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SUMMARY I.MPACT ANALYSIS OF H.R. 4 

1 
i 

, "-. 
PROGRAMMATIC IMPACTS I 	

( 

I 	 ,
The House-passed welfare bill, ttIe Personal Responsibility Act, will result in federal savings of 

, approximately $69 billion between fiscal years 1996 and 2000 as funding for many federal programs is 
capped. The preliminary five y'ear estimates of budget authority savings for each title are shown below: 

, I ' 	 , ' 

, Loss to States by Title 
5 Year Federal Savings 

Title I Cash As~istance Block Grant 
(Does nrit include child care repeals) .•••••••••.:: •...••• ',' • ~$11.4 billion

, I 	 , 
TitieU 	 -Child Protection Block Grant. ••••...•...•...' •.••• ~ ••.•• -$3.5 billion 

i 
Title HI 	 Child Cke and Child Nutrition Block Grant' • • • . i •. . • • • • . •• • -$8.2 billion 

... Child:Care Block Grant : 
(IncludeS child care repeals) .......•......••...••.••.•• -1.6 billion 
... ChildlNutrition Block Grant ••••••••••• ~ •• : . • • • • • • • ••• 4).6 billion 

, , 

, Title IV 	 Restrict~ng Welfare For hiunigrants .......•.•••••••.•••• -$13.8 billion 
(Food S~amp restrictions are included in the Food Stamp estimate) 

I 

Title V 	 , FO,od Stamp Program Changes ••• '••••...• ~, .. ~ '........... -$23.2 billion 
, [Food Stamp OtT!;ets From Other ,Titles] ••••••••: ••• '•••• '. • •• $5.9 billion 

'I 	 " ' ,
Title VI 	 Suppiemental Security Income Reform .•.•..•. ~ • • • • • • • • • • -$13.4 'billion 

I : 	 ," 
Title VII 	 Child S~pport Enforcement •.••........••.• '•.......•... -$1.0 billion 


I 

j 	 , ,:' " ' ~'," : • ;"
GRAND TOTAL' •• " ..• " . " " .. " . " .. " .... " " •• " " •.• " " • " " " •. " • " " • " . " ., " ,,} -$68.6 bIllion' 

, 

cmLDREN AFFECTED 
" 

.cash Assistance 

, , 	 I'" " ",:", ,--"., ., 
... 	 When this bill is fully impleme~ted, states will not be able to use federal funds to support' 5.6 million ' 

,children because they were born to a young mother, born to current AFDC recipients, were ina family that 
received AFDC for longer thanlfive years, or were immigrants. This analysis takes into account that 10 
percent of the entire ,caseload c4n be exeIl,lpt from a five-year time limit, as well' as 'the interactions of these 

provisions. 	 _ I ' ':', .', -, :',,', 
... 	 The numbers of children affected at full implementation by the primary provisions in which states are 

required to deny elig~bility if t~e caseload had identical characterJstics to the c9rr~nt caseload are show~ 
below. These numbers are independent effects and cannot be added to get the,'combined effects since some 
children would be affected by rlIultiple provisions. :, .

I 	 ' , 
I 
j 

... Cash benefits denied to children born to unmarried mothers still under 18 • • • • • •• 80,000 children 
, " . 	 . 

... Cash benefits denied to children born to current AFDC recipients ...j....... 2.2 million children 


.. Benefits denied to familiesiwho have received AFDC for five years or, longer ••• 4.8 million children 



, '. 

.. , The follo~ing table shows ,bothlthe indepe~dent and combined effects of these provisions by year; The 
Co~bined Effects, totals,do·not lequal the sum of the effects of the various pro;visions because some children 
would lose eligibility as a resul~ of more than one provision of the Personal Responsibility Act. In a~dition, 
the effects of the immigrant prqvisions and their interactions with the family cap are reflected in the 
Combined Effects totals below. 1 ' 	 ;: ' 

1 

PROVISION I YEAR 1 YEARS 
, 

FULL IMPLEMENTATION 

Minor Moms 

,Family Cap 

Five Year 
Time Limit 

j 20,000I 
I 

NO IMPACT 
i 

! 
NQ IMPACT 

60,000 

1,000,000 

) 

NO IMPACT 

" 

' 

: 
, 80,000 

' 2,200,000 

4,800,000 

COMBINED, 
EFFECTS 

I 

I 
I 
I 

20,000 1,500,000 

: 

5,600,000 

.' !, ' 	 " ,
States are also required to reduce benefits for children without paternity established until the state establishes 
paternity. This provision will ~ffect 3.3 million children if applied to the current caseload., . 

.. 	 , , . 

.. 	 Th~ number of children who ar!! denied AFDC benefits or have their benefitsI'educed is baSed on the 1993 
AFDC caseload using the 19931 AFDC Quality Control Data. The research on, the relationship between 
AFDC benefits and either having children or marrying is iI)conclusive. Therefore the projected impacts for 
minor mothers and the family cap provisions do not assulne changes in behaviors such as decisions to have 
children and teenage marriage. t The impacts do incorporate an increase in paternity establishment due to the 
1994,OBRA amendments regarding in-hospital paternity establishment and an assu,mption that a pregnant 
woman without prior AFDC reteipt who would be subjected to the family cap; provision will delay application 

, until after the child's birth. 
J 

Child Protection' 'I 
l 	 ' .. 	 Under the Personal ResponsibiHty Act, significantly fewer abused and neglected children will be served by 

federal child protection funds. ILow-income child reI) in foster care and specia( needs children in adoptive 
homes will no longer be guaranteed support. Current, federally enforced protections for children in foster, 

I 

care will be eliminated by this bill. 
. . r 

, ! 

Child Care ' I 
I 

... 	 Under the block grant in the P~rsonal Responsibility Act, federal funding for crhild care will be cut by 13 . 
I " , 	 . 

percent over five years~ In FX' 2000,.the House welfare bill will result in a 19 percent cut in funding ($501 , 
million) which would mean tha~ over-'320,OOO childi-en'would lose federal child care assis~ance. 

, ,I': 	 . .. 	 This bill will result in a reduction in requirements for health and safety standards that protect children in care 
and the elimination of the set-akide that provides resources for states to increaSe child care quality and supply .. . ,t 

Child Nutrition ' 

.. ' 	 The guarantee of free nutritious lunches and breakfasts for,low-income children will be eliminated along with 
all federal nutrition-based meal! standards. . ,', ' , , ' , ' 



__ 

Food'Stamps . 

Th~ Personal Responsibility Actl reduces' the putchasi~g power of more than 2S
I
,million low-income people, 

including nearly 14 million (:hil~en. .' . 

! ' 
; ­

! ' 
Of an estimated 888,470 childrep with disabilities who were on the SSI r.olls in11994, had the Personal 
Responsi~mty ,Act been in effec(, 701,891 children woulq not have received c~h benefits. ,It is estimated 
that over 150,000 of these childfen would, not have been eligible to receive Medicaid and some services under 

, , I ' 
the block 'grant. 

Based on an historical analysis, ~pproximateiy 18percentofall SSI child,ren would have received no benefits 
if the House bill had been in effect starting in 1991: 61 percent would have been denied cash benefits, but 
would have been eligible for bloh: grant services, and only 21 percent would have received cash benefits and 
block grant services. , I ", 

IMPACT ON STATES ,," 

I " ,

Preliminary estimates of the funding requctions by program in FY2000 are shown belpw: 
. . I . 

Cash Assistance Block GrantI . . . . . . . . . .. " " .. " .. . " " " " " " " " " .. .. .. .. .. .. " " ~ .. .. .. .. " " .. -20% . , 

. Child Protection Block· Grant' •••••..••.......•.•• ~ . . . • . . . . . • . • . . • • • . •• -15% 

Child Care Block Grant . .. .. .. '., .. " " .. "" .. " .. " " .. " .. .. " .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ~ ~> .' " .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. "',, .. -19% 


.Child Nutrition Block Grants •••••..• '..•....••.•.••• ~ ;. . '. :: ............... '. -11%
, 
Food Sta.rnps, ...... " .... \ .............. -.............. " .............. "..............:' .. ' .......... " .. ' ............ .. -20% 
S8I Refonn.s " " .. .. .. .. .. Ii" " .. " " .. .. .. .. " ' , ~ .. " " ,,'.. .. " " .. .. .. .. .. .. " .. .. .. .' .. .. .. .," " " .. .. " " .. .. • " .. -13% 

i 
ICash Assistance l 

The cash assistance block grant contains virtually no adjustments for changes int population or the impacts ,of 
a recession on a state's economyl , .' " 

, I , , r 
. If the Personal Responsibility A~t cash assistance block grant ha,9 been.ena~ted.in FY 1990, an historic.al 

analysis reveals that states would have received approximately, 32 percent less f\lnding in FY 1.994 than they 
received under .current law. So~e states would have experienced' iosses exceedipg twice the average, while 
other states would have received islight gains in funding. The variation in the reduction percentages shows the 
inability of this block grant to adjust for differential impacts of recessions, changing demographics~ or 
increases in child poverty within Istates. , , , 

The lack of a state match or any state maintenance of effort requirements creates an incentive for states to 
lower benefits relative to current'iaw. Under current law if a state lowers what,it spends for AFDC, it loses 
federal matching dollars. UnderH.R. 4, there are no federal matching funds, sp states lose nothing by 
cutting back on benefits. ' 

States may compete to lower be*fits in an effort to encourage people to move toolher states and prevent the 
Slate from becoming a "welfare magnet." The changed incentives facing states ~s likely to heighten this, '!race 

to the b()t~om" of benefit levels. r, ;' . ­
. h~_"'--

" , 

http:historic.al
http:been.ena~ted.in


I
Child Protection, 	 ,I 

! , ' 

The child protection block grabt cannot adjust for changes in population, ~he impact of a recession, or 
unpredictable crises like the ctack epiderilic. Unpredictable events like the AIDS and crack epidemics 
contributed to recent increasesi abuse and' neglect and foster care.' , 

lithe Personal Responsibility Act child protection blockgrant had been enacted in FY 1990 using FY 1988 
I ~. ," ~ .• -. •. 

levels of funding, states would have received, 49, percent less funding in FY 1994 than they would have, ' 
received under current law in FY 1994. This 'sharp loss shows the inability of this block grant to adjust for 
unpredictable surges in foster tare caseloads.' As with cash assistance, there would have been wide variation 
among states. I," 

I 

Child Care , I, ,',' 
... 	 Under the block grant, states will receive a 13 percent cut in budget authority. ($1.6 billion) for child care 

over five years. States will bel unable to adjust for increasing child care need~ for both families on welfare 
and for the working poor. ' 

I 

i 
Child, Nutrition 	 \ 

I 
... 	 Overall child nutrition funding \ will be cut by 10 percent over 5 years. States with higher proportions of low-

income children will experience greater reductions., , ' 

·1 
SSI 	 I 

I . 

... 	 States will, receive block grants; the amount of each state's block grant will 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 statel States will have to offer every eligible child the'opportunity to apply for 
block grant services. The bill klsorepeals the maintenance of effort requirements applicable to optional stare 

I 	 ' ' 
programs for supplementation ,?f SSI benefits. 

IMPACT ON IMMIGRANTS 

... The Personal Responsibility Adt will eliminate eligibility for benefits and services for, approximatelyimUlion 
,/ iega(immigrants. . ' 1 ,,' "', ' , t,," , 

IMPACT ON WORK 

... 	 Under current law in FY 1993, 17 percent ofthe AFDC caseload is already W'orking or participating in 
I ' 	 ' 

JOBS. Under the House bill, ~O percent ofthe caseload would,be required'to "work" in FY 1996 and 27 
percent are r~quired to "work",in FY 2000,although caseload reductions, may; be counted toward "work." 

IMPACT ON CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT, 

... 	 The Personal Responsibility Ast adopted the major. child, support enforcement ,provisions proposed in the 
President's Work and Responsibility Act of 1994. However, the House bill eliminates the $50 pass-through, 
reducing income to poor familifs by $650 million over 5. years, 

I 

I 
I 

I 



" 

I 	 : 

IMPACT ON FOOD STAI\fPS I 	 . .:. ", 

~ 	 The bill sets a spending cap on food stamp expenditures that would be based on"CBO estimates of the 
I 

programmatic cuts. However, i~ CBO has made an estimating error, fewer food stamps would tie available to 
families in need. For example, states may not increase AFDC benefits as rapidly as under current law (see 
Methodology section). Or, more immigrants may naturalize at a faster rate than estimated. Both of these' 

. scenarios are quite plausible and iwould cause the food stamp cap to be exceeded', forcing food stamp benefits 
to .be cut. No margin for errOr i~ provided if unemployment exceeds the CBO forecast or if a recession 
occurs. If the economy experienbes an unforeseen recession, low-incOme and w9rking poor families would 
actually receive fewer food stamp benefits in order to compensate for the increased caseload .. 

, 
I 	 . 

~ 	 The Personal Responsibility Act reduces the food purchasing power of food stamps, with reductions becoming 
increasingly larger over tUne. lristead of keeping pace with food prices, as current law provides, benefits .' 
would rise just two percent per ~ear regardless of the increase in food costs. The bill would cut food stamps 
8 percent below levels provided under current law in fiscal year 1996. By fiscal year 2000, the cut-would be 

20 percent. . . -. 1. . ." .' .: 

~ 	 The House bill terminates benefils after 90 days for non-disabled, childless individuals between the ages of 18 
I 

and 50 unless they are working at least half-time or are in a workfare or other employment or training
I 	 , 

p..rogram. However, states would be provided only $75 million a year for the establishment and operation of 
workfare positions. As a result, IUSDA estimates that 1.1 million people, many of whom are willing to work, 
comply with all work requiremeqts, and willing to engage in workfare wouldbe denied food stamps because 
they could not find employment in the private sector, and no workfare or training slot was made available to 
them. 

By allowing an optional nutrition; program for AFDC recipients, the national uniform nature .of the Food 
Stamp Program is changed significantly. . 

I 
I 

r 
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I ' , 	 " 

Thr Personal Responsibility Act of 1995 
I 'SUMMARY OF B.R. 4 ' 

" 

As p'assed by the Houseo! Representatives on March 24, 1995 
, 	 " 

, I 	 ,,' ' 
TITLE I: BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES 

",l , ' 

1

• 	 Block Granting of AF;DC: Eliminates all existing statutory language,on the purposes,. 
administration and requirements of the AFDC, QC, JOBS and EA programs and replaces 
,them with a block grartt to states. Eliminated, for example, are provisions on individual, 
entitlements, fraud, fair hearings, state financial participation, consistent standards of need, 
who in the family is eligible, and statewide program availability. Separately, states would be 
required'to operate chi~d support,. child protection, and foster care and: adoption programs. 

I, 	 ' 
: ..........~.:. 	 '., ' 


Funding: The block grant would be $15,390,296,000 for each year from 1996 through 2000. 
Administration estimatJs show that this_ !\'Cluld cut spending to states by approximately $11.4 
billion over 5 years. Additionally,~for the years)997 through 2000, $100 million per year .. 

• 	
J1 

-, ,.- -' ",.' , 'I 	 ': . ,
: would be allocated amqng states that experience population growth. i: , . ~," , 'I ' . , , ,'! ' 
State Allotment: Each' state would be allotted a fixed amount ofthe Title I funds. Each• I . 	 ' , 

, state's share would be 'equal to the greater of: 	 ", ' 
, ,I' 	 , ;1 ' 

(a) one-third of the Federal obligations to the state for AFDC and EA benefits, JOBS, and 
AFDC adniinistration f6r FY 1992 through FY 1994; or 

j 

(b) Federal obligations ~o the state under for AFDC and EA benefits, JOBS, and AFDC 
administrationinFY 1Y4; , , , , ', .. 

-- multiplied by the ratio of Federal outlays for AFDCand EA benefits:, JOBS, and AFDC 
administration in FY 19

1

94 to Federal obligations to'states in FY 1994 for AFDC and EA 
benefits, JOBS and AFI?C administration. ' .' , " ' 

, ! 
I , ' 

Since this formula would result in allocations greater than the $15,390,296,000 available ' 
under Title I, a reductiop formula would be used to fit the allocations within the designated 
funding limit. The Sec~etary of HHS woulQ be given the authority to detemiine a uniform 
percentage by which eaqh state's allocation would be reduced. 

I 	 " ~ 

The adjustment to each ~tate's grant amount fo~ an increase in population would be based on 
the proportion of total growth experienced by each state: States that experience population 
growth would receive art additional allotment from the $100 million described above. States 
with no growth, or a de6line in population would be unaffected. '\ ' , I 	 ' 

-I 	 , . 

• 	 State Bonus: Block grabt amounts, to states would be adjusted for a d~rease in the rate of 
non-marital biI}hs. 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 
that element was available. (However; ids unclear whether these bonus payments would 

, constitute an increase in Ithe capped amount or if the bonus payments w,auld be at the expense 
of(s.tates who failed to achieve results.) , , : ' , 
- a-i~%~bint reduction i~ the fate of non-marital births from the year p~eceding e~actment 

~""- -+ 
would result in a. 5 % increase in a state's grant amount, ' 

" - ~"Z%7point redu~tiori ~~sults in(iTO%. ihcrease in a state's grant amou~t' 
1_ -- __ 0" 	 •n 



SUMMARY OF THE PRA (II.R. 4) - cohmused 	 ' ' , ' , Page 2'I 	 ' ' 

, 	 ,'. 

• 	, Rainy Day Funds:Stafes may reserve unspent amounts of block grant funds for the purpose 
of providing assistance ~n emergency situations. (Amounts accrued in excess of their annual 
allocation cannot be transferred into the state's general revenue fund.).' There would also be a 
national rainy day acco~nt of $1 billion administered by the Secretary qf HHS from which 
eligible states could borrow. Repayments, with interest, must be made,to the fund within 3 
years. Eligible states are those with 3-month average unemployment rates in excess of 6.5%, 
and at least 10% higher [than eithed)f the previous' 2 years. The maxunwn loan amount in ' 
,each fiscal year would ~e the lesser of half the annual allocation or $100 million. 

• 	 Work Reqnirements: ~ state's required work participation rate would be set at 10% in 1996 ' 
rising to 27% by 2000a:nd to 50% by 2003 for all families. The rate 'Yould increase from , 
50% to 90% by 1998 for two-parent families. A state's participation rate would be reduced 

., 	 ' !I 

by the same percentage as the state AFDCcaseload was redUced'from 1995 levels, but 
reductions required by F,ederal law would not count. The Secretary ca4. reduce ,the block 
grant funding by up to 5.%, for failure to meet the annual participation standard.: Child care 
would not be guaranteed: for mandatory' work participants. ',' 

'. Work DefInition:' Work activities would include unSubsidized and subsidized employment, 
on-the-job training, subs~dized public sector employment or work exper!ence, and job search 
and job readiness activities, for the first four weeks an individual was' required to, participate. 
Single-parent families w~)Uld be required to participate a minimwn .of 20 hours per week in 
1996 rising to 35 hours in 2002 and thereafter. Two-parent families would be required to 

I 	 ' 

participate a minimwn of 35 hours per week. Participation in job searc~ (besides the first 
four weeks), job skills ttaining, education (for those under 20 with no H.S. diploma), and 
secondary school (for th6se under20 with no H.S. diploma) would count towards the work' 

I 	 " , 

requirement if, for singh~-parent families, individuals participated in wo~k activities for 20 
hours per week and, for ~wo-parent families, individuals p~rticipated in 'these activities for 30 
hours per week. Educational activities for those over 20 (even those with no H.S. diploma) 
would never count towards the participation requirement. ' 

I ' 

I
I 	 ' ,

• 	 St~te.Flexibilit!: States I",,:ou.ld determi~e all ~les relating to ben~fit levels and eligibility 
cntena. The bill wouideillmnate current' reqUirements for stateWide standards of need and 

, 'I, ' , 

payment. States would be allowed to use block grant funds in any manner that is reasonably 
calculated to accomplish 'the purpose of the bill! At the same ,time, 'the ~ecretary is prohibited 
from regulating the coridhct of the states or enforcing any provision beyond whcitis specified 
in the bill. States may p~y benefits to interstate immigrants at the level pf their original state 
for up to 12 months. Suites would be allo~ed to transfer up to 30% of ithe funds to other 
block grants. 'I :,', 

I 

• 	 State Requirements: B~nefitsmust be used to serve families with a minor child. States are 
required to submit annua' data on several measures and must submit to it, bi-annual audit. 
Additionally, under provisions from Title IV of this act; state social service agencies would be 
required to provide the name, address and other information ,of illegal alie'nswith citizen 

children to the INS. , I, 	 , , 

'. Prohibitions on States: States cannot use federal funds to provide cash'henefits to: 
(1) families who hav~ been on the rolls for 5 cumulative years; II ' 

(2) 	 individuals re~ei~ing benefits under Title II of this act, SSI (exc/fpt for some services 
in Title VI) or Old Age Assistance unless such benefits are treated as income in 
determining hepeflt levels;, ' ' , 

~ -- FOR INfERNAL USE ONLY , 
", " ' pa1: ',' " 
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8uM:MARY'OF THE PRA (H.R. 4) - !continued 	 Page 3 

I 
(3) 	 non-citizens, 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;: ' 
(4) 	 minor mother~ with children born out-of-wedlock (until they reach 18); However; 

,vouchers coul~ be provided for the purchase of certain commpdities and these families ' 
would be eligi,ble for Medicaid; " 

(5) children born while parent is on AFDC or to parents who received welfare at any 
! 	 ' 

time during th~ 10 month period ending with the birth of the child (i:e., family cap). 
, However, vou~hers could be provided for the purchase of certain commodities and 

these families would be eligible for Medicaid; and " : 
(6) 	 famiiies:not cdoperating with the state child enforcement agency (e.g.,to establish 

paternity) or who have not assigned to the state the child's claim rights against non-I ' , ,
custodial pare~ts. " :i 

I 	 " 
I , 	 " ' 

, Additionally, beginning 1 year following the enactment of the bill, sta~es must pay a reduced 
benefit (a fine) to children whose paternity is not established. The re4uction would be either 
$50 or 15 % of the mobthly benefit (state choice) and would be in effect until paternity was 
established. Oncepat~rnity was established, the monies withhelcl as a penalty would be 
remitted to the family., \' , , ' 

i 

State~ would be allow~ to. provide nOh-cash assistance to non-married minor mothers with 
children and other families denied additional cash benefits due to the birth of a child. This 

, provision is intended td reduce'the economic incentive to have an abortion. 
'! . , , 	 ; 
I 	 ,

• 	 Penalties:' If an audit determines that funds were spent inappropriately, the misspent amounts " 
can be withheld from cyture paym~~t~Jo the. state .. No singlC? quaiterl~payment could be ',' 
re~uced by more than ,25 %. {Failure to achieve the required work 'part~cipation rate would 

'result in up to a 5% re</.uction.of the state's aiiriua.l. grartt. Failure to provide required 
performance data woulq result in a3% reduction. Finally~ failure to p;irticipate in Income 
Eligibility Verification System would result in a penalty of 1% of the state's annual grant. 
HHS 'would review the :success of states; work programs to identify and report to Congress on 
the three least and the three most successful programs. " 

• 	 Time Limits: AFDC Jould' no longer be an entitlement to i~dividuals:.. States would be 
prohib'ited from using f&leral block grant dollars to provide benefits to' a family that has been 
on the rolls 5 years afte~ they have attained 18 years of age. States coqld exempt up to 10% 
of the caseload from, thi~ requirement. However, since states determine all rules relating to 
benefit levels and eligibility, they could establish a time limit of less than 5 years for families 
to be on assistance. I 

I 	 " 
• 	 Medicaid: Medicaid rules would renfainunchanged and eligibility for traditional welfare 

groups would be genera~ly unaffected: That is, despite major changes in eligibility for AFDC 
and despite broad state flexibility, Medicaid Will continue to rely on pre,-PRA welfare 
eligibility criteria. Applicants would have. to go through two eligibility ,-processes: (I) to 
determine if they are eligible for Medicaid on the basis of cash assistance block grant rules, 
and (2) to determ,ine if they are eligible on the basis of pre-PRA AFDC rules. 

I I 	 ,,' , 'I" 	 ' , .' 
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SUMMARY OF n:. PRA (B.R. 4) - L~ 	 Page 4 , 	 j 
TITLE II: CIDLD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 


Block Grant for Child Protection Services:' The current entitlement program for IV-E .' 	 I' 
Foster Care and Adoption Assistance Program, the capped state entitlements for Family 
Preservation and Sup~ort and' Independent Living, along with' a nwnber of discretionary 
programs related to c~ild abuse and neglect and child protection (including the current IV-B 
Part I Child Welfare Services Program and the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act), 
would be consolidated!into a block grant to states. '" " 

• I 	 , 
• 	 Funding: Funds' for' this block grant include two components: ( a capped e~titi~ment"'to states )' 

iaildi dlscretionaryportion:subject to' annuai appropriation. ' The total funding -(inCludhig' both 
'compone'nts)wouldbe:"$4:416 billion inFY 1996; $4:681'billion inf:Y 1997, $4.993 billion 
inFY 1998, $5.253 billion, in FY 1999, and $5.557 billion in FY 2000. Administration 
estimates show that resulting spending would be reduced by $3.5 billion over 5 years.' 

I ' ,
'I 	 : " ,. Maintenance of EffoI1: During FY 1996 and 1997, states could not reduce their non-Federal, 

spending on child protection and child welfare programs below the amount of their, non­
Federal spending under Titles IV-B and IV-E of theSSA in FY 1995., 

\ " ',' 

• 	 State Allotment: The [block grant funds would be allocated to the states based on the highe~ 
of (1) one-third of the state's amount of Federal obligations for selecte,d child protection 
programs for FY 92 'thl-ough FY 94; or (2) the state's arrlount of Federal payments for those 
programs for FY 94: Under Title II there would be no funding for Tribal Organizations. 

, 'I 
• 	 State Eligibility for FUnds: States must provide HHS with informati9D on how they intend' 

to use the funds and prpvide a series of certifications assuring that pro:ceduresare in place on 
reponing of abuse and :neglect and acting on those reports (including the medical neglect of 
disabled infants), for removal of children and placing them in safe and nurturing settings, for 
achieving permanent pl~cement, for honoring adoption assistance agreements, and for ,

I, c ' ,I 

providing independent living services. States must certify that child abuse and neglect 
reporting procedures ar,e in place and that the state has a mandatory reporting law. A 
declaration of a state's quantifiable goals for its child protection program and its progress in 
meeting these goals would be required, The Secretary would not be authorized to review 
state procedures and COrid only ensure,that certifications were in ,the pian. 

I 	 ," 

• 	 Purpose and Use of Filitds: States are required to use the funds to support the purposes or' 
, , 

the bill, including identifying and assisting families at risk of abusing or negleCting their 
children; operating a s~stem of receiving reports on abuse or neglect; investigating families , 
reported; providing supbort, treatment, and family preservation services to families which are, 
or are at risk of, abusing or neglecting their children; supporting children who must be 
,removed from or who cannot live'with their families; making timely decisions about 
permanent living arrangements; and continuing evaluation and improvement of child 
protection laws, regulations and services, The bill specifically notes t~at State~ may fund 
abuse and neglect repo~ing systems, abuse and neglect'prevention, falrtilypreservation, foster 
care, adoption, prograni administration, and training. The bill suggests, but does not require, 
that states use adult rela,tives as the preferred foster care provider or adoptive placement "if 

" such relatives meet all ~tate child protection standards,", , ' ,',' , ' 

'. 
 , Transfer of Funds: Be~inni~g in FY 1998, stat~s may tr~nsfer up to 30 percent of funds ' 

from this block grant tolother block grants, including those created by this bill as well as Title 
XX and any food and nutrition block grant that may be created by the 104thCongress, ' , 

. r 
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.. 	 I 
. I 	 .

• 	 Penalties: '. If a requir~ audit finds that a state has used funds in a manner not authorized by 
law, funds equal to those illegally. used are to be withheld the following year. However, not 
more than 25 percent oi each quarterly payment can be withheld .. Also, the annual grant will 
be reduced by 3 percent1if a state fails to submit the required data report within 6 months of 
the due date. A state fd,und to violate the interethnic adoption provisions would lose all ,of its 
Title IT funds for the penod of the violation., I:" 

• 	 Child Protection,Stanlds: States are required to operate a child pr~tection program with 

the following standards; I protecting children, investigating reports of abuse, and neglect 

promptly, developing permanency plans for children removed from their homes and holding 


" 	 I 

dispositional hearings within 3 months of a fact-fmding hearing, and reviewing out-of-home 
placements every 6 months unless the child is already in a long term placement. However, 
there is no provision foi enforcing these standards. , : '.' 

• 	 Citizen Review Panels: i States are required to establish at least 3. citizen review panels that 

would be broadly representative of the community and that would meet at least quarterly. 

Each panel would revieW speCific cases to determine state compliance ~ith applicable laws 

and would make a report available to the public. There is no enforcem~nt mechanism. 


-• 	 Study and cl~hoJe/Hotline: The PRA would provid~ HHS witli $6 million per year 

in entitlement funding t~ conduct a national random":sarnple study of child protection. An 

additional $10 million annually is authorized for the conduct of child protection research and 

training, and $7 million per year is authorized to 'support a clearinghouse and hotline on 

missing and runaway Children ,at the Department of Justice. 


, . 	Data Collection and Reporting: Annual state data reports would'be required to be submitted . 
to. HHS that would inclu~e basic aggregate data on the numbers of children abused and 
neglected, in foster care,i that received services, deaths that result from child abuse or neglect, 
and other similar inform~tion. States could use survey data to comply with this requirement. 
States must also provideldata measuring their progress in meeting the g¢als in the law and a 
summary response to th~ citizen review panel's findings and recommendations. The Secretary 
.of HHS would issue an annual report of the data and provide it to Cong,ress and the public. 

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

Limitation on Federal ~uthority: Other than what is specified (n the law, the Secretary may 

, not regulate the conduct of states or enforce any provision of the. law. For example, this 
prohibits enforcement of,compliance with or substantive review of the s~ate plail. Also, the 
Secretary of HHS may nbt requir,e a state to alter its child protection law regarding the 
adequacy, type and timirlg of health care (whether medical, non-medical, or spiritual). 

. 	 I ' , 
I 	 • .' •

I ' . . 	 . 

• 	 Interethnic Adoption: ~ection 553 of the Metzenbaum'Multiethnic Plal;ement Act of 1994 
would be repealed,. Section 553 specifies that while a state may not delay or deny placement 
of children on the basis 6t race, color, or national origin, a state may cdnsider "the cultural, 
ethnic, or racial backgro{md of the child and the capacity of the prospective' foster or adoptive 
parents to meet the need~ of a child of this background as one of a num~er of factors used to 
determine the best interests of a child." The PRA provides that states cOuld not deny or delay 
foster or adoption placetrtents based on the race, color,Lor national origin of the person or the 

. I 	 , , 

child involved. It does not, howev,er, contain a "permissible considerati,on" provision. In 
addition, the PRA WOUld: change the nature of the penalty for violation of this section. A 
state found to have discriminated would lose all of its Title II block grant funds for the period 

.of time during which thel violation occurred, instead of being subject ,to the range of penalties 
provided by the Civil Rights Act of 1964. , " 

, ': ' 
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I 

TItLE 	III: BLOCK GRANTS FOR.ClULD CARE 

• 	 Block Granting IllIS Child Care Programs: The Personal Responsibility Act (H.R: 4) 
would repeal three pro~rams authorized under Title IV-A of the Social, Security Act: 
(l)the AFDC/JOBSChild Care program, an entitlement program which guarantees child care 
assistance for AFDC fa~ilies who are working or in training; . . " . '.' 
(2) the Transitional Child .Care program, an entitlement program whic~ guarantees child care 
assistance for up to 12 fnonthsfor those AFDC recipients who earn th~ir way off the welfare 
rolls' and ;

~ 	 1 • 

(3) the At-Risk Child Care program, a capped entitlement which provic;les child care assistance 
. for families -at risk of b~coming welfare· dependent. '. 

