehicles to commute substantial -

- . distances to work. Recent legislation to address this issue would be repealed by the PRA, except for

a $50 increase in the hmtt (from $4 500 to $4 550) thts hmtt would be frozen Wlth no adjustment for

B tnﬂanon

Work requrrements for program parttclpants between 18 and 50

o 5 Proposal

* The bill would terminate food stamp beneﬂts after 90 days for able—bodted adults aged 18 to 50 who
_ have no'dependents, unless they are working’at least half time or are in a workfare or other
- employment and training program. The bill would eliminate the; $75 million a year and 50-50

%
[
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iy ‘matching funds provrdecl to states for food stamp employment and trammg programs and mstead '

provide $75 million (plus 50-50 matching funds for additional state-éxpenditures) a year for the .
establishment and operation of workfare programs. This funding level is estimated to fund

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

Agriculture at a state’s request if an-area had an unemployment rate of over 10 percent, or the area
did not have sufﬁcrent jobs to provrde employment to those subject to the requirement.

Dzscusszon

- The PRA would deny beneﬁts to any smgle adult or chrldless couple who does not work or participate

in a workfare program, without requiring that states provide jobs, trammg, or workfare slots. This
essentially makes nutrition benefits contingent upon finding jobs that may. not exist. Benefits for 1.1
million participants would be in jeopardy within three months of rmplementatron unless: . states create
an equal number of workfare slots (at an annual cost of $900-$2,700 per slot) or enroll participants in
state-run employment or. trammg programs; unemployment rates exceed 10 percent; or the Secretary
determines that sufficiént jobs. are not available:. A 1993 USDA study found that 62 percent of. able-

" “bodied, childless rec:prents come onto.the Food Stamp Program because 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 the program within five months, and 78 percent leave wrthm one .
year, many.will not find jobs quickly enough to escape this provrsron s 90-da3.r cut-off.

'Encouragmg Electromc Benefit Transfer (EBT) Systems ‘
Proposal .

- The Personal Responsrbrlrty Act would encourage states to rmplement EBT systems by provrdmg that,
_ once they have statéwide 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 1992-1994, and would be frozen at a set amount, without regard to food price mﬂatron or ‘

.mcreases in poverty. populatton :

Drscusston :

Thrs bill would allow every state to’ pursue 1ts own mdependent path to EBT undermining the
Administration’s on-going efforts to create a national, uniform EBT system -- a one-card, user-
friendly, unified delivery system of government—funded benefits: that works better and costs less.

Food retailers, financial institutions, and recipient advocates 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 iinvestments in
system development, and maximizes the opportunity to piggy-back on the commercial ATM and . -
point-of-sale infrastructure. Program security could also be compromised if each state develops its

- own system without natronal secunty standards and enforcement.

Freezmg the minimum allotment

‘Proposal

The bill. would freeze at $10 the minimum heneﬁt that elderly and disahled households receiv)ev.
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Analysis of The PRA (H.R. 1214) — continued |
‘ DiscussiOn

The $10 mrmmum benefit for. farmhes of one and two persons was. estabhshed in 19?? primarily to
ensure that the low-income elderly and disabled recerved some: meamngful amount of food assistance.
_Although food prlces 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 cancel this mﬂanon adjustment and freeze the
minimum beneﬁt permanently at SIO

- Elimination of economic mponswengss
Proposal.

The Personal Responsibility Act would set a rigid cap on annual food stamp expenditures, limiting
program expendrrures to the Congressmnal 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 bill 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 automatically to' meet the rising need.
This cap on program expenditures in future years would eliminate the ability of nutrition programs to
respond to changing economic c1rcurnstances If Congress wanted to hft the caps it would require a-
PAYGO offset. o : -

" [NOTE: The analysis in this document assumes that thefianguage in'the bill will be modified
to take into account the food stamp offsets that result from other titles in the bill.] T

Discussion - - S - I

Historically, the Food Stamp Program has automancally expanded to meet mcreased need ‘when the V
economy is in recession and contracted when the economy is growing. Under current law, food
stamp benefits automatically flow to communities, states or regions that. face rising unemployment or’
poverty. The effect has been to cushion some of the harsher effects of economic recession and
provide a stimulus to weakening economies. The PRA’s cap would limit program’expenditures to
CBO’s estimates of expected costs, despite the difficulty and unreliability of making five year -

: prOJectrons (which is complicated further by the variation in- possrble state program designs). While

- ‘the number of people eligible for and in need of assistance will grow:as the economy weakens,

unemployment rises, or poverty increases, -federal funding for food assistance would rio longer

- automatically increase in response to greater need. Nutrition benefits could be reduced at precisely

the tire when the economy is weakest, states are least able-to step in with their own resources, and
participants are most in need. In times of economic recesswn, every $1 bxllron in addmonal food
stamp spendmg generates about 25 000 _]ObS ' : »

o

WWS
‘ Demal of Beneﬁts to Addrcts o a

‘Proposal E
Individuals whose addiction to alcohol of drugs is "material to the finding of disability” would be
made ineligible. for SSI -and would also lose their Medicaid ehgrbrhty Existing law regardmg

0 S

a5



e N

AnalysxsofThePRA(HR l214)-con:tmted S X S A

representanve payee requn'ements for addicts and alcohohcs treatment requxrements momtormg and

: testmg would be ehmmated for SSI (but remain in effect for SSDI recnptents)

of the $1.7 billion CBO esttrnates would be saved by the prov1snon over 5 years, the bxll would move
$400 million- into substance abuse treatment and research programs administered by SAMHSA and
'NIDA (895 million per year into the Capacity, Expansion Program and $5 million per year into the
medications development program). The funding would not be tied to treatment for this parttcular :

- population. The bill also amends the authortzmg legislation for the. Capacity Expansion Program
transforming it from 4 discretionary grant program to'a formula grant, distributed according-to the -
same formula as the alcohol and drug treatment block grant. Certam existing requirements in the

" Capacity Expansion Program (e.g. a state match) would be mamtatned and some requirements frorn e

the alcohol and drug treatment block grant would apply to the new fundmg as well

! 4

Dzscusszon

- The prOVlSK)n as. drafted would elumnate SSI and Medtcaxd eltgtbtltty for approxunately 100 000 .

~ current recipients as well as many w ho might apply in the future, (the same SSI recipients who are
" now subject to 36-month limits enacted last year). Some of those individuals would likely reapply

‘and regain eligibility under other- dtagnoscs The CBO estimate assumes-only 25 percent would be .
terminated permanently.. Note that many of the recent stories featured in the media regarding addicts . .
and alcoholics receiving disability benefits were eligible for SSI based on- other dtsabtltttes that they "
had. Sueh individuals would be unaffected by these provmons ' : -

~ These mdmduals many of whom were on state general assnstance rolls prior to receiving SSI would o

‘again become a state respons1b1hty In addition, the federal government would shift completely to. the
states the current shared responsxblhty for these 1nd1v1duals health care expenses mcludmg substance‘
abuse treatment : ‘

SSI Restncttons to Dtsabled Chtltiren. Restnctlon of Cash benefits o
Proposal

. 3 .t‘

Eltgtbthty for cash beneﬁts under SSI would be substanttally restrtcted relattve to current law The -

. functional 1rnpa1rment test using the Individual Functional ‘Assessment (IFA) for deterrmmng dtsabtltty L
- .would be repealed. Children who currently receive SSI by virtue of an IFA would. lose all benefits ‘-

(cash and Medicaid) six months after enactment.. Children who are- currently SSI eligible because )
they have a disability that meets or equals-the listings of i tmpamnents would continue to receive cash -
“benefits and Medicaid. - For applicants who apply for SSI after enactment, cash benefits and Medicaid .
*would only be available for children who meet the medical llstmgs AND are institutionalized or -
~would be institutionalized if they did not receive personal assistance services required because of their
dtsabthty Personal assistance services would be defined as hands-on, stand-by, or. cuetng assistance - ..
with activities of daily living (eating, toileting, bathlng, dressing and transferring) and, as appropriate,
' the administration of medical treatment. Applicants after enactment who meet the listings. but not the
mstltuttonahzed/otherwtse mstltutlonahzed criteria would recetve Medtcald (but not cash beneﬁts) and,

' at state dtseretlon mlght recewe block grant services.

CA Chlld who is overseas as a dependent of a member of the U. S. Armed Forces and who would be .

. eligible for the block grant services but not cash benefits under the new criteria would be eltgtble for -

cash beneﬁts until they return to the Umted States

s
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States: would be reqmred to redetermme ehgtbrhty for cash’ beneﬁts and for services under the block r
grant at least every 3 years unless it were determined’ that. ‘the chtld s condition carinot improve. For "

all children who receive cash beneﬁts or services, w:thm one 'year of the child’s etghteenth birthday,
* states are required to redetermine eligibility for SSI. A contmumg dtsablhty review (CDR) would be .

requtred aﬁer one year for low birth werght babies. ‘ .

The Commrssmner of SSA would be reqtured to submit.two reports to Congress (1) an annual report
on the listings of impairments, including recommendations for any necessary changes; and () by

" October 1, 1998, a report on SSA s ehgtbrllty redetenmnatlon actrvrtres reEated to individuals who -
turn age 18 ’ \ ‘ v

The SSI payment amount for mstrtuttonahzed children would be $30, regardless of whether thelr
.medical costs are predommantly covered by private insurance or Medicaid. Also, in 209(b) states, all
children who have a disability and meet or equal the listings, but would not qualify for Medicaid,
would continue to receive cash benefits until September 30, 1996; after that date, only those who -
meet the "mstrtutronahzed/otherwrse mstttuttonahzed crtterla would get- cash ’

A revrew of the approprtateness of the mental unparrments hstmg by The Chtldhood Dlsablhty
Commrssron would be requlred ,

Dtsabthty eltgtbrhty determmattons would take into account whether a famlly had transferred a chlld s
’assets or trusts anyttme durmg the three year perrod before applymg for. SSI ' '

A Dtscusswn

The IFA process evaluates a ehrld S. functronal status in the domains of cognmon socnal/behavroral

~ skills, communication, motor skills, concentration, persrstence and pace. It was established in

_ response to the Supreme Court decision in the Zebley case, which recognized that some children do

not meet the listing level of impairment, but nonetheless have impairments in daily living. This

proposal’ makes the assumptlon that children.who qualify for SSI under an IFA are not as séverely

disabled as those who meet one of the SSA impairment listings. Children who qualify for SSI under

an IFA may, in fact, have multiple disabilities, which add up to a very severe functional disability.

~ This is an arbitrary cutoff of children; there should be a thorough examination of the eligibility
criteria to ensure that chtldren w1th severe dtsabtltttes recetve the servrces and cash support they need.

B} Of the 812 411 chtldren found ehgrble between 1991 and 1994, -a prelmnnary estimate of over

251,000 (31 percent) would be eliminated from the rolls because they became eligible for SSI by
virtue of an IFA. SSA estimates that 40 percent of those children,. upon further review, might be -

" determined eligible for benefits based- on a listing. However, this bill would prohtbtt children in that
40 percent group from continuing to receive cash under the grandfathering provision, -even though

. they could have met the listings all along, but happen to have become eligible via-an IFA. In
addition, the bill appears to deny cash benefits to children who-are covered by the grandfathering

~ provision, but.lose eligibility for financial reasons for a month or more, then return to the rolls.
When they come back into the program, they would recetve cash only. if they met the llstmgs and :
requlre or would requtre msututlonahzatron , a

Current recipients and new ‘applicants whose impairments do not meet or equal the listings but who -
would today be found eligible under an IFA; would also not receive Medicaid, unless their families

"~ were Medicaid eligible through some other avenue. In many cases, the health services paid for by

" Medicaid can prevent a mild -or moderate d;sabtltty from becoming severe, For many poor children,

. especrally those with dlsabrlmes "Medicaid is the only health i msurance coverage they have. Even if
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parents have private health insurance, a- Chlld 'S’ dlsabrhty can threaten the pnvate coverage lifetime

‘limits can be reached quickly when a child with a disability is part of the farmly, or-insurance

‘companies can raise rates or decline.to renew pohcres

Chﬂdren in mstrtutlons a.nd partlcrpattng in Medlcard typtcally receive only a $30 personal needs -

-allowance per month and Medicaid. - This proposal appears to maintain that provrslon Furthermore,

the bill would correct a loophole in.current law regarding children in medlcal institutions whose
families have private'insurance. The bill would require that these families receive the same cash
beneﬁt amount as those who are covered by’ Medicaid (i.e., $30 personal nwds allowance per month).

' ’l‘he proposal would also provrde SSI cash beneﬁts and Medicaid for those chrldren who have an -

lmpalrment which meets or equals a listed impairment and who would be institutionalized if they dld“

" not receive personal assistance services because of a drsabthty Personal assistance services are

_ defined as a need for "at least hands on, stand by, or cueing assistance with activities of daily living"
© (e.g., eating, toileting, etc.) or need for help with the administration of medical treatment. This

- definition of personal assistance services raises concerns: (1) it is not applicable to and cannot be

" operationalized for children under the age of six because it is developmentally appropriate for most

o young children to need help with basic activities of daily living;-and (2) it could reduce the number of -

children who. will quallfy for cash benefits. A related concern is that the definition of a need for

" assistance with medical treatment is unclear — is it meant to include, for example, children who need .
assistance takmg medication? If so, that would likely be a large percentage of children with

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

~ define the term; using the undefined refererice, CBO estimated that approxunately 30 percent of .

- . .children who have disabilities that meet or equal the listings would receive cash under this provision:

This estimate will change with the inclusion of the personal assistance deﬁmtlon and the addition’ of

" the "need for assrstance with rnedrcal treatment language

' Furthermore msntutronallzatron or a need for. mstrtutronalrzatlon is not a proxy for severe dlsablltty, A
-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 mcreasmgly available, the rate of institutionalization of children drops. .
--More importantly, most people in the drsabrllty community mamtam that it is never approprlate to
_ mstltutlonahze a child.

The Socral Secunty Independent Agency and Program Improvements Act of 1994 requnred that a

. percentage of children turning age 18 undergo a continuing disability review. This bill-eliminates ‘that

- requirement, replacing it with a-de novo eligibility review for all children who are SSI cash recipients
- within a year of their elghteenth birthday. Presumably, most childrén who are eligible for block grant
- services, but not for cash, would also want to reapply at age 18, because they might be able fo start

. receiving cash benefits under the adult SSI program. In that case, SSA would be in a position of de

" facto having to review almost 100 percent of children tummg age 18 that would lrkely requlre '

extensive new DDS resources and personnel

" The review of the childhood mental impairment llstlngs by the Chrldhood Disability Commrsslon

could be lost to timing. The Commrssron is required to complete its work and submit a report to’
Corigress by November 1995; the Commission’s Chairman has expressed a desire to submit the report
even earlier, by July or August. For the Commission to include the review of the mental impairment
listings. in its work, this bill would have to be enacted into-law very soon. Chargrng SSA w1th this’
review rmght be more effectwe

" 48


http:Iistings.in
http:institutionalization.is

" Analysis of 'I‘he FRA (HR. 1214} - contmued '

' Block Grants for Medlcal and Non-Medxcal Benefits for Dtsabled Chl]dren
Propasal o

' Chlldren who quahfy for SSI cash beneﬁts under the the Personal Resonsrblhty Act would be ellgrble

- for services, usrng existing delivery systems, where possrble under a new- block grant. In addition, . <
children who-are considered disabled under the medical- impairments llstmgs but ‘who are not eligible
for cash benefits would be eligible for Medicaid and additional medical and non-medical services
(mcludmg services that are authorized under- Medrcard), under ‘a block grant. " This block grant would'
- be an entitlement to states. ‘The Commissioner. 6f SSA would be. authorized to specify the services -
that could be made- available under the block grant. Cash payments to recipients 'would-not be
permitted under the block grant. States would have to allow all eligible children to apply for services
under the block grant and provide each applicant with-an opportunity to- have 'an assessment to
determine the need for servrces However, states would have. discretion to determine: (1) which -
services would be offered under the block grant, “based on a list promulgated by the Commlssroner of
SSA; (2) the amount and scope of each: servroe and (3) which children receive each service. The
".value of services would not be taken mto account m determmmg an 1nd1v1dual s ehgrblhty for other
cash assmtance progranis. : ‘ - , A

Prior to usmg ‘block grant funds for authorlzed services, states would have to make every reasonable -

effort to use other state and federal funds and payments. from private: entities that are legally liable.

In fact, states would have to maintain their non-federal spending on services to this population; the

maintenance of effort (MOE) amount would be based on a two year period prior to October-1, 1995,

and increased annually’ for mﬂatron States would be allowed to spend the MOE dollars on any
allowable services included in the Commrssroner s hst - ie, the MOE is on dollar amounts not

- «spccnﬁc services or programs R :

A state’s allotment of the block grant funds would equal the product of 75 percent of the average ;
qualifying child’s annual cash SSI benefits in the state and the number of children in the state who
meet the listings but.don’t receive cash benefits. States that do not pamcnpate in the block grant

~ program would be prohibited from using Social Security Numbers for other purposes e.g., drlver s
- license apphcatrons general assistance apphcatlons etc. S ,

stcrtsswn

The Personal Responsrblhty Act represents an- 1mmed1ate and dlrect cut in the ﬁmdmg avallable to
assist SSI. eligible children with disabilities and their- families. "Less money is spread among more

“ children. ‘The-amount of the block grant is-based-on a per capita amount that is: only three-quarters of -
. the average child’s SSI beneﬁts for those who mieet. the . listings but’ do not ‘qualify for cash (i.e., are -
not 1nst1tut10nahzed or in need of msntunonahzatlon absent. personal assistance servrces) However,
block grant servrces are to be made available t6 all children who meet the listings, regardless of
whether or not they | recelvc cash. Based onthe approximately 813,000 children who entered the SSI
rolls betwéen 1991 - 1994, the amount of the block grant would be 75 percent of the payments - ‘made
to 48 percent of the children (those who meet the hstmgs but not the institutionalized/otherwise
institutionalized criteria), but the services of the. bleck: grant would have to be made accessible to 69
percent (all those who meet the hstmgs) of the total’ group [Note; The remaining- 31 percent entered
the rolls via an IFA.] In fact, it is likely that the most disabled children (i.e., those receiving cash
benefits) would receive a drspropomonate share of services under the block grant. ThlS population is -
. hot even mcluded in the state allocation formula «
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- fAnarysis of rhe'PRA (HR. 1214) ~ continued »
‘Another concern arises from the fact that whrle eligible chrldren ‘would have to be offered the -
opportumty to apply for block grant services and to be assessed to determine their service needs,
‘states would determiné 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 mcluded this
particular child would-get the.services in the needed amount. While a lot of money and other
resources would have to be expended to assess chrldren s service needs, it is possible thata *
 substantial number of those assessed needs would not be met by this program Furthermore,
questions arise regarding what constitutes "services under the block grant." For example, is one hour
of service per child per year sufficient to ‘meet the requrrement? What if a state opts to offer only a
- limited array of services? Given the cut in funding, coupled with.the new need for state
administrative expenditures to manage the block grant itis possrble that this requrrement could be "
mterpreted ina restrlcted fashron " ,

' » ‘The proposal indicates that the block grant. would be the payor of last resort, although it gwes no

guidance regardrng how determinations would be made about whether services could be covered
under other programs. ‘Furthermore, states are exphcrtly authorized to include services that could be

" - covered under Medicaid in their block grants. If states do-opt.to include certain Medicaid services,

which.program is the payor of last resort'— Medicaid or the block grant? ' States would have an -
incentive to use the block grant program first grven that there is no matching requirement (as there is
under Medicaid). It is possrble that states would seek to restrict their Medicaid programs replacing - -
_ some services with 100 percent federally funded SSE block grant services.

)

Proposal L . ,‘,,..f L

~ The Personal Repsonsibility Act estabhshes a new block grant for aid to-the aged, blind or disabled in
Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa. This provision would be budget
neutral. The amount would be set at $18.1 million per year for Puerto Rico, $474 ihousand for the
Vtrg;n Islands, and $901 thousand for Guam

- Discussion

" Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa do not currently operate an SSI =
program,: _rather benefits are provided to this group through a block grant that serves the low income:
- - aged, blind, and disabled. This provision is necessary ‘because the new Tltle l transrtlonal assistance
prohibits funds to be used for SSI recrprents o : :
'Proposal

States would no longer be requrred to mamtarn state supplementary payments to reclplents

TITLE VII CHILD SUPPORT
'Elrgrbrhty for IV-D Cluld Support Semces
i Proposal

States would be requlred to provrde servrces relatrng to the establishment of paternity or the
establishment, modification, or ‘enforcement of child support obligations to children receiving

. ' Temporary Famrly Assrstance recipients of servrces through child protection and other block grants,
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Analysis o'frne PRA (LR, 1214) ~ contrued ‘

and Medicaid. States are. also requtred to provrde such services to any other child, if an individual*
~apphes for these services. : . ,

‘Discussion -

“This section appears to continue current law. There would also be no ﬂex1b1hty for a state to have an
: opt»out system (rather than opt-m) which some states would ltke to:do. -

| Centrallzed State Registry and Collection and stbursement of Support Payinehts‘f
" Proposal .

