<
-]

HR.4

The Personal Responsibility Act
| T |

of 1995

~ Preliminary Impacts, Summary

and
| .
$tate-by-State Analysis
| ,
; ot

S

"(as passed 'by the House of RepreSentatives on'Mérch 24, 1995)

|« April 7, 1995




'TABLE OF CONTENTS -

SUMMARY IMPACT ANALYSIS OF H.R. 4

SUMMARY OF THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995 (H.R. 4)

FEDERAL PROGRAM EFFECT TABLES

Table 1
Table 2

Table 3

. Table 4
Table 5

 Preliminary Estimates of Reductions Proposed by H.R. 4
. Preliminary Estimates of Fundmg Losses by Program Area Under

H.R. 4
Estimated Five Year Reductlons in Spendmg Under the Cash Assnstance Block
Grant - H.R. 4

~Estimated Flve Year Reduction in Child Protectlon Spendmg H.R. 4

Estimated Redkuctlon in Federal Spendmg for Child Care frora Proposed Child
Care Block Grant . )

|

I
'
I

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES OF STATE- BY STATE IMPACTS TABLES*

| Table 6
Table 7
Table 8

.. Table 9

| Estlmated Flve-Year State Losses Under H.R. 4

Allocation to States Under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996
Difference in State Allocations Resulting From Using Obllgatlons VvS. Expendl-

tures |
FY 2000 Redurctlon by State in Federal Child Care Fundmg and the Number of

~ Children Who Receive Federal Child Care Assistance Due to H.R. 4

"Table 10
* Table 11

. Table 12

Reduction in Chlld Eligibility for SSI Benefits at Time of
Enactment |
Reduction in: Chlld Eligibility for SSI Benefits Under H R 4

" FY 1996-FY 2000

Preliminary Estlmate of the Number of Children Demed Cash Assnstance by

. Specnfic Provnsnons of H.R. 4 by State

Co :
APPENDIX -- Methodology and Assumptions

L

‘This document presents a preliminary Department of Health and Human Services/Department of
Agriculture analysis of H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act of 1995, as passed by the U.S. House of
Representatives on March 24, 1995., ‘ It provndes a summary of the bill’s provisions, as well -as estimated
programmatic impacts on states and; chlldren _

|
i
|



.

SUMMARY IMPACT ANALYSISOF H.R. 4

—

PROGRAMMATIC IMPACTS

o ; .
> The House-passed welfare bill, the Personal Responsibility Act, will result in federal savings of
- approximately $69 billion betwegn fiscal years 1996 and 2000 as funding for many federal programs is
capped. The preliminaryﬁve year estimates of budget authority savings for each title are shown below:

1

.Loss to States by Tltle _ ; ' .
f,, 5 Year Federal Savings

»  Title] Cash Asswtance Block Grant o -

B (Do&notmcludechﬂdcarerepeals).'.,........j:....‘...’.A..—$114b1]lwn .
» . Titlell  Child Protection Block Grant ............. e ieeeieienn. . -$3.5 billion
> Title III'  Child Céu’e and Child Nutrition Block Grant . ... Peeiennas v« + -$8.2 billion

‘ » Child Care Block Grant : 7
(Includes child care repeals) ........... IR 1.6 billion
e ChﬂdiNutrm(m Block Grant . .. ........ PP . 6.6 billion
> . Title IV R&ztnctmg Welfare For Immlgrants SR ... -$13.8 billion

, : (Food Stamp mstncnons are included in the Food Stmnp estimate)

~»  TitleV ~ Food Stamp Program Changes e e e b e -$23 2 billion -

> "~ [Food Stamp Offcets From Other Titles] . ...... e .. $5.9 billion
> Title VI =~ Supplexr'lgntal Security Income Reform PP T, . -$13.4 billion
»  Title VIL ©  Child sl;;pport Enforcement . . . ... .vvuaiiaeetenennnn. .. -$1.0billion
GRAND TOTAL . . ..... t ...................... e S s $686bnmon‘»

|
| | - |
CHILDREN AFFECTED . {
. . . !
Cash Assxstance |

> When this blll is fully 1mp1cmcr[1ted states w1ll 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 in a family that
received AFDC for longer than]ﬁve years, or were immigrants. This analysis takes into account that 10
percent of the entire caseload can be exempt from a five-year time limit, as well as the mteractlons of these
provisions. ‘

> The numbers of children affected at full xmplementatlon by the primary provmons in whlch states are
. required to deny eligibility if the caseload had identical characteristics to the current caseload are shown
' below. These numbers are md?pendent effects and cannot be added to get the ‘combined effects since some
children would be affected by multlple prowswns .