. i 
These three progr~ provided states and territories with approximately $970 million in FY 
1994. In addition, the PRA would repeal four small discretionary child care programs. All 
of these programs would be consolidated into a substantially revised Child Care and 
Development Block Gdnt (CCDBG), a program funded at $890.5 million in FY 1994. 
~----:- .... ·1- ... · ...,... ,... . . f"-' " 
!,.:The ~lock grant.!VQ.uld be a discretionary program subject to annual appropriations. It would 
be'authorized at $2.0931611licin (Fy'1994 'Combine<Ifunding level for a~l programs, plus $150 
million) for each year from FY1996 through FY 2000. Three percent is reserved for Indian 
Tribes. One-Ilalf of on~ percent is reserved for territories and possessions. The amount 
remaining is allocatedop the basis of funds 'received in 'FY 1994 under the CCDBG and IV-A 
child care programs. I 

Current law requiremen~ to match federal funds and maintain current child care expenditures 
would be eliminated. The bill would also limit administrative costs to five percent of state 
allotments and would allow states to transfer up to 20% of the total amount of funds into 
other block grants. i· . 

• I~' 

• 	 Eligibility: The bill would not modify the eligibility reqtiireInents currently in the CCDBG. 
I . 

The bill would eliminate the guarantee for assistance for welfare recipients who are working 
or in training and for th6se who have worked their way off the welfare :rolls. States would 
set their own priorities in determining who would receive child care subsidies among families 
at or below 75 percent olf the state median income. _'. - "',' . . 

• 	 .Parental Choice and Ctlnd Care Services:' The Personal ReSponsibili~ Act would not 
modify the provisions of .the .CCDBG that assure parental choice of chilp care arrangements 
funded through grants, crntracts, or certificates. . 

• 	 Elimination of Health ~d Sarety Requirements: The bill inCludes a ~ingle requirement that 
I· 	 .' 

child care providers comply with appli9,able_stat<:J~n9,Jo~..l1ealt1!, :.~!lfety, Ucen.sil!g or . . 
registration requirements" but it would ~liminate most Ilealth and safety :requirements currently 
in the CCDBG prognim,i including the aSsurinec!"that-states set their ow~ standards for the 
prevention and control of infectious disease, building and physical premises safety, and 
provider training. It would repeal state assur~m~.of provider compliance and state review of 
licensing and regulatory tequirements. It would remove the requirement that providers who 
are exempt from licensing register with the state agency in order to receive funding through 

. the block grant. I 	 ' 

I' 
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, . , 

• 	 Elimination of Set-Aside to Improve the Quality of Child Care alid to Increase the 
Availability of Early: Childhood Development and Before- and After-School Care , 
Services: The Personal Responsibility Act would eliminate the provision that sets aside 25 . 
:percent of block grant funding for activities such as resource referral~ training, and conslimer 
, education and monitoring to improve th~ quality of .child care and to ~increase the availability 
of early childhood development and before- and after-school care serVices. .

'[ , 	 , ' 

• 	 Accountability: ' i 

. ' I 


State Match and Suwlantation: The Personal Responsibility Act wouldrdelete the requirerm~Xlt, ': ;' 
,.. ~.- _ 	 .. - ..,,,_.-.-. ~.- I • . l.._••.~,~.~,""- .. -"-'--" ,,­

, for' a state ,match a.q.d the,:requirement prohibiting states from using fe,deral funds to replace 
sfateand'localdollars : spent for 'child care services. 

1 	 ' 
, 	 . '" 

Reporting Reguiremedts:: The PRA would replace current CCDBG reporting requirements' 
with extensive new requirements for infonnation concerning children ,and families receiving 

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

• 	 Consolidation of the State Dependent Care Grants and the Child Development Associate 
Scholarships: The bill would consolidate several discretionary programs into the block grant. 

' ' , " 

'" .'. 
. . 	 ~ , . 

" ' 	 I' .\ 

TITLE 	III: BLOCK GRANTS ,FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE 

" 	 'I 

• 	 Block Granting of N~tri~on Programs: The bill would repeal tbeCommodity Distribution 
Refonn Act and WIC Amendments of 1987, and the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization 
Act of 1989. It wouldl amend the Child Nutrition: Act of, 1966 (which"authorizes the Special 
Milk, School Break:faS~, and WIC programs) to create a family nutritiQn block grant, and it 
would amend the Natidnal School Lunch Act (which authorizes the Scpool Lunch program) to 
create a school-based rtutritiO:n block grant. " .: " 

The family nutrition blL~ grant to states would be authorized: .to pro~ide WIC-type'nutrition 
assessment, food assistimce, nutrition education and counseling, and referrals to health 
services (including rouiine pediatric and obstetric care) to economit;:ally disadvantaged women, 
'infants" and young chUtIren; to provide meals, snacks, and milk to economically 

I ' 	 . 

disadvantaged children:in day care centers, family day care ,homes, homeless shelters, 
settlement houses, recrbatibnal centers, Head Start and Even Start programs, and child care 
facilities for children w1ith1disabilities;and ~o provide summer food sefViceprograms to 
economically disadvant~ged children when school is not in session. WIC-type assistance 
would have to be provi~ed: to eligible members of the Anned Services and their dependents 
on'an equitable basis with assistance provided to other eligible individ~als. Likewise" 
Ilutrition assistance pro~ided under child care programs would be required to be provided 
eqUitably on mili,tary inktallations:· " 

! I 	 ; , 

Each state that submits 1m application would ~lso be entitled to receive'.'a ~chool-based . 
nutrition block grant toi safeguard the health and well-being of children through nutritious, 

, I 

well~ba\anced meals anel snacks; provide economically' disadvantaged c~ildreti acceSs to free' 
or low cost meals, snacfs and milk; ensure that tpe children servedare receiving the nutrition· 
they require to take advantage of educational opportunities; emphasize natural sources of 
nutrients that are low id fat and sodium over enriched foods; provide a:school nutrition.' 
program; and minimize ipaperwork burdens a~d administrative expense~ ~for schools. ' 

. ':. 	 "':.'. 

1 

'\ 
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• 	 Funding:, Appropriatio~ for the Family Nutrition Block Grant would be authorized at 
$4.606 billion for FY 1996 rising .. to $5.308 billion for FY 2000. Authorized amounts would 
remain available until ~e end of the fiscal year subsequent to the fiscal year for which they 
were appropriated. !' , 

I' i 
The school-based nutriti~m block graIit amount would be $6.681 billion for FY 1996 rising to 
$7.849 billion for FY 2000. Nine percent of the school-based nutrition-assistance available 

. wou~d be· in the form ofl coinmoditieS. ,States could obligate their allotted' funds in the fiscal 
year received or in the succeeding fiscal year. . 

I 
. I • 

• 	 Allotment of Funds to States: Appropriated' nutrition block grant' funds would be allotted, to 
states each year as follo~s:;

I .• i . 

First fiscal year: Each state's share of family nutrition block grailt fun<ts :would be' . 
proportional to the shar9 of total. funding it. ~eceived under current law ~or the aggregate of 
Wle (100 percent); homeless chddren nutntlon (100 percent); and 87.5!perc~nt of funds 
received for the child.and adult care food program, the summer food service program, and 
the special milk prograrrL Each state's share of the school-based nutrition block grant would 
be proportional to tpe sh1are; 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 special milk program. " 

Second fiscal year: Nin~tY~fiVe percent of funding would be' allott~ in ~roportion to its share 
of preceding fiscal year funding. The remaining five percent of funding would be allotted 
based on: . , 

I 

I 

I 	 .

• 	 for the family nutrition blOck grant -- the relative number of individuals in each 
state who received ~sistance under the family nutrition block grant in the year ending 
June 300f the p~eceding fiscal year to the total nlimber such individuals, or . 

I • 	 , 

• 	 for theschool-b:ised 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 biock grant to the total number of meals served i.n all states. 
. I ~ 	 " 

Thi~d and fourth fiscal y~a~~: Ninety percent of funding would .be allot~~ in proportion to its 
share of preceding fis~all'yeai. ~nding, and 10 percent is allotted based ~n th.e. relative number' 
of people (for the famdy nutntlon grant) or meals (for, the school-based nutntIOn grant) '" 
served. !'" : 

: : 	 ! 

Fifth fiscal year: Eightytfiv'e percent of funding would be allotted in proportioQ to its share 
of preceding fiscal year funding, and 15 percent is allotted based on the :relative number of 

I . 

people or meals served.; .... '. . " 	 , 

• 	 Applications Must be Submitted to the Secretary of Agriculture: . States would be required 
/ to set minimum- nutrition~l standards based on the most recent tested nutritional research 
available,although they Jould use the model nutrition standards' developed by the National 
Academy of Science. The state applications for both the family and school-based nutrition 

I ' 	 .
block grants would have to include an agreement to take reasonable steps to restrict the use 

, and disclosure of infprmJtion about recipients, In addition, for the fami1Y nutrition bloCk 
grant, the state would have to agree to spend not more than five percent:of its grant amount 

.' I 	 ' 
• • I'· 	 " 

. , 
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SUMMARY OF 'I'HE PRA (II.R. 4) - continued 	 Page 9,. 
for administrative cost~, except that cost,s associated with nutritional risk assessments and 

I ' 

nutrition education and counseling would not be 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 jOf ~ts grant amount for administrative costs. "Annual reports would 
also be r~quired for both grants. " " '" . : 

"; i" 	 ' I 

• 	 Use of Amounts: The! bill would require states to use at least 80 percent of all family 
nutriJion block grant funds to"provide WIC-type services and the" remainder on meals and 
sriacks to children in c~ild, care and other non-school settings. Funds could only serve 
per~ons under 185 percient of poverty; States would also be required to establish cost 
containment measures for the procurement of infant formula, and to re-invest the resulting 
savings in, providing fa~ni1y nutrition assistance. "' ; " 

I ' 

The school.,basednutriiion block grant funds provide meals 'and snacks to students. Eighty 
percent of the block grkt 'funds would have to be used to provide free' or low cost meals or 
snacks to children belo~ 1185 perCent of poverty. In addition, states wbuld aiso be required to 
ensure that food service programs are established and ,carried out in pr.vate nonprofit schools " 

, 	 \, " 1, 

and Department of Def~nse domestic dependents' schools on an equitable basis with food 
program.sin public schools. " " 	 "" 

, j '," 	 ,• 	 f,' • ' ' 

States would also, be authorized to transfer up to 20 percent of block grant funds to carry out 
,"" 	 a state prograin pursuaritt9 Title IV-A, Title IV-B, or Title XX of the;Social Security ACt; or 

the Child Care ru:td DeJeldpment Block" Grant Act of 1990. Funds could also be transferred ' 
between the School-Bas'ed Nutrition Block Grant and the Family Nutrition Block Grant. 
Before transfer, the state would have to determine that sufficient funds' are available to carry 
out goals ofthe family pr ~chool'";based nutrition block grants. 

With res~ect to the proLsibn that nine 'Pe~~nt of the a~ailabie school-based nutrition 
assistance would be pr~vid,ed to states in the form of commodities, stat,es would be prohibited 
from requiring individual school districts, private nonprofit schools, or Department of 
pefense domestic deperidet:lts' schools which had been receiving commodity assistance in the 
form of cash payments or commodity letters of credit in lieu of entitlement commodities as of 
January I, 1987, to acc~ptcommodities for use In their district, exceptat the request of the 
affected school district. I Such schools/districts are peilnitted to continu~ receiving commodity 
assistance in the form t~at they received it as of January 1, 1987. ~ 

" Schools would also' be Jrohibited from: physically' separating childre~ eligible for free or low 
cost meals or snacks frdm other children, overtly identifying such children by use of such 
means ~ sp.eci~l t.oke~l or,ti~kets, or aD.?0un~ed or published lists of n,ames; or from, 
otherwIse dIscnrrunatmg agaInst such chIldren. " " , 
, ' '1 ' 	 . 

• 	 Reports: States would pe required to report to the Secretary of Agricqlture each year for 
both block grants on: the number of individuals receiving assistance; the different types of 

, 	 I 

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 nutdtio~al quaiity." The Family Nutrition Block Gr;mt would also require L 

reporting on the numbetof low birthweight births in the state 'that year compared to the 
number in the previous ~ear, 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 dssistance provided to individuals receiving assistance;. the total number 
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of meals served to stu(}erits, including the percentage of such meals served to economically , , 
disadvantaged studenti; ~d any other infonnation"the Secretary dee~ ,to be appropriate, , 

• 	 Penalties: Any family or school-based nutrition block grant amount found to have been used 
in violation of the faniily: or school-based nutrition block grant programs as a result of an 

. I· 	 . , 
audit would have to bf repaid, except that any quarterly payment of block grant funds to the 
state would not be pemritted to be reduced by more than 25 percent. :' The block grant(s) 

.' 	 I 

would also be reduce9 by three percent if a state failed' to submit its required fiscal year 
report(s) within six months of the end of the preceding fiscal year.;, , 

• 	 Assistance to Childr~ Enrolled in Private Nonprofit Schools and ~epartment of Defense 
Domestic Dependents' SChools In Case of ' RestrictionS on State or Failure by State to 

I . 

Provide Assistance: The bill provides for the Secretary of Agriculture to arrange for school­
baSed food assistance to children enrolled in' private elementary 'or secondary schools or' 

I " 	 , " ' 

nonprofit schools or .qepartment of. Defense domestic dependents' scl100ls in any state which 
is prohibited by state ~awl from using block grant funds to provid,e as~istance to such children. 
If the Secretary arranges for such assistance, the amount of the grant ,for such a state would 
be reduced by the amount of the assistance provided to the private oridomestic dependents' 
schools. In addition, the Secretary of Agriculture would have to make available to the 

I 	 . 

Secretary of Defense !pnds and commodities to establish and carry Ol~t food service programs 
for students in Departinent of Defense overseas dependents" schools. ,The amount of needed 
funds and commoditie~ Wbuld be determined by the two Secretaries, and would be reserved 

I 

from the amounts availabJe to the. states for the school-based nutritiOI~, block grant. 

• 	 Model Nutrition StJ~ds for Food Assistancefor Pregnant, post~, and 
Breastfeeding Wome~, Ibrants and Children: The PRA would req~ire the National 
Academy of Science, in cooperation with pediatricians, obstetriCianS; 'nutritionists, and (WIC) 
program directors, to gevelop model nutrition standards for food assistance for pregnant, 
postpartum, and breastfeeding women, infants and children --by Aprii·1996.' Such' nutrition 
standards would requite that the food assistance provided to such women, infants, and 
children contain requited ,nutrients (as determined by nutritional research) found to be lacking 
in their diets. , 


!. 

The bill would also require the National Academy of Science, in cooperation with 

I 	 , 

nutritionists, and program directors providing meals to students, to develop model nutrition 
standards for meals to]such students -- by April 1996. Within one year after development of 
the standards, the Natipnal Academy of Science would be required to prepare and submit to 
the Congress a report fn state efforts to implement the model nutrition standards .. 

TITLE 	IV: RESTRICTING I wELFARE AND PUBLIC BENEFITS FOR ALIENS 

• 	 NonCitizens Ineligibll f~r Assistance: 

] , ' 

Legal Immigrants -- Under these provisions, except for the exceptions noted below, 
noncitizens lawi"bUy ptesent in the United States would· be ineligible for federal assistance 
under five programs (SSt Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant, Social Services (Title 
XX) Block Grant, Medicaid, and Food Stamps).' St,ates and localities would determine 
eligibility requirement~ fO,r legal i~igrants, subject to the same exceptions as apply to 
federal programs (see below), except the disability exemption would only apply to the five 

I ' 	 .
Federal programs and not; t6 state programs. .' . ' 

" ', ,I 	
(/ 

. ; 

~ -- FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY . 
pes l . 



" 
" 

, 	 . 
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, I ' 	 ,
Exceptions --The foll?wing would be exempted from 'the general eligibility bar for legal . 
immigrants under the? programs listed above: legal permanent residents over age 75 who 
have resided in the U.S. at least 5 years; immigrants lawfully residing in any State or territory 

I 

or possession of the United States who are veterans honorably discharged ·from the U.S. 
Armed Forces, active aut)! personnel in the Armed Forces or the spouse or unmarried 

I . 	 ' . 

dependent child of vet~raJ?S or active ,duty military; refugees until five: years after their entry 
into the U.S.; and legal permanent residents who are unable to naturalize due to a physical or 
developm~~tal disability qr mental impairment (including Alzheimer's disease). It is unclear 
who would determine these legal permanent residents met the definition of disability. ;Current 
legal immigrant recipients would become ineligible one year after the 'enactment of the 
provisions. Non-cash,\ in·kind emergency assistance (including emerg~ncy medical services) 
would be exempted fr~m the general bar. . . ' 

Legal Nonimmigrants -L ~o lawfully present nonimmigrants (Le., people admitted for 
temporary periods and !liInited purposes, such as tourists, diplomats, journalists, and 
temporary workers) would be eligible for. any Federal, State, or local means-tested public 
benefit program exceptl for non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance (in?hiding emergency , 
medical services) and v1arious housing and community development as~istance administered by 
HUD. Nonimmigrants, as'a.classare not currently eligible for the maj,or welfare benefits. 

I: ' 	 , 
I • " 	 _" 

Three groups oflawful~y present nonimmigrants: asylees;temporary,agricultural workers, and. 
persons whose deportation has been withheld under section 243(h) of ¢te Immigration and , 
Nationality Act, would Ibeexempt from the provision limiting eligibili~, for nonimmigrants 
(even though the INA qoes not consider asylum and withholding d~portation as nonimmigrant 
statuses). These three Clas,ses of aliens would be ineligible for benefit~ under the five Federal 
programs mentioned ab~)V~, but eligible for other Federal means-tested, assistance, and 
potentially eligible for State or local means~tested public assistance: 'I 

I " 	 " 

The Attorney General would be authorized to determine which classes of noncitizens should 
be considered "lawfully~ present in the United States." However, noncitizen eligibility for 
major Federal means-teSted programs would be restricted to lawfully present noncitizens in 
the categories listed in the bill. 

Illegal Aliens ~- Illegal iliehs would not be eligible for any Federal, State. or local m~-
, tested public assistance ¢xc'ept for non-cash. in-kind emergency assistance. including 

emergency medical services and various housing and community development assistance 
adm~nistered by !luD.i(There i~ n? spec~fic~xemption al.lowing illegal aliens to be pr~vided 
publIc health assistance Ifor; certam Immumzatlons and~ testmg and treatment of commumcable . 
disease.) 	 , , 

I
I 

' 
• 	 Notification: Each Federal agency that administers a program for which these provisions 

I 	 , • 

" would affect the eligibility of noncitizens currently receiving aid would be required to provide 
notification to the publid and to program recipients of the changes in eligibility; ,, . 

I 
• 	 SponSorSbip and Deeming; Sponsorship documents would become legally 'binding until the 

immigrant attained citi~nship. The government would be able to recoup any government ' 
benefits paid to immigrants: from sponsors. However. immigrants deni~ benefits would be 
unable to sue sponsors t~ require sponsors to provide .financial support: The time period for 
deeming would be extenCled 'to' until the immigrant attained citizenship and would apply to all 
federal, state and local feans-tested public assistance programs. The deeming-until­

i 
I 
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! .\ 	 ' 
citizenship rules would, apply to an immigrant whose sponsor had signed the new, legally 
binding affidavit. established by this Act. . 

\ , 
f 	 • 

• 	 . Definitions: The defi~tiQn of "means-tested public benefits program II is specifically defined 
to be "a program of pqblic 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 anlountof such benefits, or both are determined on the basis of income, 
resources, or financial'ne~ of the individ'llal, household: or unit." Tl1is definition is vague 
and it is unclear whichl specific programs would be affected. For example, many programs 
that base eligibility on 'incOme, such as public health programs, WIC, and Head Start, might 
be required to initiate restrictions based. on citizenship status (if these programs were to be 
determined as "means-tested").' The ambiguity of the definition would1likely result in legal 
resolution in the courts!, ' I 

I 
I 
! . ..' , 

TITLE V: FOOD STAMP REFORM AND COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION 
. 	 " 

• Consolidation of SevebI Commodity Distribution Programs: 'The ~ersonal Responsibility 
Act' would repeal The Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 and would amerid. the Hunger 
Prevention Act of 1988l the Coinmodity Distribution Reform ,Act and WIC Amendments of 
1987, the Charitable ASsistance and Food BankAct of 1987, the Food'Security Act of 1985, 
the Agriculture and Co~umer Protection Act of 1973, and the Food, Agriculture, . 
Conservation, and Tradb A:ct of 1990. It would combine several ,foodPistribution Programs 
into one Consolidated,Grant, including the Commodity Supplemental .food Program, the 
Emergency Food Assistance Program, the Food Banks/Soup Kitchens Program and the 
Commodity Program fot Charitable Institutions and summer camps, The Secretary of 
Agriculture would be aJthorized to purchase commodities for emergen(fY feeding programs, 
but would be prohibited! from using the appropriated funds for initial processing and 
packaging of commoditi~s into customer-friendly sizes, ot for distribut(ng the commodities to 
states (as they are currently authorized). Commodity Credit Corporation or Section 32 funds 
could be used for these purposes if they were available. .. :' ' 

. . I '_J:_'---~~'-.__ _ 

• 	 E)j~!!!.~~9n, of, Econ0n¥c Responsiveness: The PRA would sepcap jn ~ualfo.Qd st~l?] 
~nditures, limiting pfogram expenditures to the Congressional'Budget Office (CBO) 

. '-estimates 'Of expected prpgram costs in each of the next five years, after: making adjustments 
for all the effects of the :PRA on the Food Stamp program. The provisions would make no 
allowances. for imperfec~ estimates. If CBO's estimates prove too low, :the bill requires 
across-the-board cuts in ibe~efits in order to compensate for increased participation. 

• 	 Elimination of National Eligibility and Benefit Standards: The Personal Responsibility Act 
would permit states to operate a "simplified food stamp program, II either statewide or in any 
political subdivision, for! families that receive cash welfare assistance. Under such a program, 
households receiving regular cash benefits under the temporary assistan~ for needy families 
block grant would be prOVided food stamp -benefit amounts that would be determined by using 
the same rules and procedures thJt would be used by the state for its .cash welfare block grant 
program. States that Ch<?OS~ this option to design their own eligibility and benefit standards 
would be required to enSure that average food' stamp benefits for welfar~ families do not rise 
faster than 2 percent per [year, . regardless of inflation. .: 

I'· 

! I:' 
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SUMMARY OF THE PRA (H.R.4) - continued Page 13 
. . ' t i 

.,	Limits, on Thrifty Food Plan Adjustments: The Personal Responsibility Act would limit 
increases in the ThriftY1FO~ Plan (around which the food stamp benet:it structure is built) to 
twoper~ent per year, r~gatdless of the increase in food costs. Under current law, the value 
of food stamp benefits has :generally kept pace with food prices through annual adjusttnents to 
the Thrifty Food Plan based on food inflation.' , , . . . 

I '" ' 
I , , 

• 	 ChangeS in.Income ~uctions, 'Energy Assistance and Vehicles: T~e Personal 
Responsibility Act would freeze the standard 'income deduction (available to all food stamp 

I 	 ' 

households) and the lim!t on excess shelter expense deductions (availab.1e to families whose 
housing costs exceed half its income) at their current level, and would !imit shelter expense 
deductions that could b~ claimed by .recipients ofassistance under the (.ow-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). It would also delete a current law provision allowing 

I 	 . ' 

states to designate a pOJ1;ion ~f public assistance payments as energy ~ance.and thereby_ . 
disregar<! lL~Jn~ome., fOLfo'od stamp purposes.-, The bill would. also -freeze at $4,550"the ,,-.. ____._ __________ ' ! ..' , ',' '. t'" 

portion of the market ,valu~ of a vehicle that is excluded fiom counta1;>le resources. Since· the 
limit w~s initia.llY set at $4~500 in 1977, the CPI for us~ cars has risen over 150 percent. , 
Recent legislation had rais~and called for indexing this value after 19~6. ' ' 

.' 
 . I:' , 	 ,,' .' '.;' 

Work Requirements for Program Participants Between 18 and 5.6: The bill would 
terminate food stamp benefits after 90 days' for able-bodied adults aged! 18 to 50 who have no 
dependents, unless they ~are working at least half twe or are in a workfare or other . 
employment and training program. The bill would eliminate the $75 niillion a year and 50-50 
matching funds provided to' states for food stamp employment and·training programs, and 

I , 	 , 

would instead provide $15 million ',(plus 50-50 matching funds for. addi~ional state " 
expenditures) a year for Ithe establishment and operation 'of workfare pr9grams. which is : ' 	 r-::::::-" '. '-", .. " ., . . 
estimated to fund approximately, 230,000 workfare slots'. This requirement could be waived 
by the Secretary of AgriCulture at ~Cstate's request if an area had an unemployment rate of 

. over 10 percent, 'or the 4rea did not have sufficient jobs to provide employ~ent to those 
subject to the requireme~t. . . . 

• 	 Encouraging ElectrOniJ 8~nefit Transfer (E8T) Systems:' The perso~al Responsibility Act 
would encourage states to iInplement EBT systems by providing that, once they have . 
statewide EBT systems ih p,lace, they would have the option to convert 'their entire food stamp 

I ,. 	 " " • i . 

program into a block grant. States that irilplement EBT systems would : have to include on the 
card a photograph of the: household . members to whom the card is issued.. The amc;:mnt of the 
block grant would·be either. the amount of federal ,food stamp spending in the state during FY 
1994, or the average anriual' amount spent from FY 1992-1994, and would ,be frozen ata set 
amount, without regard to ~ood price' inflation or increases in poverty p~pulation. . . 

, , Additio~ally, provisions lof ;ride VIII of this Act would e.xempt stat~ and lo~ govex:nment 
electromc benefit transfer (EBT) programs from the reqUirements of Regulation E' (consumer 
protection) governing electronic fund transfers.' , : 

• 	 Freezing the Minimum lnotment:' The'bill would freeze at $10 the minimum be~efit for 
households of size one o~ two mainly with elderly or disabled members. 

Program Integrity: T~J person~l' Respo~ibility Act would deny food ~tamp benefits f~r 10 
years to individuals foun~ to have fraudulently misrepre~~n~~!Lth~irjesidence,jnordeLto, ' 
obtain benefits simultaneously in more than one state. No, individual wl:1o has an unpaJ(lj 

-- "'~ _., ... _... _cc_.. _-._ .• __ ..._ ..... ,.',-l _,' ",~, , '. 

I 	 .court:'6rdered child supp~)rt liability would be eligible topaiticipate in the. food stamp, 
. i program:'·-B.enefits wou\ci'-also be denied t<Yfugitivefelons', arid 'probation and parole 

, ',viol>!o!., , , I" 	 ' , 
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SUMMARY OF THEPRA (H.R. 4) - continued . 	 Page 14 .. 	 . I 
TITLE 	VI: SUPPLEMENTAl. SECURITY INCOME REFORMS 

I 

• 	 Denial of BenefitS to ~ddjcts: Individuals whose addiction to alcohol: or drugs is material to 
the finding of disability! wquld be made ineligible for SSI and would also lose their Medicaid 
eligibility. Existing law regarding representative payee requirements. for addicts and, 
alcoholics, treatment re~uirements, monitoring and testing are eliminat~d for SSI (but remain 
in effect for 01 beneficiaries).. Of the savings resulting from this provision, $400 million over 
5 years would be devot6d to providing substance abuse treatment through the Capacity . 
Expansion Program' and 'to funding medication development research through the National 

l 

Institute on Drug Abuse. The bill would also amend the authorizing legislation for the 
Capacity Expansion Prdgram, transfonning it from a discretionary grant program to a 'fonnula. 
grant, distributed -accor4ing to the same formula as the alcohol and drug treatment block 
grant; Certain existing requirements in the Capacity Expansion Progral;n (e.g. a state match) 
would be maintained, artd some requirements from the alcohol and drug treatment block grant 
(e.g. priority for reside~tiai treatment services for pregnant women) w<?lJ.ld apply to the new 
funding as well. Additional funds provided for treatment through this provision would not be 

I 	 , 

tied to the population d~nied SSI benefits. 
1 

I 

• 	 SSI Eligibility Restrictions For Children with Disabilities: The functional impainnenttest 
using the Individual Furlctional Assessment (lFA) for detennining disability would be 
repealed. Children wholl currently receive SSI by virtue of an IFA WOUI.d lose all benefits 
(cash and Medicaid) six months aft~r enactment. Children who are currently SSI eligible 
because they have a disability that meets or equals the listings of ilnpaitments would continue 
to receive cash benefits imd Medicaid. For applicants after enactment, 'cash benefits and 
Medicaid would only bei available for children who meet the medical listings AND are 
institutionalized or woulO be institutionalized if they do not receive persona] assistance 
services· required' because of their disability. Personal assistance services are defined as 
hands-on, stand-by~ or cheing assistance with activities of daily living (eating, toileting, 
bathing, dres'sing and tdnsferring) and, as appropriate, the administration of medical 
treatment. A child who lis overseas as a dependent of a member of the ·U.S. Anned Forces 
and who is eligible for the block grant services but not cash benefits u~der the new criteria 
would be eligible forc~h benefits until they return to the United States. 

I 

States would be required to redetennine eligibility for cash benefits and for serVices under the 
block grant (see below) ~t least every 3 years unless it is detennined that the child's condition 
cannot improve. For alii children who receive cash benefits or services; within one year of 
the child's eighteenth bi~hday, states would be required to redetemrlne:eligibility for SSI.,A 
continuing disability review; (CDR) would be required after one year fot low birth weight ' 
b~bie~.. A revie~ or theIappropriaten~ss of the mental impainnents listi,ng by the Childhood 
Dlsablhty Commission would be reqUIred. ' ,

\ 	 '., I 

. I
• 	 New Block Grant for Chil~euwith Disabilities: Children who qualify for·5SI cash 

benefits would be eligible for services, using existing delivery systems where possible, under· 
I 

a new block grant. In a~di(ion, children considered disabled under the medical impainnents 
. listings but not eligible for caSh benefits would be eligible· for Medicaid,;and additional . 
medical and non-medicall services (including services that are authorized under Medicaid), 

I I. 	 " 

under a block grant. Th~s block grant would be an entitlement to states:: The Commissioner 
of SSA is authorized tQjp-ecifY.Jh~_seryices_th<!tmay !:>~ ll}<ld~__ayailable:under_the block grant. 
(~ash paym~~t~:.~~ ~€?,ci~i~nts: woul.d ~ot ~e pe~itted ,u~d~r the blo~~ gdl!t. ·State~ would have 
to"allow all ehglble chIldren to apply for services under the block grant and prOVide each 
applicant with an opportrni? to have an"as'sessfiient to detennine the ne.ed for services . 

. I' \.;, 
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SUMMARY OF THE PRA (H.R. 4) - cominued ' 1 Page 15 
1 

I 

However, states would have discretion to detennine: (1) which services would be offered 
under the block grant, based on a list promulgated by the Commissioner of SSA; (2) the , 
amount and scope of eahh ~ervice; and, (3) which children receive each service: The value of 
services would not be d.ken into account in detennining an individual's eligibility for other 
cash assistance progranis. .. " 

: , I : , 
Prior to using block grant funds for authorized services, states would have to make every 
reasonable effort to use loilier state and federal funds and payments from private entities which 
are legally liable. In fact, states would have to maintain their non-fed~ral spending on ' 
services to this populatibn;: the maintenance"of efforf{MbEfamount would be based on a two 
year period prior to October 1, 1995, and increased 'annually for inflation. States would be 
allowed to spend the MbE~dollars on any all~wable services included in the Commissioner's 
list -- i.e., the MOE is bn dollar amounts, not specific services or programs. , 

i ' . . 

, A state's allotment of the block grant funds would equal the product of. 75' percent of the ' 
"average qualifYing child;'s annual cash SSI benefits in the state and the 'number of children in 

the, state who meet the listings but don't receive cash benefits. 'States that do not participate in 
the block grant prograrri would be prohibited from ,!sJng Social SecuritY Numbers for other 
purposes, e.g., driver's \license applicati~ns, general assistance applications, etc. 