States would be required to operate an automated single central registry containing case records on:

. (1) every IV-D case and (2) all orders that have been entered or modified on or after October 1,

- 1998. The state case registry could be established by linking local case registries of support orders
 through an automated information network. - The 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, information on actions, proceedings
.. and orders relating to paternity and support, and information obtained from sharing and comparing
information with other federal, state and local information sources. States would be required to
furnish, and update as necessary, a minimum amount of information on each child support order
recorded in the state case registry to the new Federal Case Registry of Chlld Support Orders (see
below for more mformanon on the proposed federal case regtstry)

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 establlshed by linking local registries and umts
'through an automated mformatlon network :

Discussion -

. Currently, child support orders and payment records are often scattered through various branches and
. levels of government. There is no way to keep up-to-date records that can be centrally accessed.
*This fragmentation would make it impossible to identify the existence of, or enforce, orders on an
- efficient and organized basis. Similarly, payments of support are made to a wide variety of dlfferent -
_agencies, institutions and individuals. As wage: :withholding becomes universal, the need for one,
central location to collect and disburse payments in a timely manner becomes paramount.
Mamtammg current records on-all child support orders and coordmatmg with a centralized
disbursement urit would vastly simplify income withholding and-improve enforcemerit. “The
" requirement for central state registries of child support orders is contained in all the major child ,
support bills pendlng in'Congress. It was one-of the major recommendations- of the U.S. Commission
on Interstate Child Support and i is a concept supported by v1rtually all child support professionals and
. ,advocacy groups.

Other bills Stmllarly provxde for the optlon to estabhsh the central reglstry by linking local child”
support registries. A unique. aspect of this bill, however, is the additional option of linking the
centralized collection and disbursement units. Allowing states to link the disbursement units. rather-
than requiring centralization could place a burden on employers who would then have to send their
-withheld wages to several local clerks ofﬁces rather than one locatton The fatlure to establish a
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- smgle centralized collecnon and dlsbursement unit in each state would also produce mefﬁcrencxes and

addttxonalcosts ‘ L e S ot

Expanded Federal Parent Locator Semce (FPLS)

- "Proposal

Two new automated dnrectorles would be establtshed within the FPLS Thc Federal Case Regrstry

" would contain abstracts of child support orders and other information to identify individuals who owe

or are owed support A National Directory of New Hires would contain information on new hires
from the States’ Directory of New Hires (see section on new hires below) and would be supplied )
quarterly with inforiation on the payment of wages and. unernployment compensatlon The National
Directory of New Hires would be required to match data against the child support order abstracts i
the Data Bank of Child Support Orders (at least) every 2 working days. and to report information RN
obtained from the match to the state child support agency (at least).2 working days after the match for
purposes of locatmg 1nd1v1dua.ls and estabhshmg, rnodlfymg and enforcmg child support '

o

Dtscusswn

'No national regtstry of child support orders currently cxrsts A national regtstry in comblnauon wrth X

statewide automated system has-the potential to greatly improve enforcement nationally (through -

improved locate efforts and income withholding) and to improve interstate case processing. ‘This .

section is similar to provisions contamed in oth_er major child support enforcement bills. ‘

- v’ Dlstnbutlon of Chﬂd Support Payments :

| Proposal

For families recexvmg Temporary Assrstancc the $50 dtsregard and pass-mrough would be eliminated:
and all current.child support payments passed—through to the family would be treated-as income to the

family in determining elxgrbrhty for assistance (section 101 of the bill). States would be given the .
option of passing through to the families the- state share of the child support payment and reducmg

" their Temporary Assistance check by the amount ‘of the.payment. For families no longer receiving
_ public assistance but who have past-due support that accrued before or after the family went on
- .welfare, collections on arrearages would be distributed first.to the parent.(not the state). After

arrearages owed to the family have been completely repald arrearages would be applied fo the state
Temporary Family Assistance program. If support is not owed to the family for any month for which .

the family received AFDC, the federal/state share of collections would not be divided accordmg tothe
' FMAP rate but rathér a federal reimbursement percentageé. This percentage would be défined as the .
" “total amourit paid to the state for the fiscal year dmded by thc tota.l amount expended by the state to
o carry out the program durmg the ﬁscal year — L oo

‘The new dxstrrbutton reqmrements would be effectwe as of 10/ 1/99 wrth the exceptxon of those

affecting families receiving Temporary Family Assistance. Distribution rules affecting those fatmlles

: (mchdmg the $50 pass-through) would be cffectwe as of 10/ 1/95
- Discussion

‘ The elimination of $50 dtsregard is new and not’ contamed in other chtld support bills. The $50
. disregard ‘was designed to act as an incentive for noncustodial parents to pay child support and as an

mcentwe for custodral parents on assrstance (whose child support rlghts are requtred to be assrgned to

)
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’ ‘Co,llectron and Use of Socral VSee,unty‘ Numbers

' Proposal

Drscusszon .

Analysrs of The PRA (H.R. 1214} - commued i

the state) to cooperate in child support collectton efforts This elnmnatlon would mean that recrprents

of Temporary Assistance would not receive approximately $360 million per year in passed- through
child support (1993 data). Some experts believe that incentives of this nature are important,
especially for low income fathers; who may otherwlse be more hkely to pay mformal support that

~ directly reaches the mother. - S v ’

Thrs provision actually reduces state. ﬂexrbrlrty when oompared to waiver authortty under current law

_"and to other welfare reform proposals It would eliminate states’ ability to set pass-though and
dlsregard amounts for child support income. Currently, several states (e.g., Georgla and Maine) use
) ‘chrld support income to supplement rather than recoup AFDC income, and several. other states have -

waivers to pass-though all chrld support and reduce the AFDC grant by any excess over the -
mandatory $50 drsregard . . -

The drstrrbutton provrsron is srmtlar to provrsrons in other major chtld support bills. It would enable
those persons who have left welfare to receive any child support arrearages owed to the family before .
the state could recoup its welfare payments, thus promoting mdependence from temporary assistance

,and docreasmg the chance of the former recrptent reentering the Temporary Assrstance program

However, as drafted, the assignment and distribution provrsxons would. create SIgmficant
administrative costs for the states. The provision would be retroactively applied. This means that

- states would have to manually separate AFDC and pre-AFDC. arrearages for millions of cases because

these records were not posted to the states automated systems. Finally,. any incentives to pay support
associated with pass-through would be drmrmshed because the state can only pass-through its share of
the child support payment to the farmly ’ : :

It is very difficult to determrne the intent or 1mpact of the computatlon of the federal share of
collections in former cash assistance cases. It appears that this provision might be attemptmg to B

address the issue of gettmg reimbursement of AFDC benefits paid to' families when there was a
support order in existence. This reimbursement would have to occur under a state debt’ law under -

-which assistance patd to a family constitutes a debt owed to the state. State IV-D programs' collect

child support based on a parent’s ability to pay rather than as state debts for unreimbursed assistance,.

- which are not tied to support orders or a parent’s -ability to pay. Implementing this provision could .

require complicated recordkeeping on the part of states, as well as ralse the issue of IV-D roles with
respect to collecttng support versus unrermbursed assistance.

. " The 10i 1395 effective date does not provxde states any time to’ make the necessary systems ‘

modifications. to 1mplement the distribution changes.* The timing of the distribution 1mplementatton

" - dates also raises concern. Families on assistance would immediately experience the loss of the $50

pass through but the arrearage policy changes which would have a posmve 1mpact on farmly mcome

once they left AFDC would not go into effect until 1999. .

-

Social security numbers of 1nd1v1duals would be requlred to be- recorded on the apphcauon of -
proféssional, commercial drtvers occupational, or marriage licenses and in dworce decrees, support

* orders, or paternity determmatrons or acknowledgements

53



Analys;sof’lhePRA(HRmM) comiiweé’ B e

The social securrty number is the most crrtrcal of all rdentrﬁers Requrrmg the use of socral securtty
numbers on the licenses, orders, divorce decrees and paternity determinations is necessary to ensure .

" successful automated data matches across states and across data bases within states. 'I‘hrs section is
similar to that contained in other major chrld support enforcement bills. o

ReportmgofNeerm o R L SO
Praposal ‘ . L7

States would be requlred to establrsh a State Drrectory of New Hrres Employers would be requrred
to report information (i.e., W-4 form or equivalént information) on each new hire to the state
directory, not later than 15 days after the date of hire or the date the.employee first receives wages or
- other compensation from the employer. An employer failing to make a timely report would be .

" ‘subject to a financial penalty of up to $25 per-unreported employee. In addition, states would be \
required to impose a $500 penalty if the failure to report is the result of a consprracy between the
. employer and the employee to supply a false or incomplete report . :
‘Within 2 busmess days after receiving 1nforrnat10n regardmg a newly hired employee through the
‘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 days after the State

' Drrectory of New Hires receives information-on a new hire;, it would have to. report the information
to the National Dtrectory of New Hrres ‘ :

' The state chrld support agency would be requrred to use the new hrre mformatron to locate mdmdualsi
for purposes of establishing paternity as well as estabhshmg, modifying, and enforcing child. support

" orders. -For income verification and administration purposes, new hire information would also be

disclosed to state agencres responsrble for the Temporary Farruly Assrstance Medxcard and
unemployment and workers -compensation.

Dzscussron

'I‘hts sectron would allow deltnquent obligors to be tracked across state lines. Whenever someone is. ‘
employed anywhere in the United States, the child support agency would be able to use this system'to .
identify where the person | is working and to impose a wage withholding’ order.  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 inicases where persons change jobs or mové frequently. -

" This section is similar to those contained in other major child support enforcement bills with one

.. important exception.: Under this scheme, new hires are reported 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
requrrements, rather than one national directory. Several employer organizations therefore support

. the reportmg of new hires toa National Directory, but oppose state reporting. Another problem with

- reporting first to the state agency is that it would be more inefficient and more costly (because 50
‘states would have to input data) and it would cause duplication-of effort since the states will be getting
- approximately 70 percent of the same match back for a second match rather than by srmply matchmg
one time. - -

The penalty provision for employers who fail to report would be srgmﬁcantly less strmgent than in
other child support bills, which prov1de for a penalty of $500 A penalty is consrdered necessary to )
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N Privacy‘,SafegUards' s

o Proposal

,-AnalysrsofThePRA(HR 1214)~conunued S e . -

. ensure complrance -and to reduce the risk of collusion between the employer and employee. The

requirement that a conspiracy must exrst under. applrcable state law would be dtfﬁcult to prove and
1mpracttcal touse. - . T o , ; : R ‘.

States would be requrred to 1mplement safeguards to- protect prrvacy rrghts and conﬁdentrai .
information, including prohibitions on the release of information where there is a protective order or
where the state has reason to belreve a party. is at rrsk of physrcal or emotronal ‘harm from the other

‘party.

Discussion

'

Under current federal and state regulatrons and rules, 1nformatlon obtained for-child support purposes
is protected from unwarranted disclosure. The proposal would ensure that privacy safeguards

continue to cover all conﬁdentral information by extending: such protections to -any new sources of

tnformatron This section 1s smular to those in other major chrld support enforcement bills.
Fundmg and Performance Based Incentrves
-Proposal

The federal ﬁnancral partrcrpatton rate of 66 percent rematns unchanged A maintenance of effort

requirement is added which requires the non-federal share of IV-D fundmg for FY 1997 and

succeedmg years not be less than such fundtng for FY 1996. -

-

The extstrng system of rncentrve payments is replaced wrth a new system begmmng in 1998 under o

- which states could receive: increases up to 12 percentage pomts for outstanding performance in
. establishing paternity (regardless of whether the child is receiving IV-D services) and up to 12

percentage points for overall performance . Overall performance takes into account the numhers of
orders established, collections and. cost effectiveness of the state program, as determined in

~ accordance with standards established by the-Secretary. In addition, the IV-D’ paternity establishment

standard would be increased from 75 percent to 90 percent.. ‘As under current law, penalties can be

. imposed against states which do not meet the TV-D paternity- establrshment standard. The paternity. -

related financial incentives would apply only to the universal- patemtty establrshment percentage.

, States would also be required to recycle 1ncent1ve payments back into the chrld support program.

'

The proposal adds a new state plan provrsron that requrres states to annually report to the Secretary,

using data from their automated data systems, .information adequate to determine state compliance
with federal expedrted procedures case processing standards and new performance standards The
Secretary would be requrred to conduct audrts at least once: every three years.

e ..

Drscusswn o

"These changes wouid be essentrally cost neutral as compared to the present fundrng system whtch

bases incentives on a percentage of.collections ofily. They are similar. to provisions in other major o
child-support bills with the exception that the range of percentage points for incentives is 24 rather
than 15 and the FFP is not raised to 75 percent as in the other.bills. - Expandmg the incentive range

- without raising the FFP. places more emphasrs on the performance based measures. This raises some

' ’ ‘,“" g
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. concern that poorly. performmg states could receive less federal reunbursement than they presently ‘

receive. Without sufficient resources it is unlikely that these states could make the required

’1mprovements to their state programs. There is also concern that even well performmg states could

not meet the new patemtty standard (see discussion under "Patemtty below)

Paterm_ty Fstablrshment '

: Prbposal

e

- The patermty establishment percentage for states would be set at 90 percent. States thh rates above .
~ 50 percent but less than 90 percent must increase 6. percentage’ pomts per year, while states below 50 : '

percent for a fiscal year must increase by 10 percentage pomts to-be in compliance.

Cooperatlon with child support enforcement efforts a-condition of ehgrbthty for temporary assistance
benefits, is defined to mean provrdtng the name; and such other mformatlon as the state agency may
require, with respect to the father of the child.” Good cause exceptions may be applied. States would

“be required to have a variety of procedures designed to expedite and i improve paternity establishment

performance. States would be required to publicize the availability and encourage the use of

o procedures for voluntary establishment of patermty and child support. Children receiving AFDC for -
~ whom paternity is not established would receive a reduced benefit (more detalls on thlS provision can -

be found in the sectlon on Tttle I in this document)

o Discassion

‘e

The proposed patemtty standards ‘will be extremely drfﬁcult to achleve Current patermty

. establishment standards are set at 75 percént with annual increases of three, five, and six percentage
"points depending on the paternity establishrnent rate achieved the preceding year. Despite- .
considerable improvements in paternity establishment procedures and substantial i increases in the

number of paternities established, few states have been able to- sustain consrstent mcreases under the
current standard and even fewer come close to the proposed percentage increases. Although paternity

. establishment rates will improve with universal in-hospital paternity establishment procedures the
o mcrease would not likely be as large as reqmred under thrs proposal :

The proposal provides for several changes whrch should help’ strengthen cooperation thh the -

_paternity establishment requirements. However, unlike: other welfare reform proposals, there is no. -
* .. requirement that a "cooperation" determination must be part of the eligibility -determination process '
" and the responsibility for determining cooperation is not shifted:to the IV-D agency. The states’
~ would appear to have extremely broad dlseretron in deterrmmng what constitutes cooperatlon" wrth

the state agency

i

' The proposed procedures to tmprove patermty estabhshment in general are recogmzed as ones, that
 streamline and expedlte the process and are mcluded in all other major chtld support reform bllls

Stmphﬁed Process for Revrew and Adjustment of Chrld Support Orders B

' Proposal

States are requrred to review and, if appropnate, ad_|ust chrld support orders enforced by the state

child support agency every three years. States are given the option to use automated means to
accomplish review and adjustment, by either: (1) reviewing the order and, if’ approprlate adjusting it

irn accordance with child support guidelines, ) applyrng. a cost of living increase (COLA) to the
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‘order and glvxng the pames an opportumty to contest the adjustment Rev:ewed orders could be

'adjusted without the parties showing a change in circumstance. - States would also be given the option - o

to review and, upon showing a change in circumstances, adjust orders pursuant to the child support
guidelines upon the request of a party. States would be required to give parties one notice of their

‘right to request review and adjustrnent and that notice may be included in the order estabhshmg the
support amount S .

Discussion

Current law requires. that child support orders for AFDC cases must be revrewed and adjusted (1f
warranted) every three years but non-AFDC IV'D cases are only reviewed and adjusted at the request
‘of one of the parties. H.R. 1214 would extend automatic review and modification to all non-AFDC
~ IV-D cases. By eliminating the current burden shouldered by non-AFDC cases of initiating a request
fora revrew it can be antnmpated that more orders would be modrﬁod than currently

‘lemg states. the optron of adjustmg orders either. accordmg to a COLA ellrmnates a basic pnncnple o
underlying child support enforcement - child. support should be based on the: ability of the obligor to -
pay. ‘Maintaining the connection between child support award. levels and the obhgor s ablhty to pay
is fundamental to ensuring fa;rness in the chﬂd support system

States would have broad dlscretton to deﬁne a change of circumstances wrth the result that it could be
defined in such a way as to make it difficult for a party to obtam a modtﬁcatxon of the award.

N Expedlted Procedums
Proposal -

States would be required to have certain expedxted admlmstratxve and judicial procedures Procedures
which give the state agency the authorlty to take the following actions without the necessity of . ‘
obtaining an.order from any .other judicial or administrative tribunal include:. orders for genetic -
testing, entering default orders, executing subpoenas of financial information, obtaining access to
"personal and financial 1nformanon ordering’ income wrthholdmg, and sexzmg assets to sattsfy

: arrearages - :

: Dtscus’szon .

N Expedtted procedures particularly the use of admxmstrattve processes would greatly facilitate child
support agencies’ ability to estabhsh patermty, and establish, modlfy and enforce Chlld support. *

obligations. : : : ,

~ Federal Income Tax Refund Offs'et .