» Cash benefits demed to chxldren bom to unmarned mothers still under. 18 ....... 80,000 éhildren
» Cash benefits denied to chlldren born to current AFDC recipients . .‘~.; .« '+« ..2.2 million children
» Benefits denied to familiesiwho have received AFDC for five years or longer ... 4.8 million children



!
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> "The fol]owing table shows b()th‘ the independent and combined effects of these p.mvisions by year. The
Combined Effects totals. do-not equal the sum of the effects of the various provisions because some children

would lose eligibility as a result of more than one provision of the Personal Responsibility Act.

- the effects of the immigrant provrslons and their interactions with the family cap are reﬂected in the

Ccmbmed Effects totals below.

\' .
W

In addition,

patermty This provision will affect 3 3 million children lf applied to the current caseload.

PROVISION : YEAR 1 YEAR 5 -+ FULL MLEMENTATION
Minor Moms 20,000 £ 60,000 | 80,000
L :
‘Family Cap NO IMPACT 1,000,000 - 2,200,000
Five Year | ' | '
Time Limit NO IMPACT 'NO IMPACT 4,800,000
o g R B .

COMBINED. | ‘

EFFECTS L 20,000 1 ,500 ,000 5 ,600,000

, | - l =
> States are also requrred to reduce benefits for children without paternity establlshed untrl the state estabhshes "

> The number of children who are demed AFDC benefits or have their beneﬁts reduced is based on the 1993
AFDC caseload using the 1993/ AFDC Qualrty Control Data. The research on the relationship between
AFDC benefits and either having children or marrying is inconclusive. Therefore the projected impacts for
minor mothers and the family cap provisions do not assume changes in behaviors such as decisions to have
children and teenage marriage. | The impacts do incorporate an increase in paternity establishment due to the
1994 OBRA amendments regardmg in-hospital paternity establishment and an assurnptlon that a pregnant
woman without prior AFDC recerpt who would be subjected to the family cap, provision will delay application

- until after the child’s birth.

Child Protection

> Under the Personal Responsibili
federal child protection funds.

i

N [

ity Act, significantly fewer abused and neglected children will be served by
Low-income children in foster care and special needs children in adoptive -

homes will no longer be guaranteed support. Current, federally enforced protections for children in foster -

care will be eliminated by this bxll

Child Care

i

f

> . Under the block grant in the Pdrsonal Responsrbrhty Act, federal fundmg for Chﬂd care will be cut by 13

percent over five years.

mtlhon) which would mean that over 320 000 cluldren\would lose federal child care assistance.

In FY 2000 ‘the House welfare bill will result in a 19 percent cut in funding ($501 .

> This bill wrll result ina reductron in requlrements for health and safety standards that protect chlldren in care
and the ehmmatlon of the set- asrde that provides resources for states to increase child care quahty and supply ,

Child Nutrmon

(

> The guarantee of free nutritious lunches and breakfasts for low mcome chlldren w1ll be eltmtnated along with
ooall federal nutrition-based meal| standards. S




. Food Stamps - )f

»

19]
(%]
—

IMPACT ON. STATES

The Personal Respons1b1hty Act|reduces the purchasmg power of more than 25 mllhon low-mcome people,
including nearly 14 million chlldren '

* Of an estimated 888,470 children with disabilities who were on the SSI rolls in: 1994, had the Personal

Responmblhty Act been in effect, 701,891 children would not have received cash benefits. It is estimated
that over 150,000 of these chlldren would not have been eligible to receive Medicaid and some services under
the block ‘grant. | ~

Based on an historical analysis, approxxmately 18 percent. of all SSI children would have received no benefits
if the House bill had been in effect starting in 1991. 61 percent would have beén denied cash benefits, but
would have been eligible for block grant services, and only 21 percent would have received cash benefits and
block grant services. ] A