SSI Block Grant for Territories: The PRA would establish a new block grant for SSI 
I 

recipients in Puerto RicO, U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa. This provision 
would be budget neutral;. Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa do 
not currently operate ani SS'I program, rather benefits are provided to this group through a 
block grant that serves the low income aged; blind, and disabled. This provision would be 
necessary because the n~w Title I transitional assistance restricts the fuMs to be used for SSI 
recipients. I :: 

I , " 

State Supplementary Pflwents: Sta,tes would no longer be required to maintain state 
supplementary payments to' recipients. , 

I ! 
TITLE VII: CIDLD SUPPORT: 

: ' " ,.

" ' ,I . , ' , 
Centralized Support Order Registry and Collection Disbursement: States would be 
required to record all cHild : support, orders in an automated state central; case registry and 
collect and disburse chil~ support payments uSing ail automated centraqzed colle,ctions unit. 
States would then be able to monitor child support payments and take automatic enforcement 
actions' when payments *re missed. The registry would; also contain information on pending' 
paternity establishment ,tases that are provided'services through the CS~ system: ' 

• I 

Reporting of New Hir~: States would be required to establish a State Directory of New 
Hires. A National DirettoI)' of New Hires is to be established within the Federal Parent 
Locator Service. Empldyers would be' required to report information (Le., W-4 form or 

'equivalent information) fm each new hire to the state directory. Failure to do so would result 
in a $25 penalty for each unreported hire. ,Each State Directory of New Hires must conduct 
automa'ted matches of n6w hires against the State central support order registry. States must 
also report their n~w hir,e information to the National Directory of New Hires. The National 
Directory is required to :match these records with other State central support order registries., 
Employers would be required to execute wage withholding for any employee for which a 
match occurs. I 
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• 	 "J ' ' 

I 
I 	 ' 

• 	 Interstate Child SUPIloI1:: States would be required to adopt, with the exception' of a few 
modifications, the Uni,form Interstate Family Support Act (YIFSA),. States are permitted to 
enforce interstate cases using an administrative process. The Secretary of HHS must issue 
uniform forms for use\of enforcement of child support in interstate ~es. 

• 	 Paternity Establishm~nt: ' Individuals who apply for or receive assistance under the 
Temporary Family AssistimceProgram must cooperate with child support enforcement efforts 
by providing specific i~e~tifying information about the noncustodiai p~ent. Good cause ' 
exceptions may be ap~lied. ~tates would be required to have a variety of procedures designed 
to expedite and impro~e paternity establishment performance. States y.,ould be required to 
publicize the availability ~d encourage the use of procedures for:,voluntary establishment of '. 

, paternity and child su~port. Children receiving AFDC for whom paternity is not established 
would receive a reduc~ i:lenefit' (see Title I). '. " 

• 	 Funding and perronn1anck Based Iricentives: The existing system of incentive payments 
would'be'replaced with a new system under which States could receive: increases up to 12 
percentage points, for qutstanding performance in establishing paternity'and up to 12 
percentage points for overall performance. States would be required to recycle incentive 
payments back into th~ child support program. The current federal match of 66 percent of 
costs incurred by the IY-D agency is retained. States would receive enhanced funding of 
$260 million to make ~provements in their ADP systems that' are required by the Act. 

. ' I I, " 	 , 

• 	 Distribution and Pass':'ThroughPolicles. The $50 pass-through and disregard for AFDC ' 
families would be eliminated. The state could pass all child supp()rt,through to ,the family but 
it must be treated as intome in determining their AFDC benefit amount. Families no longer 

f 	 , 

receiving AFDC benefits would receive all child support owed to them for periods before and 
after AFDC receipt before: the state could apply arrearages to the AFOC recoupment. , 

I ',' 	 , , 
• , Establishment and M~dification of Support Orders: States would be required to review 

, and, if appropriate, adjust 'all child support orders enforced by the state;: child support agency 
every 3 years. States doufd use automated means to accomplish review and adjustment by 

f ; 

either using childsuPPQrt guidelines, applying a cost of living increas~ to the order and giving 
the parties an opportunity to contest, or without showing a change in the circumstances of the 

,parties. States could al~so teview and, upon a showing of change in circumstances,' adjust 
orders according'to thelchild support guidelines upon the request of a party. 

I 

• 	 Enforcement of Child ISUpport Orders: In addition to the establishment of a new hire 
reporting directory to aksist in the enforcement of child support orders, all child support . 
orders issued or modifiM ~efore October 1, 1996. which are not other1vise subject to income 
withholding, would be ~ediately subject to wage withholding if arrearages occur without 
the need for a judicial or administrative hearing. The Secretary of Defense would be required .. 
to establish a central petso~el locator service that contains the address of every member of 
the Armed Services (intluding retirees) and make this information available to the Federal 
Parent Locator Service. I Various enforcement tools are included such as providing States the 
authority to revoke or suspend driver's licenses, professional and occupational license~, and , 
recreational licenses of ~ndividuals owing overdue support. l 

I 

I
• 	 Visitation and Access Grants: Grants would be made to States for access and visitations 

related progrm. I 

I, 

I 
, ! 
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, 	 , 'I I 

PROGRAMS AFFECTED BY BLOCK GRANT PROVISIONS OF H.R. 4 
I 

I 
I I 

Programs Affected Entitlement Status Funding Provisions Unde~ H.R. 4 
Under Cur~ent Law Under Current Law 

I
I 

i Title I - Cash Assistance Block Grant 

I 

AFDC Uncapped, Federal Match Individual Entitlement Status for These Individual ~ntitl:ement 
Programs Would be Repealed 


JOBS 

I 

State Cappe~ E9titlement Capped, Federal Match 
I Would be Replaced by a Capped Block­
I ' ~Entitlemenuo_States_wi!!1[no Slate ' Emergency State Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match 

: Matc~ or Maintenance of Effon Required , Assistance 1 -.. -, ........ - .. _.." ~~--~. ". -. _. . . ~ .
I 

i
I Title II - Child Protection Block Grant 

N-E Foster Care Individual E~titlement Uncapped, Federal Match 
I 

Adoptien Assistance Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match Individual Entitlement Status for These 
I 

I-P_ro....;g;...r_a_m________I-____.;.-1_,...-___--11-_______......;__-1 Programs Wouid be Repealed 
I 

Family Preservation State capped Entitlement Capped, Federal Match 
I , Would be ~eplaced_byaBlock_Grantto,_
I I States, (with no State Match Required) , Independent Living Capped, Federal (with State 

Consisting of2 Components': -a'Capped 
State Cappe~ Entitlement 

Match above $45 Million) 
Entitlement to States and a Discretioruuy I 
AppropriationChild Welfare Services Formula GraIn Federal Match 

I I 
I I 

Other Child Abuse & Formula Graht ahd Varies 

Negied " 
 Discretiona~ 

1 Title III - Child Care Block Grant 

Individual E~title;ment Uncapped, Federal Match AFDC/JOBS Child Care 

Individual EJtitlement Uncapped, Federal Match Transitional Child Care Individual Entitlement Status for These 
I Programs Would be Repealed 

At-Risk Child Care State Capped IEntitlement, Capped, Federal Match 
rI 

Would be Replaced by ~ Discretionan: '\Federal Only Child Care Development Discretionary\ 
Block Grant.to .. States 'willi"no'Stilte MatCh ' Block Grant I ;;;:Maintenance of Effon Required ( " 
\,----,-~--.....-----. ~ " .-.-..,.. ... -, '. ­-

Federal Only Other Child Care Discretionary 
I

I 
I ! , 

Titles III and V -ramily Nutrition, School-Based and Food Stamp Block Grants 

Discretionary I 
, 

Federal Only, (Some States Individual Entitlement Status for These WIC Program 
I 

' , Supplement) Programs Would be Repealed I 

Individual EnJitIement Mostly Federal, Uncapped School Lunch & Breakfast Would, be Replaced by_Capped_Bloc~
I ' Grants, to States with I no_State M~t.ch lor 

Other Child Nutrition Individual Eniitle~ent Federal Only, Uncapped Maint~nance of Effort Required 

Programs " 


I 
Federal Only, Uncapped Individual Ent,itlement Would Become a Capped Entitlement Food Stamps 

1. 	 Includes: CAPT A pr~grams; Crisis NJrsei-ies, Abandoned Infants Assistance, Adoption OpportUnities, McKinney Act Family 
Support Centers, HUD Family Unificat:ion, Children's Advocacy Centers, and DOJ Prosecution :grants 

I 	 ' 
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Table 1 ~ Preliminary Estilaies of Reductions Proposed' by H.R. 4 I, 
, I,

" I' . 

. ' " , j'" , , .' ' , , ' :' , , ' 
H. R. 4 will reduce spending on programs for low income individuals by approximately $69 billion 

overthefive years between 119r6and 2000: . . . 

I' 

I 

i 
I 

.[ , 

I 
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,~ABLE 1I 

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES OF REDUCTIONS PROPOSED BY H.R. 4 
(Loss per Year In Billions or DoHars) 

5 YEAR 
1'96 1m 199& 1m 2000 TOTAL 

CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT/a -0.3 ~1.9 ·2.4 -3.1 ·3.& ·11.4 

CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT -0.6 -0.5 -0.6 -0.& ·1.0 -3.5 

CHILD CARE AND CHILD NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS .1.2 ·1.4 ~1.7 .•1.9 ·2.1 -8.2 
CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.4 -0.5 ·1.6 
FAMILY/AND SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS -1.1 -1.2 -1.3 ·1.4 -1.6 -6.6 

TITLE IV RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR IMMIGRANTS -0.04 ~~_·3.2___~ ~~~ .,3.4~._~~~,3.S__·3.&-~~A3.8-
-------------~.--- ­.~ ·-SSr-RESTRlCTIONS--- --- --:0.04 ' :1.7 -1.8 ·1.9 -2.1 -7.5 

. W;D.I~.MP ~CTIONS. ~ -~ .. <:---- 0.00 ---h5-··" -1.6 -1.6·-2-~-l;7' ---. -6.3" .---.-.. ­

In:LE v FOOD STAMP PROGRAM CHANGES -l.1 -4.3 -5.0 ·5.6 -6.1 -23.2 
REDUCE COLA FOR THRIfTY FOOD PLAN TO 2% PER YEAR -0.2 -0.5 -0.9 -1.4 -1.8 -4.7 
FREEZE STANDARD DEDUCTION AND SHELTER DEDUCTION CAP -0.2 -0.6 -1.0 -1.1 -1.4 -4.3 
ENERGY ASSISTANCE -0.3 .,0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -0.3 -1.3 
NO FOOD STAMPS FOR IMMIGRANTS '0.0 -0.8 -0.8 -0.7 -0.7 :3.1 
THREE MONTH ELlGffiILITY FOR ABLE-BODIED ADULTS 

WITH NO DEPENDENTS -1.5 . -1.3 -1.1 -1.1 -1.2 -6.2 
REMAINDER OF PROVISIONS -0.03 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.4 
REDUCTIONS FOR EXCEEDING CAPIb 0.0 -0.8 ·1.0 -0.8 -0.7 -3.3 

TOTAL FOOD STAMP OFFSETS FROM OTHER TITLES 0.5 0;9 1.2 1.5 1.8 5.9 

trITLE VI SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS ·1.5 -2.4 ~-2;7 -3.0 -3.7 -13.4 

DENIAL OF BENEFITS FOR DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLICS -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -2.1 

RESTRICTIONS FOR CHILDREN -0.9 -2.4 -3.1 ·3.7 -4.7 ·14.8 

BLOCK GRANT FOR DISABLED CHILDREN 0.0. 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.5 3.9 

OTHER PROVISIONS -0.03· -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.2 

DRUG TREATMENT 0.0 . 0.1 0.1 0,1 0.1 0.4 

MEDICAID EFFECTS -0.1 -0;1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.5 


klTLE VII CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORMS -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 .1.0 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT .:0.2 -0.2 -0.1 ,;:-0.2. . -0.2 ···-0.9 

MEDICAID EFFECTS 0.0 -0.00 -0.02 -0.04 -0.07 -0.1 


~RAND TOTAL OF HOUSE REPUBLICAN BILL -5.5 -13.0 -14.7 -16.5 -18.9 ~8.6 

SOURCE: 
Titles I,ll, and 1lI- preliminary HHS estimates; Titles III and V • preliminary Department or Agriculture esthnaies; Titles IV, VI, and VII· CBO estimates. 

NOTE: 
a. This estimate does not include child care repeaters. . 
b. The language in H.R. 4 ror the Food Stamp cap makes no allowance Cor imperfect estimates. This analysis assmnes that the bill language will change to renec:t the ract that 


there are Food Stamp offsets in the rest or the bill. 

c. These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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Table 2 ~ Overall Five Year Funding Losses from H. R. 4 ' ' .' 
. 	 '," '.' '.. ..I 

. Fifth Year Spending Reductions " ' 
~ In the fifth year of implem~ntation, federal spending for programs for low income children and 

families will be reduced by rl4:percent under the House Republican Bill. 

H.R. 4 reduces cash a~sisJan~e sp~nding by 20 percent, federal child care spending by 19 percent, 
child protection spending b~ d percent, SSI spending by 13 percent, child nutrition spending by 
11 percent, and Food Stamps spending by 20 percent (excluding Food Stamp offsets). . .

I: . 
Reductions Over Five Years I 

~ Over five years between FYi1996 and FY2000, H. R. 4 will reduce federal spending on programs'
, r:-..--'" ----- ­

. for low-income children and families by 12 percent. '" . : , 

; \ ~---.,..---- ---~~ ."'. ~ '-'- .. 

j. 	 . , 

~ 	 Over the five years between! FY1996 and FY2000, .the largest percentage reduction is for funding. 
for the Food Stamp program (not including offsets), a reduction of 16 percent. H. R. 4 reduces 
child care spending by 13 phcent over five years; this figur:e was 20 percent under the original 
H.R. 1214 and has decrease~ qecause ofthe 10hnson <;;hild care amendment adding $750 million of 
funding over five years. C~sh ; assistance spending is reduced by 13 percent, child protection 
spending by 12 percent, SSII spending by 11 percent, and· child nutrition by 10 percent. 

I·' .. . 	 , 
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TARLE 2 

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE OF FUNDING LOSS BY PROGRAM AREA UNDER H,R.4 

5 Year 
1995 _ 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 Totals 

Cash Assistance Block Grant 
Baseline 
Dollar Cut in Funding/2 

. Percentage Cut in Funding 

Child Protection Block Grant 
Baseline 
DoUar Cut in Funding 
Percentage Cut in Funding 

Child· Care Block Grant 
Baseline . Cc __ 

-DoUar CiifinFiiridmg 
Percentage Cut-in Funding 

"- -- --­

Child Nutrition Block Grants 
Baseline 
DoUar Cut in Funding 
Percentage Cut in Funding 

Food Stamps 
Baselinel3 
DuUar Cut in Funding 
Percentage Cut in Funding 

16,263 16,672 17,352 17,931 18,580 19,260 89,795. 
-272 -1,851 ·2,431 -3,080 -3,760 -11,394 

-2% -11% 

5,054 .5,2004,28°1 
-615 -495 
-12% -10% 

--.-----_----2,l1LI·~2,235-- 2,331___ 
. -142 -238 

.. . -6% -- -10%:­

-14% -17% -20% -13% 

5,628 .6,087 6,588 28,557 
-612 -812 -1,008 -3,542 
-11% -13% -15% 42% 

2,421. ____ 2,506---2,594- -.-12,087­
-328 -413 _ -501 -1,622 

~ ~---14% -16%""- --- .;19% ._. ';'13% -- ­

12,378 12,923 _ 13,509 14,095 14,725 67,63011,561 I_ 
-1,091 -1,190 -1,337 ~I ,437 -1,569 -6,624 

-9% -9% -10% -10% -11% -10% 

25,159 26,120 27,347 28,521 .29,677 30,846 142,511 
-2,140 -4,305 -5,050 -5,585 -6,115 -23,195 

--8% -16% -18% -19% -20% -16% 

- 530 895 1,195 1,475 1,795 5,890Food Stamp Offsets from Other Provisions/4 

SSI Reforms 
Baseline 
Dollar. Cut in Funding 
Percenta e Cut in Fundin 

26,600 27,700 
-1;439 

-5% 

32,500 
-4,094 

-13% 

35,600 
-4,481 

-13% 

38,900 
-4,882 

--13% 

45,600 
-5,817 

-13% 

180,300 
-20,713 

. -11% 

TOTAL BASELINES 
TOTAL DOLLAR CUTS IN FUNDING 
PERCENTAGE CUT IN FUNDING 

86,034 90,159 
-5,16? 

-6% 

97,653 
~11,278 

-12% 

103,610 
-13,044 

-13% 

109,845 
-14,734 

-13% 

119,613 
-16,975 

-14% 

520,880 
-61,200 

-12% 

OTHER SPENDING CHANGES/5 

TOTAL FUNDING CUTS 

-312 

-5,481 

-1,686 

-12,964 

-1,689 

-14,733 

-1;821 

-16,555 

-1,902 

-18,877 

-7,410 

-68,610 

NOTES: 
1. 	All estimates are preliminary. Cash AsIlisIance, CbUd Protection and Child Care are preUmlnary HHS estimates. 

SSI Reforms I!i a CBO estimate. Child Nutrition and Food Stamps are preliminary Department of Agrk:ulture estimates. 
2. 	This.estimate does not iuclude child care repealers. They are Indudediu tbe child care estimate. 
3. 	Baseline figures do not iudude Puerto RIco. 
4. 	 Food Stamps offsets are from the Cash AsIlisIance, SSI Reforms, and child support enforcement estimates. 
S. 	 Otber spending changes iudude Medicaid savings, fundiog for treatment for drug addicts and alcobollcs, and child support enforcement savings. 
6. 	 These are unofficial estimates. which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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Table,3 - Estimated Five Yiea~ Reduction in Spending,Under the Cash Assistance Block Grant 

I 
I 
i 
! 

I 

, " ." , I ' 	 ' , ;' , ' 

I 
~. 	 The new Cash AS$istance Block Grant consolidates AFDC benefits and administration, Emergency 

Assistance,. and the JOBS prbgram. , Under current law, $90 billioQ, 9ver the five years between ' 
FY1996 and FY2000 would Ibe authorized for these four programs. Under the block grant in the ' 
House Republican Bill, funding', for these programs would be reduced by 9 percent, if one accounts 
for Food Stamp offsets. I ' 
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TARLE 3 


ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING UNDER THE CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT - H.R. 4 
(Dollars in Millions) 

REPEAL: 
IIAFD_CBenefits---­
~DC _~dIlllIlis1ration 
Emergency Assistance 
JOBS 

Total Federal 
Budget Authority_ 

Block Grant 
Budget Authority 

Rainy Day Fund 
Budget Authority 

Evaluation 
Budget A~thority 

Food Stamp Offset 

Net Federal Savings 
Percent Reduction 

---'----~$12,928 $13,475----$14,024------$14-;565---$-1S;-tl5-- ~~-$70~107 
$1,770_______ $1,835 -~ ---­ - ­ $1,899 :----~- 0-$1,964 -$2-;027- - $9;495 

$974 $1,042 $1,008 $1,051 $1,118 $5,193 
$1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $1,000 $5,000 

$16,672 

$15,390 

$1,000 

$10 

$195 

$77 
0.5% 

$17,352 

$15,490 

$10 

$3,80 

$1,471 
8% 

$17,931 

-$15,490 

$10 

$576 

$1,855, 
10% 

- $18,580 $19,260 $89,795 

$15,490 $15,490 $77,351 

$1,000 

$10 $10 $50 

$791 $1,005 $2,947 

-$2,289­ $2,755 -­ $8,447 
12%­ 14% 9% 

Note: 
a. 	These 'estimates do not include the savings from repealing the Entitlement Child Care programs. 

These repealers are estimated in the Child Care estimate in Table 5. 
b. These are unoflical estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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Table 4 - Estim~te<l Five ~ear Reduction iii Child Protection Spending 

This table displays the prog~J. that are consolidated in tbeproposed Child Protection l3Iock Grant 
and summarizes its anticipated budgetary impact. As shown in the table, between FY 1996 and 
FY 2000,over $3.5 billion ivill be cut below projections under current law. 

. . ii' , 

. Over five years, states willJxp~rience a 12 percent loss in funding from this proposal. 
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TABLE :!I., 


ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING FROM CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT - H.R. 4 ' 


(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 TOTAL 

ITOTAL .-:-ENTITLE:M.:ENT CHANGES (BUDGET AUTHORITY) 

ISCRETIONARY SPENDING: 

:.... ··$597 . ,-$461 ·$561· -$743 -$922 -$3,283 ", 

RepeallV-B Child. Welfare Services -$301 -$310 -$320 -$330 . -$340 -$1,600 
} .. liRepeallV-B Research and Demonstration -7 . -7 -7 -7 -7 -$35 

IRePeal IV-B Training, . -5 -5 -5 -5 -5 -$24 
Repeal Family Unification Program (HUD) -78 -81 -83 -86 -88 -$416 
Repeal CAPTA State Grants . -24 -24 -25 -26 -27 -$125 

-16 -16 -17 -17 -18 .$85 
-12 -13 -13 -13 • -14 -$65 . 
-15 -15 '-16 -16 -17 -$79 
-13 -14 . -14 -15 -15 -$71 
-32 -33 -34 . -35 -36 -$172 

-7 -7 -7 -8 -8 -$37 
-8 -8 -8 -8 -9 -$40 
-3 -3 -3 -3 -3. -$16 
-2 -2 -2 ' -2 -$8. -2 

$486 $486 " $486 - $486 . $486·· ,$2.430 II 

Percent Loss 

.epeal CAPTA Discretionary 
Repeal Crisis Nurseries 
Repeal Abandoned ~nfants 
Repeal Adoption Opportunities 
Repeal CAPTA CommunI Family,Resource Program 

.epeal Missing and Exploited Children (DoJ) 

.epeal Family Support Centers 
Repeal Children'S Advocacy Centers (DoJ) 
Repeal Invest. and Prosecut. of Child Abuse (DoJ) 

u6total, Discretionary Repea 

......,_. _ .._ ••__ • __I • ___• ___lock Grant 

OTAL - DlS(:RETIONARYCHANGEs,(BUDGET AUTHORITY) -$18 -$35 -$51 -$68 -$86 

OTAL SAVINGS (DISCRETIONARY AND ENTITLEMENT) -$615 -$495 -$612 .-$812 -$1,008 
12% 10% 11% 13% 15% 

Note: 

These are unoffical estimates which have not been'reviewed by OMB. 




Table 5 - Estimated Five Year Reduction in Child Care Spending 
. \ : 	 . 

.. 	 The new Child Care Block Grant consolidates Title IV-A Child Care, Transitional Child Care, At­
Risk Child Care, the'Child.~are a~d Development.Block Grant, Child Developmeht Associate 
Scholarships, the Dependent Cl;lre Planning and Development Grants, and Native Hawaiian Famiiy 
Centers. I .' . . ." 	 . 

I . 	 • 

Under current law, spending on these programs would be $2.6 billion in FY2000 .. The FY2000 
reduction due to the block gtant would be $501 million or 19 percent. 

I I' 	 . 

Over five years child care sJen~ing would total $12.1 ~illion acCOrding'to th~ FY1996 current . 
services budget. Under H. R.4, federal.spending on child care would be reduced by $1.6 billion to 
$10.5 billion over five years!. This represents a decrease of 13 percent in federal funding for child 

care serviceS.. .. I' 
I 

1 
I' 

i' 
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TABLE 5 


ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING FOR CHILD CARE FROM PROPOSED CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT 
(Numbers in ritilUons) 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 

ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING 
UNDER CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT USING ~ 

--fmS-BuDGET AUTHORITY-BASEI:;INE FIGURES--"~ ...---- -~-..- '- ---19%··~-f997---~f998 --~·-1999 2000 Total 

AIDC/JOBS 
TCC 
"At-Risk 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Child Development Associate Scholarships 
Dependent Care Planning and Development Grants 

';Native Hawaiian Family CenterS 

SUBTOTAL IllIS BASELINES 

CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT 

REDUCED SPENDING FOR CHILD CARE 

PERCENT REDUCTION IN SPENDING 


T­
734 784 829 '869 911 4,127 
220 234 248 260 272 1,234 
300 300 . 300 300 300 1.500 

.962 993 ' 1,023 1,055 1,088 5,121 
1 1 1 2 2 7 

13 14 14 14 15 70 
5 5 6 6 6 28 

2,235 ' 2,331 2,421 " 2,506 2,594 12,087 

2,093 2,093 2,093 2,093 2,093 10,465 
-142 -238 -328 -413 -501 . -1,622 

-6% -10% -14% -16% ~19% -13% 

Notes: , ,.' 
1. This Child Care Block Grant freezes funding at theFYI994 levels estimated in CBO's baseline plus $150 million per year due to,the Johnson ainendment. 
_2~The num.berS above are.lllIS.estimates based on,baseline figures'from theFYI996 current serviceS budget. ' 
3. The estimate of the savings from repealing the entitlement child care programs are shown in this estimate and not the cash assistance estimate. 
4. These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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Table 6 - Five-Year State Losses Under H.R. 4 
I 

, , i '! . 
This table illustrates the funding loss that would occur to each state under the various titles of 
H.R. 4. The losses under the cash assistance, the child protection, the child care, and the child 

nutrition and food stamp prdgrams are based upon a simple methodology that assumes each state's 

losses are in proportion to o~edllispending levels in that state. The percentage loss for each suite is


I ; , . . 
roughly equivalent to the peFcelftages shown in Table 2. In actual fact, ,states who experience 
greater population growth or: a recession over the next five years will lose substantially more than 
these estimates would indicate. : 

I 
The funding loss for restrictihg [eligibility for leg~l immigrants is distributed upon the basis of legal 

immigrants currently receivi~g Medicaid and SSI assistance. ' This loss is most heavily concentrated 

in four states--California, Texas" Florida, and New York. These four states have over 76 percent of 

the total loss in federal fundipg and ate most at risk of having this loss transhlte into an increased 

need at the local level, or bel reflected into more charity care at institutions like public hospitals. for 

example. . , l :" , . 

The loss in S5I funding is al~onot evenly distributed among states. The percentage of lost ~nding . 
for SSI children, for exampld, varies greatly among states. This occurs ,because the majority of 
child SSI savings result fromlellminating the Individualized Functional Assessment (IFA) as a means . 
of eligibility. Since states ha,ve 'widely different numbers of child SSI recipients who became 

, eligible via an IF A, the losser in SSI funding across states vary dramatitally. . 
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TABLE 6 


Preliminarf Analysis ' 
Estimated ive Year State Losses:Under H.R. 4· 

Title II Title III Title IV Title V Title VI 

Alabama 

Alaska 

rizona 

rkansas 

California 

- -'1COIoradO--­

Conn'ecticut 

Delaware 

,..Dis!. ofeor 

Florida 

IGeOrgia 

Guam 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

1I1inois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachuselts 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Child 
AFDC Block Protection 
Grant+ Block Grant 

($82) ($42) 

($48) ($5) 

($176) ($53) 

($29) ($38) 

($3,477) ($705) 

($1"41)-- - ­ -~:--($39)-

($145) ($44) 

($20) ($8) 

($3) ($20) , 

($416) ($143) 

($198) ($26) 

($39) ($1) 

($69) ($20) 

($16) ($5) 

($470) ($204) 

($174)" ($61) 

($126) ($27) 

($58) ($28) 

($98) ($64) 

($77) ($91) 

($55) , ($19) 

' ($201) ($66) 

($308) ($99) 

($365) ($174) 

($226) ($52) 

, ($47) ($39) 

($191) ($14) 

($30) ($7) 

($21) ($15) 

Child Care Nutrition • Immigrant 
Block Grant+ + ' Block Grant Provisions 

-----.: 

($35) , ($120) ($11) 

($5) ($40) ($15) , 

($31) ($133) ($129) , 

($14) ($74) ($6) 

($166) ($1,099) ($6,124) 
--($19) '.-,-,-($87r--~$68) 

($21) ($40) ($86r­

($6) ($22) ($8) 

($5) " ($20) ($).9) 

($79) ($388) ($1,110) 

($65) , ($ 131) ($64) 

" $12 ($5) NA 

($6) ($41) ($90) 

($7) ($17) ($6) 

($68) ($198) ($368) 

($38) ($75) ($16) 

($15) , ($34) ($16) 

($20) ($100) ($22) 

($32) ($81) ($9) 

'- ($35) ($207) ($49) 

,($6) ($37) ($10) 

($34) ($118) ($135) 

($50) , ($108) ($432) 

($46) ($159) ($164) 

($34) ($153) , ($95) 

($20) ($123) ($7) 

($37) ($113) ($25) 

($6) , ($30) ($3) 

($15) ($66) ($8) 

. Food Stamps SSI 
Provisions Provisions 

($353) ($359) 

($37) ($13) 

($387) ($91) , 

, ($162) ($481) 

($2,650) ($901) 
" '-,-- ($if7r-'- ($31), 

($180) -- ($55) 

($42) ($10) 

($79) ($20) 

($1,355) ($273) 

($532) ($115) 

NA $5 

($1l3) ($4) 

($55) ($83) 

($1,1l2) ($1 ;093) 

($349) ($315) 

($132) ($89) 

($160) ($126) 

($356) ($466) 

($502) ($938) 

($105) ($11), 

($376) ($136) 

($379) ($196) 

, ($833) ($851) 

($253) ($191) 

($316) ($468) 

($444) ($301) 

($47) . ($20) 

($64) ($38) 

Food I 
Stamp 

Total 
Five Year 

Offsets Reductions 

$96 ($905) 

$14 , ($147) 

$63 ($937) 

$109 ($694) 

$1,046 ($14,077) 
-~------- ~----$41 ($562) 

'''$4i' ($523) 

($109)$7 

.($161)$5 

($3,603)$160 

$73 ($1,058) 

($20)$9 

$18 ' ($325) 

$i2 ($168) 

($3,165)$348 

$110 ($918) 

$50 ($390) 

$41 ($471) 

$123, ($984) 

($1,680)$219 

$16 ($227) 

$78 ($988) 

$117 ($1,454) 

$271 ($2,321) 

$96 ($908) 

$111 ($909) 

$111 

$12 

$13 



TABLE 6 
"Preliminary Analysis
Estimated Five Year State Losses Under H.R. 4 

Budget Authority (Millions of Dollars) 
State Title I TiUell Tille III Title IV, Title V Title VI 

Child Food Total 
AFDC Block Protection Child Care Nutrition Immigrant Food Stamps SSI Stamp Five Year 
Grant + Block Grant Block Grant+ + Block Grant Provisions Provisions Provisions Offsets Reductions 

~evada ($7) , -($7) ($6) ($27) ($37) ($89) ($13) $4 ($182) 
New Hampshire ($32) ($8) ($6) ($10) ($6) ($51) $1 $8 ($105) 
New Jersc\' ($262) ($73) ($3S) ($79) ($469) ($511) ($220) $ll r ($1,538) 

iNew Mexi~o ($120) ($19) ($16) ($112) ($S7) ($180) ($55) $41 ($519) 
New York ($2,171) '($420) ($113) ($373), ($2,243) ($2,723) ($1,389) $829 ($8.603) 
North Carolina ($215) ($46) ($84) ($170) ($33) ($378) ($553) $171 , ($1,309) 

orth Dakota ($15) ($8) ($4) ($31) ($1) ($29) ($6) $5 ($90) 

hio, ($563) ($192) ($88)' ($171)" ($73) ($1,126) ($495) $244 ' ($2.46S) ~klahonla-­ ----($86)---($27,---'-------'($35)--'--($IOS) ~--($19f-----($254f -­ '-~~($485~ ';c-~-I~- '" ($S42) 

regon _ ($121) __ ($31) ($27) ($88), ($60) ($341) -­ ($42) $39 . ··($673) 
Pennsylvania ($212) ($221) ($74) ($121) ($IS6) ($1,050) ($643) $189 ($2,288) 

Puerto Rico ($28) '($17) ($23) ($129) NA ' $0 $90 $0 ($106) 
Rhode Island' ($54) ($15) ($8) ($15) ($72) ($112) ($27) $19 ($285) 

Olllh Carolina ($73) ($23) ($24) ($96) ($12)($222) ($148) $49 ($5S0) 

outh Dakota, ($15) ($5) ($S) ($20) ($2) ($33) ($30) $10 ($99) 

t " ennessee 
exas 

Utah 
ermom 

($77) 
($330)' 

($25) 
($30); 

($15) 
($227) 

($11) 
($10) 

($51) 
($136) 

($21) 
($5) 

($116) 
($690) 
($80) 
($13) 

($15)' 
($1,018) 

($18) 
($.5) 

($568) 
($2,379) 

($95) 
($38) 

($212) 
($583) 
($47) 
($0) 

$64 
$205 
$16' 

$8 

($989) 
($5,158) 

($281) 
($94) 

irgin Islands ($5) - ($1) $8 ($77) $0 NA , $2 $I ($72) 

irginia ($95) '($35) ($34) ($9) ($113) ($426) ($398) $108 ($1,002) 

Vashinglvil ($273) ($31) ($50) ($142) ($113) ($551)" ($188). $107 ($1,301) 

est Vir, ($94) ($21) ($14) ($48) ($3) ($175) ($123) , $49 ($428) 
($225) ($61) ($31) ($27) ($78) ($21S) ($433) $147 ($923) 

Vyoming ($10) '($5) ($4) ($16) ($1) ($22) ($24) $8 ($7S) 

ther Territories * 
.. 