Proposal

H.R. 1214 would amend the Internal Revenue Code to provrde that offsets of child support arrears
against income tax overpayment would: take priority over debts owed federal agencies, other than
“debts owed to the ‘Department of Health and Human Services, or the Department of Education for
- student loans. The Internal Revenue Code would also-be amended so that the dtstrlbutlon of tax
offsets would follow the proposed distribution rules for child support payments in which collections
on arrears are paid to the family first if the family is no longer receiving Temporary Family
" . Assistance. In cases in which child support arrears are not assigned to the state, existing provisions
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o would be repealed that (a) make the tax offset avatlable only for rmnor or drsabled chlldren who are
still owed current support, (b) set a higher threshold amount of- arrears before the tax offset is
avarlable and (c) pemut hrgher fees to be charged for the offset servrces '

. Dtscusszon

Current statutory requrrements for federal tax refund mterceptron sét drfferent criteria for APDC and
. non-AFDC cases. This bill would eliminate the existing disparities and inequities between AFDC and V
. non-AFDC income tax refund offsets for chrld support collectlon pnrposes C '

’Enforcement of Chlld Support Obhgatmns of Federal Employeee and Members of the Armed
Semces ' ,

Proposal T e U ‘ . :

' The PRA calls for a provrston that clartﬁes that-all federal employees (execunve legrslatlve and
judicial) would-be subject to wage w1thholdmg (and other legal processes to collect child support) and
sets out the rules that-must be followed in response to'notices regarding child support, and other

- Ieasures desxgned to facilitate payment of child support by federal.employees. Withholding of
federal compensation would be expanded to mclude death benefits, black lung benefits, and: Veteran s
pensron disability, or death beneﬁts . : : - - :

' Addmonally, the Secretary of Defense would be requrred to estabhsh a central personnel locator
service that contains residential or, in specrﬁed instances; duty addresses of every member of the

" Armed Services (including retirees, the National Guard and the Reserves) and would be updated

. within 30 days of a member establishing a new address. The information in the’central personnel
locator service would be made“available to the Federal Parent Locator Service. Provisions granting
leave for establrshment of patermty and chrld support orders would be requrred as well as changes in
assrgnment rules . : : :

'Discussion

These provrsrons are similar to those-in other major chlld support brlls in that they ensure that ’

federally paid compensatron is subject to the same (or i in some cases similar) income-withholding rules -

~ “as are income and wages paid by pnvate sector employers “These improvements ‘would reduce the :
- amount of time, and increase the ease, in which ehrld support can be withheld from federal
compensanon : . A :

The section on locator. 1nformat10n for members of the armed services does not change existing _ FPLS
practice except for gettmg home addresses (a change lxkely to be made anyhow wrthout the need for -
leglslanon ) - \ :

- Income Wage Wlthholdmg o
‘Praposal

All chrld support orders issued or modxﬁed before October 1, 1996 (whrch are not otherw1se subject
to income wage withholding) would become sub_]ect to income wage withholding immediately if
arrearages occur, without the need for a judicial or administrative hearing. The child support agency '
_could execute a withholding order through- electronic means and without advanee notice to the
obhgor The employer would be requrred to remit mcome wrthheld wrthm 2 workmg days after the
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date such amount would have been pard or credtted to the employee The admmrstratton (i: €.,

’ trackmg and. momtormg) of non-1V-D wrthholdmg by a-public enttty would made optxonal

i

Dlscusswn S R R ':‘ IR

tCurrently, all IV-D orders should generally be in w1thholdmg status if the parties have not opted out

or a decision maker has not found good cause for exemption. IV-D orders entered prior to 1991"in

~* which no-one has requested withholding or the obligor has not fallen behind' by one month’s work of

support are the only orders that do not havc to be in ‘withholding status. Arrearage-tnggered IV-D

- withholding requires prior notice in all but a handful of states. 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 be in withholding status,. dependmg on-whether there are arrearages and

whether the parties took the appropriate action to 1mpose mcome w1thholdmg if the state does not’
1mpose it automatrcally in non~IV-D cases. : -

| Whtle the patchwork of orders subject to w1thholdmg is gradually bemg filled in, this provrsron would

speed up making income withholding umversal Universalizing w1thhoidmg makes -the system equal |
regardless of IV-D case status: Imposing w1thholdmg without.prior notice gives the states a head start

‘on collection, instead of being required to wait up to 45 days for resolution., If the administrative

responsibility. of non-IV-D withholding by a pubhc entity was made optronal the current unfunded

mandate assocrated with - non-IV-D wrthholdmg would be eltmmated

Interstate Chrld Support

' Proposal - S R

States would be required to adopt UIFSA, with the following modifications: (a) apply UIFSA to any.
case involving an order established or modified in one state that is sought to be modified i in another

*_ state and any case requiring enforcement across state lines; (b) adopt a law that allows a ‘resident of

the state or an individual subject to the state’s long arm jurisdiction to petition for a ‘modification of

“an order in that state; (c) require states to recognize as valid any method of service of process that is

recognized as valid in the other state. States would be perrmtted to enforce interstate cases using an

‘ administrative process. The Secretary would be required to issue umform forms for use of -

enforcement of child support in interstate cases. H.R.. 1214 also corrects problems tdentlﬁed with the

) recently enacted full faith and:credit law.

o Discussion Q

These prov151ons would eradlcate many barners that exrst in current mterstate case processmg

Interstate procedures.would be made more umfonn throughout the’ country, and many problems

regarding Jurrsdlctlon would be eliminated, makmg it easier to enforce orders. One important

. measure that was not included but is important to improving mterstate enforcement i$ requiring

employers to promptly respond to a request for information by ‘the state child support agency on the

" employment, compensation, and beneﬁts of an employee ‘This sectron is sxmtlar to other major Chlld

support enforcement bxlls

‘ Acc'ess and VlSltat_ton:Grants ]

Proposaf
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Grants would be made avatlable to states for access and visitation related programs. These programs
-would not have to be state-wide. The Admrmstratton for Children and Familiés would administer the

program and states would be required to monitor.and evaluate their programs. -State grantees would

" be given the option to sub-grant or. contract with other agencies to carry out the programs. -Funding
.-would be authorized under Section IV-D of the Social Security ‘Act and grantees would receive
. funding at the FFP program rate. The federal funding made available through the grants would be
* required to supplement rather than’ supplant state funds. S

Dtscusswn

‘Whtle there is strong agreement that custody and visitation dtsputes are not grounds for suspensron of
'support payments and that non-payment of support provides no basis for denying visitation, conflicts

in the area of custody and: visitation continue to, generate substantial concern. High conflict

 relationships between parents-and disruption of the child’ s relationship with the:non-custodial parent
__can'reduce the positive effects on child well-being' whtch can result from the increased income

available to the child through payment of child support. These projects would build on the access and

_ visitation demonstrations authorized-in the Family Support Act of 1988 to determine if such projects

reduced the amount of time required to resolve access disputes; reduced litigation relating to access
dtsputes and improved compliance in the payment of support The results from the first round of L

' ,,demonstrattons are promising.

'nﬂe VIII: MISCELLANEQUS PROVISIONS o

B

‘ 'Propesat :

The Personal Responsibility Act includes a"pr‘ovisionthat appears to exempt cuts under the PRA from

the Pay-As-You-Go (PAYGO) provisions of the Budget Enforcement Act. As a result, it appears

© . these cuts could not be used to fund other tax or entitlement changes that are subject to the PAYGO - -

provisions. A companion provision also-appears to enable the dtscrettonary caps to increase to. the

v extent that dtscrettonary approprtattons are increased as a result ‘of this btll
«Encourage Electronic Benefit Tran_sfer systems

' ’Proposal :

The Personal Responsrbtltty Act would exempt state and local government electrome benefit transfer

- (EBT) programs from the requtrements of Regulatton E (consumer protectton) governtng electromc
vfund transfers. :
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ﬂ | Welfare Reform: Estimated State Allocations Under the
Proposed Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (Title I of H.R. 1214)

‘ Gene Falk
Education and Public Welfare Division
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 o Familics with Dependent Children (AEDC), Emergency Assistance (EA), and the
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program. The block grant would be set to
$15,390.296 million for fiscal year (FY) 1996 and $15,490.296 million for FY 1997
through FY2000. These funds would be allotted by formula to the States. Additionally,
‘States could qualify for additional payments if their ratio of out-of-wedlock births to all
births dechnes

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT

Title I of H.R. 1214 would establish a block grant to the States to replace AFDC,
EA, and JOBS. The proposed block grant would be an entitlement 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 FY'1996 grant amount would be based
on the greater of; (1) average Federal obligations to the State for FY1992 through
FY1994; or (2) the Federal obligations to the State in FY1994 for these programs. The
obligations would be adjusted to conform with the national cap of $15,390.296 million.

Table 1 provides estimates of allotmeants to the States under the Temporary Assistance

block grant for FY 1996 through FY2000. These estimates are based on AFDC, EA, and

- JOBS data for FY 1992 through FY 1994 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),

'CRS Reports are prepared for Members and committees of Congress ‘ J l
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“TABLE 1, Estimated Allotments Under the Block Grant to States for.
Temporary Assistance for Needy Famllies (Title I of H.R. 1214)

y FY1996-FY 2000 (5 in 'millions) - .
State FY1996 FY1997 ~ FYI998 FY1999 = FY2000
Alabama $88.2 $89.9 - §$89.9 $89.9 $859
Alasks’ . 61.8 T 624 62.3 62.4 62.3
Arizona 208.7 211.6 211.6 2116 2116
Arkansas §5.1 56.0 56.0 56.0 56.0
California 3,491.9 3,509.8 3,508.9 3,510.1 3,511.0
Colorado 117.5 1204 120.3 1204 120.3
Connecticut 2258 - 225.8 225.8 225.8 225.8
Delaware 25.3 25.6 25.6 25.6 25.6
District of Calumbiz 89.6 89.6 £9.6 89.6 89.6
Florida 530.6 539.2 - 839.1 539.1 539.2
Georgia 315.2 3194 3194 319.4 319.4
Guam 99 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Hawait 89.3 90.0 90.0 - 90.0 - 90,1
Idaho , 0 - 311 31.0 31.0 31.0
Dlinois 533.8 536.4 536.4 536.3 536.2
Indiana 201.0 202.8 202.9 202.9 T 202.7
Jowa 123.8 124.4 1244 124.4 124.3
Kansas : 9.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 . 100.0
Kentucky 176.0 1771 177.1 177.1 177.1
Louisiana ’ 153.6 154.4 154.4 154.4 154.5
Maine 75.7 75.7 75.7 75.7 75.7
Maryland 217.6 . 2196 219.6 219.5 219.5
Massachusetts 4389 4389 438.9 -438.9 438.9
Michigan 761.0 762.6 7625  762.5 - 762.4
Minnesota 2578 - 2594 2594 = 2594 259.4
Mississippi 819 825 82.5 =~ 825 82.5
Missouri - 205.7 206.8 206.8 206.8 206.8
Montana 40.9 .41.4 41.3 41.4 41.3
Nebraska 43.8 49.2 T 492 49.2 49.2
Nevada 327 34.4 T 344 44 343
New Hampshire 37.2 37.4 . 374 374 375
New Jersey ‘ -383.1 3848 .. 3847 384.7 384.7
New Mexico : 117.7 . 1189 118.9 118.9 118.9
New York 2,191.8  2,192.5 2 1922 2,192.1 2,192.2
Narth Carolina : 279.2 282.8 282.8 .. 282.9 282.8
North Dakota 23.0 23.0 23.1 23.1 231
Okio © 6975 699.7 699.7 699.7 699.5
. Oklahoma 1439 1447 1447 - 144.7 144.8
Oregon 160.1 162.1 162.1 162.2 162.2
Pennsylvania 595.9 597.4 597.3 597.3 597.2
Pucrwe Rico £69.6 00 - 70.0 70.0 70.0
Rhode Islhnd - - 84S 845 - 4.5 84.5 84.5
South Carolina 97.0 98.5 98.5 98.5 98.5
South Dakota 20.8 21.0 21.0 21.1 21.0
Tennessee 168.7 1711 171.1 171.2 171.1
Texas 440.0 4509 - 451.1 451.0 451.2

Utah 69.3 70.8 70.9 709 70.8
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; TABLE 1. Estimated Allotments Under the Block Grant to States for
Tempomry Assistance for Needy Families (Title I of H.R. 1214)
i N FY1996-FY 2000 ($ in millions)

! State FY1996 FY1997 FYI998 FY1999  FY2000

Vermont - 44.5 44.7 44.7 44.6 447
i Virgin Islands =~ 3.3 3.3 3.3 3.3 33
' Virginia . 153.8 157.0 157.0 157.0 157.0
Washington 384.8 389.1 389.2 389.3 389.2
West Virginia 107.1 107.2 107.2 107.2 107.2
Wisconsin 309.3 311.1 311.1 3111 311.0
Wyoming , 21.1 21.4 21.4 21.4 21.4
U.S. total 153903 15490.3  15490.3 _ 154903  15.490.3

Source: Estimatcs prepared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) based on
. data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) and the U.S. Census
Bureau. FY1992 1o FY1994 AFDC, EA and JOBS data represent the Federal share of
expenditures in a State for AFDC (maintenance payments and administration), EA -and JOBS,
except FY94 JOBS data represent the Federal grant amount. FY1994 AFDC, EA, and JOBS
data are preliminary. Census population projections are from: U.S. Department of
Commerce.. Bureau of the Census. Population Projections for States, by Age, Sex, Race,
~and Hispanic Origin: 1993 10 2020.. Cugrent Population Reports, P25-1111, issved March
1994, . .

As shown on the table, State allotments increase from FY1996 to FY1997 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. Under H.R. 1214, those States that'
. have population declines or no population growth would have their grant entitlements held
; constant at the FY 1996 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 FY1994, 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
martching 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). . i

o —————————— . p—— e %

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 rcquuement 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), FY1996-FY2000

State FY1996 FY1997 FY1998 FY1999 FY2000
Alabama 0.57% 0.58% 0.58% 0.58% 0.58%
Alaska -0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.40
Arizona ; 1.36 1.37 1.37 1.37 1.37
‘Arkapsas : 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36
California 22.69 2266 2266 2266 22.67
Colorado 0.76 0.78 0.78 0.78 0.78
L Counnecticut 1.47 1.46 1.46 - 1.46 1.46
i Delaware - . "0.16 - 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.17
5 District of Columbia 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58
’ Florida 3.45 3.48 3.48 3.48 3.48
Geoargia 2.05 2.06 2.06 2.06 - 2.06
Guam 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 .
Hawaii - : 0.58 - 0.58 058 0.58 0.58
Idaho 0.19 020 . 020 - 020- 0.20
Illinois 347 - 3.46 3.46 3.46 3.46
Indiana 1.31 1.31 1.31 131 131
Iows 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 1.14 114 1.14
Louisiana 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
' . Maine - 0.49 - 0.49 0.49 0.49 - 0.49
 : Maryland 1.41 1.42 142 142 1.42
l: Massschusetts 2.85 2.83 2.83 2.83 2.83
{ Michigan 494 4.92 492 4.92 4.92
i | Minnesota 1.67 1.67 1.67 1.67 1.67
B Mississippi ‘ 053 0.53 0.53 - 0.53 0.53
_ _ © Missouri 1.34 1.33 1.34 1.33 1.34
j Mogtana 027 = 027 0.27 027 = 027
| Nebraska g 0.32 - 032 0.32 0.32 0.32
Nevada ' 021 0.22 0.22 - 0.22 0.22
New Hampshire 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24 0.24
New Jersey 2.49 - 248 2.48 2.48 2.48
New Mexico 0.77 0 0.77 0.77 0.77
New York 14.24 14.15° 14.15 14,15 14.15
North Carolina 1.81 1.83 1.83 - 1.83 1.83
North Dakota 0.15 015 015  0.S 0.15
¥ Olio 4.53 4.52 4.52 45 452
' ~ Oklahoma 0.94 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Oregon 1.04 1.05 1.05 1.08 1.05
Peansvlvania 3.87 3.86 3.86 : 3.8 3.8
Puerto Rico o045 . 045 0.45 0.45 0.45
Rhode Island Q.85 0.55 0.55 0.55 0.55
South Carolina 0.63 0.64 0.64 - 0.64 0.64
South Dakota 013 .~ 0.l¢ 0.14 0.14 0.14

Tennessee 1.10 1.10 - 1.10 1.10 1.10
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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 FY1997 FY1998 FY1999 FY2000
“Texas 28 = 291 2.91 291 2.01
Utabh 0.45 0.46 0.46 0.46 0.46
Vermont . 0.29 - 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29
Virgin Islands 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02
Virginia 1.00 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01
Washington 2.50 2.51 2.51 2.51 2.51
West Virginia 0.70 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69
Wisconsin 2.01 2.01 2.01 2.01 2.01
Wyoming 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14
U.S. Totals 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

Source: Estimates prcpared by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) based on dats

. from the U,S. Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) and the U.S. Census Bureau.

FY1992 1o FY1994 AFDC, EA and JOBS dats represent the Federal share of expenditures in a
State for AFDC (maintenance payments and administration), EA and JOBS, except FY94 JOBS
data represent the Federal grant amount. FY1994 AFDC, EA, and JOBS data are preliminary.
Census population projections are from: U.S. Department of Commerce. Bureau of the
Census. Population Projections for States, by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: 1993 to
2020. Current 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 in'their entitlement
beginning in FY1998 if its “illegitimacy ratio," defined 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 State's 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 its FY 1995 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 $100 million or 50% of the State -
grant, and must be repaid at the market rate of interest. '
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Transfer Authority

Under H.R. 1214, States are permitted to transfer up to 30% of their entitlement to
State programs operating under: (1) the proposed Child Protection Block Grant (Title II
of H.R. 1214); (2) Title XX, the Social Services Block Grant; (3) any nutrition gramt
cnacted by the 104th 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 JOBS. 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. FY 1994 JOBS data represent the Federal grant amount -- rather than
actual expenditures -- because States have 1 year following the end of FY 1994 to expend
(liquidate) obligations made under the JOBS program for FY1994.! 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 10 the States for these programs, may differ from other reported
obligations for these progmms They differ from obligation data reported for these
programs in each year's President’s budget, in part because they reflect 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 Setretary 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 FY1997 (the first year such an allotment would be made) use the
projected increase in the population from July 1, 1994 to July 1, 1995. The July 1, 1995
population estimates are scheduled to be released in December 1995, and would be
available for determining allotments for the fiscal year beginning Oct. 1, 1996 (FY'1997).
FY1998 allotments would be increased for the change in the population between July 1,
1995 and July 1, 1996, and so on. Since Census Bureau population projections did not
include Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands, it was assumed that their population
growth would be such as to maintain a constant share of the total grant allocation.

'The FY1994 data are preliminary, and represcnt what has been rcported to the Department of
Health and Human Scrvices (DHHS) through Feb. (4, 1995, These data are subject 1o revision. States
may revise their reports for FY1994; DHHS may audit and deny Federal reimburscment for some
expenditures.
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Thls document presents a prellmlnary Department of Health and ,
. Human Services/Department of Agriculture state-by-state analysis -

-of selected parts of H R 1214, the Personal Respon31b111ty Act:

of 1995 ' : , , ,
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, REDUCTION IN CHILD ELIGIBILITY FOR SSI BENEFITS FOR NEW
ENTRANTS FY 1996 - FY 2000 - Table 5 '

,PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF NUMEER OF. CHILDREN DENIED ELIGIBILITY FOR. -
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This table 1llustrates~the fﬁndlng loss that would océﬁr to

‘each state under the various titles of H. R. 1214. The

Vlosses under the cash assistance, the child protection, the

child care, and the child nutrition and food stamp programs
are based upon a 91mple methodology that assumes each :
state’s losses are in proportion to overall . spendlng levels
in that state. The percentage loss for each state is’
roughly equivalent to the percentages shown in Table 7 at
the end of this packet. In actual fact, states who

' experience greater populatlon growth or a recession over the

next five years will lose substantlally more than these
estlmates would indicate. :

.The funding loss for restrlctlng ellglblllty for legal
immigrants is distributed upon the basis of legal immigrants

 currently rece1v1ng assistance. This loss ‘is most heavily

concentrated in four states—-Callfornla, Texas, Florida, and -

New York. These four states have .over 76 percent of the,

‘total loss in federal funding and are most at risk of havxng
. this loss translate into an increased need at the local

level or be reflected into more charity care at 1nst1tutlons
like publlc hospltals, for example. ‘ :

The loss in. SSI fundlng is also not. evenly dlstrlbuted among

states. The percentage of lost funding for SSI chlldren,
,for example, varies greatly among states

The dlfferences between Table 1 and Table 7 are due to the
following: (1) the cash ®ssistance and child protection
block grants in Table 7 have funds for research included in
their totals, and these. are not shown in Table 1 and (2)
the estimate of the state losses for the immigrant prov1-»
sions in Table 1 contain SSI and Medicaid savings while-
Table 7 shows these losses in the SsI program and the other‘
spending cuts llne ' : :
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" Table 1

@39 -

Prehmma Analysxs
Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the
House Republican Welfare Bxll 'H.R..1214"
(Mxlhons of Dollars) . _ , : - - )
~ State - Title [ -'_I‘itle II Title 111 ~ Title 1V Title V. Title VI
- : ) Child Care : R - A
L AFDC Block Child Block Grant : R =T o Food Total
Grant (no child Protection ~  (Includes Title I Nutritmn lmmig’rant, "Food Stamps - 881 © Stamp Five Year v
care cuts) Block Grant.- ~ child carecuts) Block Grant ~ Provisions Provisions Provisions . Offsets Reductions || -
Alabama ($80) - ($35) ($44) ($120) ($14) ($282) ($339) - $86 (s828)f -
Alaska ($50) ($5) ~(%6) .- ($40) ($18) - ($30) - (81D) S S18) . - 14
" fAcizona _(5168) ($45) “($40) ($133) . ($165) - (5337 - ($106) R Y/ % - (8922)
Arkansas - ($26) T8 (s18) . (374), R ¢ 1) N ¢ - (@362 i 1k . ($575)
©(83.438).. - . ($531) ($208) . (81,099 - . #7171 - ($2,486) - . ($880) "$1,242 |- - - ($1517D)
($130) B ) IR CER ¢ 74) I '_ ($87) ©($87) ($185) "~ ($65) 883 - (8557
@121y - @$3) - @2y T (%0) ($109) - ($162) ~  (@#57) | . $48} - ($500)
($19) C O ($6) - €Y)) " ($22) ($10) ($36) T | 91 9l
$0 ($15) P ( 1) ($20) ($24) - © o ($6T) - . ($25) S L3 I (E5 )1
($412) ($121) - ($100) ($388) (81,419 - . ($1,207) ($430) $207 - ($3,871)
($192) ($15) . ($82) ©($13]) ($82) - ($429) ($202) '$97 ($1,037)
- . (340) . . 81) (8 - (85 .. NA " NA o s13) -
-1 ($68) 1Y) ) C(841) $114) ($95)- ¢n| - 23 ($328)
¢1m (¢ . (%) 817 ($8) ($47) ($65) $17 ©($150)
(8455) - . ($158) . (386) ($198) ($471) ($958) ($869) $298 " ($2,896)
($168) = - ($52) - (348) - ($75) - ($21) ($187) ($273) 8102 $72nf
($119) - . ($23) ($19) ($34) ($21) ($110) - (387) $53 - ($360)f
($53y . - (820 ($25) - ($100) - ($28) ($139) - ($112) $371 . ($44])
(892 .(@352) ($41) Co($81) T ($12) ($290) ($363) 894 - o s8Iml .
7)) C(s81) - ($44) ($207)-. ($63) . - (%402) | $721) $1531 . ($L445)) -
($52) “(815): - (38) ($37) - ($12) T (888) ($19): -$20 ¢221nf
(3192 ($50) ($43) ($118) - ($173) - ($326) - . (813]) 885 o (%953 -
- ($297) ($76) - ($63): ($108) ($548) ($342) . s188) | s127] . (S1,494)f"
. ($340) ($143) - T ($59) - ($159) ($209) ($710) ($675) | $227 | . (52,066)
" ($206) ($41) ©($43) ¢$153) (¢120) ($223) - ($160) ©$94) . ($852)
- ($46) ($33) ($25) ($123) " ($9) (825) - ($384) $83 ($789)
- ($181) T8N . ($46) ($113) ($31) . ($371) ©($270) $105 ($909)
($30) - (36) (£3)) ($30) ($4) ($39) - ($22) $13 L g12e
($18) $11) ($20). {$66) ($10) -~ ($52) . ($43) -$13 |- . ($205)
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 Table 1
-Prehmma Analysis