R 2o

Preliminary estimates of the fundmg reductlons by program in FY 2000 are shown below

i
| e
Cash Assistance . B {' ‘

C b e =

CashAssnstanceBlockGrant...........v_.‘......‘..’ ..... R X | 14

>

> - Child Protection Block Grant ... ............ crreeetee e ceee.. 15%
> Child Care Block Grant . ....... ............ R T e <19%
e ,ChlldNutntxonBlockGrants.......'.' ...... PR § {3
» . Food Stamps. ...... P it e e 20%
»  SSIReforms............ Cesesiesee et s it aceeane et e e -13%

SSI Reforms . ...... ’

The cash assmtance block grant contams vxrtually no adjustments for changes m populatlon or the 1mpacts of
a recessmn on a state s economy «

- If the Personal Responsibility Act cash assistance block grant had been enacted.in FY 1990 an historical
analysis reveals that states would have received approximately: 32 percent less funding in FY 1994 than they
received under current law. Some states would have ‘experienced losses exceeding twice the average, while -
other states would have received slight 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 wlthm states. :

‘The lack of a state match or any state maintenance of effort reqmrements creates an incentive for states to

" lower benefits relative to current law. Under current law if a state lowers what. it spends for AFDC, it loses

* federal matching dollars. Under H.R. 4, there are no federal matching funds, so states lose nothing by
cutting back on benefits. ' ' .

States may compete to lower benefits in an effort to encourage people to move to other states and prevent the
__state from becoming a "welfare. rnagnet The changed incentives facmg states 1s hkely to hexghten thlS ‘race .
to the bottom” of beneﬁt levels SRR A . ; ‘. o : e
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Child Protection. o | E

» The chrld protecnon block grant cannot adjust for changes in population, the unpaet ofa recessron, or
unpredictable crises like the crack epidemic. Unpredictable events like the AIDS and crack eprdermcs
contributed to recent increases! abuse and neglect and foster care.

» If the Personal Responsrblhty Act child protectron block grant had been enacted in FY 1990 usmg FY 1988
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, Thrs sharp loss shows the inability of this block grant to adjust for

unpredictable surges in foster care caseloads As with cash assistance, there would have been wide variation

among states.

Child Care

»  Under the block grant, states will receive a 13 percent cut in budget authorlty (81. 6 bllllon) for child care
~over five years. States will be unable to adjust for i mcreasmg child care needs for both families on welfare

and for the working poor.

Child. Nutrition

i

> Overall child nutrition funding will be ¢ut by 10 percent over 5 years. . States w1th higher propomons of low—

income children will experience

7
iz
-t .

- : |
> States will receive block grants;

greater reduetrons

thevamount of each state’s block grant will be the produet of the number of

children who meet the listings but not the criteria to receive cash, times 75 percent of the average SSI

payment to a child in that state‘

States will have to offer every eligible child the opportunity to apply for

block grant services. The bill also repeals the maintenance of effort” requlrements apphcable to optional state
programs for supplementatxon of SSI beneﬁts

IMPACT ON IMMIGRANTS

legal rmrmgrants

IMPACT ON WORK

> ~ Under current-law in FY 1993,

'

17 percent of the AFDC caseload is already workmg or pamcrpatmg in .

JOBS. Under the House bill, IO percent of the caseload would be required to "work" in FY 1996 and 27
percent are required to "work". in FY 2000, although caseload reductions may'be counted toward "work."

[
)

'IMPACT ON CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT :

> The Personal Responsibility Act adopted the ma_;or child support: enforcement provisions proposed in the
' President’s Work and Responsrblhty Act of 1994. 'However, the House bill eliminates the $50 pass- through
reducing mcome to poor families by $650 million over 5.years, . A

1
-

i
|

-

> The Personal Responsrblhty Act will ellmmate ehgrbrlrty for benefits and services for approxnmately 2 mﬂhon'



IMPACTONFOODSTAMPS N S o f{

A

e The b 1l sets a spendmg cap on food stamp expenditures that would be based on‘CBO estunates of the

"~ programmatic cuts. However, nj CBO has made an estimating error, fewer food stamps would be 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 would cause the food stamp cap to be exceeded forcing food stamp benefits
to be cut. No margin for error is provided if unemployment exceeds the CBO forecast or if a recession
occurs. If the economy expertent:es an unforeseen recession, low-income and working poor farmhes would
actually receive fewer food stamp benefits in order to compensate for the mcreased caseload. .