($1) 
($18) 

$7 
$160 

$1 
($39) 

NA 
.. 

($1?)*. NA 

• 

$0 

$0 

($10) 
$103, 

rota Is " ($12,444) ($3,657) ($1,622) ($6,622) ($13,760) ($23,175) .($13,253) $5,890 ($68,643) 

Unallocated $1;050 $115 $0 ($2) $0 , ($20) $0 $1,143 

Other provisions ($1,110) 

Grand Totals ($11,394) , ($3,542) ($1,622) -($6,624) ($13,76'0) ($23,195) ($13,253) $5,890 ($68,610) 

NA - Estimates are not available 
+ Title One does not include the child care repealers 
+ + Title :Three child care estimates include all child c'are 
,. State or Territory has no program
** HR4 contains no funding specifically designated for tribal organizations 
Child care funding forTribes may be overstated, since state IVA funds currently received by tribal members are not included in estimates. 
Number in columns and rows may not add perfectly due to rounding 
T7lese are ullofficial esti"'.21es which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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Table 7 - Allocation to States :Under H. R. 4 

I 
I ",

This table displays the bill's:FY -1996 allocations to states for Titles I (Block Grant for'Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Fami1i~s), II (Child Protection Block Grant), and III (Block Grant for Child 

" Care). I '; 

The $1.050 billion unallocatJd funding for Title I includes $50 million for research and data " 

collection, and $1 billion fori the Federal Rainy Day Fund .. , " , 


'I ,
The $115 million unallocated funding for Title II is grant money for Federal activities. 

I " , ' ,I ' , . 

1 ~ 

'I 
I 

<' , 

' , 
I 'j 

I 
I' 

I 
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TABLE 7 

1,Preliminary Analysis 
, I 

Allocation to States under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996 ' 
I 

, 'I ' , 
(Millions of Dollars) 

State !Title I Title II Title III
'I 'AFDC Child Protection Child Care 

"~l~c~ Grant Block Grant Block Grant 
I 
, . , , 

Alabama, 
' , 

$86 $22 " $39
I,Alaska $62 $9 '. $5 

Arizona $206 $48 $35 
Arkansas 

i. 
i $58 ' $32 $16 

, California $3,378 $841 $186 
.1 

,I Colorado , $108 $44 $22 
tConnecticut , $235 $53 $24 
j 
IDelaware $25 $7 $7 

, ' 
: $105 ' $24 $6 

Florida 

Distof Col 
" '$529 $127 " $88, 

Georgia : $326 $47 $72 
Guam $4 $1 $5

I 
"Hawaii $93 $15 $7 

Idaho ' $31 $8 $8 
Illinois : $529 $230 $75 

I 

Indiana " ,,$200, $73 $42 
Iowa ' 

I 
!$119 .' $33 $16 

I 

Kansas I $103 $35 $22 
, ' 

IKentucky $175 $60 $36 
Louisiana $158 ' $62 $39 
Maine ; $75 $22 $7 
Maryland ; $212 $80 $38 
Massachusetts : $451 $121 $56 

Michigan I $796 $201 $52 
I $254 $62 $38IM;nnesota ! , 

": 
, 

$79 $14 " $22 .Mississippi .. 
. $201 $96 $41 

Montana 

Missouri 
I' 
:" $42 $11 

, . 
$7 

'Nebraska I 
I 

$51 $20 
: 

$17 



TABLE 7 

Preliminary Analysis 

. Allocation to States under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996 
. I . 

(Millions of Dollars)' . i 

State I 
I 
i 

Title I Title II Title III 

·,·.1 .4FDC Child Protection Child Care 
Blo~k Grant Block Grant Block Grant 

, 
Nevada : $35 $7 $6 

i 
New Hampshire : $38 $13 $7 

'. 
'$395 $59 i $39New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

IOhio 
Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

,, $113 . 
1$2,130 
,I $280 
i 

$23 
$712 

. :$146 
I 
,$165 
$648 . 

$16 
$941 
$45 
$12 

$196 
$23 
$36 

$261 

$18 
, 

$126 
$94 

$5 
$98 
$39 

.. 
$30 .' 

$83 
Puerto Rico 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

ITennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virgin Islands 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

., 
, 

I 

I 

I 


I 

. $74 

$89 
, $96 

$21 
$182 
$441 
I, 

$75 
I 

: $45 
$3 

I 

$158 
$395 
$106 
$309 

., $11 
$18 
$23 

$7 
$36 

,. $153 
, $16 

$14 
$1 

$33 
$40 
$12 
$74 

$26 
$9 

$27 
$5 

$57 
$151 
$23 
$6 
$3,. 

$38 
$56 

, 
$15 
$34 

Wyoming i $21 : . $3 $5 
$0 $1 $3iOther Territories , 

Tribes $63* * I 

Totals $15,390 $4,416 $2,093 

* H.R. 4 contains no funding ~pecifically for tribal organizations. 
I . 

** These are unofficial estimate} which have not been reviewed by OMB. . . I . 
. , . 
I 
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. Table' 8 -Changes in State f<\llocations Resulting from Using Obligations vs.Expenditures 
, i ' .. 

.... . This,table illustrates the ~iffe.rerices in suite allpcations' under Titles I &11 that result' from using 
, obligations data instead of expendinire data (for Title I), or Claims data without regard to .. '. , 
disal1owanc~s (for Titie II). !Since the total amount offunding under both titles remains fixed,there 
is no netnation~l gainor lost . :Ther~ is,.however, a significan~redistri~ution'of funds across states .. 

, . I',. - . . . 
States receiving significantly :higher Title I allocations with obligations data -include Michigan; .' 
Pennsylvania, Tennessee, and the District of Columbia. In each of these states, Federal obligations 

, for AFDC relatedprograms'were substantially ,higher than expeIldiwres.' States with notable . 
decreases iIi Title Iallocatiorls ihclude California, New York, Colorado" and New' Mexico. 

, ... '.' Aliocations under' Title II alsi d:iffergr~a~IY' with, Obligations' data. New York is' the hardest hit state 
resulting from the switc~ to, 9bl~gationsdata, losing approximately $75 million in FY 1996 alone: . 
Other states with significant Tidie IIreductions include Alaska, Indiana,. Oklahoma, and Oregon: .. 
States with increased allocati6ns! under Title II include California, Flprida, Michigan, Missouri, New 
Jersey, and North Dakpta. , . 

! " 
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TABLE 8 

I! . 

Difference 'in State Allocationk Resulting from' 

Using Obligations VS. in FY 1996 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Final State Final State 
i 

.. Shine Using . I Share Using Percentage 
Difference 

$86 $88 -2.93% 

$62 $62 0.87% 

$206 . I' $208 -1.03% 

$58 $55 5.36% 

$3,378 ! $3,494 -3.32% 

$108 " 

. I· $119, -8.63% 

$235 
I 

. $226 4.17% 

$25" $25 0.18% 

,$105 $90 16.32% 

$529 $529 0.01 % 

$326 $315 3.40% 

. $4 $10 -61.46% 

$93 $92 1.24% 

$31 $30 3.26% 

$529 $534 ~0.95% 

$200 $202 -0.88% 

$119 $124 -3.69% . 

$103 $98 4.50%., 

$175 $176 -0.29% 

$158 $153 3.18% 

$75 $76 -1.97% 

$212 $217 -2.27% 

$451 $438 2.86%, 

$796 $752 5.85% 

$254 '$256 -1.10% 

$79 $80 -J.03% 

$201 $205 -2.01 % 

$42 $41 . 1.51 % 

$51 $49 5.10% 

$35 $33 8.61% 

Final State Final State 
Share Using .Share Using Percentage 

' Claims Difference 

$22 $22 -1.22 

$9 $13 -29.44 

$48 $46 3.55 

$32 $29 9.11 

$841 $810 3.86 

$44 $41 .6.27 

$53 $57 -7.10 

$7 $5 .38.93 

$24 $23 2.23 

. $127 $112 12.94 

$47 $46 2.45 

$1 $1 4.04 

$15 $11 30.25 

$8 $7. 6.35 

$230 $231 -0.39 

$73 $103 -29.16 

$33 $32 3.51 

$35 $35 1.18 

$60 $58 3.97 

$62 $59 3.76 

$22 $20 9.19 

$80 $84 -3.81 

$121 $124 -2.09 

$201 $192 

$62 $59 

$14 $13 

$66 $59 

$11 $11 , 

$20 $20 

$7 $7 8,25 



.' TABLE 8 

Difference in State AliocatiOl,s Resulting from . 

Using Obligations vs. Expenditures in FY 1996 
.' 	 I,' . , 

Final State 

Share Using 	 Percentage 1 

Difference 

$38 $38 -0.28% 

$395 $384 2.93% 

$113 $118 4.21% 

$2,130 $2,191 '-2.80% 

$280 $279 0.53% 

$23 $23· 1:33% 

$712 $706 0.85% 

$146 $144 1.45% .. 
$165 $163 1.16% 

$648 $590 9.67% 

$74 $69 7.11 % 

$89 ! "$86 4.44% " 

$96 $97 -1.47% 

$21 $21 1.54% 

$182 $170 6.88% 

$441 $441 0.02% . 

$75 $70 7.89% 

$45 $44 1.18% 

$3 $3 -12.96% 

$158 $153 3.02% 

$395 $387 2.00% 

$106 $107 ~ :.0.62% 

$309 
, 

$308 0.45%.' 

$2( $21 -0.86% 

NA NA NA 

$13390 

Final State 


Share Using 


$13 

$59 

$16 

$941 

$45 

$12 

$196 

$23 

$36 

$261 

$11 

$18 

$23 

$7 

$36 

$153 

$16 

$14 

$1 

$33 

$40 

$12, 

$74 

$3 

$0.4 

$4,416 

J"inal State 

Share Using Percentage 
Difference 

$14 -0.65% 

'$51 15.75% 

$14 11.00% 

. $1,016 -7.33% 

$45 0.02 

$10 13.58 

. $192 2.49 

$25 -8.83 

$39 -9.73 

$249 4.70 

$11 4.04 

$17 9.26 

$23 1.81 

$6 10.58 

$34 5.75 

$154 -0.53 

$15 5.30 

$14 ~3.34 

$1 4.04 

$32 3.41 

$38 4.81 

$11 2.50 

$74 1.04 

$3 7.71 % 

$0.4 4.04% 

$4,416 

NA - Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Islands a:e the only terri.toriesthat 
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Table 9 -FY2000 Reduction in Federal Child C~re Funding and 
the Number of Children who Receive Federal Child Care Assistance'Due to H. R. 4 , ' , ," ' 'I' I ,,' "," ,', ','. , 


I , 

This table shows FY 2000 losses in fund.ing and in numbers of chi~dren receiving federal assistance under 
the new child care block grant. 

, 
!;, 

. fl' 
.',, 

< , 

' 
' 

I 

FUNDING LOSS ! 
I ' 

.. 	 The funding loss is the difference between the FY 2000 block grant distribution and the,expectedFY 
2000 funding level under cUrfent law. In the bill as originally subniitted,this loss would have been 
$651 millionin FY20oo; as 1m~ndedbY the Johnson amendment,. the loss wouldbe $501 million., 

, 	 I I 

REDUCTION IN CHILDREN RECEIVING FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE I . 	 , " 
.. ' The reduction in children receiving federal assistance is .derived from the State's funding loss and 

the national average federal child care funds per child., 

.. 	 Average funding per Chil~' w~s Jatculated by dividing the total federal child care funding (for . 
AFDC/JOBS, TeC, At-Risk Ch~ld Care, and CCDBQ) in"FY 1993 by the total number of children 
served through those federal thild care programs in that year, which yields an FY1993 federal 
funding of approximately $1250 per child. This number is not a full-time equivalent cost, and it 

, . I ' ' 	 .,
does not contain state, local, 9r parent contributions to the cost of care,' ,

I " 
... This FY1993 funding per chil,d figure was then inflated to FY2000 dollars using the Administration 

CPI-U index. The FY2oo0 federal funding figure is $1549 per child. 

I 
I 
I. 



TABLE 9 

FY2000 REDUCTION BY SI'ATE IN FEDERAL CHD.J) CARE FUNDING 
t ' 

AND 1HE NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO RECEIVE FEDERAL CHD.J) CARE ASSISTANCE DUE TO H.R. 4 . 


SI'ATE 

, 
ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARlWNA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DISfRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAU 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 

I 
LOSS IN FEDERAL REDUcnONIN , 

I CHILD CARE AssISTANCE CHILDREN RECEIVING 
1 

FROM BLOCK GRANT FEDERAL CHILD CARE 

(In mIIIIoD$) ASSISTANCE IN FY2000 
t 

I 
-510.3 -6,620 
-51.3 -860 
-59.3 -6.010 
-S4.2 -2,710 

-$49.3 -31,850:,". 
-55.7 -3,700 
-56.3 -4,080 

i -51.7 -1,120 
t -$1.6 -1,020 

t -$23.3 -15,040
'I, -519.2 I '-12,420 

-51.8 -1.140 
I -52.1 I -1,390' I 

-520.0 -12.930" I 
I -511.2 -7.200 

IOWA -54.4 t -2,810
;

KANSAS .. :55.8 -3.750 
KENTUCKY -$9.6 -6,210 
LOUISIANA I -$10,3 . ·6,620 

IMAINE , -51.8 -1,160 
MARYLAND t -510.0 -6.480 
MASSACHUSETfS , -514.7 -9.510 
MICHIGAN ' : -513.7 -8.870 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 

i 
" 

-510.0 
-56,0 1 

-6,470 
-3.840 

MISSOURI -510.9 , -7.010 
MONTANA -51.7 t -1.130 
NEBRASKA 

I 
-$4,6 -2.950 

NEVADA , -$1.7 -1.090 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 

I -51.9 -1.230 
NEW JERSEY I -$10.3 -6;640 
NEW MEXICO t -54.8 -3.110 
NEW YORK ·l -$33.5 -21.600 
NORTH CAROLINA : -$25.0 -16.170 
NORTH DAKOTA -51.3 -860 
OHIO ' -526.1 -16.860 
O~OMA -$10.2 -6.610 
OREGON I -58,0 t -5.140 
PENNSYLVANIA -S21.9 -14,150 
PUERTO RICO -$7.0 -4,490 
RHODE ISLAND . i -$2:4 -1,570 ,
SOUTH CAROLINA -$7.2 -4.630 
SOUTH DAKOTA, I -,SI.4 ' -900 
TID\'NESSEE -SI5.2 -9.790 
TEXAS -$40.2 -25.940 
UTAH . -$6.1 -3,960 
VERMONT 
VIRGINIA : 

I 

,-5L6 
·SIO.2 

, -1,030 
-6,580 

WASHINGTON - . ·$14.8 -9,590 
WEST VIRGINIA f -$4.1 -2.640 
WISCONSIN 

\ 
-S9.2 -5.910 

WYOMING -S1.2 -800 
TRIBES S30.2 19.470 
TERRITORIES I S5.0 3.240 
TOTAL 
Percentage Reduction 

: I ·501.0 
19% 

-323,480 

Notes: ,I .' ' 
1. The proposed block grant Is 'Set at $2.09~ bUllon for eacb FIscal Year 1996·2000. 
2. Funds are allocated according to prellm\lW'Y FY1994 budget autbority and expenditure data. 
3. Reduction In children receiving federal assistance was' determined by calculating an average FY 19~3 
federal expenditure per child and adjusting for inflation. The estimated amount In FY 2000 is $1549. 
This Is' not a fuU-time equivalent cost and represents only'federal share of expenditures. . 
4. This table may overestimate the Increase In chUd care funds for tribes since It does not take Into 
account any funds currently received by tribal members from state TItle IV-A programs. 
5. Numbers may not add due to rounding. I 
6. These are unofficial estimates wblcb bave not been reviewed by OMB. 

I ' . 

I 
I 



Table 10;' Reduction in Child Eligibility ForSSl Benefits at Time·of Enactment ' . ,I· " ," 	 ' 
, 1 : 	 ' 

This table displays the stateiby, state effects upon implementation of the Personal Responsibility Act 
, on children who were on the SSI rolls in December 1994. " 

An estimated 186,579 Childten: (21 %) on SSI in December 1994 were either institutionalized or at-
I 	 , , 

risk of institutionalization. These children would continue to receive cash benefits and Medicaid, as 
well as block grant services! New applicants' must be in this category to receive cash benefits under 
criteria established in H.R.r. : " . " :" " 
An estimated 476,941 child~en would continue to receive cash benefits and Medicaid because they" 
were determined eligible fOF S~I based on the medical listings and are, therefore, grandfathered 
under the bill. In the futurd, however, this category of children would only be eligible for block 
grant services and Medicaid; , , 

I 
An estimated 67 ,478 childr~n w~:)llid immediately lose cash benefits, but, could reapply and receive 
block grant services by and Medicaid by meeting a mediCal listing.: Despite the fact that these 
..children are identical to chiltlren that were screened under the medical listings, the bill does not con­
tinue their cash benefits, I ; ,

I' : 
II> 	 An estimated 157,472 children would immediately lose cash and medical benefits and would not be 

eligible for any benefits undbr the proposal. " , 

1 

1 

1 ' 
I 

I ' , 
, 

I 
I 
1 

I 
I 



TABLE 10 

Preliminary Analysis 

Reduction in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits Under the 
House Welfare Bill, H.R. 4, Upon Date of Enactment 

Children Who Would Children Grandfathered Children Who May Children Percentage of 

Still Receive SSI into SSI Cash Benefits and Reapply & Receive Losing All Children Who 

State Children on SSI Cash Benefits remaining eligible for Medi­ Non-Cash Benefits SSI Benefits Would Lose 

FY 1994 and Medicaid caid and SSI block grant'" Under Listings and Medicaid Cash Benefits 

Alabama 26,910 .5,651 14,411 2,054 4,793 25% 

Alaska 720 151 402 50 117 23% 

Arizona 10,450 2,195 6,411 553 1,291 18% 

Arkan,sas 18,730 3,933 6,969 2,348 5,479 42% 

__._II~::::;::a __ _____ .~;~~~~., 14,137 
--'-1:829-­

44,627 2,567 
--~--'-~-~,,".-....;;'- "-~'------C' 

5,989 

752 

13% 
---.. ­

12% 

"Connecticut 4,860 1,021 . 2;783 317 .739 22% 

Delaware 2,150 452 1,406 88 205 14% 

Dist..of Columb 2,530 531 1,561 131 307 . 17% 

Florida 51,880 10,895 33,064 2;376 5,545 15% 

IGeorgia 25,920 5.443 16;930 1,064 2,482 14% 

Guam .. .. .. .. ..: .. 
Hawaii 950 200 685 20 46 7% 

Idaho 3,390 712 1,298 414 966 41% 

Illinois 46,840 9,836 23,092 4,173 9,738' 30% 

Indiana 18,170 3,816 8,959 1,619 3,777 30% 

Iowa 6,870 . 1,443 3,719 . 513. 1,196 25% 

Kansas 7,750 1,628 3,801 696 1,625 30% 

Kentucky 19,900 4,179 8,314 2,222 5,185 37% 

Louisiana 39,830 8,364 15,756 4,713 10,997 39% 

MaIne 2,430 510 1.;677 73 170 10% 

Maryland' 11,450 2,405 6,510 761 1,775 

Massachusetts 14,240 2,990 8,063 956 2,231 

Michigan 36,540 7,673 17,135 3,520 8,212 

Minnesota 9·,570 2,010 4,917 793 1,851 28% 

Mississippi 24,270 5,097 11,068 2,431 5,673 33% 

Missouri 19,600 4,116 10,051 1,630 3,803 28% 

Montana 2,000 420 1,235 103 241 17% 

Nebraska 4.090 859 . . 2,429 241 562 20% 
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TABLE 10 
Preliminary Analysis 

Reduction in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits Under the 
House Welfare Bill, H.R. 4, Upon Date of Enactment 

State 

Neyada 

New Halllpshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio. 
-~ 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pelllisyh·a-.lia 

Puerto Rico 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virgin Islands 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

"iiscorisi~ 

Wyoming 

Other 

Totals 

Children on SSI 

FY 1994 

2,370 

1,700 

20,090 

6,440 

75,160 

26,310 

1,150 

46,740 
--- . .. -11,040 

6,590 

39~750 

• 
2,540 

16,340 

2,600 

22,560 

53,200 

4,260 

1,330 

• 
20,220' 

10,420 

7,800 

20,630 

1,070 

90 

888,470 

Children Who Would Children Grandfathered Children Who May Children Percentage of 

Still Receive SSI into SSI Cash Benefits and Reapply & Receive Losing AU Children Who 

Cash Benefits remaining eligible for Medi- Non-Cash Benefits SSI Benefits Wotild Lose 

and Medicaid caid and SSI block grant** Under Listings and Medicaid Cash Benefits 

498 1,605 80 187 11% 

357 1,230 34 79 7% 

4.219 11.339 1,360 3,173 23% 

1,352 3,881 362 845 19% 

15,784 35,673 7,111 16,592 32% 

5,525 	 11,430 2,806 - 6,548 36% 

242 753 47 109 . -'-~~ ---~------.-------.-------.----------------.--"---~-.' ._­

-~ -­ . 

9,815 

-2)18 
---­ --~- -~-. 

27,150 

7,213 
-" - -~_. -

2,932 

. 453 

6,842 
. - . -~ - -­
1,056 

21% 

14% 

1,384 4,348 257 601 13% 

8,348 20,190 ~,364 7,849 28% 

• • • • " • 
533 1,484 157 366 21% 

3,431 9,631 983 2,295 20% 

546 1,488 170 396 22% 

4,738 13,914 1,173 2,736 17% 

11,172 30,065 ' 3,589 3,374 22% 

895 2,405 288 672 23% 

279 973 23 . 55 6% 

• • • • • 
- 4,246 , 9,184 2,037 4,753 34% 

2,188 5,576 797 1,859 25% 

_ 1,638 -, 4,106 617 1,439 26% 

4,332 - 9,684 1,984 4,629 32% 
. - .­

225 459 116 271 36% 

••• ••• ••• ••• ••• 

186,579 	 , 476,941 67,478 157,472 25% 

* Guam, Pueno Rico and the Virgin Islands do not have child 'SSI programs. 
*. Assumes that 30% of the IFA childrenwho would lose all benefits would reapply 

alld receive benefits under-the listings criteria. : 

Olher includes lhe Nonhem Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases, Intemaiional Cases, and 

cases wilh illvalid DDS coding. Data are unavailable to determine the distribution of SSI children in this category. 

Numher ill columns and rows may not add due to rounding. 

77lese are III/official estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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Table 11 - Reduction in Child Eligibility For SSI Benefits Under H. R. 4, 
FY 1996 .; FY 2000 

. 	 , 

... .This table estimates the number of children in each state who would have been eligible for SSI 
undercurrent law between FY 1996 and FY 2000, and how they would fare under the H.R. 4. 

... 	 Of the one million children, bnly 210,000 would qualify for cash benefits; 612,800 children would" 
be eligible for block grant serviCes and Medicaid; and 177,200 children would be detennined 
ineligible for benefits., . ~. , 

, , 

" 

,, 

, , I .'.' , 

, ' , 



, : TABLE 11 

Preli~linary Analys~s I 
Reduction inCllild Eligibility for SSI Benefits 
Under the House Welfare Bill ,I H.R. 4 
Fiscal Year 1996 - Fiscal Year! 2000 '.. . '. . . I . 

2,668 

1,913 

22.612 

7,248 

84,595 

29,613 

1,294 

. 52,607' 

12,426 

7,417 

44,740 

* 
2,859 

18,391 

2.926 

25,392 

59,878 

4,795 

1,497 

* 
22,758 

11,728 

8,779 

23.220 

1,204 

101 

Totals 1 

. Number of New Children Who Would . Children Losing SSI 

Child SSt Still Receive SSI .. Cash Benefits, but 

Recipients Cash Benefits eligible for Medicaid 

FY96-FYOO and Medicaid and SSI block 

560 . 

' 402 

4,749 

1.522 

17,765 

6,219 

272 

11.048 

2,609 

1,558 

?,395 

* 
600 

3,862 

615 

5,332. 

12.574 

1,007 

314 

*. 
4,779 

2,463 

1,844 

"4,876 . 

253I 
i 
I. * I 

210 

1.8~7 

1,423 

14,294 

4,776 

48,166 

16,028 

900 

33,863 

8,629 

5,184 

26;516 

* 
1,847 

11,948 

1,866 

16,982 

37,884 

3,032 

1,121 

* 
12,632 

7,174 

5.317 

13,136 

647 

'* 

612 

. Children· 

Losi'ng All 
SSI Benefits 

and,Medicaid 

211 

89 

3,569 

950 

18,664 

• 7,366 

122 

7,697 

1,188 

675 

8,829 

* 
411 

2,581 

446 

3,078 

9,419 

756 

61 

* 
5,347 

2.091 

1,619 

5,208 

305 

*. 

177 
I . 

* 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 c:riteria,.. . 

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


cases with invalid DDS coding, Data·:are'unavailable to determine the. distribution of SSI children in this catego~y, 
Number in columns and rows may 'not add due to rounding and discrepancies with the "other" category, . 
These are wlOjJicinl estimates which hnl'e /lot been reviewed by OMB. . . 

. t· , 
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TABLE 11 
, " 

Preliminary Analysis 
.~ 

I 

Reduction in Child Eligibilitll for SSI Benefits 
. Under the House Welfare ni I, H.R. 4 
Fiscal Year 1996 - Fiscal Y1ar 2000 " 

I 

.ofColumb 

usetts 

Number of Ne~ ~hildren Who Would ' Children:u,sing SSI Children 
1 

Child SSI Still Receive SSI Cash Benefits, but Losing All 
R .. i Cash Benerits eligible for Medicaid SSIBenefitseClplen~ 

I 
and Medicaid and SSI block and Medicaid 

I 
1 
I 

Alabama 30,288 6,360 18,536 5,392 
I 

170,' 509 131Alaska 810 
j 
I 

Arizona 11,76i 2,470 7,839 1,453 
,I 

Arkansas 21,081 4,427 10,491 6,164 
1 

757711California 15,912 ' 53,122 6,737, I 
Colorado 9,803 2,059 6,899 846 

, I 
5,47Q'Connecticut 1,149 3,490 832 

508' 1,681 2302,42~ 
J 

2,848, 598 ' 1,905 345 
, 1 

58,393i 12,262 . 39,893 6,237 

29,174 6,126 20,255 ' 2,792 
1 

*~ * * * 
1 

225 793 521,069:
1 

j 

801 1,928 1,0873,816: 
I 

11,071 30,695 10,954 

20,451 

52,720 

4,295 11,908 4,249 
1 

(,'. 

1,624 4,763 1,345 

8,723[ 

7,732
1 

1,832 5,063 1,828 
) 

4,704 11,862 ' 5,83222,398! 
I 

9,414 23,045 12,370' 44, 8301 

574" 1,970 191 

12,887 

2,735\, 

2,706 8,185 1,996 

' 3,366 10,153 2,509 

41,127), 8,637 23,252 9,238 

10,771, 

16,028\ 

2,262 6,428 2,082 
I 

5,736 15,198 6,3821
. 

'22,060 

27,3171 

4,633 '13,149 ' 4,278 

Montana 271 

Nebraska 

2,251 473 1,507 

'4,603 967 3 632 

I 

, I 

I 
I 

I 
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Table 12 - Preliminary esti.pateof the Number of Children Denied AFDC Cash Assistance 
, by~pecific Provisions of H. R. 4 by State 

- ~ , 
I, 

The number of children who lare denied AFDC benefits or have theirbenefltsreduced is based on 
• ! ',' . 

the 1993 AFDC caseload usiJ;lgthe 1993 AFDC Quality Control Data. The research on the 
relationship between AFDC benefits and fertility and marriage is inconclusive. Therefore the 
projected impacts for minor .pothers and thefamily cap provisions do not assume changes in' 
behaviors such as fertility and teenage marriage. The impacts do incorporate an increase in 
paternity establishment due t6 the 1993 OBRA amendments regarding in':'hospital paternity , 
establishment and an assumption that 'a pregnant woman without prior APDC receipt who would be 
subjected to the family cap p~ovision will delay application until after the child's birth. ' 

, ,'I ' 

80,000 children would be derhedbenefits due to the provision t; deny benefits to the children of 
minor mothers' until the mother' turns 18. ' 

I ' 

2.2 million' children would bJ d~nled benefits due . to the -family cap . ,I ' " ' 
, ' ' 


, ,I,' , 


4.8 million children wouldb~ denied benefits due to the 60 month time limit on AFDC receipt. This 
analysis takes into account that 10% of the entire caseload can be exempt from a five year time 
limit. ; I 

I 
! 

An estimated 5.6 million,children would have their benefits denied due the above provisions 
combined. The combined eff~cts do not equal the sum of the independent effects since som~ children 
would be affected by more thb one provision. , ' I ' 

This combined effect does not r~present all ofthe choices states could make regarding benefits for 
children and families.' A stateimay decide to take the option of implementing a two year time limit. 
Thus, additional children would be denied cash, assistance. On the other l)and, a state may decide to 
contin.ue provjding benefits to! children and families with state dollars which would reduce the . 
number of children without dSh assistance. ' ' 

l ' 

I, 
! 
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TABLE 12 

Preliminary E~imate of the Number of Children DeJ,lied from AFDC 

and by SpeCific Provisions of the Honse Bill {H.R. 4) by State 


INDEP;ENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS - Steady State (no behavioral effects) 

i .

iDenial of Denim of Denial of 
Projected AFDC to AFDC to AFDC to 
Number IC~dren Additional Children 

of I BOrn to Children Because 
I 

State Children Unmarried 
I 

Born to the Family . Combined 
. on ~others Until Current Received AFDC Effects 
AFDC the Mother Recipients for more , of 

in IThrns 18 of AFDC than 60 months Provisions 
2005 I '(I) (2) '(3) (1,,2,3) 

:ALABAMA 122,000 I 1,910 21,000 46,000 53,000 
ALASKA 30,000 I 130 4,000 10,000 12,000 
ARIZONA 170,000 lA30 24,000 57,000 67,000 
ARKANSAS 63,000 I 200 12,0Q() 24,000 29,000 
CALIFORNIA 2,241,000 I 13,770 433;000 ·994,000 1,158,000 
COLORADO 101,000 I 590 16,000 34,000 41,000 
CONNECTICUT 136,000 I 1,220 25,000 50,000 59,000 
DELAWARE 28,000 i 250 5,000, 10,000 12,000 
DIST OF COLUMBIA 56,000 I 640 12,000 26,000 30,000 
FLORIDA 605,000 : 6,370 93,000 192,000 233,000 
GEORGIA 348,000 

I 
2,680 64,000 '142,000 166,000I 

HAWAII 48,000 : 10' , 8,000 '18,000 21,000 
IDAHO 17~ I 160 2,000 5,000 6,000I 
ILLINOIS 598, I I 

5,070 138,000 250,000' 295,000.. 
INDIANA 177,000 

, 
1,190 33,000 69,000 81,000, 

I

=KY 82,000 I 510 15,000 31,000 36,000 
73,000 370 13,000 27,000 33,000 

187,000 ! 1,790 I 33,000 72,000 82,000 
LOUISIANA 235;000 I : 680 46;000 100,000 114,000 ' I 

MAINE 55,000 1 490 10,000 24,000 27,000 
MARYLAND 185,000 I : 1,090 34,()00 73,000 ' 84,000 
MASSACHUSETTS 256,000 2,200 44,000 101,0Q() ~02,000 IMICmGAN 553,000 I 2,400 126·,000 267,000I 

MINNESOTA 155,0 : 580 27,000 62,000 . 73,000 
MISSISSIPPI 153,000 

, 
1,140 31,000 66,000 75,000' . !" 