-7 Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the
- House Republican Welfare Bill, H.R. 1214 -

NA - Esumates are not available ) _
* State or Territory has no program
- e HR1214 comams 0o fundmg Spec:ﬁcally dessgnated l'or tribal orgamzanons

(Miillions of Dollars) o o , . . -
State . | Title 1 CTitle Il . Title BT , “Title IV ~ Title V itle
T R . ' Child Care - N - R : ; .
. : ‘AFDC Block: ~ Child ~ . Block Grant - - o : h : . Food | . Total
] ) Grant (no child  Protection - (Includes Title I - Nutrition Immigrant . Food Stamps - 881 |. Stamp |  Five Year
o 1" % carecuts) Block Grant child care cuts) Block Grant Provisions Provisions Provisions Offsets | - Reductions
evada P - ($8) ($6) DR ¢ 7) R 4 77 ) B ($48) $77) (3200 $6 (SI8TH{
ew.Hampshire - (831 =) 38 . {$10) LY ($44) 3¢9 | $11 - ($103) -
ew Jersey . - 1. - ($163) ($59) ($41) 379 ($598) - - ($451) . ($230) - 892 ($1,528)
ew Mexico SEPPREE 70 () IR 3 ) KR @21 - (1) - - 7). C 315 ¢g6s) | - sa6 | $so8)|| .
ew York T (82,026 (3267 © . ($143) < ($373) | T ($2,846) o ($2,543) © ($1,170) $848 ($8,520)|1.
orth Carolina . | .~~~ (3209) = ($36) . @1 . 8170 (842) C($303) - - (3443) $145 (51,165)
orth Dakota - ($14) - B 43) B ¢ )] @3 . (8 ($24) - (39) - $6 385
hio - T (8525) ($169) - - - T ($112) ¢y . (894 . (3957 . ($529) $260 - (82,9 -
kizshoma = - C(382) . L (529) T ($44) - ($105) -($24) - - (82109 ($85) $41 (8533)
Dregon ~ s1g)y - ($249) . (534 (388) 3. . (5308) $59) $48 (3661}
ennsylvania . - ($189) - (3158) . . 894 - s121) {$199) L ($902) ($568) $161 (52,069
erto-Rico ’ $26) - $13) - ($30) ($129) JNA . NA , .. $8 ($189)
ode Island C($52) g1 T 100 - ($15) - ($92) - ($103) ($28) $21 ($294) .
[South Carofina - ($70) . @¢19). ($31) - ($96) - (816) - ($174) ($168) - $52 ($522)§ .
outh Dakota - T ($14) $4) - .- ($6) $20) ($2) . ($26) ($30) $10 $92)
ennessee o $75) 89 o (865  @sue . (519 ($473) ($236) $66 C892D
exas . . LT ($323) - ¢$196) -~ . ($l72)« . ($690) ($1,300) (52 137) " ($598) ~ $208 (§5,208)
tah o ($25) - (38) C($26) - ($80) - ($23) $91) ($49) $17 - ($286)
ermont - | ($29) - ($8) S ($6) o ($13). (36) . $32) L ($8) $1 $91)
irgin Islands ' 6% RN ¢ 1) | N ¢ 7) SRR Y1) . %0 ‘NA 5 $1 ($83)
irginia . , (63 ) I ¢ ¥ 7 ) N ‘ $44y (59 ($145) ($364) - $327) $87 - ($920)
ashington j C®211 ($24) : S($6a) - ($142) . (S220) ($503) ($163) $116 ($1,276)
est Virginia L ($%0) $17) o (818 . (348 . 4 . ($134) ($110) $48 ($373)
isconsin e 5210) -($48) ; -($39) $27) (399 T ($183) - ($354) $129 ($830) ¢
yomiing - {810y (35) : ($5) $16) ($1) ($18) ($19) - $6 . 867
erritories oL sy . ) -8 NA - ($106) NA $0 | ($112)
O's ‘ _‘ f# . I 2 ) (S'”) (339) » - Bk : L2 * 30 (s”_l) .
otals © o .($11,852) - -($2,816) $2,372) ($6,622) ($17,500) 320,300)  ($12,174) - $5,910 ($67,127)}
nallocated . R % $2) . $0 ' ($20) ($979) ; ($865)
ther provisions | : o ’ Sy : ' ($747)
rand Totals ($11,809) . (32.724) ($2,372) {$6,624) (817,500) {$20,320) ($13,153) $5,910 . (869,339 .
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ALLOCATION TO STATES IN THE HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL
‘ Table 2 L

» - . "This table displays the bill‘s FY 1996 allocations to states
for Titles:I (Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy
‘Families), II (Child Protectlon Block Grant), and III (Block
Grant for Child Care). : : A
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Prehmmary Analysms |

Ailocatxon to States in-the House Repubhc.m Weliare Bxll

H. R 1214, Fiscal Year 1996

DHHS/ASPE/HSP

| Table 2

State Titlel ~ TitleIT Title IIE
L AFDC  Child Protection ~ Child Care .
. Block Grant - " _Block Grant _Block Grant
- jAlabama . $86 ‘ki 1§22 $36
Alaska ~ %62 89 .85
Arizona $206 - . $48 $33
Arkansas 8§58 Co832 $15
California $3,374  $841° $170
Colorado - . $108 $44 . 1 $20
Connecticut - -$235 $53 $22
Delaware - $25 - $7 86
Dist of Col $104 $24 . . %6
* |Florida - - - $529 $127 .. $82
|Georgia $325 | s $67 |
Guam .85 81 82
Hawaii 893 $15 $6
Idaho - $31 $8 - - $8°
Ilinois . $528 . $230° - §70
Indiana $200. 3 - $39
Iowa ' R 19 I $33‘~i o - $15
Kansas s103 v s $20
Kentucky © 8175 - $60 $34
Louisiana - $158 $62 . $36
 IMaine | $75 B 775 86
Maryland R 73V O 80 .$35 ||
Massachusetts - . $450 - oos121 $52 |
Michigan 8795 $201 . s48
Minnaota» - $253 $62 - T g3s
Mississippi o819 T 814 $21
Missouri $201 o 866 $38
Montana g4z ol et g6
Nebraska - $51 . . 520 ~$16

l@roos
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Prehmmary Analysxs .

Aliocation to States in the House Repubhcan Welfare Bxll
H R. 1214 Fiscal Year 1996 _

State S 'ntlex R 'I‘itleII ~ ... Titlell
. " AFDC . Child Protection . Child Care -

[NewlJersey | - $394 ST s T 833
NewMemca,“»’:, 1 s $16 . . . 817
New York oo 0 a0 s
 [North Carolina | - $280 - s o ess
North Dakota $23 . sz - 8

S fome . P osTroc o 8196 - . %2

ommn;ia | SR 37T S 7 836
Oregon . | "~~~ §165. - 86 .. . $28

- - IPennsylvania o ss47 - og26l 7 T sTT

PuertoRico -~ [~~~ $0° s1. . s24

vl | s 0 ss s

- [Virgmia | s1s8 0 8B o . $%6
‘Washington o " 1 $3%4 . i '$40 ’ S : $52
West Virginia - o %106 5 $12. . %14
Wisconsin -~ | . $309 - $74 g $32
Wyormng Us,$2.l AREREE PN .83 B $4

" Block Grant ~~ ' "Block Grant - Block Grant

Nevada ' [ T oss . s s6
NewHampshire L. %38 . 813 . 8T,

RhodeIsland | . -~ $89 — $18 . 89
South Carolina | - $95 S %3 . s
South Dakota | . $21 8T s
Tennessee o | sis2 o $36 ¢ 7 8§53
ITexas .~ - | sa0 - . . s153 0 . . s141

|Virgin Islands =}~ 83 s s,

Territories .. - '»"NA._ v $1 ' o §58 |
ITO’s B e T TN, 3

"+ HR 1214 contains no funding specifically for tribal organizations.” ~

Totals | §15300 " g4416 - . $1.937

. Boog -
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‘TITﬂE III - BLOCK GRANT FOR CHILD CARE
- ‘ Table 3 .

This table dlsplays the FY 2000 Reductlon by State in
Federal Child Care Funding and in the Number of Children - .
‘ Rece1v1ng Federal Child Care A851stance »

The proposed Block Grant for Ch;ld Care reduces and caps
‘federal funding for child care. Accordlng to the proposed
law, in FY 2000, states would receive 25 percent less in

- child care funding than they would have received under

- current law. This means that 400,000 fewer chlldren would
recelve federal child care a551stance
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‘Table 3
PRELIMINARY m»."msrs

'FYZGMREDUCHONBYSTAE!NFEDERALCHMCA“FUNDING R : e :
ANDWNMBROFCMDWWORECMMMCMC&REMANCE .' L o ,

¢

e . LOSSINFEDERAL' ~ - . ' REDUCTIONIN

' S o ' CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE CHILDREN RECEIVING
¢ |sTAaTE L ", . FROMBLOCK GRANT FEDERAL CHILD CARE
' ' - (in millions) ASSISTANCE IN FY2000

ABAMA' : ‘ . S §120 . o S 71,400
.' ALASKA g el e T S $1.6 - .o 9%
. JarizoNa T ¥ X3 . ‘6,720 §
- : : A ) S sae 3,020
ALIFORNIA : o ; ' IS 7 A ) L, 35230
OLORADO - S , ' e $6.7 4,130
ONNECTICUT o - S . L $74 S 4,570
DELAWARE - .. | . R S s 1,230
xsmcroxcowm - N T 1 A (]
LORIDA ) R o B > ¥ B 16,900
EORGIA : o o . $22.6 13,940
HAWALN - . , L n S X | . 1,300
DAHO . : R o $2.5 1,540 - -
ILLINOIS. . . T L ©§23.8 . S 14,8000 T
ENDIANA - n ‘ N A $131° - ' 8,080 R
IOWA e o e S ' $3.1 : ) 3,150
KANSAS . . - ‘ . v < $6.8 T 4190
; KY _ : : : B § oo 6,970
DUISIANA - o . IR >+ % S 7,480
INE o : o $2.1 - - 1,300
) ) I L Ch . sixe - . 7,280
: PMASSACHUSETTS - T S : $17.3 S 10,670
MICHIGAN . - S $16.1 L 9,930
INNESOTA N . o . : Cosue ) 7,280
) PPI B ' o , $7.0 Ce . 4,320
[ISSOURY , e _— - . $12.8 . - 7,900
i ONTANA "' | ST > % S T3,300
i

EBRASKA : S S Y | ¥ I ‘ . 3,330
EVADA, ‘ S . S0 o R &<
HAMPSHIRE - - $22 . : 1,360

EW JERSEY | . v - ) , $11.2 6,510

) MEXICO. LT $5.7 , S L 3820
JNEWYORK . o : <1 % B ‘ . 24,240
INORTH CAROLINA - ‘ ‘ ‘; o FURRRE + 1 X SR SO 18,140
J|NORTHDAXOTA . | . o I ¥ : . 990
OHIO E T ‘ $30.7 - 18,940
DKLAHOMA _ ’ - o . s12.0 . - : 7,400
IOREGON S . . ‘ LI $9.4- . 5,800
PENNSYLVANIA | A $25.7 . 15,880
ERTO RICO | . T . NIRRT - * R . . 5060
RHODE ISLAND - . U T . $29° * 1,790
SOUTH CAROLINA ) e N . 84 C . 5,180
SOUTH DAKOQTA - : C C : T S8 9%
ENNESSEE . . B ) . $17.8 : ' 10,980
ITEXAS ' g o 7 X 29,120

, Juram S , L 812 o . 4,440
ERMONT BEEY . L $L8 C 1,110

' IRGINTA ‘ ST R o oos1z0 . S . 7,400

] ASHINGTON | - S o o $17.4 . 10,730

EST VIRGINIA . o o - $4.8 Ceo- 2,960
ONSIN : ) . o T $10.8 . 6,660
OMING . | . L COSLE S &L
RIBES - : I N o : 319 £ Co 13,080 )

H

STATES - ‘ o ‘ SGSl.ﬂ . 401,600
ercent Reductlon | e : '15% o :
. Notel

1. The block grant amount is set zt FY1994 CBO Baseline Ievels - )
2. Funds are allocated sccording to HHS figures on FY1994- upendltum and nﬂmtiont
3. FY2G00 figures are FY1994 allocations and expenditures adjusted by the national growth rate ﬂguru.
. 4. Children served was determined by dividing totel federat allocations and expenditures
by aa svernge federal expenditure figure of $1621. This is not a full-time equivalent.
$. Numbers may not exictly equal national figures due to rounding.



. 03/17/95 17:58 202 690 6562 " DHHS/ASPE/HSP « o L @o12

REDUCTIQN IN CHILD ELIGIBILITY FOR SSI BENEFITS AT
TIME OF ENACTMENT
Table 4

4~ L Thls table dlsplays the effect of 1mplementatlon of the
‘. House Republlcan bill on the chlldren on the SSI rolls by
state in December '1994.

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

» . .An estlmated 476,941 children would continue to receive cash .
benefits and Medicaid because they wére determined eligible .
" for SSI based on the medical listings and are, therefore,
, grandfathered under the proposal; however, in the future, .
this category of children would only be ellglble for block
grant serv1ces and Medlcald :

‘>, _An~ estlmated 67,478 chlldren would 1mmed1ately lose cash
beneflts, but may be determined ellglble for block grant’
services and Medicaid if they reapply since they would have
met the medical listings if they had been screened for: them.
Despite the- fact that .these children are identical to .
children that were screened under the medical llstlngs, the
bill does- not. continue their cash beneflts

» . An estimated 157, 472 chlldren ‘would 1mmed1ately lose cash '
and medical beneflts and would not be ellglble fcr any
beneflts under the proposal :

s

-



Preliminary Analysis = -
. Reduction in Child Eligibili

Table 4

 for SSI Benefits Under the .
House Republican Wellare Proposal Upon Date of Enactment

~* Children Who Would _ - - Children Grandfathered -  Children Who May _Children Percentage of |
( g Still Receive SS1 into SSI Cash Benelfits and - Reapply & Receive -~ Losing All Children Who.
[iState * Children on SSI - Cash Benefits remaining eligible for Medi- Non-Cash Benefits  SSI Benelits Would Lose
e FY 1994 and Medicaid " "caid and SSX block grant** Under Listings  and Medicaid . . Cash Benefits
Alabama 26,910 . 5,651 - 14,411 2,054 - 4,793 25%
o700 _ 15t 402 .5 17 231%
-10,450 S 2,195 6,411 553 1,291 18%
18,730 3,933 6,969 C. 2,348 5,479 - . 42%
67,320 14,137 - 44,627 2,567 - 5,989 13%
- 8,710 1,829 5,807 - 322 752 12%
4,860 1,021 22,183 3 739 2%
2,150 452 1,406 88 205 - 14%
2.530 ‘ b x) S 1,561 o113 - 307 17%
: 51,880 ¢ 10,895 33,064 . 2,376 5,545 -15%
. 25,920 L5443 16,930 . 1,064 2,482 . 14%|
. f . o® L ] e . L]
- 950 C 200 685 20 T 46 1%
3,390 EIV I 1,298 414 966 4%
46,840 9.836 - © 23,092 4173 . - 9,738 - 30%
18,170 - 3,816 8,959 1,619 - 3,777 30%
6,870 1,443 3,719 513 1,196 " 25%
- 1,750 1,628 3,801 696 1,625 JO%
19,900 - 4,179 8,314 2222 5,185 37%
" 39,830 8,364 . 15,756 4,713 10,997 . 39%
2,430 510 1,677 73 170 0%
. = 11,450 2,405 -6,510 761 - LTS - 22%
14,240 2,990 3 - 8,063 - 956 :2,231 22%
36,540 1. T 767 17,135 3520 . —g22 32%) -
9,570 2,010 . C 4917 - ) 793 - 1,851 - 28%
24,270 5,097 11,068 " 2,431 - 5673 . 33%4
19,600, 4,116 10,051 - 1,630 3,803 28
2,000 . 420 © 1,235 103 24 C17%)
4,090 859 2,429 241 562 20%

~
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Preliminary Analysxs

‘Reduction in.Child E bxh for S§s1 Beneﬁts Under the

fable 4~ -

19%)

.House Repubhcan W roposal Upon Date of Enactment
B -Children Who Would Children Grandfathered Children Who May -Children - Percentage of
) Still Receive SSI . _into SSI Cash Benefits and ~ Reapply & Receive - Losing All -Qﬁldren Who
State i Children on SSI | Cash Benefits - remaining eligible for Medi~ - - Non-Cash Benefits -~ SSIBenefits = Would Lose
‘ . FY 1994 | and Medicaid caid and SSI block grant"" ' Under Listings  and Medicaid Cash Benefits
2370 . 408 1,605 o8 187 1%
1,700 357 1,230 .34 i - TH
- 20,090 4,219 | ) 11,339 ) 1,360 3,173 23%
6,440 1,352 3881 - 362 . 845
75,160 15,784 - - 35,673 LI . 16,592 2%
26,310 .-5,525 11,430 "2,806 . - 6548 " 36%
1,150 242 753 47 - . 109 - - 13%
46,740 9,815 27,150 - 2,932 . 6,842 . " 21
11,040 . 2,318 - S7.213 - 453 1,056 . 14%)-
6,590 - 1L,384 . 4,348 257 601 - 13%
. 39,750 8,348 . 20,190 3,364 . 7,849 . 28%
. L . L - N L2 * - ,
2,540 . 5% 1,484 157 . 366 2% .
- 16,340 3,431 " 9,631 L 983 2295 0%
2,600 546 1,488 170 - v 2396 2%
‘ 22,560 . 4738 13,914 R YL v 2,736 A% - -
. 53,200 iz 30,065 3,589 8374 2%
4,260. 895 - 2,405 288 672 23 .
1,330 219. . 973 23 55 T
i ._t R L T FEEE - cw A
C - 20,220 T 4,246 9,184 . 2,037 4,753 34%
-10;420 . 2,188 - 5576 .. 797 1,859 3%
7,800 8 1,638 4,106 - - 617 1,439 26%)
20,630 -4332 9,684 .. 1,984 4,629 - S 12%
" 1,070 225 . 459 . 116 .. 21 , 36%
90 L L i hadd N S '¢ac'
388,470 - 186,579 476,941 - 67,478 157,472 . 25%|

e Guam "Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands do not have child SSI programs.

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

and receive benefits under the listings criteria.

. #*% (ther includes thé Northern Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases, International Cases, and
cases with mvahd DDS codmg. Data are unavailable to determine the dtstnbunon of SSI ch:ldren in this category

- »
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. REENN?TIZ&W IN’CEIZLD EHEH?IBIQZITY’i%HE.SSJT‘BEKEHEITS
QUNDER.IHE,HOUSE REPUBLJGAN.RROPOSAL, FY 1996 - FY 2000

1w;'5 T _{3 fTable S

> Thls table dlsplaysfthe estlmated state -by-8 state number of
o chlldren (one million) who the Social Security Adm1n1stra—
tion would determine are eligible and would receive SSI ' -
 benefits under current law between FY 1996 and FY 2000 and
how they would fare- under the’ House Republlcan proposal.