»  The Personal Responsibility Act reduces the food purchasing power of food stamps with reductions becoming
mcreasmgly larger over time. Instead of keeping pace with food prices, as current law provides, benefits
would rise just two percent per y'ear regardless of the increase in food costs. The bill would cut food stamps
8 percent below levels prowded under current law in fiscal year 1996. By fiscal year 2000, the cut would be
20 percent : : ’

> The House bill terminates benefi s after 90 days for non-disabled, chlldless mdmduals between the ages of 18
and 50 unless they are working at least half-time or are in a workfare or other employment or training
program. However, states would be provided only $75 million a year for the establishment and operation of
workfare positions. As a result, [USDA estimates that 1.1 million people, many of whom are willing to work,
comply with all work requirements, and willing to engage in workfare would be denied food stamps because
they could not find employment in the private sector, and no workfare or trammg slot was made available to
them. :

> By allowmg an optional nutrmon program for AFDC rec1p1ents the nauonal umform nature of the Food
Stamp Program is changed s:gmﬁcantly . ~







~ with no growth or a det}:hne in populatton would be unaffected.

I :

SUMMARYOFHR 4

1
The Personal Responsrbility Act of 1995
b

As p'a.ssed by the House of Representatives on Mardz 24, 1995

‘l

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANTS FOR TENIPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAIVIILIES

Block Granting of AFDC: Elrrmnates all exrstmg statutory language on the purposes;
administration and requtrements of the AFDC, QC, JOBS and EA programs and replaces

them with a block grant to states. Eliminated, for example, are provrstons on individual .

entitlements, fraud, farLr hearings, state financial participation, consistent standards of need,
who in the family is eltgtble and statewide program availability. Separately, states would be
required to operate chtld support chtld protection, and foster care and adoption programs

" Funding: The block grant would be $15'390 296,000 for each y year from 1996 through 2000.

Adrmmstratron esttrnates show that this would cut spending to statés by approximately $11.4
brllton over 5 years. Addtttonally, for the years, 1997 through 2000, $100 million per year ;

: would be allocated among states that experrence population growth :

- §

State Allotment Each state wnuld be allotted a fixed amount of the Tttle I funds. Each

. state’s share would be’ equal to the greater of:

;t

(a) one—thtrd of the Federal obligations-to the state for AFDC and EA beneﬁts JOBS, and

A 'AFDC administration for FY 1992 thmugh FY 1994; or

|
(b) Federal obltgattons to the state under for AFDC and EA beneﬁts JOBS and AFDC
administration in FY 1994; ' t

-- multiplied by the ratto of Federal outlays for AFDC and EA beneﬁts JOBS, and AFDC
administration in FY 1994 to Federal obltgatlons to states in FY 1994 for AFDC and EA

‘benefits,; JOBS and AFDC administration. -

Since this formula would result in allocattons greater than the $15,390, 296 000 available -
under Title I, a reducttoln formula would be used to fit the allocations within the designated
funding limit. The Secretary of HHS would be given the authority to deterrmne a umform
percentage by which each state’s allocatton would be reduced. oo
The adjustrnent to each state s grant amount for an increase in populanon would be based on
the proportion of total growth experienced by each state. States that experience population
growth would receive atl additional allotment from the $100 million described above. States

o

State Bonus: Block grant amounts to states would be adJusted for a decrease in the rate of
non-marital births. Such rate is-defined as the total of non-marital births, plus any increase in
the number of abortions I1n 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 avatlabl'e (However; it is unclear whether these bonus payments would
_constitute an increase in the capped amount or if the bonus payments would be at the expense

of states\)who failed to achteve results.)
- a-1:% -point reduction i 13 the rate of non-marital births from the year precedtng enactment
would result in a 5% mcrease in a state’ s grant amount -

- a2%) (pomt reductton results mfa 10% increase in a state $ grant arnount

!‘».