MISSOURI 218,000 I 1,960 43,000 90,000 . 
, 

105,000' , 

MONTANA 28,000 I 50 4,000 9,000 10,000 
NEBRASKA 39,000 I , 240 8,000 15,000 19,000 
NEVADA 30,000 I 210 . 5,000 11,000 13,000I 
NEW HAMPSH IIlIi 24,000 I 130 4,000 9,000 10,000 
NEW JERSEY ~ 1,940 57,000 123,000 142,000 
NEW MEXICO 

, 
330 10,000 23,000 27,000, 

I 

NEW YORK '71·/ ,UW i . 4,810 154,000 373,000 438,000 
NORTH CAROLINA 281,000 I 2,190 50,000 108,000 126,000I 

NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 I I 160 .2,()OO 6,000 7,000 
OHIO 597,000 114,000 211,000 253,000 
OKLAHOMA III ,000 ! 520 19,000 46,000 52,000 

Number of 
Children 
who have 

their benefits 
Reduced 
Because 

Paternity is 
Not 

Established 
39,000 
' 6,000 
51,000 
16,000 

588,000 , 
28,000 
34,000 
6,000 

26,000 
193,000 
50,000 
12,000 
4,000 

227,000 
' 47,000 

19,000 
19,000 
47,000 
89,000 
11,000 

~ 
139,000 
36,000 
53,000 
54,000 
6,000 

12,000 
10,000 
5,000 

87,000 
19,000 

216,000 
81,000 

3,000 
180,000 
33,000 
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i 

. 

. . 

. 

OREGON 97,000 I ' 1,040 16,000 38,000 44,000 22,000 
PENNSYLVANIA' 517,000 ", 2,840 . 110,000 . 239,000 269,000 146,000 
RHODE ISLAND 52,000 I 

I 140 10,000 20,000 25,000 14,000 
SOUfH CAROLINA ·135,000 I 1,470 24,000 46,000 

, 
55,000 . 41.~ 

SOUfH DAKOTA 18,000 I . 70 3,000 7,000 8,000 5,000 
TENNESSEE 246,000 I 

1 : 2,420 40,000 92,000 106,000 69,000 
TEXAS 670,000 J , 5,460 102,000 228,000 273,000 222,000 
UTAH 45,000 i 140 6,000 15,000 18,000 10,000 
VERMONT 22,000 I , 40 4,000 9,000 10,000 4,000 
VIRGINIA 166,000 I , 

. I i 830 29,000 61,000 71,000 52,000 
WASmNGTON' 237,000 

I 

I 1,050 38,000 92,000 107,000 51.000 
WEST VIRGINIA 93,000 I 

i I 370 17,000 41,000 45,000 21.000 

WISCONSIN 205,000 ' . 
, 

I 1,360 37,000 75,000 89,000 50,000 
WYOMING' 14,000 I 150 2,000 5,000 6,000 3,000 
TERRITORIES 173,000 

, 
360 24,000 58,000 64,000 25,000 

TOTAL 12,000,000 i 80,000 2,200,000 4,800,000 5,600,000 3,300~(}oo 
I 
I . 

. I .
The sum of the states may not add to the total due tl? roundmg: . '" . 

Individual provision effects do not add up to the combined effects because some children may be affected by more than one provision. 


. I . . 

I 
I 

, 
; 

i 
i 

. I 
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I 
I 
I' 
I 

METHODOLOGY AND· ASSUMPTIONS I ' 
I. Assumptions of State Behavior Around Block Grant Estimates 

. I . . 

'The state funding losses and the numbers of children affected are conservative estimates of 
the real b~nefit losses to 10J-incomefamilies. They assume that Congress will maintain the 
authorized block grant fundIng levels, although those discretionary portions of the block 
grant amount will have to c9mpete in the 'appropriations process with other programs under 
the pressure of deficit reduction limits. States are assumed not to change their level of effort 
except that for the purposes lof determining food stamp offsets, it is assumed that states will ' 
reduce their cash assistance. spending to make up for funding shortfalls in child protection. 

Lack of state match or mai~telllUlCC of effort requirements under the cash assistance block 

grant means states can spend less state money on welfare without reducing the amount of 


, their federal allotment. Sotri.e of the state funds used under current law to leverage more 

federal dollars could, under block grants, be divet;1ed to meet other state needs. 


Under currep.t law, the interaction between AFDC and food stamps acts as a disincentive for 
states to spend money on wJlfare benefits, and, with the elimination of federal match , 
requirements und~r the cash assistance, block grant, these interactions change sUQstantially 
under the House bill. . ' '" 

l 

1 ' 
By eliminating the federal ,AiFDC match requirement, and because of the interactive effects of 
AFDC and food stamps, there is no incentive for states to spend money on welfare benefits. 
Under both, current law and iH.R. 4, food stamps are re<;luced by $.30 for ,each additional $1 
of AFDC income. A state Ipust increaseAFDC benefits by at least $1.43 to give a family a 
real $1 increase in combineq AFDC and food stamp benefits, because food stamp benefits 
will be reduced by $.43 ($1!43 x 30%) as a result of the $1.43 increase in the AFDC 
benefit. Under current law, a state with the median federal AFDC matching rate of 55 

'percent must spend $.64 (th~ state match of 45 percent x $1.43) to achieve the $1 increase. 
'Under H.R. 4, a state must spend $1.43 -- all at state ex~nse -- to achieve the $1 increase. 
It would cost the state even ro,re if a family received public or section 8 housing assistance. 

Under current law, a state like New York which has a 50 ,percent AFDC matching rate, must 
I ' 

spend $.72 to achieve the $~ increase. ,Mississippi which has a 78.58 percent AFDC " 
matching rate, mustspend$!.31 ~_g.i\'.e.fatI)jlie~ a .SL increase. _OLstateddifferently,- this-.) 
implies that$lNewYorICState -invests in AFDC benefits uIl<;ler current law.draws"another. 40 
~~-.-.' ,_,J 1 ' "" '" '.... , .,. .. ".- ­

cents of federaf monies. Under H.R. 4, $1 New York invests in AFDC benefits will 'result ' 
r-:-ih 30 cents of reduced feder~l assistance. "' ... -', -·.."0 , ' 

' 

" .I'; .,,".._-. ..' 

Relative to current law, statJs will have a significantly reduced incentive to raise, benefits and 
it may imply that states 'will!'lower AFDC benefits to fund other priority spending needs. A 
state that reduces AFDC beqefits will get more federal dollars into the state because food 
stamp benefits increase. Th,s ~ame argument is even stronger when federal housing 
assistance is taken into account. 

" 
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. ." ~ . ,._._.' " '. ',.- ." .....-.~ •.- '-"c" ''-- --,,_ .... , .. - .. ". 


In addition, ~decision:m~ers percdve that low-income· families move in relation to 

ecfonomicmcentives~' flf .s6iTIe-stafes--e-rfacfiough tlmeliffiits or reduce benefits,' other states 

ma'Y'be-f?iCed-.to folIo:", sUitlbe~~us~ of the fe~r that ~e~ wi~l_be~..2.I)!~w.~lfare.!TIagnets.' The' 
changed mcentlves facmg staltes IS likely to heighten thl~ "race t~_~~_~~t:!om~' ~of benefit . 
levels. . .---- ~ ---­

Taking these factors in comb'ination, it is conceivable that states will reduce AFDC benefit 
levels and spending sharply, Iserving even fewer needy families than suggested by the 
estimates provided here. Si~ce food stamp benefits rise to 'parthlliy offset AFDC benefit 
cuts, the demand for food sdmps would greatly exceed the estimates, the food stamp 
'spending cap would be reachbdmore quickly, and the federal government will'have to m~e

I 	 .' . 
larger food stamp benefit cutS.' 	 . 

I 

. 	 I·. 
The estimates herein assume 'a modest behavioral.response by immigrants to increase their 
current rates of naturalizatio~, although 'recent press stories suggest that rates·in at least some 
immigrant communities are accelerating. No one knows whether this will be a temporary or 
pennanent phenomenon .or h6w widespread it is. The food stamp caps assume that 
immigrants will no longer be! eligible. If this population naturalizes at a significantly faster 

. rate, however, there will be 1p.any more people eligible for food stamps, putting still greater 
pre~sure on the cap and forcihg states to make still more food stamp benefit cuts. 

'. I 	 . . 
II. . Interaction between ~Qrk ProWam and Cash Assistance Block Grant 

.. Since funding for the work p~ogram is combined with AFDC spending under the bloc~ grant, 
our estimates do not attempt to project state responses independently. The strategies ·that 
states could adopt to meet th~ work requirements of the House bill would,in some cases, 
affect welfare families more adversely than our estimates assume.' The options that states 
have are described below. 

Funds that states could draw. ~pon for the work program are combined with, and compete 
for, funds for cash assistance! They do not increase as minimum state work participation 
rates increase. States could choose tomeet the requirement which forces them to"commitan-'l 

- .. -" ..• ,' . _-c- •. ,.-." . - - , .....,,' ._-- , .. ,............. --- - ... - l .~ 


. increasinglY large share of their block. grant allocation to the work program'! to operateiCal~-
the:"require-d-'sca1e. To do 'thi~,"however:-- they may have' to, cut cash benefits to families' , 
unless states are willing tocohunit more state funds. . '-, - -., .-.. "~~ " -. . ... .:. - ..

l' . 
I . 

Since recipients who_a.r~.. ~9.r~igg. aI.:e.:.~9uIlt~4. ~s pa~icJpant~" ~!!9~~~sta~~. stra.tegy would be r---- -- ~- ~,",------', 	 ­. 
to:: increase the proportion of the· caseload that combines welfare and work by increasing 

!.-..._-- ....-- ----.-.-,. ' ' ... " j .. ' ..... ... -.- . 

earned income disregards. This does not necessarily ,increase work. effort (although it could); 
rather, it increases the numbet w.ho remain on assistance and also work. 

I '.., 	 . 
.	Anoth~....§.~te ~ategy would be to reducecaseloads by state-initiated policies such as fa two--; 
~ime limit. : More needy !families would be denied public assistance. Not only cans'tates 
redu.ce'tlieir' participation rates by the. same percentages as their AFDC caseloads were 
reduced from 1995 levels, but a smaller caseload means there are fewer people to serve in 
the work program.. I:' . . . . 

I 

I 

1 
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'I ' -~- ------.~---.­

States can also "game", required participation rates by;tiSing federal dollars to provide '7 
<Dtnefits--f6-tliose mostaole .. fo~ric-and-sta~e.~?_Ill~,~clop;trs t~_p~o~ide'b~~~Jit.§_to_thg_~~ !~~s) 
\able to work.i'The participation rates established by the bilL9!tlX ~pplyto. those who_ recei~e _ 
., __ ."" ,__ , I ' , ~ . \ 

benefits funded by federal dollar§,. Asp~rCQ(gaming,J states could avoid the hightwQ-parent ' r-··" .-. -". "'- ----- ,..-.---. -. ,- .. , '" . -- .. -, -. "-'" 
~participation rate by shifting this class of recipients to. a state..,funded program. -';
', ..,------~ "- -_._-- --_...'..-.... ,. ",'I'..,.-: :... '. ". , . 

I " .., •. 

Finally, sol1)_~_ states could respond by not,!ryi.IlR to attain work participation requirements at 
:~ ~,-"'--'--~'---'''-----'~'-'------''- --, - - I ' 

all, andrtaking 'a penalty of up to 5 per~ent in the block grant allocation. These states would 
, '--' '-," .... -.. '-,' I ' , ,

be doing little to move families from welfare to work, but they could save, significant
I ' ,. 

resources, pa,rticularly in the later years. Since the participation rate for two-parent families 
is set at unrealistically high l~vels, some states could take a penalty. However, state 
legislatures may not approve 9f openly spending dollars to pay for a federal penalty. 

, 

IiI. Assumptions for SSI Children 
i . 

It is assumed that 3'0 percent bf children now on SSI who qualified under the IF A would 
reapply and qualify for block Igrant services and Medicaid, because these children also meet 
the medical listings. If these .bhildren reapplied and did not qualify, or less children 

I " 
reapplied, more children would be dropped from SST completely . 

. Regarding future applicants, il is assumed that 21 percent of these children ~ould qualify for 
cash, block grant services, ana Medicaid because they meet the medical listings and are 
either institutionalized or req~ire personal assistance services. The term personal assistance 
services is not clearly defined! in the bill. For this analysis, we restricted the population to 
children who need a trained caregiver to provide basic assistance in activities of daily'living. 
More children might be eligible for cash benefits' ,if the definition of personal assistance 
services is interpreted more broadly.' . 

The estimates factor in the' pr&posed block grant for children who meet the medical listing , 
However, there is rio guarant~e that every individuat' child will receive block grant services 
from the state.. I, : 

I ' . . 
IV. CBO - HHS/FCS Comparison . 

. Appendix Table A shows a Jm~arison between the budget authority estimates for H. R. 4 
estimated by HHS/FCS and GBO. The CBO baseline being compared is adjusted for, 
inflation. This makes it com~arable to the baseline used by HHS/FCS which is also adjusted 
for inflation. . i ' 
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APPENDIX TABLE A 

COMPARISON BETWEEN-CBO AND HHS/FCS COST ESTIMATES OF H.R. 4 
- - , (Legislation as.passed. -Dollars in Billions) ­

CBO 

Budget Authority 

CASH ASSISTANCE/a ' -8.3 

CHILD PROTECTIONib ' -'2.7 

_CHILD_CARE/a___~ __________~-_ ..... I­
----"- --' 

.. 	 CHILD-NUTRITION --7.1. 

, RESTRICTIONS ON IMMIGRANTS -17.6 

FOOD STAMP CHANGES -19.0 

FOOD STAMP OFFSETS 3.2 

SSIREFORMS ":13.4 
:­

/ 

, __ -1.0CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

, ­

':67.0TOTAL SAVINGS 

Note: 

HHS/FCS 

Budget Authority 


-11.4 


-3.5 


.._.- ---- --1.6­ -~--------

- _. ~~ 

-6.6 

-16.8 

-20.1 

5.9 

- -
: -13.4 


-1.0 


-68.6 

- a. The loss in runding rrom the Entitlement Child Care Repeals are shown in the child care 
and not the cash assistance block grant estimate. 

b. The CBO anaJysis did not account ror the repeals or CAPrA, the Family Unification Program, 

Adoption Opportunities, Abandoned Infants, Family Support Centers, or the Crisis Nurseries Program. 


c. 	 "Restrictions on Immigrants" uses CBO SSI and Medicaid numbers with FCS Food Stamp numbers. 
"SSI Refonns"USes CBO estimates. "Child Support Enrorcement'~ uses CBO Family Support and Medicaid estima 

d. This comparison uses the CBO baseline adjusted ror inflation. The BA figures ror the CBO baseline 
that is not adjusted ·ror inflation is -62;5 billion. 


_e. The IIIIS/FCS estimates are unomdal and have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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UEPARTMENTOF HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES Office· of the' S~cretafV 

Washington, D.C.' 20201 

To: Group 

From: Wendell 

Re: Republican! welfare reform bills 
. I 

Date: February 15,1994 
I 

Attached is the outline of the Senate Republican bill that was 
distributed when thelbill (S. 1795) was introduced on January 
27th. The bill is sponsored by Senator Brown, 'along with 16 co­
sponsors (including Senator Dole). 

Also attached iS'a c~mparison of the House.and Senate Republican 
welfare reform bills 'completed by HSP staff. 

Attachments 
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Title I: 

Title II: 

Title III: 

Title IV: 

'Title V: 

Title VI: 

Title VII: 

'senate Republican 

Welfare Reform Bill 


outline of Bill 
j , 

AFDC Applicant Job ~earch, Voucher Program, 
Transition and Work Program 

Paterniity Establishment 
I . 

Child Support Enforcement 

Expandld ,statutory ,Flexibility for states 
I 

Expedited State Waiver Authority 

welfarl Restrictions for Aliens 
I 

Miscellaneous Provisions
i ' 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

, .. 
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I 

TITLE I: AFDC APPLI;CANT JOB SEARCH, VOUCHER PROGRAM, AND 
I 

TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM 
I 

A. 	 AFDC Applicant ~on Search 
I 

states must req~i~e AFDC applicants to participate in job ~j . 
search while th~i~ welfare application is being processed. 
Applicants mustl te reimbursed for transportation and child 
care expenses. ~t~tes can provide emergency aid when payment 
cannot be delay~d~ states retain considerable flexibility 
in defining such emergencies, although they must include in 
their state plah ~he general guidelines they will follow. 
States can decide. not to follow this provision by passing a 
state law speci~ically exempting themselves. At the time of 
AFDC enrollment~ ~amilies are referred to the AFbc 
[!ransition-to-wbr~:}program in which they are expected -to 
work or prepare I f~r work. 

B. 	 Voucher Program; 
I 

A recipi~nt mayl a~ any time while receiving AFDC, 
participate in the voucher program. The voucher program 
allows a recipi~n~ to take initiative and go into the 
private sector to look for a job. The recipient is given a 
voucher equal t6 ~he combined val'ue of the recipient I s AFDC 
and Food Stamp ~enefit. The voucher is then given as an 
incentive for a·n employer to hire. a recipient as a form of 
wage replacement.. In order to hire an AFDC recipient with ;a 
voucher" the em~lcyer must certify to the welfare agency 
that the individual is being hi~edat a wage at least twice 
the value of thJ '!oucher or at least minimum wage, whichever 
is greater. The emplOYer is thEm eligible to receive full 
wage replacemen~ ~or six months. After six months, the wage 
replacement is reduced by one half. At the end of the 12 
months, the wag~ ~eplacement is .eliminated entirely. 

C. 	 Trans i tion:-to-W.ort Program (maximum 2 years -- See Expanded 
rtexibility forlStates) 

I . 	 ; 

a) 	 a rec~pi~nt can participate in the transition-toL 
work program for a maximum of 2 years. A state 
must ~ove a recipient from the tran~ition program 
into t~e work program as soon as the recipient is 
deemedl ~';,or~ ready. A recipient deemed work ready 
when they first enter the system must go straight 
into the, work program; 

b) 	 withi~ s6 days of entering the AFDC program, the 
recipi~nt and th~ welfare agency must create a 
writteh plan outlining what each must do so the 
recioienL can prepare for work; the written plan

'" i 



must int:lude the statement that after i'years ( I 
parents i wpo have not secured paid" employment must ~od 
work in! exchange for their AFDCbenefit: 	 0 

c) 	 an assessment must be made every 6 months to 
determihe if the recipient has made "clear and 

I • 

sUbstan~l.al progress ll toward preparing for work: 
and, I 

I 
I 

d) 	 states,: in consultation with the Secretary, must 
establi~h the guidelines by which "clear and 
sUbstantial progress" is defined; states can set 
their own guidelines within the following 
framework: 

I 

i 
1): the general rule, to which education is 

an exception (see below), is that theI 
adult members of the families must 
participate an average of 20 hours a 
week over the course of a year; 

2 	 within 12 mont~s of enactment, the 
Secretary must publish rules about how 
education hours are counted; the guiding 
principle should be whatever a given 
educational institution (including 
certified professional training sch60ls 
and certified ,degree-granting programs) 
considers full-time enrollment, and 
maintaining at least minimum passing 
evaluations, counts as participation, 
with some restrictions to prevent 
welfare "diploma mills",: 

3 	 education, job skills, job readiness, 
job development and placement, group and 
individual job search, and on-the-job 
training count as participation under 
the AFDC transition program. 

,,2. 	 Sanctions. 

Recipients who fail to meet the criteria for participation 
are sanctioned as follows: 

i AU t-
a. 	 first ~ffense - the adult's portion of the AFDC 3-(.,. .... /2.lL'Os 

benefit is taken away for three months; if three 
monthsielapse and the recipient has nOt co~plied 
with the: criteria, the recipient is deemed to have 
started the second offense period: 

b. 	 second) offense the adult's portion of the AFDC 

I 

I 

r 
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benefi1t :is taken away for six months; if the 
recipi1ent still has not complied, the recipient is 
deemed to have entered the third offense period: 

c. 	 third1of:fense -the·· adul t p'ortion of the AFDC 
benefil~· ~s taken. a.way 'for one year. Payments on 
behalf Oif the child(ren)" may be made in the form 
of v~ndo~ payments or to a tepresentative payee. 

3 . 	 Exemptions. I 

t 
I 

a. 	 incapacitated, as cur~ently defined in regulations 
(not ihciuding drug and alcohol offenders):

l l 
b. 	 at sta·ter option, those en~olled in drug and 

alcohol ~bgse p~og~ahls (with a 12-month 

limitaFip~); , 	 . ' 

c. 	 duringl the third trimester of pregnancy; 

d. 	 during a~monf:il) period after 'which a recipient 
'gives 	bir~ to the f;irst child born after the 
recipient participates 1n AFDC; 

e. 	 during a t 4-month period after which a reCipient 
gives pirth to the second or subsequent child born 
after t.he r..ecipient participates in AFDC; 

providln~ full-time 	 disabled dependent~care 	of a 

·'D. AFDC Work Program 

1. 	 Prog~am Outlipe. 

Recipients that the state deem ~york read.y or recipients who 
have 	been enrolled in the tran?ition-to""'work program for the 
maximum two yead;, must participate in the work program in 
order to continu~ :peceiving AFDC benefits. ' 

I! .' k ... 
a. 	 current Communl.tywor" Expe;r1ence Program, (CWEP) ! 

hours fe~uir¢ment is rewritten to mandate that .,; 
recipirtlt~ work ~2 hours per we.ek and engage . in 8 
hours of [Job search;' . 

b. st~t~slc~~ r~quire p~rti~ipat~on in the Work .. 
Supplemehtat10n program 1n Wh1Ch the AFDC benei1t 
is use~ to subsidize a private ~ector job; .

,I : ,. 
c. 	 ~eforms ~0 the Work supplementat{~n progra~ . 

in6iud~:· , 

J i. . 	 . 
1 ) 	 eli~inat1on of the reqUirement that all Jobs 
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I 
[ 
I 

must 	be new jobs;
I 

2) 	 creation of new financial incentives for 
states to use the program: 
i 

I 


i) 	 recipients participating in the Work 
I 
I 	

Supplementation program must be paid a 
salary at least equal to their AFDC plus 
food stamp benefits; 

i) 	states can negotiate arrangements with 
employers to pay enough of the salary 

, 	 that some part of the value of the AFDC 
benefit will not be required to reach the 
AFDC plus Food Stamp minimum; in these 
cases, and in cases where the wage 
replacement voucher is used, states can 
'continue to request the federal share of 
the AFDC benefit as if the entire benefit 
were still being paid by state funds 
(this provision has the effect of f 
allowing states to keep the entire amount ' 7 
by which the employer-provided salary 
"buys out" the AFDC benefit); 

d. 	 state~ can create a new work program, sUbject to 
appro~al by the Secretary, that combines features 
of CWBP and Work Supplementation or uses entirely 
new approaches developed by the ·state; 

I 
e. 	 after ~ recipient has been in the work program for 

at least one year, the state ,has the option of 
dropping, able-bodied adult recipients from the 
AFDC rblls; recipients would continue to be 
eligib1e for Medicaid, food stamps, and other 
benefits.i . 

2 . 	 Sanctions. I 

I 	 ' 
Same 	as above. 

3 • 	 Exempt ions .1 
I 

i
Same as above. 
! 

E. 	 Work Proaram forlTwo-Parent Families. 
I 

I 


Immediately aftet 60ming onto the AFDC roles, at least one 
parent of a two-~arent family must be required to work 32 
hours per Heek aryd engage in job search for 8 hours per 
week. States ha~e the option of requiring participation of 
the other parentiin either the transition to work or the 
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work program. States are required to pay the combined 
AFDC-Food Stamplb~nefit in cash only after the completion of 
the work requirement for any given period. If the work 
requirement has;been only partially met, states must 
proportionately ladjust the AFDC-Food Stamp payment level. 
All states can exercise the 6-month option in designing 
their AFDC two-~arent program (current law prohibits about 
half the states :from using the 6-month option). 

TITLE II: PATE ABLISHMENT 
I 

A. 	 If the paternit~ of any dependent named on an AFDC 
application has Indt been legally established, the mother 
must provide the name of the father or possible fathers to 
AFDC'officials ~s 'part of the ~ppiication process: 

i 
1. 	 The existin:geligibility requirement requiring the 

custodial ~arent to cooperate with and assign support 
rights to t:he, state agency shall remain in effect. 

I
2. 	 If the mothler' is not certain who the father is, she 

must name a~~ the men she thinks could be the father. 
I 

I 


3. 	 In the cas~ of families with one child, on~e the mother 
has provided the father's name, the family is el.igible 
for an AFDd cash benefit for the child but 'not the 
mother. i 

I . 	 .' 

4. In the cas~ of families that have at least one child 
. . I 

for whom pafernity has been established and at least 
one child for whom paternity has not been established, 
the family ~ill receive an AFDC benefit for the 
children bu~ not the mother. 

i 

The mother is ex¢mpt from these requirements if her 
pregnancy was caused by rape or incest or if the state 
concludes that p6rsuing paternity will result in physical 
harm to the parent or child. 

! 	 ,. 
B. 	 After giving the! father's name, the mother must coopera.te" 

with the state child support enforcement agency to establish 
paternity. If the mother does not cooperate, section 
402(A) (26) (b) of: the Social security Act takes effect. 

I 

l~ 	 Once patern~ty is legally establis~ed or a paternity 
suit has be~n initiated, the family is eligible for the 
full AFDC b~nefit for a family of that Size. 

i' 

2. 	 If the chil~ ~upport agency finds that the man named in 
the paternity suit is not the father, the payments for 
the Child(r~n} must be made as vendor payments or 

I) o[ ..l.J 
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through a representative payee.
i . 

3. 	 In the cas~ of a family with more than one child at 
least one ~f which has pate~nity established, a false 
name will $till result in payments for the child(ren) 
being made!as vendor payments or through a 
representative payee. 

C. 	 Upon application for Medicaid prior to eligibility for AFDC, 
as well as upon:participation in any state or federal 
program, state and federal .officers and employees upon first 
recognizing that she is pregnant, shall inform her that: 

! 
1. 	 she will n6t be able to receive AFDC benefits until she 

identifies'the father, and 

2. 	 she should'do whatever is necessary to get the father 
to acknowl~dge paternity as soon as possible. 

I 
D. 	 States must dev~lop procedures in public hospitals, 


Federally Qualified Health Centers, and clinics that 

facilitate the ~cknowledgment of paternity.


I 

E. 	 States must dev~loP procedure?, in consultation with the 
Secretary, to handle cases in which mothers claim the father 
is dead or miss~ng. State procedures should be based on the 
principle that the burden of proof is on the mother. 

G. 	 The States, in Jonsultation with the Secretary, shall 
develop proceduJtes for deterr:lining undue hardship "l.vhen, 
despite.full co6peration by th~ custodial parent, the State 
is unable to.es~abl;ish paternity. 

I 
H. 	 States are required to follow the provi ons outlined above 

unless the stat~ passes a law specifically declaring that 
the state wants :to exempt itself. 

I 

.r. 	 The state pater~ity establishment requirement of 75 percent 
in current law ~as passed in OBRA '93) is increased to 90 
percent. States under 90 percent must increase by 6 perceQt 
~ach ye~r if their percentage is over 50 percent and 10 ~ 
percent each ye~r if their percentage is under 50 percent.

I, 

I 

I 

I


TITLE 	 III: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
I . ; 

A. Improved Trackirtgof Absent Parents to Enforce Support and 
Visitation. 	 I 


I 

1. 	 The Federa] Parent Locator service would be expanded to 

improve aC6ess to infornation natiomJide and the 
i 

Federal Of,ice of Child Support Enforcement would 
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i 
coor~inatelan info~ation network between states to 
prov1de fo~ $peedy 1nterstate searches. 

I ' 

2. 	 states arelr~quired to recognize and enforce child 
support ordets established in other states, placing 
jurisdicti6n for child support disputes in the state 
where the initial court order was filed. 

I 

B. 	 Streamlined Wage Withholding. 
I 

Streamline the ~nterstate system of wage withholding by 
establishing uniform notices and requiring employers to· 
honor withholdi~g notices from out-of-state courts. 

I 
, C. Work Proaram for Fathers or non-custodial parents. 

I ' 
Non-custodial p~rents of children on AFOC must either pay 
child support ot participate in a work program. 

1. 	 Non-custod~al parents who are the equivalent of 2 
months in arrears on their child support and are not 
working, u~less they have a court-approved plan for 
repayment, Imust participate in this program . 

.States canldeSign their own programs~ but their program 
must include at least the following three elements: 

I 

a. 	 initiJI contact with the non-custodial parent must 
include 'a letter that informs them they must pay 
child [support, that they should contact the child 
support office, and that they are subject to fines 
and pJnalties if they do not cooperate;

I 

b. 	 if thJ non-custodial parent does not pay child 
suppoJtwithin 30 days, then they must enroll in a 
19b sJarch program for 2 to 4 weeks; 

c. 	 if thJ non-custodial parerit still does not pay 
child Isupport within another 30 days, they must 
enroll in a work program for at least 35 hours per 
week (30 hours if the program also requires job · 
search) . 

I 

3 . Only incapdcitated non-custodial parents are exempt. 

! 
I 

TITLE IV: EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES 
I 

The following provis~ons are subject to either an opt-in or opt­
• ' I I • •• 	 •

out requirement. For. those provls1ons WhiCh are opt-in, a state 
may choose to adopt ~he provision in its AFDC program. For those 
provisions which are opt-out, a state must include the provision 
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'in its AFDC program unless the state passes a law specifically 
requiring that such provision not be included in its AFDC 
program. 	 I : 

A. 	 Transition-to-WorK and Work Program 

states have the loJti'on of reducing the Transition-to-Work 
program from a maximum of two years to one year. states 
further have the1 option of reducing the work program to one 
year. With the~e !options., states can remove all able-bodies 
AFDC recipients iaf:ter two years, <;me year, in each of the 
Transition-io-work and work programs. Recipient would 
continue to be e11igible,for medicaid, food stamps, and other 
benefits. . 

B. 	 Rewards.and sanctions for immunization andlor health 
checkups. 

Allow states to hricrease .the total monthly A,FDC benefit by 
up to $50 per month for 6mon,ths (not necessarily 
consecutive) for complying with immunization, EPSDT 
screening I or other health requirerr.ents . Families could be 
sanc'tioned by up tb $50 per month until the requirements ,are 
met. states caIl decide not tofolloH this provision by 
passing a state !la,w specifically exempting themse1:ves. 

I :C. 	 Rewards and 'sanctions for school attendance. 

Allow states to ln~rease theto~al monthly AFDC benefits by 
up to $75.00 pe:d month if they meet or 
standards as established by the stat.e. 
school-age child'ren who attend school 
state-established minimum without good 

exceed attendance 
Families with 

less than the 
cause may be subject 

to a ~anc~ion o( up to $75.00 per month. Good ,cause is 
defined by sta~es in consultatiOn with the Secretary. 