> ‘JOf the one. mllllon chlldren, only 210,000 would qualify for -
* ‘cash beneflts, 612,800 children would be eligible for block
grant services and Medicaid; and 177,200 chlldren would be
‘determlned lnellglble for beneflts «
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. Table 5 o
Preliminary Analysis - - L
Reduction in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits S
Under the House Republican Welfare Proposal, o
Fiscal Year 1996 - Fiscal Year 2000 S
Number of New | Children Who Would . .Children Losing SSI Children |
- ChildSSI|  Still Receive SSI ~  Cash Benefits,but *  Losing ARl
State | . Recipients | CashBenefits eligible for Medicaid SSI Benefits
' - FY96-FY00 ‘and Medicaid and SSI block grant and Medicaid
lAlabama - 30,288 | - 6,360 18,536 5,392
Alaska - 810 170 509 131
Arizona 11,762 2,470 7,839 1,453 |
. {Arkansas - 21,081 4427 - 10,491 6,164
. [California 75771 15,912 53,122 6,737
- [Colorado 9803 | 2,059 6,899 846 |
|Connecticut " 5,470 1,149 3,490 832
' IDelaware 12,420 508 - 1,681 230
Dist. of Columbia .. 72,848 598 1,905 345
- |Florida - . 58,393 12,262 739,893 - 6,237
|Georgia 29,174 6,126 20,255 2,792
Guam . ' 0 * ’ % *
Hawaii 1,060 - . 225 793 52
Idaho 3816 - 801 1,928 1,087
Tllinois 52720 . 11,071 30,695 110,954
Indiana 20,451 L. 4295 11,908 4,249
lowa L1732 ‘ 1,624 4,763 1,345
‘(Kansas 8,723 1,832 15,063 1,828 |
IKentucky * 22,398 4,704 11,862 5,832
Louisiana 144,830 9,414 23,045 12,370
Maine . 2,735 574 1,970 191
Maryland | 12,887 2,706 8,185 1,996
|Massachusetts -~ | 16,028 3,366 10,153. 2,509 |.
Michigan ‘ 41,127 . 8,637 | 2325 9,238
Minnesota . 10,771 " 2,262 6,428 2,082
 IMississippi 27,317 5736 . . 15,198 . . 6,382
 IMissouri. 22,060 4,633 C 13,149 4,278
Monitana S 281 L 413 1,507 2
Nebraska 4,603 967 3,005 632
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" Table 5
Prelumnary Analysis
Reduction in Child Eli bnlnty for SSI Beneﬁ
Under the House Republican Welfare Proposal
_ . Fiscal Year 1996 - Fiscal Year 2000 . '
. | Number of New | Children Who Would Chlldren Losing SSY. Children ||
I " Child SSIT |~ Still Receive SSI = | Cash Benefits,but * -  Losing All
*© lstate ‘ » Recipients | .=~ Cash Benefits eligible for Medicaid ~ ~  SSI Benefits
V o o . FY96-FY00 ~ and Medicaid and SSI blockga;____nt and Medicaid |
|Nevada . oo2668( . s T . 1897 a1
New Hampshire - | =~ 1913 -~ - 402 1423 - . 89
NewJersey - | 22612 ama9 . 1429 13,569
New Mexico . - { . .~ 1248 - 152 . 4716 . . 950
New York @ .. 84,595 | o in76s. . 48,166 . 18,664
North Carolina | . 29613 = 6219 ‘ | 16,028 1,366
[North Dakota |~ - 1204| - ct2m2 . U0 g0 122
[onio - | o s2607| 111,048 S0 33863 . 7,607
H()klahomg Col e eelc T 2609 T g6 . L Liss |
Oregon O B XSV s © osa84. . 61|
Pennsylvania | - 44740 . 9,395 © 26,516 8,829
PuertoRico = | ¢ o e e
RhodeIsland ~ |  ~ 28%| 600 - 1847 -4l
South Carolina ~ | . 18391 . . 382 .. . 11,948 . 2,581
lSouthDakota | 296 . a5 S 1866 446
Tennessee . | 25392 oS3 16982 - . 3078
ITexas™ 0} sosme| - oo 12874 . . o 37884 9419
Utsh | 7475 . 1007 302 - 756
|vermont .. |- pee?| o me T o121 i
Virgin Islands o of e e e
Virginia - [ 22758 - 47119 . 12632 5,347 |
Washington STl 2468 - . 1114 2,091
|West Virgimia | - 8,779 | 18 s 1619
NWisconsin - [ 232200 - . 4876 13,136 ‘ 5,208
Wyoming ‘| . 1204 DIRE Y < B 641 305
fOther - e - 101 ‘ e R A o owEw
Totals 1N 1000,000‘ o a0000 612,800 177,200

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

**¥* Other includes the Northern Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases, International Cases, and

_cases with invalid- DDS codmg Data are unavailable to determine the dxstnbuiton of SST chxldren in thxs category
S s Number m columns and rows may not add due to roundmg ’ :

4!
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_PRELIMINARY ESTIMA?E OF NUMBER OF CHILDREN’DENIED

ELIGIBILITY FUR AFDC BENEFI@S BY‘H Ro 1214
Table 6

o18

The number of children who are’ denled AFDC. beneflts or have .-

their benefits reduced is based on the 1993 AFDC caseload

\“,u51ng the 1993 AFDC Quality Control Data.  The research on

the relatlonshlp between AFDC benefits and fertility and
marrlage is inconclusive. Therefore the prOJected impacts

- for minor mothers and.the family cap provisions do not

assume changes in behaviors such as fertlllty and teenage
marriage. The impacts do incorporate an increase in

i paternlty establishment due to the 1993 OBRA. amendment s
" . regarding in-hospital paternlty establishment and an
assumption that a pregnant woman without prior AFDC recelpt

who would be subjected to the family cap provision will
delay. appllcatlon untll after the chlld's birth.

70,000 chlldren would be denled beneflte due to the

. provision to deny benefits to the chlldren of minor mothers
‘untll the mother turns 18. :

2. 2 million chlldren would be denled beneflts due to the

~family cap.

4.8 mlllion chlldren would be denled beneflts due to the €0

‘month time 11m1t on AFDC recelpt

An estlmated 6 1 mllllon chlldren would have their beneflts

denied or reduced due to ‘the above provisions combined. The

" combined effects do not ‘equal the sum of the independent
effects since some chlldren would be affected by more than -

one: provision. :
. A



( | ‘Table 6 | |
Preliminary Estimate of the Number of Children Denied from AFDC
‘and by Specific Provisions of the House Republican Bill (H.R. 1214) by State

INDEPENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS - Steady State (no behavioral effects)

Number of 1

~39.000|

- |MARYLAND

" Page 1

- Denial of | Denial of | = Denial of
| Projected | AFDC | AFDCto | AFDCto Children
Number to Children | Additional ‘Children - | who have" '
of - Bornto | Children |  Because 5 their benefits |
.State Children ' | Unmarried Born to the Family Combined | = Reduced
o : . on - Mothers | - Current [Received AFDC| Effects Because
- AFDC | Under | Recipients formore | of Paternity is |
in 18 - of AFDC | than 60 months | : Provisions |~ Not ‘
- 2005 (D 2) 3 (1,2,3) Established
1ALABAMA 122,000 1,670 - 21,000 - 46,000 ] 58,000
] " |ALASKA - 30,000 110 - 4,000 10,000 13,000 6,000
- JARIZONA 170,000 1,250 - 24,000 57,000 © 73,000 51,000
ARKANSAS 63,000 ©  ..170) - 12,000 ] 24,000 | 31,000 C 160001 -
CALIFORNIA = | 2,241,000 12,050 433,000 994,000 1,261,000 588,000 |
|COLORADO 101,000 520 16,000 34,000 | 45,000 28,000
{CONNECTICUT 136,000 | 1,070 25,000 50,000 "~ 64,000 34,000
DELAWARE : 28,000 | 220 5,000 10,000 13,000 | 6,000
~ |DIST OF COLUMBIA 56,000 560 12,000 | 26,000 " 33,000 26,000
{FLORIDA 605,000 5,570 93,000 192,000 - 253,000 193,000
- |GEORGIA 348,000 | . - 2,340 - 64,000 142,000 | 180,000 50,0001 .
|HAWAHO - 48,000 | 101 8,000 - 18,000 - 23,000 | 12,000 - -
- |IDAHO - 17,000 1401 - 2,000 - 5,000 7,000 | - 4,000 |-
- -|ILLINOIS 598,000 | 4,440 138,000 250,000 | - 321,000- 227,000 |
~{INDIANA 177,000 1,040 "~ 33,000 69,000 | 88,000 - 47,000 |
- {IOWA 82,0600 | - 450 - 15,000- 31,000 39,000 19,000
|KANSAS 73,000 320 13,000 - 27,000 136,000 19,000 |
KENTUCKY 187,000 1,560 33,000 .- - 72,000 89,000 . 47,000
LOUISIANA 235,000 -600 46,000 100,000 | 125,000 | - 89,000
MAINE 55,000 | 430 - 10,000 24,000 | — 30,000 11,000
185,000 950 |~ - 34,000 73,000 92,000 | 50,000

Lo
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Tavle 6

" |OHIO:

41000 -

|MASSACHUSETTS 256,000 1,930 | 44,000 101,000. 131,000 66,000
- IMICHIGAN. 553,000 2;100 [ 126,000 267,000 | - 329,000 139000
" .|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 |
- I[MONTANA 28,000 50 4,000 9,000 - 11,000 "~ 6,000
INEBRASKA 39,000 210 8,000 15,000 - 20,000 |. 12,000
NEVADA = 30,000 180 | 5,000 11,000 -~ 14,000 | 10,000
. INEW HAMPSHIRE 24,000 - 110 . 4,000 . 9,000 11,000 5,000
- |INEW JERSEY 302,000 - . 1700] 57,000 123,000 | - - 155,000 87,000
s |NEW MEXICO - 72,000 29 | 10,000 23,000 - 30,000° -19,000
"~ INEW YORK - 917,000 4,210 154,000 373,000 . 477,000 216,000
" . INORTH CAROLINA | 281,000 1,920.] 50,000 108,000 |- - 138,000 81,000
NOR’I‘HDAKOTA - 15,000 | 140 | 2,000 ] 6,000 7,000 .. 3,000
S 597,000 - 2,550 114,000 | 211,000 276,000 | - -180,000
OKLAHOMA . 111,000 [ - - 450 19,000 - -46,000| . 57,000 | 33,000
OREGON 97,000 -~ 910. 16,000 | - 38,000 " 48,000 22,000
PENNSYLVANIA - 517,000 . 2,490 | 110,000 239,000 | - 293,000 146,000
RHODE ISLAND - | ~ 52,000 130 - 10,000 20,000 -~ 27,000 14,000
SOUTH CAROLINA | 135,000 1,280 24,000 46,000 | 60,000
. [SOUTH DAKOTA 18,000 60 3,000 . 7,000 ."9,000 5,000
TENNESSEE 246,000 2,120 40,000 | 92000 ] . 115000 - 69,000 | -
- |TEXAS 670,000 4,780 102,000 |- . .°228,000 ] 297,000 | . - 222,000 |
. . [utaH - 45,000 120 . 6,000 15,000 19,000 -~ 10,000 |
~ |VERMONT © 22,000 30| - 4,000 9,000 11,000 4,000
VIRGINIA - 166,000 "730 | 29,000 61,000 |- - 78,000 | . ~52,000 |
WASHINGTON - 237,000. 9207 © . 38,000 . 92,000 117,000 {- - . 51,000 |
. |WEST VIRGINIA 93,000 | . 320 - 17,000 - 41,000 49,000.| - 21,000
~ |WISCONSIN 205,000 1,190 37,000 |. - 75,000 96,000 - = 50,000
- {WYOMING 14,000 130 2,000 5,000 6,000 | 3,000
TERRITORIES 173,000 310 24,000 | . 58,000 | 70,000 25,000
TOTAL o 12,000,000 70,000 z 200 000 - 4,800,000 | . 6,100,000 3,300,000

‘ ~ The sum of the states may not add to the tolal due to roundmg .

" Individual provision effects do not add up to the combmed effects becausc some children may be affected by more than one provision, -

Page 2

. e6/L1/80 .

Z0:81

12929 069 2028 .

;ISI_-I/EI:ISY!S’HH([

0z0B



" 03/17/95 18:03 ~ T202 690 6562 .  DHHS/ASPE/HSP = . o - @oz

-

ESTIMATED FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY PROGRAM AREA
‘ UNDER H.R. 1214
: ‘ Table 7 )

Fifth Year Spending Reductions ' ‘
~» " In the fifth year of implementation, federal spendlng for
' social welfare programs will be reduced by 14 percent under'
" the House Republzcan bill. ~ :

e The largest percentage reductlcn is'in Chlld care spendxng ‘
" The House Republican bill. reduces federal child care
spendlng by 25 percent in FY 2000. Cash assistance spendlng
- is reduced by 19 percent, child welfare spendmng by 14 - '
percent, SSI spending by 14 percent, child nutrltlon by 11
': percent and Food Stamps by 18 percent S

Reductzone Over Five Years
> Over five years between FY 1996 and FY 2000 - the House
' Republican bill will reduce federal ependlng on. social
welfare programs by 12 percent o

. » - Over the five years between FY 1996 and FY 2000, the largest
percentage reduction: is in child care spendlng " The House
. Republican bill reduces- federal child care spending by 20
. percent over five years. ‘Cash assistance is reduced by 13
"percent, child welfare spendlng by 10 percent, SSI spending
by 13 percent, ‘child nutrition by 10 percent, and Food ’
Stamps is reduced by 14 percent .

.‘,’(



Table 7

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

S6/LT/€0 “-

-13% - ..

© L. AD estimotes nre preﬁmlmry ‘Cash Assistance, Chitd Welfnn and Child Care are pnﬁm!mry HHS estimates.

S5t Reforms s a prefiminary CBO extimate. Child Nutrition and Food Stamps are pre!lmmary Dcpaﬂmem of Agrlmlturc utlmn!u.

‘2. This esitmate does not Inctade child care repealers.

3. Due to state hehavior ln drawing down CCDBG funds, budget suthority ngmu were uml for child care euﬂmam.

- 4. Passline Hguves ds ol frclude Puerta Rico.

8. Food Blamps offsets ars hram ihe Cash AaMQm. &St Reforms, lnd child mmn enfurcement mlmm.

(Numbers in :nilhons} .
1994 1995 1996 - 1997 1998 1999 2000 V Totals

Cash Asmstancenlock Grant T R S : i

" Baseline . 15,3713 15,846 | 16,519 17,226 17,822 18 476 19,161 - 89,204 .
Dollar Cut in Funding/2 ,' 125 126 2321 29760 -3.661 . -11,809.
Percentage Cut in Funding 9% - -10% -13%  -16% - -19%

Child Welfare Block Grant Lo T 7 . S o L
Baseline "3,489 4,192 4,749 5107 - 5544 ~ 6,006 6,498 27,904 -
Dollar Cut in Funding S : 1. 288 -376 491 491 .. -878 - -2,724

" Percentage Cut in Funding ©% . 7% 9% 12%- -14% - -10%

" Child Care Block Grant/3 e , ~ B o N
Baseline ) . 1,914 2,171 2,235 2331 2421 - 2,506 2,594 12,087
PDollar Cut in Flmding . S e : -292 <, -388 . 478 - 563 - 651 . -2,372

- Percentage Cut in Fundmg L 3% -17% . -20% 22% - -2'5%, . -20%

.. Child Nutrition BlockGrnnts T SR . o
Baseline 10,745 11,561 12.373 o 12,923 13,509 14,095 14, ?25 ' 67,630
Dollar Cut in thding : . -1,081 -1,190 - -1,337 1437  -1,569 . 6,624
Percentage Cut in i\mding % - 9% -10%  -10% -ll% -10%
Basclmem : : 25,519 25,159 26,120 27,347 28,521 29,677 - 30,846 142,511
Dollar Cut in Funding . : . : - 2,135 «3,525- 4,140 4880 -§, 640 . -20,320
Percentage Cut in F\mdmg 8% -13% - - -16% “18% 4%
Offsets from Other Provisions/S . 385 - 915 1,220 - 1,520 - 1,870 . 5910
Net Dollar Cut in Funding -1,750 2,610  -2,520 -3,360 3,770 14,410
Pereentage Cutin hmdmg {with offsets) 1% 0 0% . -10% 1% -12% - -10% .

SSI Reforms o o N ‘ ’ ) S
Baseline - © 26,300 26,600} 27,700 32,500 35,600 38,900 . 45,600 180,300
Dollar Cot in Funding . ‘ o) -1,308 4,642 -5,054 ~ -5,358 -6,289 ©  -22,651
Percent'agc Cut in,anding ‘ 5% -14% -14% - -14%' C-14% -13%

TOTAL BASELINES ’ . 83,340 , 85.529 89,701 ‘9’7’,23-4 103,417 109,660 119,424 519,636

“TOTAL DOLLAR CUTS.IN FUNDING : .- 5,854 10,932 12,601 14,385 -16,818° -60,590

PERCENTAGE CUT IN FUNDING 1% - <11% -12% C o -13% -14% -12% ..

CTHER SPENDING CUTS/6 -148 2,122 2,115 2,149 2240  -8,774

,TOI‘AL FUNDING CUTS 6,002 - -13, 054 -14,’716 -16,534 -19,053 69,364

NOTES:

' £0:8T -
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« PRELMWARY IMPAC'I‘S{OF THE CURRENT HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

BUDGETARY IMPACTS

L
for many federal programs is capped. The preliminary five year estimates (from CBO, HHS, and
Agriculture) of savings for each title are shown below:
o : S Year Federal Savings
House Ways and Means Committee Reggrted Bill . :
> Title I Cash Assistance Block Grant (Does not include child care repealers) $8.7 billion
’, ﬁﬂen ChlldPrm@BlOCkam ..ounl‘tco-'coovorngc.-o..n uogbllhon
> Title 11 Restricting Welfare For Allens . . .. ... ....... e oo o ... $10.2 hillion
> Title IV Supplemental Security Income Reform ................... $10.7 billion
> Tile V Child Support Enforcement . . .. ..o vvoenvaorecacsenioeas $1bﬂhon_
 House Education and Feonomic Opportunities Committee Reported Bill
> Title I ChﬂdCa:eBlock(:mnt.....' ........... S P $24b11]ion
> TitleII - Family and School-Based Nutrition Block Grants ceesrrenecnns $6.6 billion -
> Tide I Restricting Welfare for Aliens -. R LR EN - §.1 billion "
House Agriculture Commitiee Reported BIl -
> Section 551  Reduce COLA For Thrifty Food Plan to 2% peryear . . ......... $4.7 billion
> Section 552  Freeze Standard Deduction ....... Ve s eaa eeeaiea.. $4.3billion
> Section 352 Energy Assistanct . «oc oo oo o Ceeranaee ......,.....Sl3b_g«lhqn
> , Sectiop 554 RestrictionsforAliens ......cc00icev v
> Section 555  Wark for Able-Bodied Adults With No Dependents
> Remainder of Mark Pronsmn ............. EER R
GRANDTOTAL ....... te s eean PP PPN A
CHILDREN AFFECTED
Cash Ass;gtgg '
> When this proposal is ful!y implemented, states will not be able to use federal funds to support 4.5 million to _
- S milliun children because they were born to a young mother, born to current AFDC rcmplents, or were in a
«fatmfy that racewed AFDC for longer than five years :
> ‘The numbers of chx!dren affected by the pnmary provisions in which states are required 1o deny ellgiblhty ~
are: A
> Benefits denied to children born to unmarried mothers under 18 . ... ... ... 70,000 children
> Benefits denied to children born to current AFDC recipients ........... 2.2 million children
» Benefits denied to families who have received AFDC for five years or longer 4.1 zmlhon dnldren
> States are also requnrcd to reduce benefits for children without paternity established until the stare esxabhshes
pw:rmty This provision would affect 3.2 million children at full implementation.
> If states were to deny eligibility to families who had been on AFDC f'or two or more years, 7. 3 million -

This proposal will result in federal savings of over $65 billion between fiscal years 1996 and 2000 as.funding

children would be denied eligibility by this- provision alone.

2o°'d  1SpLOSHE — oL ’ : ' WOd4  6S:91 SE6T-BT-ddu
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] SSI Reforms

» . Basedona prehmmary analysis of 812,411 children with disabilities who were determined eligible for SSI -
between February 1991 and Decctuber 1994, 251,108 (31 percenr) would lose all SSI benefus. It is possible
that, if allowed, approx:mately 103,000 of them might be able to requalify for SSI by rmctmg one of the .
listings. - ‘ 159,000

> If the current House Republican proposal had been in effect in 1991, 70 percent to 94 'percent of current
eligibles who meet the listings would lose all cash benefits; states would have the dlscret:on to serve them
using block grant 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 perccm cut in fundmg uhu:h would mean that 400,000 chlldren
would losc federal child care assistance.

IMPACTS ON STATES

Cash Assistance
- » .. If the current Housc Republican cash assistance block grant had been enacted in FY1990 and distributed funds
according to FY1985-FY 1987 spending levels, states would have received 33 percent less funding than they

received under current law,

Chl!d Pmtg&nc ‘ \
> If the current House Repubhcan child welfare block grant had been enacted in FY 1988 using FY1987 levels

of funding, states would have rcccived 59 percent less fundxng than they would have received under current
law in FY1993.

SSI Reforms
> “States would receive block grants; the amount of each state's block grant would be the product of the number

of children who meet the listings but not the criteria-to receive cash times 75 percent of the average SSi
payment to a child in that state. States would have to offer every eligible child the opportunity to apply for
block grant services.