D. , Minor mothers . 

1. 	 Unmarried minor mOthers must live at home or live in a 
group home ..(Except1.ons are granted ifndnor is' at .i 

risk. If at risk, minor w.ould be required to live in'a 
group home)l. Minor I s paJ:.ent I s income is counted whe..n 
d~terminingl AFDC :benefit amouht for rtli-nor. States can 
decide not ~~ follow this provision by pa~sing a state 
law specifib~lly exempting themselves. ., 

2. 	 States haVe the option of eli~inating cash assi~tance 
for minor ~others unde~ the.AFDC prOgram. 

. , I:,
E. 	 No addItIonal money for more children. 

States have the IOPtiO.:: of not paying any additional benefits 
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F. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

for children born 10 months after the date of application 
for AFDC. state~ can, but are not required to, allow 
exceptions for f~milies: 

I 
I 

1. 	 that leave AFDC due to earnings for at least 90 days if 
employment :is terminat.ed for good cause, and/or 

I 
I 

2. 	 that remainloff AFDCfor 12 consecutive mo~ths. 

Ma~ried 'couple t~ansition benefit option. 
I 

states would be perrnittedto allow AFDC recipients who marry 
someone who is nbt:the father of their child, and who would 
become ineligiblkfor AFDC, to keep up to ,1/2 of their 

I 

current benefit for up to one year as long as their combin~d 
family income isl below 150% of the poverty level. Couples 
who marry and wohld be eligible for AFDC-UP in the state may 
be treated by thk state as eligible for either AFDC-UP or 

I 

the statel~ new "married couple" transition benefit, but not 
both. 

AFDC 	 benetit levels for new state. residents. 
I. 

states have the bption of providing new residents of their 
state with the s~me level of AFDC be,nefits as provided by 
the state from which the residents moved. This level of 
benefits can be ~rovided for no more than 1 year. 

, 	
I
I

Parenting classes, money management. 
I 
I 

States have the 6ption of requiring AFDC parents to 
participate in p~renting elasses and classes on money 
managementdurin~ the Transition Program. Such 
participation co*nts toward fulfillment of state 
participation re~uirements.

I . 
Inciease asset limit with respect to earned income of 
minors. I 

I 

States have the bption of increasing the asset limit for , 
minors who have ~arnea income and accrued savIngs to be use'd 

Ifor education expenses. 

I
TITLEV. EXPEDITED STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY 

I ' 

I 

An interagency W~iver Request Board will be established to 
develop an coor;lna e waVler requests from states, 
localities, and 9ther program operators. This board would 
be composed of S~cretaries of Agriculture, Health and Human 
Services, Housing and Urban Development, Labor, Interior, 
justice, and the lottice of Management and Budget. 'The board 

I 
....... _.c ......... 
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is headed by a chairperson appointed by the President. The 
board would be required to provide states assistance and 
technical advice ~n applying for waivers. The board is 
required to develop a standardized five year waiver process. 
Board must notify. state within 90 of application whether the 
request has been approved or denied; if the state reauest 
has not been approved or denied with 90 days of receipt, the 
request is deemed to be approved. If denied, board ~ust 
give 	state all reasons for denial so state may correct and 
reapply. 

I 
I 

I 


TITLE VI: WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS , 
I 

1. 	 Illegal aliens ~re prohibited from receiving AFDC, Medicaid, 
(except emergen~yservices), food stamps, and Supplemental 
Security Income I(S~I) benefits. . 

2. 	 For legal al±enJ~their sponsor's income is attributable to 
the alien until ~he alien has become a naturalized United 
States citizen. i Benefits for legal aliens a·re limited to 
one year. I . 

3. 	 Anv legal alien who receives welfare benefits for 12 non~h~ 
mu;t be reported] to the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service (INS). The INS may then use this information as 
proof that the alien has become a public charge and is 
grounds for depo:rta.tion.

I 
I 

4 . 	 state AFDC agenc:iesmust provide the name, address, and 
other identifying information to the INS for all illegal 
immigrant parent~, with citiz.en children. 

5. 	 Any noncitizen w~o is currently residing in the U.S. and is 
affected by any hf the above provisions is exempt fron that 
provision for 1 year following passage of this bill: any 
federal department that administers welfare programs that 
currently serve resident aliens must directly notify, or 
ensure that states notify, all resident aliens affected by 
provisions outlihed above. 

I 

I 
TITLE VII: MISCELLAN~OUS PROVISIONS 

i 
A . 	 A~F..!::D:..::C=--..!;R.:..:e::.:c::::..l=-'p~i.::::e~nQ.t::.:::s~a~'n~d~.!::!D;r..!:u~gL...!A~d~d~i.::::c..!:t:.::i~o~n

I 	 ).. 

1. 	 AFDC applic~nts and recipients determined by states to 
be addicted Ito alcohol or drugs must participate In 
addiction treatment. 

I 

2 . Failure of ~ddicts to participate on a satisfactory 
basis as defined by the state will result in expUlsion 

I 
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from AFDC 1.for 2 years. States may establish priorities 
ror treatment based on availability of services. 
States mayi not remove addicts from the AFDC rolls for 
failure tot participate in a t~eatment program when the 
treatment ~ervice is unavaila~le to the addict­
recipient. : 

3. 	 States maylwaive participation requirements during the 
transitionjprogram for up to : year if AFDC recipients 
are partic~pating in addiction treatment programs; 
however, states must continue to include all addicted 
recipients I in the denominator for calculation of 
participation standards. 

I 
4. 	 States are Iauthorized to use ~andbm and unannounced 

drug testsiwith recipients who have participated in 
drug rehabilitation programs or have a history of 
addiction; i refusal by ·the recipient to submit to drug 
testing will result in termina~ion of the adult's cash 
AFDC benef~t; Payments on behalf of the child may be 
made in th~ form of vendor payments or to a 

I.representatlve payee. 

B.Eligibility for ~Social Security. 

No monthly benef:its will be paid to any individual confined 
in a public institution by a court order pursuant to a 
verdict of not ~uilty by reason of insanity, mentally 
incompetent to ~tand trial, or other mental diseases. 

I 

C. 	 Evaluation of Ed~cationand Training Programs. 

The Department o:f Health and Human Services is required to 
fund research th~t examines the impacts of edtication and 
trainingprogram~ on exits from AFDC, welfare expenditures, 
wage rates, empl~yment histori~s, and repeat spells on AFDC. 
At least one of ~he studies must involve three groups to 
which AFDC adults are randomly assigned: a control group 
not required to participate in any special activity, a group 
required to part~cipate in edu6aticn or job training . 
programs., and a group required to participate in job search 
or job search and work experience. Participants must be 
followed for at least 5 years. 

i 
D. 	 Demonstrations o~ Fraud and Administrative Efficiency. 

I 
1. 	 'HHS is authorized to conduct demonstrations in several 

states to determine whether providing welfare benefits 
(including AFtc, Food Stamps, ~edicaid, housing, etc.) 
by use of eiectronic cards and automatic teller 
machines 
within 5 

wiil 
yebrs HHS 

I 
I 

reduce 
m

12 

administ~ative costs 
ust write a report to 
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I 

summarizingl the results of the studies ~nd making
I, 

recommendat~ons about whether, and how, more states 
might be required to use electronic funds transfer 
programs. For any project not yet approved upon . 
enactment, the following standards and restrictions

I . 	 .'
shall apply ~ . 
. 	 I 

I " ,a. 	 All Electron~c Benef~t Transfer (EBT) projects 
shall ~e.treated as demonstrations with requisite 
evaluations until data is available establishing 
the co~t-effectiveness for the federal government.

I 

b. 	 Federai funding for hardware is prohibited. 
1 

c. 	 Regardless of conditions agreed to for cost 
neutrality purposes, when the demonstration is 
ended the. federal match shall continue to be 
capped;at'SO%. 

d. 	 Federall Approval of EBT demonstrations shall be 
conditioned on the following: 

I
1) 	 Cost neutrality for the federal government; 

2) 	 R~asonable time frames for development and 
i~plementation including consideration for 
cqnversion and potential disruption to 
b~nefit disbursement to recipients;

I 

3) 	 RJasonable limits establishing numbers of 
transactions and service fees for recipients; 

I 

4) 	 st!ipulation of anti-fraud procedures to 
pr:event misuse of EBT cards; 

I 
5) stipulation of procedures to insure privacy; 

6) 	 Descr~pt~onI "f0 an equ~'table cost account~ng. 
sy~t~m for expansion of EBT availability to 
stkte and f.ederal programs in addition to th,e 
or~ginal developing programs.

i 

2. 	 HHS is requi~ed to appoint a commission composed of 
cabinet offibials, outside expert~, and state 
administrato~s to determine the cost and feasibility of 
creating an inter-state system of ~ocial Security 
numbers of all welfare participants for the purpose of 
ensuring that no adults or children are participating 
in welfare p~ograms in more than one state . 
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COMPARISON OF lY27/94 SENATE ANO 11/93 HOUSE REPUBLICAN 

WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS
! 	 . 

Title I: AFOC Transition to Work and Work Program 

A. Applicant Job seatch 

Under the Senate Republican bill, States must mandate 
applicant job s~a~ch with reimbursement for transportation 
and child care unless they pass legislation exempting 
themselves. At!State option, they can provide emergency aid 
when 	payment cannqt be delayed. [The House Republican bill 
has identical p~ovisions.] 

B. Voucher Program 
I 

At any time, AFQC .or food stamp only recipients can find a 
private sector job with a voucher. The voucher would 
supplement wages at the value of the family's combined AFOC 
and food stamp benefits. To hire recipients, employers must 
certify that theiy will pay the employee at least twice the 
value of the vottcher. After one year, the ,wage replacement

Ivalue of the voucher·would be reduced by half and, after two 
years, wages wodld no longer be supplemented. Employers may 
also participat~ in TJTC for this employment. [The House 
version has no s:uch provision to encourage' private sector 
employment.] I 

C. Transition to worJ Program 

a) 	 The Senate ~e~ublican bill requires that recipients be 
moved from ~he transition program into the work program 
as soon as ~hey are ,deemed work ready. Recipients 
cannot stay in the transition program for more than 2 
years. [Und~r the House version families go into the 
transition program the first 2 years they are on AFOC, 
States can postpone putting job ready families into the 
transition program for 1 year.] 

b) 	 Recipients knd the welfare agency have 60.days to 
develop an kmployability plan for what each must do to 
prepare thei r~cipient for work. The plan will specify 
that if theirecipients ,have not obtained employment in 
2 years, they must work in exchange forAFOCbenefits. 
[The House ~ill does not specify by when the plan must 
be developed. It gives States the option to require 
work in exchange for benefits in less than 2 years.] 

i
c&d) The Senate ~ill requires assessments every 6 months to 

determine if the recipient has made "clear and 
substantial progress "toward preparing for work.'I' 

States must establish guidelines for clear and 

r 
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e. 

f. 

substantiall progress in consultation with the Secre­
tary. [Th~s is not specified in the House Republican 
bill. 1 \ 

1. Except in educational activities, participation must 
average 20: hours a week over the course of a year. [The 
House billj requires at least 520 hours over the course 
of a year (an average of 10 hours per week).]

I ' 

2. Within a year, the Secretary must publish rules 
about how education hours are to be counted with the 
principle that whatever is considered full-time 
enrollment I and maintaining minimum passing levels 
counts as participation. [The House Republican bill 
has the same requirement.] 

I 

3. Education, job skills, job readiness, job develop­
ment and placement and OJT all count as participation. 
[The Houselbill includes all programs authorized in 
section 482(4) which, in addition to the above 
activities,! also includes job search, work supplementa­
tion, andqWEP.] 

I 
Sanctions: I For the first and second offenses, the 
family loses the adult share of the AFDC benefit for 
three and slix months , respectively.. [Compared to losing 
25% of the !family's combined AFDC and food stamp 
benefit fOl:j t,hese periods under the ,House bill]. After 
the third 0lff:ense, payments to the parent ends for at 
least one year and payments to the children may be made 
through vendor payments for housing or to represen­
tative payees. [Under the House bill, the whole family 
loses AFDC benefits after the third offense, retaining 
eligibilitt for Food Stamps, Medicaid and any other 
benefits for which they are eligible.]

! 
Exemptions fot- persons who are: Incapacitated (not to 
include substance abusers), enrolled in substance abuse 
treatment programs (at state option), in ·their third 
trimester, six months after the first child is born 
while the family is on AFDC, 4 months for each 
subsequent child, and caring for disabled dependents. ' 
[The House *epublican bill is identical, except that r 

the 6- and 4-month exemptions for the birth of a first 
and subsequent child, respectively, are divided between 
the pre-nat~l:and post-natal periods as the recipient 
selects; there is no separate third trimester exemp­
tion. under the House bill families also get a 2 month 
exemption a~ter a child who had been removed from the 
home return~.] 

i 

I 
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g. 	 participat1io'n Requirements are not specified in the 
Senate Rep~blican bill. [The House Republican bill 
specifies :30 and 40 percent for applicants in FY 96 and 
FY 97, respectively. Standards begin applying to the 
entire cas:eload after that and are 50, 60, 70, 80 and, 
90 percen~ in Fiscal Years 1998 through 2002.] 

I 
D. AFDC Work Program' 

I 
I

1. 	 Under the ,Senate Republican bill, recipients who are 
job ready or who have been in the transition program 
for 2 year's are required .to participate in the work 
program. [~he House Republican bill only requires that 
parents who have not found a job after 2 years 
participat~e in the work program. ] 

, 
a. 	 CWEP hours will be 32 hours a week plus 8 hours of 

job s;earch, regardless of grant levels. [The House 
bill Irequires 35 hours of work per week under CWEP 
and n'o job search.]

I 
'b&c. 	 The riequirement that Work Supplementation slots be 

new jobs is deleted. Work Supp participants must 
bepaJid a wage at least equal to their AFDC plus 
food istamp benefits. Employers can pay a larger 
share of wages, buying out the AFDCbenefit, and 
the S,tate will still qualify for federal match as 
if the entire benefit had been paid by the State. 
[HOUSle bill is identical.] , 

d. 	 Statgs can create new work programs approaches 
subject to approval by the Secretary. [House bill 
is iqentical.] 

I 
e. 	 Afte~ a year in the work program, States have the 

optidn to drop adult recipients from the AFDC 
rolls, leaving them still eligible for Medicaid, 
food !stamps and other benefits. [The House bill 
give~ States the option to drop any recipients 
from lthe AFDC rolls after 3 years.] 

I 
f. 	 sanc~ions and exemptions under the transitional , 

and work programs are the same. [Also the case r 

under: the House bill.] 'The Senate bill does not 
spec~fy any participation requirements. [Under the 
House bill, rates for applicants increase from 30 
percent in FY 96 to 60 percent in FY 99. Rates 
for the entire caseload increase from 70 percent 
in FY 2000 to 90 percent in FY 20002. The denomi­
nato~ would be all nonexempt recipients on AFDC 
for at least 2 years.] 
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E. Work Program for iTwo-parent Families: 

The Senate Republican bill requires at least one 'parent in 
UP families to [participate in the work program as soon as 
the family com~s on the roll~. States have the option to 
require the ot~er parent to be in either the transition or 
work programs. A combined AFDC and Food Stamp cash benefit 
is to be paid to the family on a "pay as you work" basis, 
with benefits reduced if work requirements are partially 
met. All Stat~s can limit t~eir UP programs ,to 6 months out 
of every 12 month period. [The House bill specifies that, 
initially, at least one parent in two-parent families must 
participate in :the transitional program and that States have 
the option of ~equiring both to participate. After two 
years, at least one parent must participate in the work 
program and there are identical "pay as you work" provi­
sions. As in tl1e Senate bill, all States 'can limit their UP 
programs to 6n\onths in any 12 months period,] 

I, 
'I . I b·'hmT~t e IIi Patern~ty 'Esta l~s ent 

A. Initial Eli9ibili!ty for Benefits 

Same as House blill except
I . . 

-only denies benefits to the mother for non-cooperation, 
(The House vers!ion would make the child ineligible for 
benefits as weIll.)

I , 
-Specifies thatl existing cooperation and assignment
requirements are in effect. 

-Allows familiel to receive AFDC benefits for all,children 
if paternity 'ha~ been established for at least one child 
(House bill only allows benefits for those children for whom 
.paternity has b~en established). 

I 
B. Cooperation in Es~ablishing Paternity 

i 

Once paternity ~s legally established or a paternity suit i 

ha's been initiated, the family is eligible for the full AF'bc 
benefit. [Under! the House bill, full benefits.arepaid only 
after paternity, is legally established.]

I 

I ..' 
If man named isinot the father, the mother's portion of 
the benefit will be denied and payments for the 
children will b~ made as vendor payments or to a 
representative payee. [House bill would drop mother 
and child from the rolls.] 
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I 
I 

i 
I, 

C. Information Dissemination 
I 

Upon apPlicatiob for Medicaid-only benefits, mother 
would be advised she is not eligible for AFDC unless 
she identifies father and that she should take steps to 
establish paterbity. [House bill requires all public 
officials to prrvide such information.] 

G. Uhdue Hardship P~ovisions 
! 

~tates in consuitation with the Secretary would develop ways 
to determine th~t there is undue hardship and they are 
unable to establish paternity despite cooperation of the 
custodial paren;t. 

I. Paternity Establ~shment Requir~ment 
I 
I 

As in the 'Housel bill, the state paternity establishment 
requirement is increased to 90%. States with rates ranging 
from 50 to under 90 percent must increase their rates by 6 
percent a yearhntil they reach 90 percent. States with 

. I 
rates below 50 percent must incre~se by 10 percent a year. 
[Same as House bill.]

I 

PROVISIONS that are lidentical in the House and Senate bills: 
i 

o 	 Exemptions: i·f pregnancy .is caused by rate or incest or 
if State concludes physical harm will result. 

i
D. 	 States ,must ,Develop Paternity Acknowledgement Programs 

in Public Hospitals and Federal funded Health Centers 
I

E. 	 Burden of Proof on Mother for Death or Missing 

F. 	 Good causelExemptions 
i 

H. 	 State can Exempt Itself by Law 
I

TITLE III. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
I 

Improved Tracking of; Absent Parent to Enforce Support 	 ,. 
. 	 I . d f .Requ~res stateslto recogn~ze an en orce ~nterstate 

9rders and in cases of dispute to place jurisdiction in 
the state where/the child lives. 


! 

PROVISIONS that are identical in .the House and Senate bills: 

I 
o 	 Expand Federal Parent Locator service

I 	 ' 

o 	 Streamline~ Wage Withholding
I 
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I 
I 

o 	 Work Program for Non-custodial Parents 
I

PROVISIONS that are in the House bill and not in the Senate bill: 
J 

i 

o 	 W-4 based New-hire reporting systems and immediate 
withholding. 

J 

i 
o 	 Hospital-b~sed Paternity Establishment 

TITLEIVj EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES 

A. 	 Allows States to reduce both the transitional and the work 
programs each tqI 1 year. 

B. 	 Rewards and sandtions for immunization and/or healt·h 
checkups 

I 

States are allo~ed to reward or sanction families $50 a 
month based on ~hether or not they comply with immunization 
or health check up requirements. [House bill ,requires 
families to provide verification of periodic checkups and 
immunizations toi remain eligible for AFOC.] 

C. Rewards and sanctibns for school attendance 
. I 

As in the House hill, States are allowed to reward or 
sanction school age children based on whether or not they 
meet school attendance standards. [House version specifies
that minor par~ilt.sare also subject to this provision.]

. I 

I 

O. Minor Mothers I 
Requires minor m9thers to live at home. If the minor mother 
is at risk, she~s required to live in a group home. States 
can refuse AFOCbenefits to minor mothers [House bill 
extends policy th minor fathers as well, minor parents who 
are married, and!requires States that wish to exempt 
themselves from this provision to pass laws doing so.] 

I 

E. No additional money for more children 

As in the House bill, States can impose a family cap denYi~g
benefits to chil~ren born 10 months after date of applica­
tion for AFOC. Same exceptions apply. Under the Senate 
version, States can opt out of the policy more easily. 
[Under the House:version States can only opt o~t of the 
policy if they pass laws exempting themselves.] The Senate 
version makes th~ policy a State option. 
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H. Parenting classes'i money management and moving residence 

Identical to House except that the Senate version does not 
give states ability to require AFDC families to seek 
permission to mdve their children's residences during the 
school year. I 

I. Increase asset limit with respect to income of minors 
I 

Allows States to increase asset limit for minors who have 
earned income and savings to be used for education. [House 
bill gives Stat~s the option to increase asset limits to 
$10,000 for micloenterprise, home ownership, education or 
training. ] I 


I 


PROVISIONS that are i1dentical in the House and Senate bills: , 

iD.. Married couple transition benefit option 
, I 

E AFDC benefirt levels for new state residents 

PROVISIONS in House B!ill that are not in Senate bill: 
. I 

o State option to convert AFDC to block grant
I 
I

TITLE V: EXPEDITED STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY 

The Senate Repub~ican bill creates an interagency Waiver 
Request Board composed made up of the Secretaries of 6 
domestic Departm~nts, the OMB Director, and a presidentially 
appointed chairperson. The board would assist States in 
applying for wai~ers and develop a standardized 5 year 
waiver process. !Applications that are not acted upon within 
90 days would be' automatically approved. If waivers are 
denied, the board must give states all reasons for denial so 
that the state can correct its application and re-apply. 
The, Senate bill does not extend waiver authority beyond 
current law. [Th~ House Republican bill also created an 
interagency boar~ and extended waiver authority to programs \ 
that provide cash assistance, education, employment fd 
training, heal.th; housing, nutrition or social services to 
individuals or families. The House bill is more prescrip-!
tive in specifying what the goal·s of waiver projects must . 
be.] iI 

TITLE VI: WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR IMMIGRANTS 
I 

The Semite Republican bill extends the current deeming 
period from 5 years until citizenship, and alters the 
deeming calculat~on itself so as to make virtually all 
sponsored legal ~mmigrants ineligible. It also requires the 
AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, Food Stamp, and Unemployment programs

I, 
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to report to INS all legal immigrants who continue to 
receive .benefit~ beyond 12 months. INS is then required to 
treat such immigrants as IIpublic charges ll under the 
Immigration andlNationality Act (INA). The public charge 
provisions in the INA render an immigrant potentially 
deportable, although the statutory language is very loosely 
worded and very !few--if any--immigrants have been deported
recently under the provisions. Thus, it is unclear whether 
INS would take ~ny enforcement action upon receiving such 
reports. The Senate bill does not require benefits to stop 
being paid to l~gal immigrants beyond this one-year IIlimitli. 
Finally, the on~-year limit would also apply to refugees and 
asylees, although it is unknown where such immigrants might 
be deported to ilf enforcement of the public charge provi­
sions was contemplated against them. [The House Republican 
Welfare Reform plan would deny Federal benefits (other than 
emergency Medica!;id) to all non-citizens, except for refugees 
(for a period ofl 6 years) and permanent resident aliens over 
age 75 that have resided in the U. S. continuously for 5 . 
years. The Hous~ bill would throw current immigrant . 
recipients off the rolls, as well as deny eligibility to new 
immigrant applicants.]

I 

Names of all ill~gal alien parents of citizen children on 
AFDC must be .repbrted to the INS. For noncitizens currently 
residi,ng in the ~. S ., these provisions do not become 
effective for 1 year. Affected resident aliens must be 
notified of the 'change ineligibility. [Provisions in the 
House bill are essentially identical.] 

I
TITLE VII: MISCELLANE0US PROVISIONS 

A. 	 Requires applica~ts and recipients who are determined to be 
addicted to drugs or alcohol to participate in treatment. 
If treatment if available and addicts do not participate 
satisfactorily, ~hey will be denied benefits for 2 years. 
While recipients ;are in treatment, transition program 
participation requirements are waived. States are autho­
rized to use random drug tests and persons who refuse to 
cooperate will h~ve their benefits terminated.. Payments on 
behalf of the ch~ld can be made in the form of vender 
payments or to a!representativ:e payee. [The House bill has 
essentially ident,ical provisions except parents who refuse' 
to coope~ate with random drug tests will lose the entire 
family's AFDCbetiefit for a period of 2 years.] 

I 
B. 	 Persons Who pled :not guilty by reason of insanity, mentally 

incompetent to stand trial or o~her mental diseases may not 
collect Social Security benefits. [There is no such 
provision in the House Republican bill.] 
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I 
I 

D. 	 As in the Housel bill, the Senate bill authorizes HHS to 
conduct EBT demonstrations. The Senate bill, however, 
specifies conditlons for Federal approval of EBT, requires 
that each project be evaluated until cost-effectiveness is 
established, caps federal reimbursement at 50%, and 
prohibits Federal funding for hardware. 

I 

PROVISIONS that are i~entical i~ the House and Senate bills: 
I : 
I I 

C. 	 Evaluation of Education and Training Programs 
I[ 

PROVISIONS in House Bill that are not in Senate bill: 
l 

0' 	 Cap on Entitlement Programs.
! I 

,0 Consolidatidn o:f 10 food and nutrition programs into a 
single disc~etifnary block grant for states. 

0' 	 Requirement :tha~ SSA identify and periodically test 
addicts on SSI ~nd, if positive, 'terminate their 
benefits pe~an~ntly 

, I 

o 	 , Requirement itha~ local housing authorities disregard 
FICA and inc,ome I taxes for 2 'years after recipients 
begin emplo~ent subject to funding approval by the 
Appropriatiorts €ommittee 

I 
t 

I 
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Honorable Robert PackWood 

Chairman 

U. S. Senate Finance CoQ.unittee 

219 Senate Dirksen Office Bldg. ' 

Washingtol1;D.C. 2051'0 


, , ' ' i 

Dear Senatpr Packwood: I 
. ! 

. Courtties are the front-line deliverers of basic social services. In many states, 
counties have administra~ive and financial responsibilities for federal.and state .social ;1' 

services programs~ Preliininary estimates from State Associations, of Counties that have ' 
responded to a recentNa~onal Association ofCounties (NACo) survey show t~at 
counties contribute over $4 billion to. the federal welfare, child'w<;lfare; and child support 

I . . .' . 

programs, as well as nearly $1 billion to state general assist;mce programs. ',' ',' 

, ", It is with this explrience thatcounties ~pprOaChthe debateov~r welfare re~orot 

and social service ,progr~s. NACo has,heena long-time supporter of a comprehensive 

approach that rewards work. s~engthens families, and is supported by sufficieI:1t federal 

resources and local flexiljility to train people forjobs that promote long-teim self- ' ',' 
sufficiency. NACo's Bo~rd ofDirectprs adopted an interim resoluti~n and guidelines 'on 
welfare refonn at our legislative conferenc~ in March which include the following 

, concepts: " , \. " . '. 

. 0 Our overriding boncem is' the protection .of children. :The federalgoveIll.ffi.ent 
must maintain its respon~ibility to ensure a level ofassistance and s~pport'servic:=es. to 
children and famil,ies, an~ that programs are administered on an equitable basis. 

, Programs such as Aid to Families with DependtmtChildi:en, Foster Care and Adoption 
Assistance, Medicaid, ana Food Stamps represent 'the basic safety net for children. 
NACo therefore supports: maintaining the federal entitlement for these programs. 

. , , 0 Beyond this ievll ofprotection the federal gove~ent must provide the " 
, flexibility to tailor progrbs to meet local needs. Many of the restrictions in the' . 
legislation passed by the House ofRepresentatives go against the cOncept 'Qf state arid 
local flexibility, and hav~ the added consequence ofhurting children. These include the 
family caps, the elimination of eligibility for teenage patents and their children, and ' 
reducing benefits to children who have' not had paternity established even in caSes when 
the paren~ is cooperating:with the state. NACo supports adifferent approach to these ' 
issues~ such as encouraging teenage parents to live with aresponsible adult 2l1.d providing 
fundin~ for enhanced cas~emanagetnent. " , ' 

440 FilSt Street., NW 
Washington. DC 20001-2080 . 
202i393-6226 ' 

Fax 202j39J.2630 
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o Another matter: ofgreat' concernto counties is the denial of benefits to l~gal 
. immigrants. We believ~ that this prohibition'is,unfair to taxpaying legal residents and 

I' , " 

w:i1l result in considerabl,e 'cost shifting to local and state governments. Los Angeles 
, county, which has the highest concentration of iminigrantS in the couiitry, has estimated 
" that the denial of Aid to Families with Dependent Children and 'Supplemental Security 

• I, ' 

Income would represent p'ver$SOO million a.year in additional general assistance costs, 
and this figure does not even include the added cost of denying Medicaid eligillility. 

. 0 Whlle NACo g~eraUY .up~rts the concept of ti.me·limite~ assistanc. we also 
finnly believ~ that in order for it to work, there have to be jobs.,ed~cation and training, 
and support services ava~lable. One of the mo~t basic needs is affqrdable child c8!C' ' 

. Neither individuals nor counties and states should be penalized for their faihire to move 
people off the welfare rolls whenjobs.and child care are not available. 

'!, ',' "', ' , ' 
~ 0 Arbitrary participation requirements such as those included in the House bill are 
excessive and counterpropuctlve; Instead,NAGo sUPP9rtsmutually negotiated outcome" 

, measures in whieh states are judged by their progress toward achieving these goals. We 
are,also concemedabout ~e bill's definition of required work activities and belieye that 
these should be determined at the state and local level based on the individual's skills and 

, training needs. 

o Poorly. funded ~loek grants and cuts in benefit eligibility will force'coUnty and 
city governnients to pear tbeunshared cost of caring for families and dealing with the ' 
unintended consequences: such as increased homelessness, medical expenses, 'hunger, and ' ' 
crime. If block grants are established, it is imperative that local g~vemments be involved 
in planning the design ana delivery of services ,that meet the particular'needs of local ' 
conununities. I, therefore, urge you to include language in your ,b~il that provides for a 
local government role in'this'process. Block grant~ also must include adequate time for . ~. 

implementation and some formula for increases, particularly iJl cases'of economic 
downturns. i ' ' 

" I . ' , " ' 
o NACo believes that there are a number of cate'gori~al.progra~sili~t eouid be 
,1 '. 

consolidated to allow.for; a single funding source., One such area could be a child 
welfare services ,block grant that includes the Family.Preservation and Support Program, 
Child Abuse State Grants! and the Title IV-13 Child Welfare 'Services. ' ,," " 

, I " , , 

' i ' ", , 
o NACo opposes the cap on Medicaid as'it will cause a cost shift to the private 

. I " 

sector and to local level governments, particularly counties, andalSO,riot:-for-profit and 
profit hospitals. ' " , 

" ' 



, I 

04/25/95, 17:"42 '5'202 690,56.13' HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI ~004 

04/2~/g5 TUE 18:29 FAX 20'2 '393 2630 NAco IaI 004
I 
I 
! 
I 

i 
I 

, I 
Honorable Robert Packwood 
page 3 '\ 
April 25, 1995 

i 

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

, Q I cannotemphasize enough, however, the' need to keep the IV!"E Foster,Care .. 
and Adoption AssistaD~e, administration and training as an.individual entitiement.· , 
These program are desighed to protect our mllst vulnerable children and provide them a 
safe an nurturing out-of-home placement. 'A cappedblock grant will result in higber 
caSeloads and could put these children in'even greater risk. 

' ' ' , 
, . "I , 

Inclosing, I urge yOU to consider ~e cumulative effect ofall the changes inclUded' 
in the House bill and whether county and state governments can absorb all these changes 
at once.. One such example is the change in the definition of child disability in 
$upplemental Security Infome (881). Consider achild who js on SSI but is in out-of­
home care due to abuse or neglect. Ifthat child lOSeS S8I eligibility, the cost will be 
shifted.to the foster care s~stem. Iffoster c,a:re lis also put in a block grant, this will be an 

",,additional burden to 'counties and states. ' , 
I 

, I know that you shflfe many of the ~oncems that I ht'lVe raised -in this letter and 
understand that the Senate may remove some of the more onerous restrictions from the 
Ho~e bill. I am availabl~to discuss these issues,'with you ,in great¥r detail. ' 

, I, " , , " 
I ' Gl1Y, d~ 

R3nd~ ..
" , . 

President. 

II 
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,,' .".. GIl the .t..tloa CD wort. we will objeoc ..... to u.y effort, to .pIIICri_ DIllOW v 

feden1 wart....... far" block put. Tbe 0aYem0rs b;li.w d1ae aU AmericaDa lbau1i be
j , (. 

~1'e IDIIIIIIm d their ·comrmmity. ~ are various wa,s to III:hiIMI Ibis ... TIl! 
·PlIIfeutcS .... i& IiftJUah ~Unaatcdiied work !Ii die baIiDaI.or Doapaafit ICICCOI$. If 

.. ' 'tIae·feia1.~ bDposa fi&i4 Work ..... 01 ...~..1tIitdarda could 
pnrve aaIf....e&tiaa bY fond-.IOIII poaibllkleI,.1\1Ch .. wIUntMriDJ iD Che ~t . 

·dtat CIIl be ~ ItaDeStDfuU.cime. pri-.e .... Jobs. 'A rilicS f.d..l'~ ItUIdIrci I 
" woulcSllIo~1y nliie diffteWt __ "'&be ~ ad'leuihDlar of caiCiDs a Jarp ..... '. ~, 
.. nw:aber of ~J~" tile CCIItaf pi'Ov1d1'Da cbilc! c:are for puema'zequired to ~ a let

, " ;','. mi:aber~~.Week iDa patlcWartype of jolt. . ' 
" . 

~~'the~_00 b~pIDt u~vtldy presedptlw aDd uzp eoaal-'iD " . 
~ :k'GD ~ 'bzoId pU, web II rnaervifta famlliaI, encoarqiq.adcpticm ID4 

. ,.., pco~.tbI ba,l~ IDd life" or ~ We also,oppose m.~mancSated ~of local 
" '" .,,; • ' '" ~ " ' "" ' ,", ,',t' ,­

" "', L " : 
" ' 

" 
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.... . ,Ii '· :' . '. , . '. . 
ciIDaa lIYiew~. We"Dew tbat ills fDappJgpriD' for Iho fDdmal p¥JSrnml'lllt to d"1C&IIe 
lbe mecihanJlftI ~which Oovemcn~, dae cir:i.ual of.iheir lllfeDD ..paUeiea. .I . . . .' . 

Blac:kGnII&...:.......- f.'· . ..' . ,.. .' '. .' 


. ..,........ .' ,! 


. ..1 . '. " . 
.We 8ppn1Ci1te... ~ subCOaldale'. wUu...... to onate 1t1ock pan WhoM fImcIiDI Iml iJ. " 

~ Over fi'll yeira Mher dum beiDI.~ to ·.1DDIl ~. II il euentiaL 


, bowe.ver. tbat block an- InClude ~.badpt IIIj"-= daB IeCC9lia apeed4poa . 

'DI&ioDI1 priaritiba. iDfJaIian, 8m! dcmIud for .....·ThO c:a.U assiIbaa bklck pat doeI GOt 
~'.Itrf I~ IIfjaatmlllts' fdr 1tn1CbUIl. pwtb ill the CBrpt popWadoos. While tame 
. pawth Is built into fudJr&s for~ctiJd ~011bloc:k arut.ll it Got cIc:c wbeCber itwmbe 
adequaID eapec:JaIly aM=o that IIa%8I • Ubi, to be nqaind bY the couru ca. hoaor cdlCiq 
IdopclOll ~ cantrKts. (lowman trill contiaue to pratIIIiI:& Ihuaed IDeS aeateaed 
c:blldua by iDtIlrYeaiq OD t!zir heha1t'anc:t. we beneve that ~ fuadiaa ..caadnue to ~. 
Ivailib1e for III.a:rvieea. . 

, t,· 

i 
I.... . 

Oovemart.-Iut.my block pIIItI iIIaludI fuDcI1q 1IdJu...a10 pmide far IIplficaat \ . 
ehaa..mtbe ~ CCOIlOrAy _ lot major DItDtI1 dI.....Aa 1dditioaal1lDOllll1boaid. 

IN! .. uide eafh year far au!omatic~ clme1y dIItdIRdloD'to .......~ a ~ 


. dklaer.~GDtmPloymeat. orcdacr ildiCitan tilcI.... ·WhiIe the WUcIae8. / .. 
iDe"'" • feder81 nlDy clay loaD fu:ad, _ .. eaecemed. dial ddt 1018 faDd will pow tobelD ' . 
.~ute-'of~I........ i.tItbe J1eId for uaiataDce. SIIIeI eaperiaIDa 
fi8C8I ~ will II« be able to. riak tIIdq. _ fDnJ lGaDa that ..., ..., DCIt 118 Ihie 10 .' 

. nipay. ~ .. bII1icm doDIrI"" fiYe yec1 ..,. Dal 'be nfficicoat.1f IIIIIIJ .... 
~ ecoDamic 40'f11D=- or..rat ·dJIaIm· II tlae I11III dDll, .....da: cue with •. 
1a8l.....,..~ wiib!be fIid'Mllflm l1oodI. PmaDy, 8D~ ale III'GCeII of6.5'1 
may DOE be a iIIf5cieat.pn.uy. for ic:JeIstifyiq i.l:tc:zeai in Deed l1li &boaId ... be die .. 
t;daer tor bl~ aieL' . . . . . . ';.' . .' . 

. We a1Io GIll t1. c:awauilree to c:banp 1be.ftmdIq bile yeti ucl'fanaala b die two b1ar:t' 
IIiDts- W.beIiM 1brd 1Dida1 al1caaenta to .... for 1D cub .....ad dWd pre.1 SiOa 
bIDet...*'alcn.dB hi...of , ..... actual fuDd1q 1I1lCIer tbe consaJjdtlecl pco.... ill 
fiscal 1994 or ~. "'s a-.ecap t\mdJJIs duriaa tlsaJ yeenl99Z daOap 1994. 'T1Iis cbaDp . 
would belp prOCeet Itat.e8 Mtb naIIt cue1011l pawth. fmm mceiw., iDl!W lllotmetitl fir '. 
b!dow acmat. Deed. ' , 

• t" 

,A~~I_,GnatPt..... .' " '. . 
. ~.'. "1' ~. . .' . . "." '. ,.,. '., '.' . '.',. ". ," 

\V~ 'beU.ne ~Wact pal shoukt 1IIc1ude • clcar.atliDelrt: at purpcIII.. iadrIdizIi '1DIItUIIlt" 

8p1IIC!oGpOD _ for ., block pam :aud:. JDI!II1Ift:S ~ will be aIId to judp die 

ef1'ecti\IIIteU ~f tile blo=t ... We ue:cca::emecS. hovrc,lI', d.1II8 repotIiD. ~ ill , 

baCh the cuh ~ and e!Iild pRUCtion hlook pall ,0 far .,. .hIe fI--1II7 to 

.maaitDr VIIaetlF papa pis are beiDllddPlld.. We _ ... the commiDl:e to fUIdct 


, l'IpOItlq Rq~maa ton.,. IZld performaace data Itrict1y telalecl to' tile pl. of 1M, . 

pI'OFIm. ad.tbat tboa reprill, ~_bt~ &,peedapoa by ~ 

- admiIIistnlticm, IDd ounelves.· .' . " .. . ''. , .'... 
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I 

,< I:. . " '. " 
We .arce that ItaIeIIhwtd be roqahed 10 use the block II'8Jlt tuDdiDg to prwlde, servicea for 

"cIr.iIdaJa aDd d.Jeir families. W. do have,qDCIdoaa. thoqb, abaut bow lrmadly tbc bill's audit 
~~ bI applied. WoUl the IUd1& praeeu be used. for aam,la. Ie ~: 
'wbetbI!r the bl<kk pat pI of usiaiDg Deedyebi.lrba and ramu- wu _, adaievt41 We 
would abo auPt tbc. n(ber tba the federal JO-1Dem aecJ.iminl audi, excepdaG farrds. 
1batd.teae fuadI R:nIIiD awUabl. to a ala for aDowable ~* to families aDd c1illdrlm, , ..,....... 
 ,...',' 

,~ J'ask ~ tG rec:opim tbatlDDvm, tG • bJoct ... ItNC:IIn ~ maD1 
imp~ iaas.. AlmostC1'a)''' it opera1iDsII.cae welfare wai'ftl',.oject. WelM!liew tbat _ 'With waivea ~, III tffet:( should !Bv' .,.. permiutcm __ to 

I " 	 ' 
coatiaue ,Ibelr .,....bu:drcfozms. or to wttbdraw from dle _ven. SlId he held 1uIrm1e8. for 
aD)' costa' ~ by wiivcn~ COlt IICatIIlity pnnis:ioaa. SaviDp from trd'ridualltlt8t 

• 

~ shauld be iDc111decl m_ illite', bale. Some It8tes baYe negodabid..a'lll'lliemeat to 
.aa.iD =-. lwbjec:c 1D ~.JDIf.Cb; ~ 8Il ap:ed up c10llllr &mOm of wai~ II.YiaP. ' 

,Lec;islat:lw JaDpp ClaDvert1Dr ~ to a black. pant abaaJd DOt &erTDiDaUe thole &p'8IIDII&I 
~,1bIIeby PIducIe ... fAa;draMD. doe .. ~ of ell.. pnMGualy .~ , 

I ,.' .'1IDIIaDtI.: '. . 	 . .', . . . . I " .". . 	 . . . 
bpJnaltatloa of block ..waaId 1110 .;. ...;.",. cBfftculdai for .-~CIA , 

.,.., ad we .. COIIICe'aICd tbIt Ibere may DOt be tvmc:iat fuDdiDaflt Jeed lime to allow ' 
JlIS8IID" tt.ae ~ • DOCcllirJ to Impl.eaat die lqisla1ioa. Wbil. __ tbat IIIC ' 

I 	 •
nad.yabould be.,. tD impla:at IIJ IIIfIW b1cx* pats u IOOD u poaible. od. I'IItUIhoIld 
,be aDowed'lt ~ CJDI )'Ill' after -. t iZid to implemeDt the UW'proJr'IDII. We I1eio 'believe 
tbat a couu1Iad..,. prac:ea ~ ·GoM'DOftt·eonps' aDd, the ~" wau!d' be . 

. ___ 1D tia.ure _ tblll'alliiliari CD a D1oc:k ..~ is made ill lUI mderly, way cd 
_ cbildlea·~..,CODIIne 1D bo_~tbe~rioa. . 

, I 
. I . 

ledenI AJCI ,.Ltpi ~.....N ...·DiIIIIIlM1IeDe11t1. 

, Tbe CioYcIDCn 
, 

oppose ..bDl-, e1i~'" of rat federal serric:es 10 '1ep1 DaDO"....... ne "/
eI~ ~ ,.." beDe8ta dOlI DOt cba:ap IDf ~~'I lepl respoulbilldet 'ID make 
1Ct'ricea ~w11able 10 an lepllmmlpama. 'Policy adopced by the Oovamon cl..., '1tI£I8 
,llIat.1iftCe ~ fedem1:aovemment.bas excbulveJurisdietion over out nati~'. 11l'ISDipadon·. 

. 	poney, an costI teSUltiaa fzom immfaraticm policy IbDUld he paid· b7 tbe·. federal 
IOYCrDmeaL I Tbiabill ~ move the feden1 govemment in the opposite .=tioa. ma 
WODld. abitL,.hllllldal caD to.taI:eL 

. r'·'·'" " ." " . 
Tbc ~ alsO Dppole b bDlt • chapa !D, the SuPPleDilcal Secarity. Jncome (SSl)pro" W:e I'fICCIIDbe dial rbe pmpn 11 a:rvwiaI at' aD WlICCeptab1_ rare. and tbat II8!kRlc 
~1_"*zepntiq the 6dWthm 8Dd dJapoIis of&abilidu. Tbe Manr ill *1:1111 KG . \ 
far beyoDcI addmJiq·dloae pR1blems at ntpl'MIIlt a IIQbatafttial ad uaaccepeabI.t COlt ,hift to ,/" 
ataICI. TIle ~'fI'IlOIIbo1itYe that CODpea8 Ihoukl wait far the repon of tis. CcaImiIIioaOll 

" 
.Cbildbood J:>bablUr:y Wme idDlto" elipbUlty for disability heftct'it8 to cbildnD. We

i' . ( '.';' ., " 	 't.' . 

. 	" 
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talso.st_ ~ aIIow_ Jelr , .ftw.t!I!MIS aepZdial1be m~ ..... ~ 
/ 10 '"' irilpJemeatld Wore en&cdaa _,cIa_lII!bat au. IfcJinr mSS1 are ••::ted fblt 

deny beaafIta ~ buadrida at tbousanda of famillea ad cbildnm. the IIRIIt may 'be • 'allarp , 
iDc:rea. in tile ...fa: aid,fiom t12e DeW camusiltaDce black pm'at • time whea thole faDda
wOuld be. , " , ' 

I 

."liaaat yoa far iPw ~ldaidwaf~ Yiewt on the 5ntJOIif ,ritleI of CbairmID Sbaw·,~. ' 
We. I1ID rcviewiaa the diDd AIppOIt prov1siODS l1li wW 1,0.0 foI'wlll'dlDa eN[ comtaecca OIl 

, " ' 	 , 1 ' ", ' tblmtojDu ....1y. -, ,', ': ' , , . ' 
I ' " 

" 
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GovarnGrHowIriDeaD. M:D. ' 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I WELFARE REFORM 
f 

, . I 
Wouid you veto the 'no,le welfare reform bili if it passes the Senate in its current 

form?' , I " " ',,­

'. ' 
I 

I ' 

We've ~omea long way in this debate, but we've still got a ways to go. A .year ago, 
, . COllgress was talking about orphanages as the solution to teen pregnancy. Now the' 

Senate has rejected that! approach, and Senator Dole's bill .includes my'approach" whicp 
is -requiring teen mothers to' live at nome, stay in school, and turn their lives, around:" 
Not so long ago, some :in COI~gress wanted to pass (,i welfare reform that didn't 
toughen child support ~nforcement. Now both the House and Senate bills have' 
adopted every major c~iid support provision of my bill, and say to deadbeat par,ents: 
If 'you don't. pay your child support, we'll gailjish your wages, suspend your license, 
track you across state lines, and if necessary, make you work off what you owe .. 

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

So we've made some b,partisanprogre~s togethe~.But the realtest o~ welfare re,form 
is whether it will move: People from welfare to work. The' Dole bill still comes up .. 
short 011 that test,and that's,why the Senate couldn't get ,¥elfare reform d~ne t~is .. 
week. As soon as the~get serious about really moving people from welfare :to work, " 
they can get t~is. d<;>ne'l That ,means makin~ sure there's chil~ care so we can enforc'e ' 
tough work reqlilfeme~ts. It means rewardmg ,states for puttmg people to work, not 
for just cutting them Off the rolls. And it means making sure s,tates put up some of 
their owp money to, mqve people into work, not just sending ~ blank check from one· ' 
bureaucracy to another, 

, , 'I 
I 
I, '.' ','

Some have complaineo that you're too eager to get a bill, and too r~luctant to threaten 
, ,a veto. Is that true? J•!, ' ' , . , 

I've made very cle~r th:at I won't just sign any bill that comes along because it's called 
welfare reform. I've spent'most of my adult life working on this issue. ,We've got to. 
have real reform that will succeed~n moving people, from welfare to work, not just 
politics as usual that' pretends to solve the welfare problem but that: is really designed 
'I " ,

to solve Congress's bu(iget problems. ' , ' ' " I., I , ' 

So I'll stop a bad bill if ~hat'S what they s~nd me. If they don't send me a bill, I'll 

continue tp approve s.Jeeping welfare reform experiments in the states. But there is 

an enormous consensu~ on welfare reform across party; race, and class lines in this 


, country, ,and I'm determined to ke~p pressing for real reform until the American'
" I . , ' ,

people get what they want. and deserve. , If we can't agree about the importance of 
work over welfare, we!ean't agree on anything. And if we can't' get' together without 
regard to party and fix; a welfare system that i,s undermining every value we care about 
as Ainericans, :what diaall'of lis Come' here to Washington to do? ., .' 



Q.Are' yo~ willing ~o acce1pt a welfa,re refoiIn bill that end~ the individual entitlement? 
i ' 

I strongly supported th~ Work First bill sponsored by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and 
Mikulski, which ens~re¥ that ,people who ,are willing to work can do so. I hope the 
Senate' will work across 'party lines to incorporate ihatbills~ basic principles. The 
central issue is work. ,Nobody who can work .i§ entitled to something for nothing. 
But we should reform welfare by moving people from welfare to work, not by just 
cutting people off. I ",. 

I 	 ' , 

Q. 	 Senator Moynihan has said' he 'wishes you' had never called for an end'to welfare as 

, we know it. 	 Do you regfe~ opening the door to the kind of welfare reform the ' 
RepUblicans are ,likety tpsend you? 

I 

A. 	 , Not at all: ' I'm 'glad the'Republicans decided to make welfare reform part of their' , , 
,contract with America. !It ~as always beeQ at the heart of mine. \Ve have made a 16t 
of progress in agreeing 'on the basic elemerits of welfare reform that I.laid out in my 
campaign:, time limits, ;Work requireme,nts, toughest possible child support 
'enforcement, demanding respo~sible behavior. W,e can reacq ,a bipartisan agreemeQt 

, so long 'as' ev"eryone is sincere about really moving peQple from welfare to work, and' 
, not just meeting ideological litmus tests or lookirig for quick-and":'dirty budget . 

, , ' I , 
savings. 

I 


. , 
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flnittd ~tatts'~matt 
I ' WASHINGTON. DC 20510 

' ,I ' 
;,1 Juna lS, 1995" 

Dear Colleagu.eiz I ~ 
I ' 


. ,. I
, 


When the senate: turns to consideration of H.R. ,4:, the Family 
Self-Sufficiency Act;' of 1995, :I will' offer a subst.itute bill in 
my capacity, as co-chail:'1ltan of the Southern States Cau:cuB dubbed 

. the "~estoring Values cLnd Better Enforcing Efficiency in 
Rehabilitation Act. ", ,.Iy bill is designed to brea.k ,the back, Qf 
the welfare state.' ~ hope yo~ will consider joining'me as a co­
sponsor. . ' .:.! '.. ' . 

I ,
'I'it.-l-e I 'of my b~ll. would change the Senat~ Finance 

Committee·s block gr~nt allocatIon fo~ulao The current formula 
perversely rewards 11bE!ral Yankee states that have high per 
capita public welfar~ E~xpenditures •. AS you may know, th. current 
Aid to Families wlthlDependent Children (AFDC) programs allow . 
states to etetermine thE.lr own' ellgl:t1ility stanetarets and' benetit 
levels.. The Federal I Gctvernment'· then matches state AFDe 
expenditures at varyincr reimbursement rates, dependent upon per

I" . . . ,

cap!ta income. :So eyelL thouqhthe feeleral match ratfa 1s lower 
,for states like New YOI~k and Massachusetts than it 1s for Georgia 
and Alabama, the no~hern states qualify for much larger amounts 
of federal funds bec~use they spend 80 much more at the state 
level.' I. ' 

I . 
How can we redure the incentives to goon welfare If we 

reward states that pro'ltide liberally for their poor? ,.My "Fair 
Share Formula II would I rEtmOVe the incentlve' and ~~rrect the' current 
inequity. Unc:lermy~ormula, federal block grants, monies would be 
allocated to states fn inverse proportio~ to atataper capita 
public welf.are expenditures. 'In other words. the state that 
spends the lea~ton public welfare would receIve thelarqest. . 
allocation. T~e :stare that spends the most (usinq.1994 figures) 

. woul~ rE;lc,eive !the sr'll.es~ 1?10Ck, grant. .' '. , 

Even though my bl11caps the blockqrant at $16.8 billion 
for fifteen years, l~·l!t important to account for chanqing . 
demographies within the confines of the cap. There,fors, my nFair 
Share Formula" will be u.pdated every two years to .reflect . 
population growth and sl'tate-by-stata ehanges in the number of 
trailer homes per capit~a. 

t think it·st.i~e·that Washington stopped'dictating t.o the 
states. Therefore, ~ bill gives the states~ax~mum flexibility 
in the use of their 1!fel.fareblockg~ant ,funds. ' The states·, if . 
t.hey so desire, may uae the funds: for ot.l'?-er purp~ses that enhance 
the lives of the1rt~x.:·pay1n9 residents ,such, as the construction 
of public monumentsoi fltates are not, required to use. the funds on 
welf'a.reo ,. 

, 1 , 

~, : 

'. 
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I
My bill establi~hes a annual "bonus, fund" equal to 10 


percent Of the total I block grant, or $1.7 bIllIon. Subject to 

the availability of ~on,us funds, states wiil receive $100 for 

every single reduction in their welfare caseload where the 

state,' s director of pUblIc welfare can certify that the ' 
individual dropped from the rolls aet state or federal welfare 
eliqibilityrequirem~nts.Family members are counted separately_
ConSider, for inst~nge, a welfare family of four. If that' faaily
is denied benefits, ~he state receives $400 from the'bonus fund. 
My bill delibe~atelYlallocates bonus funds on a "first come, 
fir~,~ .~,e~e:d'~ !!lasis ~o encourage states to win the' "race to thebottomD It 	 I, 


I 


Title II' of my 1;)ill is desIgned to change people's s behavior 

by lessening the appeal of welfare. As the American Leqacy , 

Foundation and:the Coalition to Restore Christianity have so 

convincingly demonstrated, the ~est way to r&c::luce the welfare 

rolls is to isolate, ,stIgmatize, and shame welf'are recipients.

Therefore,' sect.ion 1 ,of Title II requires states to face brand 

all welfare recipients with a' g1ant··W" on their foreheads. 

Since we need to instill the Work ethic in welfare 
recipients, 'section 2 of Title II modifies the Job Opportunities

and Basic Skills (JO~SlP~og~amby requiring all adult welfare 

reCipients (ag$d 12 ~nd older) to work on ehain gangs organized

and supervised by st~te penitentiary officials. There are no· 

exemptions to the work requirement•.. 


, Too often lJnderlthe current system, promiscuous, unmarried. 
women have illegitimate children and receive a financial ,reward
for; theirbeha"lor. IWhile mY bil,l outlaws abortion , it dO,as 
contain a prov+sion to prevent welfare'mathers from having , 
additional children. I Based on recommendati'onsof the Council on 
Fasily Re8ear~l\, sect!:!n '3 of Title IlrequirQs,wclfare mot.hers 
to have Norp1a~t imp~ants while'they receive benefits .. ; And they
receive,a $50 monus 1ff they agree to undergo ster111zatione 
Effective September~O, 1995, Medicai~ funds can only be used for 
Norplant implants and perfor.mingsterilization procedures. (This
provision reverses trie uncontrollable annual increases in 
Medicaid spendin9i I [u. waiting for theCongreBsionalBudget. 
Office to score it.) ! . 

we know that children on welfare typically become ad.ul't8 o~ 
welfare. Title III ~f my bill is deSigned to break this vicious 
cycle of welfare depend.ency and the rampant illegitimacy that" 
threatens to destroy ,the social fabrico!: our nation .. In orc1er ' 
to receive welfare b~nefitsl mothers must agree to surrender all. 
children born out of ;wedlock under the. aqe of 12 to the state. 
(Children 12 and older, whether le9'it;.iDlate or Illeqitimate, must 

, " 
,vel'd ~SSS9SV6 Dol 	 WD~~ ~S:vt S66t-Sel-lnr 



. , June' lS, l'99S 
Page Three 

meet the work requir~ment.) . Bastard children under 12 vili' 
b~coille wards of the st.ilte. .To defray orphanage expenses 't.he 
states incur caring for these children, they may be leased out to 
private firms for me~ical experimentation 'andproduet testing. 
This provls'lon has been en'clorsec1 by people for the Ethical ' 

- , . I ' . .,
Treatment of QuadruPFdl1 . and Winqed. Creatures. . .. 

. . !'lnally, Title. ~v of ~y bill is ctes,1gned "to preven't ''the' 
break-up of the trad~tj.onal Ame.rican family that ,of.ten leads to 
welfare dependency,_ [The divor.ce. rate has. soared in thif!l ,country
beeau,e liberal judg~s grant enormous alimony and child support 
awards to w~men who leave their husbands •. these juagements are 
ba~rupting .honest, ha2~d-workinq men who can barely afford beer 
.and pork rinds, muchlleSS'a famil-y. It seems obvious that ,.,omen 
would be more Inclin~d to Ustand by.their men I' 1f they knew they' 
and their children w9uJ.d ree.eive absolutely no financial support
from their spou.es i~ the event of a, d.ivor~e·. Consequently.,·my· 
bill repeals all child support,enforcementprovisionlB ·contained. 
in currant ,law. I .' . . . . . 

. I hope y()~wil'! Ia~rree that' ~hese m.odes; provisions will add' 
to our arsenal· in th~ ,.,ar against. welfare~ .' If you have . 
substantive'questions I~bout the Restoring Values and Be~ter 
EnforCing Eff iclency IirLRehabilit.:tion (fiaVs andS!!R" ) Act, . 
please call Jeb Davis f:~t the Southern States Inatitute. His 
telephone 'number is 2D~!/Red-Neck (733-6325). If you' wish to 
Dec.ome a co-sponsor, : please have a member of. your staff contact· 
my leqislative assistarLt for welfare reform and 2nd. Amendment 
rights, S-"lly Ray, aT 224-0000~ 

I Sincerely, 

~.' 
,MABon. ·DixonI ' 
U~i~ted .States. Senator 

MD:br 

.' , 
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Possible Welfare Reform Amendments 
I 

1. Child Custody Amend~ent (BldeniDomenici) (Matthew Baurrlgartner, 4-5042) . I " 	 ! 

2. Child Support (Blden): lrestores the $50 pass-through of child support funds to we,lfare 
recipients. (Matthew Baumgartner. 4-5042) , ' 

I ' , , 
': 	3. "Right to Know the RuJes" Amendment (Bradley): requires States to set basic 

eligibility standards, define I'categorical exceptions such as time limits or a,'ram,ily Cap, and 
then to follow those rules. ,Welfare applicants must be informed of the State's rules, and 
no one who is eligible under those rules may be placed on a waiting list. (Mark Schmidt, 4­

I " 	 i5044) '. :..' 	 j 
I 	 ' 

,\ 4. Ban on Local Unfunde;d Mandates (Bradrey): prohibits States from shifting the cost 
" of assistance previously' provided under AFDC to counties. localities. sChool boards or other 

levels of government. (Ma~k Schmidt, 4-5044) I, 

I ' 	 , 
5. Past Due Child Supporf (Bradley): requiras that child support arrearages which accrue 
after the custo~ial parent 99t off welfare go to the custodial parent· rath~r than to the State 
as reimbursement for past IAFDC benefits. (Mark Schmidt, 4-5044) , 

, 	 . I, " 
6. No "Skimming" (~radley): . prevents States from defining eligibility in a manner that 
denies benefits to those le~st likely to be able to work in order to achieve a J"!'luch higher 
work participation rate thary if everyone in need were'served. (Mark ;Schmidt, 4-5044) 

I . 	 ,I 

7. Fiscal Accountability/Maintenanee· of Effort (Broaux): ties the &ize of a State's block 
. grant to the level of state contributi9n to the programs included in th:e block grant. (lisa 

I ::Aikman, 4-9740 or Cynthia' Rice 4.9741) ,'. , .. 
I 

I I 
8. Job Training (Breaux)l (Lisa Aikman, 4-9740, or Cynthia Rice. 4-9741) 

I 

, 
! 
~ , 

, 
9. Adult Supervised Livi~g for Teens, {Conrad}: provides funding for States to d~velop 
adult-supervised living arrargements, or Second Chance Houses, for teen mothers who are 
!unable to live at home. (Crl4ig Obey, 4-204~)' ' ' 

I , 

10. State Flexibility (Co~rad): allows States. to choose either the Dole AFDC and Job 
Training block grants and the Conrad Transitional Aid and WAGE program (TItles I & /I of 
Conrad's welfare reform pian). (Craig Obey, 4-2043) , 

I 
I 	 ' , 

11 .. Tribal Set-Aside (Da~chle): designates three percent of block grant funds to go to 
Native Americ~n tribes. (!f>atty Mitchell, 4-2321) 

12. Child Care (DoddlK~nn'edy): restores the cHild. care guarantee (contained in the . 
original Packwood bill) for ~ecipiehts who are required to work. ProVides fun funding for this 
mandate, paid for with an :offset. {Jane Loewenson. 4-5630 or Michael Iskowitz. 4-7075} 

I 

I 

r; ~JI7'r- Cllfl1Vl f0. r-_ t-(, 
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, . I 	 :

:.:13. Direct Block Grantto Counties (Feinstein):. allows counties to negotiate directly with 
, HHS for block grantfunds to' be administered by recipient counties .. (Ralph Payne, 4-3841) 

. I 	 :' 
. 1 	 . 

14. Hutchison Formula AI18rnative (Feinstein): distributes grC!wth funds proportionately 
based on relative increases, in the. states' poor populations. All growth funds g~ to child' 


· care block grant. No stat~'ll0ses funds. (Ralph Payne, 4..-3841); ' .. 

t 	 • 
, 	 I 

j	15. Food. Stamp Trafficking (Feinstein): increases penalties for illegal. food stamp . 
traffIcking. (Ralph Rayne, 1-3841) , 

. !. 

16. Benefits for Legal 1mmigrants (Feinstein): . reverees Sirn~son. Allows legal 
immigrants and naturalized Icitizens to receive benefits. (~alph Payne, 4-3841) 

17. Vulnerable PopuJatioms (Feinstein): restores benefits for widows and widowers who 
I . 

don't have survivor's benefIts, disabled who don't receive SSI, and custodial parents who 
haven't received child supp;ort payments for two years. (Ralph Payne, 4-3841) 

I : 
. I .! 

'18. Minor Fathers (Feios~ein): makes minor father's parents paychiJd support. . (Ralph 

Payne. 4-3841) I . 


:!19. Rent Withholding . (iFeinstein):. authorizes rent withholding for homeless' SSI 
recipients. , (Ralph Payne, 4-3841) ! 

! " 
l

20. Family Empowerment Contract (Harki~): . conditions receipt of AFDC beneflts on the 
negotiation and signing of a' Family Empowerment Contract. The contr~ct wouJd outline the 
steps each family must take to move off of welfare and into .the work force as quickly as 
· possible. (Be\f Schroeder.14~6285) . 	 '. 
:: . 1" 	 .' 

· 21. Job Training' (Kennedy): strikes S.143 (modified. Kassebaum) fro'm Dole bill. 5.143 
. shifts job training funds from existing programs for ~eniors, veterans, etc. to Job ,training for 
welfare recipients. It also provides that 30% of funds may be diverted to other purposes. 
(Michael Iskowitz. 4-7675)! . . , 

22. Expanded School oa~ Oemonstrati~n Projects (Kerry): 'provid~s,fordemonstration 

projects in troubled areas ,to pay the co!-;nt of local school districts to! i(eepschools open 

extra hours so they can ~e used as community centers. Earmarks funds ·to study the 

effe.cts of lhese projects on the su rrounding community. (Roger Wolfson, 4-2960) 
. I 	 . . . 
23. Child Care Guarantee (Kerry): expands Packwood 'bill's manqatory child care for 
,children up to age six by ~equiring, States to offer child care for all d~pendent children of 
Iparents who are ,required: to work for their benefits. Such child cate could include an 
expanded school day. (Rqger Wolfson, 4-~960) , 

. I. 	 ' 
24. Year-Round Benefitsl{Kerry): prevents States from discriminatin~ aga,inst applicants 

based on the time of year] they apply for aid. (Roger Wolfson, 4-2960) '.' . 


:25. SSI for Substance !Abuse Treatme~t (Kerry):' maintains Medicaid coverage of 
~ddicts and allows their SSI benefits to be applied towards substance abuse treatment. .' .I 	 . . 