- Food Stamp Changes

»  The provision will take away benefits from 1.2 million participants within 3 months of implementation unless
the states create an equal number of workfarc slots (at $2700 per slot), unemployment rates exceed 10
percent, .or the Secretary determines that sufficient jobs are not available.

IMPACTS ON IMMIGRANTS

» ‘The current House Republican proposal will eliminate ehgxbﬂxty for beneﬁts and services for apprcxunaxely
2.5 million legal immigrants.
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PRELIMINARY ESI"HVL\'!’ES (Subﬁd 1o Change) OF FE])ERAL SAVINGS ACHIEVED BY THE CURRENT HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

- (o Billions of Dollars} .
X
) ) 1996 1997 1998 . 1999 2000 ~ TOTAL
[HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE REPORTED BILL: ’
TTTLE 1 CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT/a 0.8 1.3 1.1 2.2 2.7 8.7
TTTLE 11 CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT/ 1 03 - 04 - 0.5 a1 0.9 . 29
TITLE 1L RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS (S51 and Medicaid) 0.04 1.4 2.5 2.5 2.8 102
TITLE IV, SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS/a 1.2 2.0 2.2 24 29 10.7
TTTLEV CHILD SUFPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORMS - 0.08 0.03 .04 0.01 .05 0.1
SUBTOTAL BOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE REPORTED BILL 2.5 6.1 6.y 78 9.3 32.7
(FIOUSE EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES REPORTED BILL
TTTLE I CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT 0.3 0.4 0.3 C.6 0.6 2.4
TETLE I FAMILY AND SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS 1.1 1.2 13 1.4 1.6 6.6
TITLE 11 RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALTENS 0.00 a2 . 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.1
SUBRTOTAL HOUSE EDUCA ITON AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE REPORTED BILL 1.4 1.6 1.8 .0 22 9.1
AGRICULTURE REPORTED BILL
ONS§S1 - REDUCE COLA FOR THRIFTY mm) FLAN TO 1% PER YEAR 0.2 0.5 0.9 1.3 1.8 4.7
ION 582 FREEZE STANDARD DEDUCTION 0.2 0.6 1.2 1 1.4 4.3
ONSS2Z  ENERGY ASSISTANCE 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 13
ONSS4  NO FOOD STAMPS TOR ALIENS 0.0 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.7
ONSSS  THREE MONTH ELIGIBILITY FOR ABLE-BODISD ADULTS 1.6 1.7 18 1.9 9. 89
WTITH NO DEPENDENTS .
‘ REMAINDIR OF PROVISIONS 0.03 0.03 04 0.5 - 0.5 1.4
SUBTOTAL HOUSE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE. REPORTED BILL, 23 4.0 52 $.0 © 6.8 24.3
OTAL CURRENT HOUSE WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS 6.2 11.8 13.9 158 18.4 56.1

SOURCE:

Wayy amul Meaxns Titles § and {1 - prelimisary HHS estimates; Titles IT1, 1V, ami V - preliminary CBO Estimates.

Agriculture - prelimhary Departmeut of Agriculture estimates, -

NOTE:

2. There are no Medicald savh:gs estimates for Ways and Means Titles hnd i N
b. Negative sign equale a cost to the federa} govérument,

¢. These estimates asnexe that theve are food and autrition (excluding Food Siamps), cash astsunce, and foster care btoc&gnuns in place.

03/08/95
1244

*

- Education and Econanic Opportunities Tittes [ and IV - preliminary HHS emmans, Tithe 8 « prehmimry Agriculiure estimnle, '[Iue Wl - preliminary C‘Bl) estinsate.
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Ovemew of Ways and Meésns Ptowsnons |
the House Republican Welfare Reform Bill
‘February 1995

-

Title I: ~ Block Grant for Temporary ‘Assistance fdr,Né’edy Families
Title II:*  Child Protection Block Grant

Title M:  Restricting Welfare for Aliens

‘Title IV:  Supplemental Security Income Reforms

Title Vi Child Support Enforcement Reforms

Puxposcs

a. Provide assistance to nccdy farhilies with children ,

b. End the dcpendence of ncedy piréiits on govérment benefits by promotmg
~work and marriage

c. Discourage. xllegmmat'c births

2. Ehg1ble states State plan. States must submlt the followmg to the Department of
Health and Human Services and update the information every three ycazs
a. A plan that contains an explanation of:
--their program for providing cash benefits to needy families
--their welfare-to-work program, including support services
«-how they are meeting the requircinent of mandatory work after the family
has been on welfare for 2 years (or léss at slate option) S
- -how and whether they are meetmg the requxrement to place 2% of their
caseload in work programs in 1996, risirig to 20% by 2003 and thereaﬁer
--their program to reduce the incidence of illegitimate births
b. A certification that thc state will opérate a child support enforcement progmm
c. A certification that the state will operate a child protection program . - o
d. A certificatiori that the state will' opérate a foster care and adoption program

3.. Grants to states.
a. The block grant money is an cntltlement to states '
" b.. The amount of money in the block grant is SIS 355 b:llwn each year between
1996 and 2000
c. Each state receives the same propomon of the block grant each year as it
received of AFDC spending in 1994
~ d. Use of Funds:
~ --in any manner reasonably calculated to accornplish 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



. —-states may, for up to 6 mofithis, pay a reduced benefit to & needy family thh Ek

block grants

a child whose paternity Has not been established

. --statés arc encouraged 10 implerneént an electronic benefit transfer system for -

- providing benefits and are authorized to use block graint funds to set up and
conduct such a system
Penaltm States are subject to tlmee possxble penaltles

thh the purposc of this leglslauan, the arount of misspent funds will be

*_withheld from ‘ttie staté’s payments duting the following year (with the.

restriction that not more ‘than 25 perccnt of a quarterly payment can
be withhield)

. --the annual grant would be reduced by 3 percent if states fail to subrmt the

performance data required within 6 months 6f the end of the fiscal year so that
Congress can provide oversight '

~ --states would be fined 1 percent of their annual grant if they fail to partxcnpate

in.the Income and Eligibility Verification System designed to reduce welfare
fraud

4. Prohibitions. Block grant funds cannot be uséd to provide:

a.
b.

Benefits to a family that does not include a minor child
Benefits to an individual receiving benefits from old-age ass:stance

foster care, or Supplemental Security Income - Crh¢
" ‘Benefits to noncitizens unless the individual is a rcfugee’ who has

resided in the U.S. for less than § years or is a lcgal resident over age 75

- who has lived in the U.S. for more than § years

Cash benéfits to a minor child bom out of ‘wedlock to a mother under
age 18 or to the mother (Medicaid and Food Stamps would continue)

Cash benefits for additional children botn to families already on welfare

(Medicaid and Food Stamps would continue)

Cash benefits for families thiat have received block grant funds for 5 years

(Mcdxcaxd and Food Stamps would continue)
Benefits to a family with adults not cooperating with the state child support

enforccment agency
Benefits to a family with an adult who has not assxgned to the state the child’s

“claim nghts against a noncustodial parent

5. Data collection and reporting. States are required to submit annual data on several

important measures of their Temporary Assistance Block grant; e.g., the number of
 families receiving benefits, the earnings of familics, other welfare benefits recenved

by families, and the number of months on welfare ' ~ ’
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6. Audits. Each state must submit to an audit every second ycar under térms of the
Single Audit Act , ‘

1 Purpose. The purpose .of funds provided to states in this block grant are to help
states:

9-9 ?‘P

Identify and assist families at nsk of abusing or neglecting their chxldren

‘Operste a system for receiving repotts of abusé or neglect of childreri - ‘

Investigate families ’rep'orted to abuse or neglect their children
Assist troubled families in providing the proper protection and nurture for
their children :

‘Support children who must be removed from or who cannot live Wlth dmr

families

. Make timely decisions about pcrmancnt lxvmg arrangements for chxldrcn who

must be removed from or who cannot live with their families
Provide for continuing evaluatmn and improvement of ch:ld protection laws

Arcgulatlons and semces

2. Eligible states. In order to be eligible for block grant funds, statcs must:

a.
~ purposes described above
b.

c.

submit a written document to HHS that describes how they intend to pursue the

certify that they have a state law requiring public officials and 6ther
professionals to report actual or suspected cases of abuse or neglect

certify that they have procedures for determining qmckly whether a- rcport of
abuse or néglect is ctedible and. for taking action if it is

certify that they have procedures for ensuring that ¢hildrén removed from their

farhilies for protection are placed in safe and nurturing settings;

certify that they have procedures for ensuring that children removed from thcxr
familiés have a written plan that specifies the goal for achieving a permanent
placement, that the plan is reviewed every 6 months, and that information about
the child is collected regularly and recorded in the case record

within three years of the date of passage, declare quantifiable goals of thexr
child protection program and report quantifiable information on whether they:
are making progress toward achieving their goals

The Secretary .of HHS can determine whether the state plan mcludes all of the
elements reviewed above but cannot add new elements or review the adequacy of
state procedures :
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3. Grants to states for child protecuon
a. The block grant money is an entitlement to states for five years
'b. The amount of money is the block grant is $4.145 billion in 1996, $4.308 -
billion in 1997, $4.471 ‘billion in 1998 $4.631 billion in 1999, and $4.789
billion in 2000 ¢
c. Each state recéives the sime proportion of thic Block grant each year as it
received of payments to states by the federdl govemment for child welfare
~ : programs in the average of the years 1991, 1992, and 1993
. d. Use of funds. States can use block grant fands -
—in any manner reasonably calculated to accomphsh the purposes (see above)
--to transfer up to 20% of the funds in any given block grant to other block -
grants
e. Penalties. States are subject to two possible penalnes .
--if an audit determines that states have spent money on activities not consistent
'with the purpose of this legislation, the amount of misspent funds will be
. withheld from the state’s payments during the following year (with the
restriction that not more than 25 percent of a quarterly paymcnt can bc
withheld)
--the annual grant will be reduced by 3 percent if states fail to submit within 6
months requu'ed data reports ' ‘ S

4. Child protectlon standards. These standards are included in the bill to indicate what
states tnust do to assure the protection of c.hxldren and to provide guidance to the
citizen review panels:

a. The primary standard by which a state child welfarc systcm shall be judged i is
the protection of children -

b. Each state shall investigate reports of abuse and neglcct pmxnptly with duc
regard to the potential danger to children

‘¢. Children removed from their homes shall have a permanency plan and a
dispositional hearing by a court or a court-appomted body within 3 months after
a fact-finding hearing

d. All child welfire cases with an out-of-home placement shall be reviewed every
six moﬁths unless the child is already in a long-term placement :

5. Citizen review panels.
a. Stites must have a least one citizen review panel for each metmpohtan area of
their state ,
b Panel membcrs must be broadly reprcsentanve of the community from which
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d. Panels are charged with the responsibility of reviewing cases from the child.
welfare system. to determine whethiér state and local agencies receiving funds
under this program are -carrying out activities in accord with the State plan, are
achieving the child protection staiidards, and are meeting any other child welfare

criteria that the panel considers important
e. Panels must produce apublic report after ¢ach meeting a.nd states must lnclud

information in their annual report detailing their responses to the panel report
. and recommendations -
- f Panels must protect the conﬁdentlahty of mdwxdual casw

6. Audits. State expenditures are audited cvery second year; any funds spent for
purposes other than thosé stated for this block grant will be repaid to the federal
government ,

7. Data collection and reporting. States must annually report an exiénsive set of data
to the federal government. The information that must be reported includes the
number of children reported as abused or neglected, the number of children
removed from families, the number of families that réceived preventive services,

. the average length of stay in foster caré, the nuiiber of children in foster care with
a goal of adoption, and several additional performance measures. States must also
include in their repoit a summary of the data measuring whether they are making
progress toward their goals (sec above), a summary rcsponse to the findings and
recornmendations of their citizen review panels, and, if funds were transferred to
another block grant, an explanation of why the funds wcre transferred. The
‘Secretary of HHS must prepare an annual repott based on state reports and make .
the report available to both Congress and the public. '

1. Ineligibility of aliens for most public welfase assistance. With the exceptions noted
below, noucitizens are not eligible for 41 meéans-tested programs (sec attached list)

2. In order to help noncitizens improve their job preparation skills, thcy remain
cligible for cleven programs that provide educational or training services. Adult
and children noncitizens are also eligible for emergency medical services and for
immunizations against preventable diseases (sec attached list); states can usc their
own funds to provide benefits to aliens as states see ﬁt :

3. Exceptions:
a. Refugees are not mchg:ble for means-tested progmms until five years after theu' :
date of arrival in the U S. ‘
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b. Noncitizéns over the age of 75 who have hved in the U.S, for at 1cast five years
‘ may also continve recewing wélfare bencﬁts

,\ .

noncitizens cunmtly hvmg in the USS. docs not take effect until one year aﬁer the
date of enaottnent of this*bill: . R

5. Notification. Each fedefal agency that administers a progfam from whxch
. noncitizeris are to be disqualifiéd must provide general nouﬁcanon to the public
and program recipients of the eligibility changes «

6. . AFDC agéiicies rcqulred to provide information. - Agencm admxmstenng the Aid to

- Families with Dépéndent Childrén progmm must provide the name and address of
illegal aliens with children who are citizéns of the U S. to the Immxgranon and
Naturalization Service , '

7. Sponsorship agreements. The document by Whlch mdmduals agree to sponsor
imrnigrants by making their income avéilable to thie immigrant is made legally ‘
. binding until the immigrant becomes a citized (the agreements afe not now Iegaﬂy :
binding and last for clther three or ﬁVc years) o

come Refor

I. Denial of SSI Benefits to Drug Addicts and Alcotiolics.
a. An individual shall not be considered disabled if his pnmary dlagnoms is that he
is addicted to alcohol or a drug :
b. As a result drug addicts and alcoholics lose SSI benefits and Medicaid covcragc
c. Part of the savings réalized wm be block gmnted to States for drug u-eatment

2. SSI Benefits to Certain Chxldren |
a. Restrictions on eligibility for cash benefits

--repeal "compirable severity” test for detennuung disability of children, so that
eligibility for cash benefits or new medical services will be bascd on medxcal -
listings only, and not "individual functional assessment" :

--children currently receiving cash benefits because of a disability specified in
the medical listings will continue to be eligible for cash benefits; howevcr,

~children not already on SSI on enactment will only receive cash payments if -
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 described below .
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b. At least once every 3 years States must conduct continuing disability reviews for

' children eligible for cash benefits (except those whose condition cannot =~ .,
improve)

. 6 month grace period for cusrent SSI recipients
Social Security shall issue regulations within 3 months of enactment
Social Security must notify within 1 month those whose eligibility will ternunate
Block Grants for children with disabilitics O
--Social Security to make grants; grants are an enntlement to States
--remove individual entitlement to benefits
—grants spent only on authonzed medical and non-medical services for quallﬁnng

™o o

_ individuals
o r“§\Stzztes decide which services from prescribed list may be paid for with grants
3??5‘! x “qualifying individual” means a child who is cither (1) eligible for cash SSI oL
- U7 1 benefits under this title; or (2) who is not eligible for cash but is disabled by a:
.~ condition in the medical listings

a:” X -~Statc grant based on number of chlldren chgxblc for additional services |
Q"’” |

roudine
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Programs for Which Aliens Would Be Ineligible:

Medlcald

. Maternal & Child Health Services Block Grant ngrams

. Community Heslth Center Services

. Family Planning Methods and Services.

. Migrant Health Center Sm'wes '

. AFDC -

Child Welfare

SSI- .

: Foster Care and Adoption Assistance

10. Food Assistance Block Grant Programs

11. Rental Assistance :

12. Public Housing

13. Housing Loan Program

14. Housing Interest Reduction Program

15. Loans for Rental and Cooperative Housing

16. Rental Assistance Payments

17. Program of Assistance Payments on Behalf of

Homeowners

" 18. Rent Supplement Payments on Behalf of Qualified .
Tenants
19. Loan and Grant Programs for Rspmr and {mprovement
of Rural Dwellings

' 20. Loan and Assistance Programs for Housing Farm Labor
21. Grants for Preservarion and Rehabilitation of Housing
22. Grants and Loans for Mutual and Self- Hclp Housing and
Technical Assistance

223. Site Loans Program :
24. Grants for Screening, Referrals, and Education
Regarding [.ead Poisoning in Infants and Children
25. Block Grants for Preventive Health and Health Services

4
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26. Title XIX-B subparts I and 11 Public Health Service Act

27. Programs of Training for Disadvantaged Adults under
Title [I-A and for Disadvantaged Youth under Title l[-C of
the Job Training Partnership Act’
28. Job Corps Program
29. Summer Youth Employment and Training Programs
30. Older Américan Community Service Employmmt Aa
. Programs .
- 31. Title Il Older Americans Ac: Programs
32. Title II-B Domaestic Volunteer Service Act Programs
33. Title 11-C Domestic Volunteer Service Act Programs
34, Low-Income Energy Assistance Act Program
35. Weatherization Assistance Program
36. Social Services Block Grant Program (Title XX SSA)
37. Community Services Block Grant Act Programs
38. Legal Assistance under Legal Services Corporation Act
39. Emergency Food and Shelter Grants under McKinaey
Homeless Aat
40. Child Care and Development Block Grant Act Programs
4]. Statc Progrum for Pruwdmg Child Care (sectmn 402(1)
SSA)

7. Grants 1o States for state student mcennuves

Programs for Which Aliens Would Reinain Ellgible:™! |

1. Emergency medical services

. 2. Stafford student loan program

3. Basic educational oppurtmny grants
4. Fadaal work study

$. Federal supplemental education opponumty grants
6. Federal Perkins loans

8. Grants and fellowships for graduate programs
9, Special programs for students whose families are engag

- in migrant and scasonal farm work

10. Loans and Scholarships for Bducation in the Health

Professions
11. Grants for Immunizations Against Vaccine-Preventable .

- Diseases
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Title II; Child Care Block Grant | W e el
Title 11: Child Protection Blogk Grint

. Purpose. The pmposc of funds provided to sates in this block grant are to help

states:

a. Identify and assist famx!zes at risk of abusing or neglecting their chﬂdrcn .

b. Operate a system for receiving reports of abuse or neglect of children . &

¢. Investigatc families reported 10 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 arrangemen!s for childrén who
must be removed from or who cannot live with their families

g. Provide for continuing evaluation and improvement of ¢hild protecnon laws
regulanans and services : :

3. Fligible states. In order 1o be eligible for block grant funds, states must:

a. submit a written document ta HHS that describes how they mtend to pursue :he ‘
‘purposes described above

b. centify that they have a state law requiring public officials and other
professionals to report actual or suspected cases of abuse or neglect -

- ©. cenify that they have procedures for determining quickly whether a report of
‘abuse or neglcet is credible and for Laking action if itis '

d. certify that they have procedures for ensuring that children removed from their
families for protection are placed in safe and nurturing settings;

e. certify. that they have procedures for ensuring that children removed from their
home have a wriften plan that specifies the gaal for achieving 4 permanent
placement, that the plan is reviewed every 6 months, and that information about
the child is collected regularly and recorded in the case record

f. within three years of the date of passage, declare quantifiable goals of their

- child protection program and report quantifiable information on whether they
, arc making progress toward achieving their goals

g. the Secretary of HHS can determine whether the state plan inciudes all of the
clerents reviewed above but cannot add new clcm'ms or review the adequacy
of state procedurcs

3. Grants 10 states for child protection.
a. The block grant money i$ an entitlement to states for flve years
b. The amount of money in the block grant is . .
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c. Each state rccewes the same propaortion of the block grant each year as it
received of payments 1o states by the federal government for child welfare
programs in the average of the years 1991, 1992, and 1993
d. Use of funds. States can use block grant funds e
--in any manner reasonably calculated to accomphsh the purposes (see abovc)
--states may transier up to 20% of the funds in any gwcn block grant 1o m.her
block grants _ » :
‘e. Penalties. States arc subject to two penalties:
--if an audit determines that states have spent money on activities not consistent
with the purpose of this legislation, the amount of misspent funds will be
withheld from the state’s payments during the following year (with the
restriction that not more than 23 percent of 8 quarterly payment can be
withheld) -

4. Child protectioh standards. These standards are included in the bill to indicate what
stales must do 1o assure the protection of children and to provide guidance to the
cilizen review panels;

a. The primary standard by which a state child welfare system shal! be Judgcd is

- the protection of children

b Each state shall investigate reports of abuse and neglect promptiy with due
regard to the potential danger to children

¢ Children removed from their homes shall have a permancncy plan’ and 3
dispasitional hearing by a court or a coumappomtcd body within 3 months after
a fact-finding hearing

d All child welfare cases with an out- of home placement shaﬂ be reviewed every
six months unless the child is already in a long-term placement .

5. Citizen review panels. o -

3. States must have a least one citizen review pam:l for each metropolitan area of

~ their state

b. Panel members must be broad ly represemznve of the commumty from which
they are drawn

¢. Panels must meet at least quarterly

d. Panels are charged with the respansibility of rewemng cases from the child

- welfare system to determine whether statc and loca! agencies receiving funds

under this program arc carrying out activities in accord with the State plan, are
achieving the child protection standards, and are mcetmg an) other child welfare
criteria that the panel considers impornant : .

e. Panels must produce a public report after each meenng and states must include
information in their annual report detanhng their responses to the panel report
and recommendations .
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6. Audits. Stare expenditures are audited every second year; any funds spent foﬁ i g 18
purposes other than those stated for this block grant will be repatd to the federal | i
govemmem )

7. Data collection and reporting, States must annually report an extensive set of data
to the federal government. The information that must be reported includes the
number of children reported as abused or neglected, the number of reports of abuse
or neglect that were subsequeéntly substantiated, the number of substantiated cases
that received services, the number of children removed from families, the numberx
of families that received preventive services, the average length of stay in i‘ustgr
care, the number of children in foster care with a goal of adoption, and a number
of other performance measures. States must also include in their report a summary
of the data measuring whether they are making progress toward their goals (see
above), a summary response to the findings and recommendations of their citizen
review panels. and, if funds were transferred 10 another block grant, an explanation .
of why the funds were wansferred. The Secretary of HHS must prepare an annual
report based ur state reports and make the report available to both Congress and the
public. ,

Title [VV: Resirjcting Welfare for Aliens

1. Ineligibility of aliens for public weifare assistance. With the exceptions noted
below, noncitizens are not eligible for 41 means-tested programs (see attached list)

2. In order to help noncitizens improve their job preparation skills, they remain }
eligible for eleven programs that provide educational or training services. Adults
-and children noncitizens are also eligible for emergency medical services and for
immunizations against preventable diseases (see amached list)
3. Exceptiors: T
g. Refugees are not ineligible for means testad programs unnl five years after their
- date of armival in the U.S.
b. Noncitizens over the age of 75 who have lived in the U.S. for at least § years
may also continue recewmg welfare beneﬁzs

4. Current resident cxception. The ine :g1b|lxty for means-tested benefits of ,
nonvitizens currently living in the U.S. does not take effect until one year after the
date of enactment of this sz :
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'S. Notification. Each federal ageney that admnmsters a program from which |
nancitizens are to be disqualified must provide general notification 1o the pubhc
and program recipients of the eligibility changes

6. AFDC agencies required to provide information. Agencies adrmmstenng the A;d !
‘Families with Dependént Children program must provide the name and address of "
illegal aliens with children who are citizens of the U.S. 1o the Immxgxauon and
Naruralization Service :

7. Sponsorship ag‘reementv. The document by which individuals agree to sponsor
immigrants by making their income available to the immigrant are made legally Lo
binding until the immigrant becomes a citizen (the agreements are not now legally = & ¢
binding and last for either three or five years)

Title V: Sunnlemental~ Security [ncome Rcforms

1. Denial of SSI Benefits to Dmg Addicts and Alcoholics:
a. An individual shall not be considered dxsablcd if his primary diagnosis is that he
is addicted to alcohol ar a drug
b. As a result drug addicts and alcoholics lose SSI benefits and Medicaid coverage
¢. Pant of the savmgs realized w:ll be block grantcd to Smes for drug trcatmcm

2. SSI Benefits to Cenain Ch:ldrcn o :
a Restrictions on eligibility for cash benefits .

--repeal "comparable severity” test for detcn'nming disability of children, so that
eligibility for cash benefits or new medical services wili be based on medxcal
listings only, and not “individual functional assessment"”

--children currently rece:vmg cash benefits because of a disability sPec:ﬁed in-
the medical listings will continue to be eligible for cash benefits; however,
“children not already on SSI on enactment will only receive cash payments if
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 described below

b. Al least nnce every 3 years States must conduct continuing disability reviews for
' children eligible for cash benefits (except those whose condition cannot
improve)
6 month grace period for current SSI recipients
Social Security shall issue regulations within 3 months of enactment
Social Security must notify within | month those whose eligibility will tcrmmatc‘*
Block Grants for children with disabilities
--Social Security to make gran:s; grants are an entitlement to States

oo n
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femove individual entitlerment to benefits

--granis spent only on authonzed medical and non-medical services for qualeymg
individuals ;

Stazes decide which services from prcscnbed list may be paid for with vgams f

- quahfymg individual" means a child who is either (1) eligible for cash SSI
benefits under this title; or (2) who is not ehglble for cash but is disabled by a
condition in the medical listings -

--S.tate grant based on numbeér of children eligiblc for additional services

RPN T R o
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Repubfican Gove:nors’ Association
Wetfare Reform Session '

l.  Oblective :
To have & thorough discussion on the broad outling of welfare reform amang the
GOP Govetnors snd House and Sepate Republican leaders, 1 |

N.  [sxuas for Discyssion

A, Blogk Qrants - GOP Govarnors support Block Grans In 3 major efeas of
walfare and ssolsl spending: AFDC/Cash Assistance, Food, and Child Care. GO®
Governors ‘sre inttrected IA exploring Block Grents In § additionol sraas: Child

' ' ‘Weitars, Soclal Servicas, Empleyment and Tralning, Health, and Housing,

'* " The programs for inelusion in tha above 3 Block Gramx are

Eood — Pood Stamps, Nuttition Assistancs for Puerto Rico, Special
Milk Program, Chitd Nutriticn, Child Nutrition Commadities, Food .
Donetlons, Women, Infaats, Childran Program (WiC), Emesgenoy Food
Assigtanas Program, Cengragze Meals, and Mesls on Wheals.

~  Esch State will tecelve that portion of the Biock Grant that

' ' 3 @Quals the pontion of the total Mederal speniding recaived by

| esch State in FY 1894, This smount would be sdjusted esch
yaar for infigtion.

. . AEDC/Owh~ A to Familles whth Dependant Childran (aingle parent
and two parent families], Emergency Assistance, AFDC
Administration, and Job Opportunities snd Basic Bkilis (JOBS)

progran,

- Each State would recsive the smount equs! to the averags of
spsaging In FY 1890 « 1834, . .

o Child Carg —~ TiUs | (Rducation far the Dissdvantaged), Migrant
: Education, Native Hawalien Femlly Education Centers, Thild und Adult
* . Food Program, Child Care snd Development Block Graat, Child -
) . Developmant Assoclats Crodantisl Scholsrship, State Depandant Cere - -
Pisnning and Development Grants, Temporary Child Care for Chlldran
with Dissbiiiies, At-Risk Child Care, Trensitions! Child Cere, Head
Stan, snd Even Start. ,

~  Each State will racelve that portion of the Block Grant that
~ * equsie the partion of the total Federal spanding received by
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esch Sizte in FY 1994.

> ®, Funding - Funding Is & State entitlement. Seo above for dlstﬂhuﬁon. |

c mmmnn - Maximum flexibility for States to design and admlnlsm
programs would de given in the Black Grants. Reporting requiraments and Fedazal -
regulations would be minlmized. Programs would be audRed snd States wuutd '
repay any misspent funds.

Miare spacdifiosily:

' e States wil dwehp plans, detailing how they will use the funds to .
: A mast the brosd gosls of sech Block Grant. A copy of the pian will be
sent to the Secretary, snd esch Stats will also submk gn anaual’ -
report, with infermation on the numbsr of psaple served, smlm
provided, snd funds expended.

. Avgits will detarming whethar funds have been miaspent, tnd Stmc
© owill 18pay such smounts,

M The Secretsry’s sbility 10 raquirs addivenal reporting from Smes ond .
- impesa restrictions on Statss Wil be limRed,

*  States may transfr up 10 50 parcent trom one Block Grent 19 anGiter.

| : . - ¢ States may carryover fund's from one fisesl yaar to the noxt,
M. Owtetepdies lasuss |
A. Madicald ~ Current efiglbiity tied te AFDC receipt: Am maintenence of effert, - |

in Madioaid statute, needs to be t!imlnatcd. Other Modk:WAFDc llnhnas med
explorstion.

‘B. Lagal Allans - Allow tmu the option 10 provide assistance to this populstion.
Adjust base errount for sach State ta reflect the lagal afien mpwhﬂm they would
ne janger have to serve. .

e m o W

C. Waivers - States would be relassed from current wﬂvar end cost-neutrality
sgreementy, : ‘

D. Automsion — Funding for !nfonmu’on systams needs dlscussio:‘:.
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Governors® Propossl on APOC Slock Grant @
ASSISTANCE TO FPANMILIES

nds <O Oporetr u
Fenily Assic e progrsm dewigried 3 prov.de
assigtance to the Pamilies of nesdy} children 8o the

cen be cared for ia thels own homed or the homes of
relativas end conduot progiams Lo end the aependence
of destitute parents on governzent £ice, L

STATE REPORT FOR ASSIGTANCE TO FAMILIES. i
As  Bec. 402. A §tate report for ald and sezvices to needy families -

with children must: R

provide that 4t shall be in effect in all politicel ,
subdivisions of the 8tete, ond, if administered oy tham, ba 7
mandetocy \?on them, States shall B¢ allowed to hove
regiongl diffarences in the state in the adminictration of

their peogram.

Provide for granting an opportunity fozi a Jair tiél'eingf
hatfara the Rtats agancy to any individusl whese clair for
sssistance to families is danied or is nof acted vpon with

zoasonsble promptnans. :

Provide for policies that ramkeiat usa é'f {informstion to
offizial Frederal, local o= Stata usas.

provide that all individusls vishing to maks application for

ascistance tw fanilics shall have epportunity te dg sn, and

that assistance to families shall ba furnishad with
sessonsble prospiness to ell eligible individusls. ‘

* im e . VS AN e g - - - — e S

Drovida for prespt notico (Lscluding the trsnsmittal of all
relevent inforaation) to the sState child dupport oellection
sgency (cotoblishod pursudat to part D of this title) of t2e
Surnisbing of assistance to fasilies with respect to a child
whe hee been deserted or sbaideaed by & perant {including a
child botn out of wedlock without cegard to wiethsr the
peteenity of such ahild doo boen ectoblished). '

Provide thot the Otete hax in effect end.'operotion & work
and jeb gpportunifies and Desic sk ing progrea. -

Provide that the State has in effect a susc plan for foster
care end edoption esoistancu epproved undgr pert B of thia

title.

_ Provide thet, ag a condition of eligibility for ald, eich

applivany ve recipiens will be required:

e. To_yogpe at.;u wllh Lus Sitale (1) In eateblishing ,th& J
: 8 ohild born eut of wvedlook with respecst

¢
-

[}
L3
.
.
-
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VarPan

' op aid iv uleimed, and (ii] 4n pbtoining B T
t:y;:a i for sueh applicant end for & chniw with
T o whom gueh @id Jv cleimed,] er ia obtalning
eny otber paymeats or proparty due guch applicant or .
guch chile, uniess. (in ‘mither casel puuh epplicant or
gecipient §s found to hsve good cause for refusing %0 -
gooperats: es . detagminod by the Brgte aguuvy -which
standerde shsll tske into consideration . &hs best
intersste of the ohild ea whose Dehalf aid is claimed.

b, . 76 cooperste with the BEtete in jidentirying, sad .
providing infermation to sésist the State in pursuing,
any third pusty who may bs lfable tojpay for esra end.
services availeble undér the State's|plan for medical
assfstance under title XIX, unless sueh sindividusl has

soed csuse for zefuming to ceoperate| as determined by
gga state agensy ¥ ?.%h ltan::rdv shall taks into

censideration the best intarests of the individuals
involved: but the 3tate shall not Do subject to on
finencial penalty -in the administraticn or snforoemwn

of this asubpsragrsph 23 ¢ result of Eny monitozing,
quality centrol, or auditing requirenents.

$. Peovide that the state has $n effect e plan np;éa‘vad under
PArt D ané oparates & child suppoert progrem in substaatial .
complionce with such plan.

R 10. brovide that the State Bas an sutomsted §nfocmstion wystem .
: that includes: < ] A

A.  Tdentifiable correlation factors (such a3 social

, securs nucbers, . nanes, .dates . B¢ _birth,
| , :ggu:ga.‘ w‘é‘ Mff'ing atdd?u;n uagluimﬂ ‘ r.'nﬁ, :f:
' es), eaf all appliganta 4 ents of such &
and the relative ns.l:h whm.nany ﬁlﬁd vho‘ou guch an

: licant or racipient ia living) to assure suflicient
i o : ;‘3 tibility esong ef  differeat

systam 4
‘ jurisdictions to perrit pariodin wcreening to Jdstarmine
| vbether en indivis:ﬂ iabor has ma"ﬂe.um benefita

fezn aore then sae jurisdicetion,

3. Cagadbility of checking records eof applicants and.
recipients of ‘oush aid on s periodie basis with ether -
sgoneies, doth intree . and intar-gtate, - fop
detoreinstion aend verification of weligidbility and

peyment, ‘

Ce cafcbiu'ty of motifying the apprepriste offigials of
child euppers, food areistance, gogial service, sad
nedical astvistance progrime approved] uager ticle X1X
vhengver the ssse becores ineligible]or the amount of
83d or ocervicos io ebanged, end A Co

!
i

— o P VS JMm IS ¢ . olgpew ¢ mia .. -
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"D, Provigions for sesutity wgeinet ‘unsuthorized access o,
or upe of, the dats in sUCh systen. '

. 1. For ‘vempersry - disquslification off certain peuly .

i lsgals aligno £r§s cacaiving uid [to families uuK :
depandent childrer, ses subssction (n) o Bection J43A
of the Imnigrasion snd Ratienmslity » Subsectien (£)
of section 210 of suoh Act, and gudssction (4)(V) of

soction 110A of suchk Act.

« 3In casa vhere sn slien disqualified fzon recejving:
: aidmu‘;ma: such subsestion (h),(f), or {d)(7) i3 the
rent of a child who i8 not S0 disquelified and who

without eny adjustment of status under such eection:
3dSA, 210, or &l1%A) ls considered a dependent child
under subsection (e){33), or is the brother .or sister.
of such a ehild, subsoction {a) llm shall nmet »51 e
end the nesds cof such 3lien shall dot be taken inte -
account §A waking the dsterainetioniunder subsection
{a)(7) with zespect to gsuch child, but the income of
suth alien (€ or she i3 the parent of sush ehild) -
shall be iaciuded in making such detprmination to tha
vere. extent thak income of a c;uppjtsnt is lnsluded
under subsecticn (a}(31). ' ‘ ‘

PADIT 7O STARES.

$ec. €03, Zach §tase's annuel funding for FY 96 = 2000 sball
' equal the iverage of  the Statels axpanditures for
the ettached progtaks feor IY °9_0‘~ 98, This
funding ic en entitlowent so the State. Tha Stara
msy terassfer up ta 20 percent of the funds from this
gection to other bleck araats. '

Payments te a state for any fiscal yerr » J chligated. by the
$tate 4o that fiscal year ezy' in the n‘:z.acud?;.g ﬂ!nulgfu:. >

REPORTS AND AIDITS. : !

Sec. 404, | | .

8. PZschk State skall eprepitt reporte on its activitics carried
vul with funds nade availeble {or transforyed for vse) under
this title. Reports =dall be prepored annuelly, covering
the ool Zecently completed fiacel yeer, ond shsll be in
such form and contain such information os the State finds
tvyyuety L0 provide on ascurote dodgqripiion of such
astivities, t» secure 3 complete record ¢ the pirposss for -

whith - Lunde wece opent, end to deternias the extent te which
funds wvere speat ‘in a Ranner coaslitent] vith the sepere

i
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ke copies of ths
sble for public

iL a ccy to the
upon reguast, 0

requized by section 402, ITue §Lelm chell
reports required by this section aval
inspecticon within the State ang chall tra
secrstary. Copies shall alse be provided,

S

any intorested pudlic agency, 8n6 €ach |such esgwiuLy ey

ress.

provide ity views on these repcrts to the

Zach Stete shall, not less often than evary two yesrs, audit
ite mxpeadityres from amounty reseived (of trangferred for
use) undar thia title. Such State audite 3331l bs conduoted
by an entity indspendent of uu}- agercy administaring
activities gunded undsr this title, in; eocordance with
gensrally sccepted auditing principles. | Witnin 90 dn:ﬁ

folloving th letion o2 each sudit,| the State .she o
wuaz: age”; of 3..: audlt ¢o the g:hisf ture of ‘tb_t :tuo e
all 1

and to the Secretsry. Each Gtate s , y to the United
States gxounts ultisately found mot te hav: en expended in
sceordance with this titls, or the Scoretary may offset such
amounts’ sgainst any other amouat o vhich the Etate i o2

nay becorg entitled under thir title. :
The Seccetary sholl not impose sdaizional rapertin

requirements oa States other than these sgtcificany atated

{n this pection:

L L r—,

£l 3¢5/ -

* .

. > i D ]
Y M mRIMY e -
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Jubahaptes € = &Ild Cerw and Davalopmens 3leck r@t.
A "’..' 3A. BHORT TITLE; W By OF '!I!!.!‘“‘J
a‘,' 58 ADPRCPRIAZIOND. ! _
a,  Suurt - This pubemapter may ke oi
‘ g::‘m?g&olmt Bleck Grant Aot of 1995.*

o S P of title ind authorisstion of apprepclstion o Tor
F ® ﬁ"&? oses of conapnlidat Tedsrsl assistance to CGtatss

68 the f-ét-.né'

1d ‘cage into a single graat, (increas $tate

Eikessiiser, T iy enlle s bl ne ey et
2 ar as ™ ' :

:nts: t': zutai:h lp:!:lim Sirected at the goals of «» '

1. Providiag child care services ta fanilies;
2, ZImproving the quality and availability of

Thess are autborized to be spprepriated dollary fer sach fiscal

{aning vith fiscal year 195§ to carry the purposes of
¥:g ::gc!npggr. This mengt s3all be on entitlénent to States.

Ses. 638B. {DE2ET2 - Antherization ef sppropiiation.)
Sec. 65IC.  ESTABLISDNENT OF BLOCK GRANT

( The Secretary s auwtherized ¢o aske grun to Statas J.u'
esceordance with tie provisions of this subchaptrag. .

Ssc. 658D, STATE ADNINISTRATION, °

Priog eaditure 8 State of payments madajte It under thils

! lu‘behl':‘:cﬁo: ‘3 !B‘y”u yesy, tg: State shall report ¢a the
i : intendod usqe of the pigmants the State iy te rgoeive under thie

title, including informetion an the types of gotivities to Dea

B suppocted and the natagories or charzastezistice ¢f individuels te

K pe secved. 7The zeport shall be tramsmitted to the Secretary and
nade public withia the State {n such marnar ga to fasilitste

‘ cemnent bI any perssn (iacluding any Pedesal jor ouhar publiec
- o

agency) dovelepsant e the ¢feport {and aefter it
Mguon. goport shall be zevised throughout the vear as
Ray ba necossary to ceflect substantial changes the activities
assisted undor this title, and scy revision sboll bs subject oo
thn caquirerents of the pravieus sentence. ~ _

fnri. £568. DeLe?R (epplicaties m pleal.
Sec. Gxav. LDOTATTONS ON STATZ ALIOTYENTS.

SR CMNT.  hewning in this }
y

8¢ NO WNTITIDCNZ 30 CONTRACT
subchaptsr shall de construed -~

[P
. .
L]

¢

.
-
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| . ‘ e child care provide: zeciplent of 3
: chif: ?-1“1:. u?;ruuuuf to’ any o ncc.? grant or
benef£it; or .

ohy State to fmpose additiconal
: r&:}:‘:é:m?::‘igﬁu‘linmmm contryot :gu,“m. (W'«

undeg this subchapter.

£ b, CONETRUOTION OF PACILITIES.

h 1. I ce=spal. No funds made aval undez thh
m.’mt .?“?Mno:’ terng: “‘ob ) eg::g‘;: o:r

: v
wgomamto twnv'tme {other p::m snor - t:mdclind

of any buildiang or faeility.

2. EECTARIAN ACERCY O3 OBCANIZATION,
sectarian agency op t%mtntioa.
aveilgble undsr tuis apter me
purpoces described scapreph
axtent thet rmenucn of zepaiz is a
the facilicy of suchk agency or eantu:im iato
ocompliance vith bealth ind sasfety requiresants. 4

Sec. £588. m? (uct&vl.uu ts improve ths|quality of sbild

the case ¢f
a0 funds nede
¢ used fer the

= o —— Pa—

( Sec. €58E. DELETZ (sarly cbiidhpod deve and bafore and

afteg-~pchool services).

§ec. €381. ADINTIFTRATION.
ADMINISTRATION. ¥HE SICRETARY SEALL =.
1. Coordinate a1l activities of the Napartment eof Jealth and
Humen Sorvices relatiang 3o child eare, and) teo pazinon -

tte
: fuctiabu. coerdinate auch activities with einiler
activities of other Federal entities.