I 

i " 
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26. Child Support (Korry): Irestores the S50 'p3ss.:through of child support funds to welfare 
recipients: (Roger Wolfson ,I 4-2960) , 

27. Child Support Assu~nce (KerrY): provides for demonstration projects for, chi!d 
support assurance. Under child support assurance, the government guarantees payments 
of court·ordered child support awards up to $3,000 if the non-custodial parent is in default. 
(Roger ~olfson, 4-2960) : 

I 

28. State Entitlement (Ke~ry): requir~s states t~ provide ~$sistancQ to all those they 
deem to be eligible for assi~tance. (Roger Wolfson, 4-2960): ' 

I 	 ' 

:29. Emergency pre6identi~1 Authority (Lautenberg): alfowsthe Preside,fit to reinstate 
'the entitlement for states wHich fall below certain threshold poverty r:neasures. . (Sander 
Lurie, 44744) I . 

30. Electronic Benefits 1[ransfer (Leahy): mandates' use of EST for Food Stamp 
program, (Ed Barron, 4-690'1 or Maggi{! \Nhitney, 4-4242) 

, 	 I 
'J ': 	 ' " 

:131. Work Bonus (Lieberman): provides a bonus incentive for state$ ·for placing welfare 
'recipients in private sector j6bs.{Elizabeth Drye. 4-4041) " , 

32. Electronic Benefits T;~nsferfor AFOC (L.ieberman): ' eliminites federal reserve 
Regulation E. (Elizabeth DrYe, 4-404) , 

33. 	 Job Training (Mikulski): (Kevin Kelly. 4-8678) 

I ' 

1 

34. Seniors (Mikulski): (Kevin Kelly, 4-8678)
,i . ' 	 , 
35. Restoring the Role of Men (Mikulski): eliminates the "marriage penalty" in AFDC 
which imposes stiffer work o1quirements on two-parent families. Expands the number of 
states that are eligible fOr job training for non-custodial parents. (Kevin Kelty, 4-8678) 

'! ,L 	
, I 

, 
J 	 36. Child Voucher progrJm (Moseley.Braun): requires states' to establish a child 
I 	 voucher program to provide $ervices to minor chi1dren residing in families that are eligible 


for the Temporary Assistanc~ to Needy Families block grant, but w~~o are not receiving 

3$$istancc. '(Francesca Cook,4-Z654) , .' 


:37.' State R~sponsibility (Mbseley-araun): 'prohibits states from tim~~limiting, benefits to 
!~m eligible 'family if the statej has not provided the, adult recipient with work experience, 

. assistance in finding employment, and other work preparation activities. (Francesca Cook, 

4-2854) " '~ I.. ," 	 ' " " 

38. JOLI Program Reauthorization (Moseley-Braun): 'reauthorizes and makes 
permanent the demonstration Iproject Job OPPo!1unities for Low-Inc()me J'n,djyiduals Pr.ogram. 
The program would be reaut~orized at $25 million f()r any fiscal year. (rrancesca Cook, 4· 
2854)' 	 ' ' 
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39•. Raca to the Bottom (Mqseley..Braun): prohibits States from carrying fOlWard unused 
block grant funds if the state has lowered cash' assistance benefit payments in the 
preceding year. I 
(Francesca Cook, 4-2854) ! 

., I 
I • , 
40. Assets for Independence Act (MOSeley.ar3unlC,oats): creates a four-year. $100 
million demonstration progr~m to establ.ish 50,000 Individual Development Account (IDA) 

, t, , 

savings accounts to help we,lfare recipients and low-income families build savings for post· ' 
secondary education, purch*se of a home, and microenterp'rise busin~sses. Individual or 
family deposits will be matched by a sponsoring organization 'and the federal government. 
(Franeesca Cook, 4-2S54) I : 

. I 
, . I " , ' 

41. Moynihan Substitute (~oynihan): S.828 as offered in committee. (John Secrest. 4­
4492) I : 

j • 

42. Flve.Year Sunset (Moynihan): prevents reversion back to current law by sunsetting 
block grant program. (Joh~ Secrest, 4-4492) : . 

, 

43. Research and Evaluation (Moynihan): provides for assessment. of the impact of thi~ 
I, ' 

major change in social welfare policy. (John Secrest. ~492) i ' 

. . I " . 
44. "Good Cause" Hards~ip Waiver (ROCkefeller): requires State~to grant ~xceptions 
to time limits for individuals; who are HI. incapacitated, or elderly. as well as for recipients 

I ' " 

!who are providing full-time .eare for their disabled dependent. (Sarbara. 4-2578) 

45. High unemPlOyment' Areas Excepti~n(ROCkefener): ' gives ~tates the option of' 
waiving time limits in tlreas! of high unemployment (1 a.percent or more). Recipients must 
participate in workfare or community work to continue benefits; (Barbara. 4·2578) 

I' ',' : , 
46~ Maintain National Job Corps (Simon): . maintains Job Corps a~ a national program, . 
by striking the language in Kassebaum bill that tur:ns administration of Job Corps over to the 
States. Also keeps 25 natIonal Job Corps centers open. (Mary Parke .. 4-215~)

I '. . 

• 

I 

I 

I ' 

I 
I 

I 
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1. iSi7 1998 i.: 2OCIO 

PROJeCT'EI) SP'ENDINB ~ CURJV:HT LAW 
I 

I.'i'l .FM'IiiJ ~pPaftPaJsowIlB w 
I 

18,5U'Jam 1&.048 19.534 20.132 20.783 . . 21,477 22,184 
. 	 Food StaInp ~ bI 2S.24S 27,110 21.820 30.1. 31,887 33,,383 35.ClCO . 38.551
~1tiISec:urI"t Inconr 24.m 24,4W . 29.894 32,957 35.1", 42.,149 ' 38,481' 48,807
Uadt:1i1 &9.21. 88,2S2 110,021 122.aBO , '34.830. t48,118 'G"SCO 177,_
Falla-o.. ~.540 4,148 4.S3O 5.358 S,.8CIO 8,.29C1 S.7SB
Chid NuIriIIicIn f;/ . 	 B.489 0.065 9,. 10.2B1 10,m 11.576 12,258". 
Trade~ Ae ktallC'e 1.985 	 125 .102 128 	 122 115 ' 99 ' 92, Q2 

1:Tca 	 1&9.633 192,2,.4 201,2.t1 zsa,s;o.J 	 219.442 CGl.871 .27tS;S1e 302•• 

PROPOSED CHANGES 

,FamJtSUClPCft~ds 'iN 
Food'Stamp ProsJam .b/ 
~lQI Securityh:ocne 
MecJ:aId 
FcetilrCint 
ChId NutdicIn .t:I 
'TlIIII»AdjUllllment;fs ',twee 

Total 

,I . 

0 ·713 .',era, -1,412 .- .1,925 .-2.543 -3.173 -3;726

0 -1.957 . --2.140 -2.SZZ . -2,- -3.208, -3.2G -3,305 . 

0 """'1 -3;55& "".42:2 -4,874 "'.218 -4,G48 '06,331 

c -22 ~5 ..s45 ..Q)8 -au ..111 -m 

0 , 0 c 0 10 25 35' 45 


. -603 ' , -S380 .as .-4J5 .554 	 .&B:2 -r.J3' 
0 0 	 -38 . '.$90 	 ..ez. -S2""" 


:0 -3,232 ' ,-1.595 -8,553 ..10,182 : ~12,344 , -12.531- -13~919', 
:1 

''',831 17.fIfil ,,122 18,2Q6 18,250 18.304 18,458 
25,143 2S.4S0 27,842 28.1R , 30.175 31.138 33,2046 
24.056 26,340 28.48S 31,6 '31,,531, . 34..835 41478 ­
99..210 1OQ;&'IS 121,S15 '34,234 141•.654 l.C1,eee 177:023 
4.146' , 4,508 4.930 S,3S6 . s.~ 5;326 . 6.S43 
8;410 8,630 9.111 9,_ 10.2'83 . 10,8M 11,523

126 125 84 31 0' o 10 

Total . 
.i 
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I 

I 

I 
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-6 
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' ..z.831 
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-6 
oS 
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' ..&34 
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-5 
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..s 
-0 
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I 
1.. 

1Q! 
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-4.4217 
-4.42Ii 

, 
, I 

~ 
~ 

" 

-' ' 

,~, 

-2._ --2.­
-2.016 -2.334 

NA NA 
PU. NA 

-2.032 -2.412 
-2,.011 ~2.392 

NA NA 
NA NA 

-4.614 ' -4,933 
-4.674 -4,933 

-688 ..144 
,-Gi82 -1'$3 

i 

NA NA, 
NA NA: 
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 0 
0outlays " 
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/

Out'lays --246 
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nat ~ ,., lnAacian I 

EstIft'Iated ~ I 305 
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TlTl.E Ill: FOOD STAMP p~ 

1,11' DlRticlt~ 
\' 'Budget Authority ·2.205 
I, l<i>uUays -2.2OS, 

I

I 
, : 

' l1l1.E IV: CHILD NUTRITiON PROGRAMS Ii 
I: 

Oiroc:t Spending ,I,, ':'Sudget A&dhority , 
I ' " , 'PUU~ 

AuUMtzaUoti L.ewI Under T'die rv 
compared Ut the 1ess appropriation 
net 1Idjuskd far irrfiatfon 

EstJmata:t ~ 
Estirnodad ~ 

t 
I 
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11\ ! As ra:;': ''i«I by'" ~ 8ucIgeC ofticII on July 31, 1. 

(by...;.~.'"-of-l !1_ 1S87 

..s.l15 ·2.690 
..3,tiS, -2,6S0 

TITLE vt attLO CARE 

I~ UM!i UnderTdie VI 
~. tho 1985 .PFln;)p'~ " 

not adjusted far IrdIiIIfoft , 
~AutN:lcizatioll 61 61 51 51 '51 NA ' NA 
EstimaIed 0t6IYs 19 4Q S4 $1 ~1 NA NA. ' 

TtTJ.:..E VII: WORKFORCE OEVELOPt.lENT 
ANOW~PRePARAnON 
ACTIvrnes 

Direct $paoding
i i!I1 : SIldgCAua'Iority o o 
! Outlays g o! 
~ L..9¥8f UMef rcae VII 

CCImpaAId to 'lie 1995 ~on I 
, net adjus:ad for inftation I 

,Estfmlllfa:l AulhoriZ:at)otI ; ·1Q NA NA 
lEsimmect OutSays I -1 NA NA 

TTn.E IX: CHILD SUPPORT 

Direct Spending 
Budg«Authority -18 .100 

OsIays 
 -18 -100 

r-----:------ ".. 
TOTALS: 11'iU!S t • X I 

j 

CirKtSpending I 

, SudgriIl A&mx:Irit,y , ~471 -7,747 '..g,m .10Ail61 
 -13,_ 
, Odays --3232 -7.594 -9,SS4 ' .10,7'82 .13,919 : 

Authotiaoatlotl LeYd UndGrthe Sill 

COli""'" ta tile 1995 appropctation 

nat ~jUSltal r«inflafSaft ' I ) ' 


S:s:rImeted Autbar2atiDn , 1551 371 13 .10 -10 
, &'I#maled outlays , \ !528 374 %22 -151 18 

Cotnponents nay r.vt Sum tg 1<MIs aue to rau~9 
•
, 

NA :·not 8vaiI:ibIe . 

NOll!: Tl'tIt effects ofT~ VIII (amendmetlts tl the Rehabilitation Ad. of i973} and Tcae X (Raforrn ~Pubnc Housing) CII1 the 
UIe fecknJ 'bacI;et are not tilIitimatld to be siQnibnt. Therefore, 1My are not'shcrNn in this table. : 
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i 



TO REED P.08/12
AUG-05-1995 15:33 FROM 

, 
PACEID.2C112 226 2920 12/1'FROM.CSO/S~D/HRCEUAUC:-84-SS 17.49 

~a.....a...QCIi' If1.1•• ~W1U..........tlftlCtiw:-_ 

TABLE 1 . ' .' . , 

FECERAL 8UQGET EFFECTS OF THe OOLEIPAQC.WCOC SfJBS'TTnJT& . 

TI'Tt.E r -'T'BtPCR.ARY ASSISTNCE FOR NIEEOV FAM[UES I1I.OCK GRANTNI/J ~BS 
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, 
II:i * iOW r.i:!ar yw••• !!:_.,....,.) 
I 1M 

. :,. 1_ 
1999 2:gg1 2002**l 

R...AFDC , lmagllllic) A&cistanee,. 
JOeS • ..,CIIiId Care Pragrama 
FamiIr~~ 
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 -17.$ -17.856 .18.311 -18,&1& .10,43'1 . 

, ! 0ufIIaJ'I -17.194 -11.800 -1.,'10 -19.402 
. F_ QImp,Program ""''­
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0uIIaya CIO 150 Z15 "'25 eDO 

MtdIc:akf 
SUdQet Autharily ." '11/ fII at" 0UIayw '" at a/ aI II( 

l:i1 

.Au:Ihocb.Temporary Family 
Assistance lIodc GraDt 
F~~Pa,.meas

Bulfas AuCtIority 
Ouaays 

p.~ and PCMdy Adjusrment 
to Ttrnpar:IIfy Family Assistance 
SIock GcWIt ' 
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, BadgetA.dhorily 
Outlays 

Food Sl!Imp Program 
8ucSgeI~ 
Outlays 
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:"',636, 
! 

·1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

'&'E1C13 
18.8CS 

85 
IS 

0 
0 

16,803 
18,803 
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175 

-20 
..2t) 

16.803 
16.aos 

265 
265 

46 
..as 

16~803 
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-4S 
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2 

10 
10 
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10 
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10 

10 
10 

Penaitiasfor state Failure to . 
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THE CLINTON ADMINISTRATION SUPPORTS REAL WELFARE REFORM 
I 
I .. 


The Conference bill . 

I " 

President Clinton vetoed thb Conference' bill because it was not real ,welfare reform. 
The bill would have done little to move people from'welfare to work and included deep 
budget cuts and structurallchangesinchild welfare, school lurich, aid for' disabled' , 
children,and other programs that have nothing to do with real re,form. In addition, 
the bill eliminated the guar~nteed medical coverage that single parents need as they 
move into entry-level jobs;. It also weakened key work proyisions, such as the 
maintenance of effort requirement and the performance bonus to reward states for 

, moving people into wor~. i The NG,A's welfare reform proposa.I, w~s a bipa'rtisan 
, statement that the President was right to veto the flawed legIslation passe,d by 

Congress. I ' 

" I 
The Administration's Propdsal

I 
I . : ' . 

Since taking office, the Pr~sident has been workilJg to enact real, bipartisan welfare 
reform that is motivated bYI the urgency of ref6rmrather than a budget plan contrary 
to America's values. In his 1997: budget, the President has proposed a sweeping 
welfare 'reform proposal tHat would provide time-limited" conditional assistance in 

l
return for work; giv~ states new flexibility to design their own approaches to reform; 
preserve the national,comrhrtment to nutrition assistance, foster care, and adoption 

I 

assistance; strengthen child support enforcement; and protect states during ~conomic 
downturns or population g10wth -- while saving $40 billion. This' plan builds on the 
sweeping welfare reform: bill the President proposed in 1994 and reflects the 
Pre,sident's fundament~1 Iprinciples, for r~form; such as time-limits, real work 
requirements, and adequate child care; These critical elements are also included in the 
NGA~s bipartisan welfare reform proposal. ., . I· . . 
Ending Welfare as We KnoW it -- One, State at a Time, . 

. Since taking offic~. the Cli~ton Administration has granted welfare reform waivers to 
a r~cord 37 sta~~s -- moreltnan the tw~ .~revious admi~istration's combined. T~~se. 
waivers are making work find responsibility ~ way of life for more than 10 million 
people -- .75 percent of all welfare recipients. In addition, we're giving all 50 states 
the chance to take' the 'tastitrack to ending welfare as we know it, by clitting red tape 
for state reforms that require work, promote PCirental responsibility, and protect 
children. The President has repeatedly called for bipartisan welfare reform legislation 
this year .. ' But if Congres~ fails to s'end 'him a bill that gets the priorities straight, 
President Clinton will, conti~ue hiscommitmt;l,nt to ending welfare as we know it -- one 
state' at a time. . I " , . 

, I 
, ! 

,I 
I 
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Welfare Reform Talking 'Points 

April 1996 


I 

"I say to those whoartl on welfare:-- and especially t~ those who have been trapped, on wel~are 
for a long time -- for too long our ~elfaresystem has undermined the vCl'~es of family and work 
instead of supporting them. The Congress and I are near agreement on sweeping welfare n;,form. 
We agree on. time limits, tough *brk requirements, and the toughest possible child support 
enforcement. But I believe we mU$t also provide child care so that mothers who are required to 
gO.to work can do so witho.~t wortYing about what is happening to their qhildren." . 
State of the Union Address, 1/23/96

, . I' 
I" • 

We want reai reform. President clinton has repeatedly' called for a bipartisan welfare reform bill 
. . I ' " 	 . 

that's tough on work and responsibility, not tough on children. In his bud,get, the President .has 
proposed a sweeping welfare r~form proposal that, would provide 'time-limited, conditional 
assistance in return. for work; give ~tates new flexibility to design .their own approaches to reform; 
preserve the national commitment! to nutrition assistance, foster care,. and adoption assistance; 
strengthen child support enforcemJnt; and protect states' 'ability to respond to growing caseloads ­
:.. while saving $40 billion. The Pre~ident is determined to enact re~l, bipartisan welfare reform that 
is motivj;lted by the urgency of reform rather than a budget plan contrary to America's values. 

I '. , 	 . . 
, 

. 1,' 	 . 

A bipartisan step forward. The NGA's action was a bipartisan statement that the President was 
right to veto the flawed legislation passed by Congress --legislation that did very little to encourage 
work, and too much that could harm children. The NGA's actions have increased the possibility 
that Republican and Democrats ini Congress will' produce a b'ipartisan 'bill.that gets the job done. 

, 	 I.. 
However, while we applaud the NGA's contributions, we do have concerns about achieyingour 
common national objectives an'd m~intainirig the federal-state partnership necessary to reach them. 

. 	 .' .'. 

The fundamental elements' of refclrm. The President ha~ consistently said that welfare reform is 
~. {-	 . 

first and foremost about work. That means providing adequate child care to enable recipients to 
. I 	 . 

leave welfare for work; rewarding states for placing people in jobs;, guaranteeing health care 
coverage for poor families; requiri~g states to continue to invest funds in a work-oriented welfare 

. system; and protecting states and families in the event of economic downturn or population 
growth. It does notmean using~elfarE~ reform as a cover for budget cutting at the expen'se of our 
poorest children. . i I 

I 

Continuing to work with Congre,ss. The President will continue to work with Congress and the 
NGA leadership, through the .overall budget negotiations, to' craft a bill' that gets the job done. 
Welfare reform needs to be considered in the context ofcritical and related issues. such as Medicaid
'.' 	 ',i ' . ..... .' 

and the EITC. There is bipartisan consensus around the country on the .fundamental elements of , 
real welfare reform, and it would ibea tragedy if this Congress missed the opportunity to achieve 
it. The NGA welfare proposal represe'nts ci'n important bipartisan 'step forward t especially in the 
areas of child care, the performahce bonus t and the contingency fund for states. 

. 	 i 

I 


We'll still get the job done. Sin6e taking 'office, the Clinton Administration has granted welfare 
reform waivers to a record' 37 states -- more' than the two previous Administrations combined. 
These waivers are making work :and responsibility ~ way of life for more than 10 million people.' 
In addition, we're giving all 50 states the chance to take the fast-track to ending welfare as we 
know it, by cutting red tape for'~tate reformsttiat require work, promote parental responsibility, 
and protect children. The Pr~sid~nt has repeatedly called fo"'bipartisari welfare reform legislation 
this year. .But if Congress fails to send him a bill that gets tHe priorities straight, President Clinton 

. will c'ontinue his comrnitme~t ~of ending w'elfare as we know it -- o'ne state at a time . 
. ' 
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Congressional Positions on Welfare Reform 

Vetoed Senate House 
H.R.4, Bill. Bill 

AFDC, WO'RK, & CHILD CARE 
I 

State Funding/Maintenance :of Effort (MOE) Issues: 
i , 

o Overall MOE -- Raise level to 80% or higher 
, .I - + + 

o Transferability -- Allow ~ansfers to child care only; proliibit - + 0 
transfers to Title XX Social Services Block Grant 

Contingency Fund: I " 

o Base Fund -- Increase to $2 billion and make permanent - + + 
I 

o Recessions :-- Allow furth~r expansion offund during recessions - - -
" 

I 
Work: 

o Work Participation n Tough but flexible work requirements o o 
I 

o Child Care -- Added resources + + 
I 
I 

Equal Protections -- Require States to establish fair and equit;1ble + 
treatment provisions and develop State accountability mechanisms 

I 
I 

Vouchers -- Five year time limit with mandatory vouchers o x X 

Family Cap -- Provide comple~e State flexibility ,
I 

+ 
I 

Displacement -- Workfare not displacing jobs o 
I, ' 
I, 
I ' 

, FOOD STAMPS & CHILD NUT·RITION 
, ,I, /,'" 

Optional BlockGrant -- Drop 1mY version from bill + -
, i ' 

Annual Cap on Program Spen'ding ~- Drop from bill + + 
" \ 

Shelter Deduction -- Do not ch<;mge current law 0 -
Time LimitslW ork Requirements on 1S-50s -- States must offer - X 
work slot before terminating ben~fits 

, l ' , , 
Block Grant -- Drop the School:Lunch demonstration- block grant + + 

I 
I 

(+) indicates position generally consisteht with Administration; (~) indicates position inconsistent ~th Administration; 
(0) mdicates partial support; (X) indicat~s position worse than vetoed hill. July 24, 1996. ' 
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I 

Vetoed 
H.R.4 

Senate 
Bill 

House 
Bill' 

LEGAL IMMIGRANTS 
I . 

i 
Bans -- Drop Food Stamps mid SSIbans 

! 
Medicaid I 

I 
Ban on Future Immigrants ;-- Drop' from bill 

. : 

Ban on Current ImmigrantS -- Drop from bill 
. I 

Exemptions -- Provide an exeimption for the disabled and children 
! 
,, 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
II . 

Reforms -- Toughens Child Support Enforcement 
! 
i 

SUPPLEMENTALSECURlT~INCOME 
I 

Children -- Drop 25% benefit reduction for most newly eligible 
I, 
I 

CHILD PROTECTION 
, 
i 
I , 

Block Grant -- Drop foster c~e/adoption assistance block grant 
I 

-

-
+ 

-

+ 

-

-

-

-
+ 

-

+ 

+ 

+ 

-

-
X 

-

+ 

+ 

+ 
,, 

. (+) indiCates position generally consistent with Administration; C-) indicates position inconsistent with Administration; 
(0) indicates partial support; (X) indicates position w?rse than vetoed bill. July 24~ 1996 

Savi~gs From Welfare Reform Proposals* 
I 
I 
I 

I 

Vetoed 
H.R.4 

House 
Bill 

S~nate 

Bill 
Administration 

Bill 

Food Stamps I 
I 

-$25 -$27 -$24 -$18 

Immigrants ,, 
i, 

-$22 -$29 -$23 -$6 

SSI Kids I -$10 -$7 . -$7 -$7 

Other 
i 
I 
I 

-$2 +$2 $0 -$6 

EITC ! $0 -$2 -$5 -$5 

Adoption Credit 
\ 

$0 " $0 +$2 $0 
I 
I 

TotalI -$59 -$63 -$58 . -$42 

*6-year savings in billions; CBO ~stimates; includes Medicaid effects ofa stand-alone welfare bill; totals may 
not add due to rounding l . . 
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July 23, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

I 
FROM: Bruce Reed 

I 
SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Conference 

! 

The welfare reform b~ll passed the Senate this evening by a vote of 74-24. The 
conference will begin immed,ately, and could be finished by the weekend. 

I 
I. Overview 

We need to move quickly to mobilize bipartisan support for holding onto the 
improvements the House andi Senate have made, and to seek further" improvements if 
possible. We are working w~th Republican moderates in both houses to spell out their 
concerns in letters to the conferees, and with Blue Dog Democrats who withheld their 
support from the House bill" in order to extract concessions from the Republican leadership in 
conference~ We also are pre~sing NGA to weigh in on a number of state flexibility issues 
where our interests coincide. I 

We have already wonlthe battle on virtually every issue that is central to moving 
people from welfare to work\ from providing health care and child" care to requiring 80 % 
maintenance-of-effort and giying states a performance bonus for placing people in jobs. The 
House and Senate bills are ql;lite similar in all these areas, and both are dramatically better 
than the vetoed bill. • I 

Many provisions of the vetoed bill that were tough on children have been dropped as 
well -- cuts in school lunch, 'child welfare, and SSI for disabled children. The main battles 
in conference will be over protecting children from some of the cuts that remain -- by 
allowing vouchers, containing the food stamp cuts, and alleviating or delaying the impact of 
the immigrant provisions. . 

We should use the leverage we have -- the governors' desire for flexibility, the 
conservatives' desire for the Ifamily cap opt-out (which the Senate removed today by a vote 
of 57-42), and the strong desire of many Republicans for a bill that actually becomes law -­
to keep up the bipartisan prqgress in these areas. . " 
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II. Key Issues 
! 

A. Vouchers: Both b~l1s prohibit the use of federal block grant funds to provide 
vouchers beyond the 5-year t~me limit. As a practical matter, states could still use their own 
money to provide vouchers, and would be more likely to use the 20% hardship exemption in 
both bills (rather than vouchets) to deal with families who reach the time limit. But the issue 
has taken on symbolic importance for both sides. Today, after Lott forced Chafee and 
Jeffords to change their votes! and defeat an amendment to permit the use of block grant 
funds for vouchers, Daschle ~nd a handful of other Democrats felt so double-crossed they 

I 

voted against final passage. ~astle fought for a similar amendment on the House side, but 
the leadership would only giv~ himexplicidanguage that states can use their own funds for 
vouchers. 

The NGA supports removing or easing the restriction on vouchers. So will moderates 
in both parties; It would be ~asy to reach a middle ground on substance -- for example, 
allowing vouchers for more limited in-kind expenses (such as diapers and clothing), or in 
more limited circumstances (such as economic downturn). But the Republican leadership 
knows how much Democrats kant this, and will keep trying to deny it in an effort to split 
our ranks. ' 

B. Food Stamps: T~O Food Stamp provisions of the House bill are worse than the 
Senate: the Kasich amendment to impose a three-month lifetime limit for unemployed men 
without children, and the blo~k grant state option. The Kasich provision is particularly 
mean-spirited, and was desigrled to give the House leverage in conference. The Senate 
unanimously passed a Conradi amendment to soften this provision, and we should be able to 
ward off Kasich in conference. 

I 

! 

The optional block grant will be more difficult, because it has support from governors 
in both parties. We should trY to beat the state option outright, or at least do everything we 
can to keep states from ever thlcing it -- for example, a limited demonstration in 3-5 states 
(which is probably'more than Iwould ever choose the option), or requiring states to have both 
statewide EBT and a low error rate (the current House option requires one or the other but 
not both), a test almost no state today could meet. 

I 
C. Immigrants: Thei House bill cuts much more deeply than the Senate, and both 

are disappointing. Our best hppe in conference is that Republican governors and Republican 
leadership may ultimately have second thoughts about going this far (unless they think they 
can draw a veto). If Republic;ans are willing to consider any changes, the choices include 
exempting children (a Kennedy amendment to exempt children from the bans received 51 
votes in the Senate, but needed 60 to pass because of the Byrd rule), delaying the effective 
date for one or more of the bJns, or applying the bans prospectively. Any of these changes 
will be difficult, because Rep~blicans want to jam us and Democrats don't want to go out on 
a limb. I 

I 
I 
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I 

I 

D. Other Difference~: We will give you a detailed side-by-side of the two bills, as 
well as a chart showing the progress we have made since the initial House bill and the vetoed 

I 

conference report. Here are the other main issues to be resolved in conference: 

• 	 Family Cap: The HJuse hill. like the conference report. allows states to opt out of 
the family cap but requires them to make an affirmative decision to do so. The 
Senate dropped the family cap and plans to use it for leverage in conference. This is 

I 

our best bargaining chip. Even though there is little practical difference between the 
opt-out provision in the House bill and the opt-in provision in our own bill, House 
conservatives need the. opt-out, and in the past have' been willing to give up a lot to 
get it. I 	 . 

• 	 Performance Bonus: iThe House bill provides $500 million in bonuses to states for 
placing people in jobs; the Senate bill provides $1 billion. Either provision is much 
better than the vetoed bill, which had performance incentives but not a separate pool 
of cash bonuses. ! 

• 	 Maintenance of Effor;t: The Senate bill sets MOE at 80% of FY1994 spending, and 
tightens the definition pf what counts. The House bill also sets MOE at 80%, with 
75% for states that me,et the work requirements. (Any state that can meet the work 
requirement will probably be spending more than 75% of its current effort anyway.) 
Either provision is better than the conference report, which was a flat 75 %. 

I 
I 

I 
• 	 Transferability: Bo~ the House and Senate made it much tougher to transfer money 

from the block grant to other purposes. The Senate bill limits such transfers to child 
care; the House allow~ transfers for a' few other services but also significantly limits 
the amount of money ~hat can be transferred. 

I 

• 	 Work Hours: The H<lmse reduced the work requirements to 30 hours a week; the 
Senate remains at 35 hours. The NGA will be pushing to lower the requirement to 25 
hours, which would re~uce overall work and child care costs. Both bills improve on 
the vetoed version by :Hlowing mothers with children under 6 to work part-time, and 
guaranteeing that mothers with children under 11 cannot be required to work unless 
child care is available.! 

I 
I 

• 	 Child Welfare: The ~enate bill preserves current law; the House bill block grants a 
few programs that are already capped entitlements. Both bills are big improvements 

I 

over the vetoed version, which block granted the funds states use to investigate and 
prevent child abuse. I 

I 
• 	 Equal Protection: T~e Senate bill includes equal treatment and due process language 

from Castle-Tanner to help make sure eligible recipients are treated fairly. The 
I 

House language is harder to enforce. 
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I 
• 	 Adoption Tax Credit

l
: The Senate voted overwhelmingly to attach the adoption tax 

credit you endorsed eJrlier this year. The House passed an adoption tax credit in 
May, but did not add~ess it in the welfare bill. With no other tax bill in sight, this 
may be the only vehic,le to enact the adoption tax credit this year. 

• 	 Medicaid Guarantee:: Both bills guarantee Medicaid to welfare recipients and their 
children, based on cur:rent eligibility rules. This is a dramatic improvement over the 
vetoed bill, which exp~licitly broke that link. The House and Senate bills are virtually 
identical, but given itsl importance, we should keep an eye on this issue in conference. 

III. Wisconsin Waiver 

I 

If we're going to approve the Wisconsin waiver this weekend, we need to do so in a 
way that bolsters our legislati~e position in conference, and does not give the Republicans 
any openings. The only safe lapproach is to make sure the waiver is completely consistent 
with what we're seeking in conference. 

I 

You will receive a mo~e detailed memo from OMB on issues that need to be resolved 
I 

in order to grant the Wisconsin waiver .. Only two outstanding issues in the waiver have any 
direct bearing on the conference: 1) equal protection/due process; and 2) time limits. In 
both areas, I recommend that we grant the waiver along the lines of what Wisconsin could do 
under the new Senate-passed ~ill. . 

On equal protection and due process, that would mean that we would waive the 
entitlement, but hold the state Iaccountable for its pledge to provide jobs by insisting that it 
abide by the relevant provisiohs of the Senate bill, which require states to treat families in an 
equitable manner and to give tecipients a fair hearing after their benefits have been cut. 

I 
I 

On time limits, we could grant the state's request, but spell out explicitly in the 
waiver that the state had the option to use federal money to provide vouchers beyond the 
time'limit, as well as the option to exempt up to 20 % of hardship cases. 

I 
I . 

Neither of these decisi~ms will please HHS or completely placate Thompson, but they 
might allow us to grant the wftiver with minimal backlash in conference. Before we proceed, 
however. we need to check with Hilley to make sure we haven't overlooked any 

I 

unanticipated consequences. For example, Republicans might decide to add a rider to the 
conference report that deemed! the entire Wisconsin waiver approved -- including the 
Medicaid provisions we don't 'support. That may be procedurally difficult, but if it's a real 
possibility, it's not worth the tisk. , 


I 
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