. 2. .8ball act se sdditions) zeporting reguitesents on Ste
j other than thosa specifinally stat-gw tn.:h te, States
g 3 vide techninal assistince to sssiet Stafes ¢ .
’ :gzc' aubelnpeo:. inslvding skeistance an : F.x:%i?iaﬁi‘.
t [ .

]

‘ | Ref. KS83.  PADmWIS. | ,

8. Dt GROERAL., Sfcbiast to the availedbility o appee
& Stats tvhat hag geportead %o tbhe m':‘l. unca’:u::é:ﬂ; n
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"“‘E -]

§3600 ohall be entitied te ¢ go yment under| this seetfon for
]

esack £iscel year in an ameunt equal e §
saction £880 fer such fiseal 3«9.

MITUCD OF PAYHEWZ.

1. IH OENZRAL. The Snnut! uy askw
in {nataliments advancs [ or by way of
uubuumnt, with th necags

and
‘“ ‘g:imtl ear mlym

ynents to @ BTate

, 88 the Becretary my

SPOCING oF ‘TUhDS 3Y STATE, | Fayments te|a $tate srem the

alletzant under section €380 for onr £igoel yeer may bc
cbligatad By the S5Tste 4t that fiscal ur or in ths

succosding fgscu ear. Twenty mﬁ: 0‘1‘ o paymsats to a

stete f£roa the Allotment under
yeis asy be transferzed to other block gr

65¢x. ARRURL REPORT AND AJDITS.

u&o for any tueul
prograns,

sllotment uvader .

u{:d b1 ats on acoount of

5

REPORT. Kot iater then 180 daya fo)llowing the end of

ANNURYL
the £58Ca8) year, a ftate that :mlms assistence under this
subchaptar chtll prepire ard subnit to |the Sacretaty a

repoct ~

1. $pecifying the uses ‘oe yhich the Staks expended funds
fpacified under 656A and the apount ¢f funds expended
£of sush uses; ‘ » '

2. Spesify the mu&ul gands carried forvacd.

. mu&a!.ng aveiladls &a%s on -the or in which th-"

chilé cace needs of foailies in ths| State but
!ultlued , iaelud!n’ information sencersing t.i:. et

of children deinv sssisted with fu ’rovi vnder “

this: tubchl ter, ducing she pericd| for \rhi
regort {9 nﬁwéa te aagwmi uﬁ. oA such

AUDITS, ,

i. ARQUIRERENT. A staea shall, sfter t close of wach

m riod covered by & raport| submitted under
fon 634N avdit {ts expanditures duping sush progres
peried frop amounts recsived under th subchaptes.

2 DDEPROENT MPDITOR:  Audits under | this subseeticn
~ =hall Be coaducted M An satity thae indepondent of
r sgency administering acti\rsu-} that. zecelve

onder thie oabchumz and in accordmnce

im:h genarslly scospted wudis principles.
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A mu tacioded ud #oe gusl
' the Calld Cn :’l&& aTaBt |
Dece . 7Y ﬂ '::.

i L ) .
- | b

tle I, tdnuuua for tha ammd - f137

ugzm: scucatien a6

ve Eavaiizn Fasdl m:tn c@aun R

. 3
aild ’ lopzent ¥lock
eadld Wufan'a:aggg sehalixy
suee acpudn: &n :e:m.‘-nr bcnl“ m
sk am Ca:a

eianal Child Cave (APDC)

cias

n-:u
‘ id Care from Socisl servicms Block Gzuat
(T ~

Depandent Care Credit
d Caze u;nﬁnn Expesse

gzxmr mm.cec
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- ‘9. -lig .‘o-a-. - ) . . ‘ ?Mr‘. ] "
2 : child caxe Biock Grant @ , " ?"
m z PR (] ¢ : ’ .
w Mdintus of Othsr camnittess’ {'o‘ .
ze0d scatp Pay Cax
:mmamwcmauuztmm .
e Subgtunse Abuse ;:emt}.aa and Mm: Rlock Grast e
o .
&Mﬁum ?:eaﬁll . ¢
nnst c&m Progren . s
Whg W "
mmm disod Deve N . °
Guazanteed Lou.%ta,: forll Jusiness ¢
Mm Caild Wolfave deer Tisle IX auu °

*Thls progran um:ath Yood snd Wutrivien ﬁu&'ﬁme that is -
iz ths Ceatraet with Amgrica dil); staces czn wvhisk bleek
gvant should Bave ckis program, but ve have put ik io the ch(ld
Care 2lock Griot becauss the Teod end WutTitian Alock Srant is over
§30 dilliem evaz vichous tiis progran. ©Of course, {states will De
akia ce wove ta 20% of the soney between dleck ks :
docatica o¢ progzen is oot at ;L. exicicnl. ‘

oThy 8ocial Secvices Bleek gt {3 §2.8 dhillias,
Public Welfirc Ageociucicn estimaces that about 20 cent of :h;

$3.8 bmsen (ez 3560 willion) in the Socfal M{a 3lock
i¢ used by states £Q purciase Child tire. Ve mgpes .

elllion out ¢of thy secial sm%«- 3lock dﬁhﬁ i.nco :ha (T3}
Zloak Qrusz. Ageln, tiis acuien Ly noC bocanse cueu can

mmqmmmwucnmmu. tathouu
of the Toeld ami Fycriticn Block Grant, we are ce t tha
wsngy viistever statess vaat it. ,

Onudeaehhtomuuuhvem.wmnkm grogrias have
maazmey, unncuumsx : &m.ucs

l«az e grant
beyides mbutcbafﬁ mwmormmd:m
dxy cave. 'umw&-mm ars small, ve suggest
:‘hn::. §8 the &mmx&ma’ mm.
a'a gote 4 2 L

prograns te Tembye the'su trtcmaﬁ.myeucbdd:ua.

riuls prograa should probably e maved t Cadid wels |
Szant tln.: ve vill sczd yac taux thiy v: b ¢ s Block

c Jaos 95 Tiete ‘have Dean facluded Za the Elrve Erute of
Chid Gist; ve would Like azx tate
ihink they should be incinded. o grates

smbniant

-~

LT
w———

- —
-
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‘lTﬂ.B V - CONSOLIDATING FOQD ASS!'STANCE PROGRAMS

sncnox 8 roon ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT w

- W et BBl
*

{s) PURPOSE. - : ‘
(1) The mm °f thk act is t° cvnmidm ‘Pedaral foad
sasistance {nto A single block ¢ gx ter flexibility -
to Statas to mest the food sof thc utans puctieahle :
under the ¢onditons in that State. :

() AUTRORITY TO MAXE BLOCK GRANTS,

() The Secretary of Agriculture shall raake grants in accordabei
with this section to Statas to provide food mﬁun’m& assietance
0 individuals and farn{lles. | nece.

© msmmonorm

(1) The funds uppra priated to emycntﬁun sectian shnbc
allotted ameng tha States as follows: A State shall receive that
porton of the block grant.thst equals ths portion of the tots)
amount that State :ecn!\u for FY 1994 under the following

programe: (see nmched)

(2) mmmuecamdmm $7 « 2000 :hdlmtbolmthm ‘
the amoust received for FY 1996, This ameunt s!ul! bs a2
endtiemeant for States. :

(3) The arseunt allotted under pavagra (l)abanbumm:uh

fscal ywbyaeSemmytom‘lm e percentage change ix the

food at hame compaontat of the Connauer Price Index For All -
Urban Consumers for the I year period ending May 31 orsuch

preceding fises] yeas.
© METROD OF PAYMENT. : ,~ '

g) The Smen.ry ey Jtymeau tv & State {n installmens,

advanes or by way rdmbussement, with necessiry
djuatments on account cz overpayments or Mwmcanf

mswchrymw determine. ,

(D SPENDING OF FUNDS BY STATL |
(1) Payments 1o 2 Stata from ths allotment ander section I for ey

-l

sy AW cem W

'wu‘-ﬂw.
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fiscal year may be obligatad by the State {n that Sscal yaar or in
the succeeding fiscal yaar, Twenty percent of the payments to a
State from the allotment under Section Ifor ahy fiscal year may be
mraniferred to-Other block grant programs. ~ )

(e) ELIGIFILITY TO RECEIVE CRANTS, i

(1) To e aligihle to recelve & grant in e amount allotted t9 o

State for & fiscal year, such Stata shall submut to the Secretary 2

State plan cantiining assurances that -

(A) such great will beexpended by the State to previdefood

ﬂ putidon sssiotence o rasident Mdividuals in the State,

PRV i we= "

(B) such grane will be used for administrative costs Incurred

“to provide assistance under this section.

(2) Prior to expenditure by a State of payments zads to jtunder

intended use of the payments the Stats iz (o recelve o
inforpation on the tsyw of activities 10 be supported and the

categories or charzcteristicy of persons ¢o
be Dansesitted to the Seeretary and made publie within the
State in such mananer gs to facllitste comment by any passor
(including anyFederal or other public ageney) dzveyl
of the report and after ity completion. The report shall be revises
throughout the year s may be Recassary 1o reflect substxnte
w iz the getivities asaisted under this section, and s
revision shall be subject to the requirements of the previou
santence. The Secretwy shall mot Lnpose ndditional reportn

() Amual Report Mot later than Decembar 31, 1995, ar
aemuaily thereafter, 2 Stete that recelves a grant under sector
shall prepase and submit to the Sacretary Ayeport-

{A) Specifying the uses for which the State expended !'w

this ssction for apy fiscal year, the State shall report on the
}' o chadin

_requirements on States.
{0 ANNUAL REPORTS AND AUDITS.

secved. Thereport

epmen

© gpecified under Section ] and the amount of funds expend

for such uses; and

@) avallable data on the siznowr in which |

. foed and putrition needs of famflles {n the State are bl
folfilled, including information concerning the pumber
individuals and families being assisted with funds provic
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ubder Section [ duriag the period for which sach report is
secnlired t9 be submittad, : | N
@) Audits ; o
(A) Requirement, A Stare shall, aftey the close ef cach
program period covered by areport submittad under seron

[ audit its expenditures during such grogram pericd frax
amounts recalved undor this a‘ocﬂon. i .

(8) Independent Agditor. Audits under tis section shall be
conducted by an ¢ntity that is {ndependent c¢f apy agency
administering activities that receive assistance wnder this -
section and De in accordance with; generally accepted
auditing prineiples. ‘

(C) Submission.-Net later than 30 da‘ys’L(t’r: thie completion
of an audit under thiz section, the State shall submit 2 copy
of the sudit o the legisizture of the Stata and to

Secretey,

(D) Repayment. Each State shall repay to the United States -

. any amouants detenpised through an udit undey this
sectian 3ot to have boen expended in gecordance with this
secton, or the Semn;‘umay offset sych amounts gguinst
any other amounts 19 whieh the State is or paay D¢ extitled

under this secticn, }
SECTION 0. DEFINITIONS. ’

( (1) Sscretary refess to the Secretary of Agriculture.
; |
1 |
. i
; 1
i
4
i
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.Estlmated ive Yzar State Iasses Under the
) Huuse Republican Wel(‘are Bill, H.R. 1214
(Mlﬂcons of Dallars) __ﬁ . . . .
" State Title [ Tt “Title T “Tile IV ~—_TleV Title V1_ ik
, ' - Child Care ~ ‘ i ' o .
E AFDCBlock Child = . Block Grant o o , Food Tatal
- Grant (o child Protection =~ (Includes Titke I ~ Nufrition Immigrant Food Stamps 881 - Stamp Five Year
“careculs) BlockGrant ~ child care cols) Block Grant  Provisions Provisions Provisions Offscts Reductions
Alabama (380) ($35) (544) ($120) (19 - ($282) ($339) $86 . - (s828):
Alaska ($50) ($5) {$6) ($40) - 19 . ($30) (s $18 (§142)
Arizonz " - ($168) $45) . o s40) - (8133) ($169). - ($337) (5106) NS 775 I (3 723
Xansas $26) $30) (18 - 19 - (D) o (s129) - ($362) §73 (§575)
California $3,438). (531 ($208) ($1.099)  (§7.717) . ($2,486) ($380) $1,292 @157
Colorado ($130) N EXT)) . (§29) - ($87) -(887) - ($185) @6s) | $ - (55T
Connecticut - sz (835 @2 (840) ($109) - “($162) - 557 | $18 ($502)
Delaware (819 (56) ($7). - (2 (510 ($36) 617 $9 " ($109)])
"[Dist. of Col. T:80. 15 - Y £ )] o (%20 ($24) < (867 (525) $4 <110
¢ . (8412) T (s121) " ($100) (5388) . ($1.419) ($1,207) ($430) $207 . ($3.871)
(5192) 15 ¢82) - - (8131) ($82) ($429) ($202)- $97 ($1.037)
(340) <3} ($2) -.(88) . ©  NA NA . . 813 . (%)
T (368) S S $85) ¢ 1)) ($114) - (395) RN ) 23 (5128
(€17) N ] $9) - $17 S ¢ N o @6sy ;.. . ®17F . (3150)
($455) - T ($158)~ ($86) ($198) ($471) ($958) (5869) - $298) - (92,896)
($168) - (352) (848) §75) ($21) " ($287) - (R273) $102 Loyl
. (8119) ($23) - ¢19) . (334) . ($21) LOS10) $87) . §53 ($360) ||
853 - - (520) ®25) ($100) - ($28) o (s139) ($112) 97 S sun|
(s92; $52) (341) B ¢ {:3)) - (81 (5290) - ($363) - 194’ (&3
¢73 381 (344) (8207 - (§63) - ($402) - 127 $153 [ - (51,449
(352; $15) . S®) 837 $12) - (388) - @19 - 120 RN
5192 350y ($43) ($:18) ' ($m) . . ($326) 3137 3§85 (895Dl -
($297) ($76) (563) ($:08) ($543) - ($342) (3188) $i7 (51,£94)
($340) ($143) (859) ($159) ($209) ($710) ($1675) oos (52,066) ||
(206 ($41) ($43) (8153) G120y - s223) ($160) . $94 . (885D)
(546} ($33) $25) - ($123) ~($) (8251) ($384) 583 . . {$:89)
($181) NGV S 7 1) I 1) . (83 C($TD) @270 | - 8105 (8909)
($30) - (56) i) " (530) [£3)) (539 s |- $13 el
$18) ($11) ~($20) (§66) @ .. - (852) i$43) 313 (5209)]f
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(Millions of Dollars)- : ) :
Sare Titie 1 Title 11 Tille 1T Tille 1V “Title V Title VI
C - ~ CHld Care. 4 - ,
AFDC Block Child = Block Grant o . Food Total ||
* Grant (no child Pratection  (Inchudes Title I Nutrition Immigrant  Food Stamps SS1 Samp |~ Five Year ||
care as) - Block Grant - dnldcwecuh) Block Grant Prcmnom . Provisions, Provisions Ofl'sels Reductions-

i 42,4 (36) (57) . (82n ($48) - Rt 10 B (§20) $6 (S1I8TY
ew Hampshire $3n ($5) (38) ($10) N (844 - (59 $i ($103)
ew Jorsey (3163 < (359) ($40) SAST9) (3598) - $451) {$230) 273 ($1,928)
ew Mexizo (110 $17) {21 $5112) M) (8157 ($65) 346 (5508)
ew York (52,026 ($267) ($143) @) (s, 846)- ($2,54)) ($1,170) $848 | - ($8,520)
orth Carolina ($208) " {($36) Csan. ($170) ($42) ($303) ($443) | $145 1. ($1,165)

Nordy Dakots - ($14). . {$6) - LD ($31) 1 ($24) {$9) . 86 {$85)
io (3529 (3169) T(s11) ($171) . (5%8) (3957 ($529) .$260 . (822
Okizhoma ©(s8n (29 C{$44) . (3109 ($29) ($210) . ($8%) $41 ($533)

' - {3118) (5249) - - ($34) (388) . & ($308) e $48 ($661)
Rennsylvania ($189) (S1S8) (394} - $121) {$199) _ (3900 (3568) $161 (52.069)
Puerto Rico (526) ©813) $30) $129) NA . NA. 4 T 88 (5189)
Rhode lsiind $52) . (519 ($10} ($15) ($92) (3109 - (28) 21 ~{3294)
suth Carolina 3} ($19) (s (896)- .- $16) ($179) _ {$168) $52 {$22)
South Dakota - 1) 34) o se; 20 - @) .- (828 ($30) .. 810 (7))
ennessce 3 {879 59 -~ ($65) e (19 ($473) ($236) $66 | (mn

($323) (5196) $172) (3690) ($1,300) (52,137 - ($598) 5208 ($5,208)
($29) (38) - .(826) (380) . (823} - (381) - (849) $ {$275)

' : {$29) (38) (36) ($13) (36} . ($32) ($8) N s
irgim [sTands S ¢ N (31) ($2) ¢ 30 . NA * st ($83)
ini : T (391) T2 (544) .99y ($145) (5364) 8327y $87 ($920)
ashington . (82 ($24) - (364) (5142) (52209 ($503) . ($163) $116 (51.276)
est Virginia. - (59 817 (818) C($48) T (), ($1%4) ($110) 548 (£73)
isconsin $2100 - (349) 339 (2N $99) sy - (3358 $129 ($330)
Wyoming B £+ 1) I & 1] a5 ($16) 61) (818) (s19; 86 86D
Teriwrics To. (1) N L1 I NA' ($16) NA $0 - ($22)
e .0 ' oy - (539 e S L ‘e $0 ¢S
{311,852) $2,816) $2,37 - (56,622)  ($17,500) ($20,300) s | - 5910 (867,127

Mnallocatd L ) S - ($2) - N ¢ v 1) - (8979) S E (1865)f -
ther provisions ’ ' o o 1747)

Grand Ttals ($11,809) (32,724) - - ($2,372) (35,624)  (317,500) (520,320) (813,153) '$5,910 ($69.354) . -

‘ NA - Estimates are not avaihble

* Staze of Tewvitory has no program )
** HP.1214 conains no funding specifically designated ‘for tribal ogganizations

*“*Esnmtumaymndddnsmmmhng

, '“Numbcrmeolummmdmwsmaynotaddduemmunﬂmg
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INWACT OF THE HOUSE REPUBLICAN WELFARE PROPOSAL )
: ON THE STATE OF FLORIDA ‘

The Housc Repubhcan s Personal Responsmlhty Act ends numerous fedeml—state entztlement and dlscrenonary

- programs -- including Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance (EA), child
care, child welfare, and nutrition assistance -- and replaces them with block grants 1o states. ‘It cuts tundmg

. for Food Stamps and sxgmﬁcantly reduces the number of disabled children eligible for the childhood SST

a program and converts most of the program into a block grant. ‘This could result in Florida and its rcs:dent.s
receiving significantly less federal funding for these programs o o . I ‘

TOTAL FIVE YEAR LOSSES FOR FIDR[DA $3.871 BILLI()N .
APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF FLORIDA CHILDREN DENIED AFDC BENEF ITS: 253 000
, (. .

* & & %

TITLE I would block grant cash assistance for needy families, resultmg in $412 MILLION in federa] funding
for Florida over the next five years than the state would 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 mmor mothers and thexr ch;ldren

TITLE II would block grant federal fundmg for abused and neglectcd ch:]drcn and. cmldren in foster care or-
adoptive placements, resulting in' $121 MILLION ‘in federal funding for Florida over the next five ycars. The
proposal eliminates federal funding for Family Preservation and Suppon and several other specific programs
to prevent child abuse and ngglect. Though the block grant would grow modestly over the five years, no
adjustments are provxded for populauon growth or economic cyc]es :

TITLE ITI would consolidate fedcral child carc progrdms into a ‘block grant that would CUT $100 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 CHILDREN would reccive 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 prov1ded for populanon growth and economic cyclcs

TITLES. I AND V also rcpeal existing nulrition assistance programs -- including School Lunch and WIC --
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 Florida: These reductions would limit chxldrcn s accesy Lo these -
important programs, jeopardizing their nutrition and health :

TITLE IV would restrict welfare for legal 1mrmgrants resultmg in SI 419 BILLION LFSS in fedéral. o
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 1o receive emporary family. a551stance and woyld not be elxglblc ‘
for services funded under Title XX (Social Services Block Grant) and many other progmms =

TITLE V would impose a rigid cap on Food Stamp expenditures,. allowmg no adjustments for economic
cycles. It would mandate work for certain recipients without providing funds to states for job creation. Av. a
result, Florida would receive $1.207 BILLION LESS in federal fundmg over the ﬁve yea.rs :

‘TITLE VI would deny Suppiemcntal Secunty Income (SSI) to many. currently ehglble pcrsons a.nd future
~ applicants - particularly disabled children, many of whom would be denied all benefits due to elxglbﬂxty

" restrictions placed on them by the proposal, These reductions would:result in $430, MILLION LESS in ,
federal funding for Florida for childhood disability programs over the five years and would result in 15% of
disabled cmldren losmg ehg1bxhty for federal SSI benefits. L ‘
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