‘t



SUMMARY OF THE PRA (HLR. 4) — consinued - - V Page 2

‘Ramy Day Funds: States may reserve unspent amounts of block grant funds for the purpose

of providing assistance in 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 account of $1 billion administered by the Secretary of 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 either of the previous 2 years. The maximum loan amount in
‘each fiscal year would be the lesser of half the annual allocation or $100 million.

Work Requirements: A state’s required work participation rate would be set at 10% in 1996 -
rising to 27% by 2000. a‘nd to 50% by 2003 for all families. The rate would increase from
50% to 90% by 1998 for two-parent families. A state’s participation rate would be reduced
by the same percentage as the state AFDC caseload was reduced from 1995 levels, but
reductions required by Federal law would not count. The Secretary can reduce the block

grant funding by up to 5% for failure to meet the annual participation standard Clnld care

‘would not be guaranteed for mandatory work participants.

! f.

Work Definition: Work acttvmes would include unsubsidized and subsrdtzed employment,

on-the-job training, subs1dlzed public sector employment or work experience, and job search
and job readiness acttvmes for the first four weeks an individual was- required to participate.
Single-parent families would be requtred to participate a minimum of 20 hours per week in
1996 rising to 35 hours i m 2002 and thereafter.” Two-parent families would be required to
participate a minimum of 35 hours per week. Participation in job search (besides the first
four weeks), job skills trammg, education (for those under 20 with no H.S. diploma), and
secondary school (for those under 20 with no H.S. diploma) would count towards the work
requirement if, for smgleaparent families, individuals participated in work activities for 20
hours per week and, for two-parent families, individuals participated in these activities for 30 k
hours per week. Educational activities for those over 20 (even those Wlth no H.S. dtploma)
would never count towards the, participation requtrement

\

- State Flexibility: States \would determine all rules relating to benefit levels and eligibility

criteria. The bill would eliminate current requirements for statewide standards of need and

‘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 Secretary i is prohibited
from regulating the conduct of the states or enforcmg any provision beyond what is specified
in the bill. States may pay benefits to interstate immigrants at the level of their original state
for up to 12 months. States would be allowed to transfer up to 30% of the funds to other
block grants. y ' '

State Requirements: Beneﬁts must be used to serve families with a minor child. States are
required to submit annual data on several measures and must submit to a bi-annual audit.
Additionally, under provrsrons from Title IV of this act; state social service agencies would be
required to provide the name, address and other information of 1llegal allens with elttzen
children to the INS.

. Prohibitions on States: iStates cannot use t‘ederal funds to provide cash ‘benefits to:
(1) - families who have been on the rolls for 5 cumulative years; i
) individuals receiving benefits under Title I of this act, SSI (except for some services

in Title VI) or Old Age Assistance unless such benefits are treated as income in
determining beneﬁt levels;,

| |
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SUMMARY OF THE PRA (H.R. 4) ~ continued - - Co ) , Pa'ges
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 mothers with children born out-of-wedlock (until they reach 18); However
- vouchers could be provided for the purchase of certain commodities and these farmlres
would be ehgrble for Medicaid; :
5) children born while parent is on AFDC or to parents who received welfare at any
- time during the 10 month period ending with the birth of the chrld (i-e., family cap).
" However, vouchers could be provided for the purchase of certain commodrtres and
these families would be eligible for Medicaid; and :
(6)  families not cooperatmg with the state child enforcement agency (e.g.,to establrsh
paternity) or who have not assigned to the state the child’s claim rights against non-
custodral parents : : :

' Addrtronally, begmmntr 1 year followmg the enactment of the bill, states must pay a reduced
benefit (a fine) to children whose paternity is not established. The reduction would be either
$50 or 15% of the monthly benefit (state choice) and would be in effect until paternity was .

~ established. Once paternity was established, the monies withheld as a penalty would be
remrtted to the family. | :
: |
States would be allowel:i to provide non-cash assistance to non-marned minor mothers with
children and other farnrlres denied additional cash benefits due to the birth of a child. This

" provision is intended to[ reduce the economic incentive to have an abortton

. Penalties:- If an audit determmes that funds were spent mapproprrately, the misspent amounts :
~can be withheld from future payrnents to the state. No single quarterly payment could be
reduced by ‘'more than 25% {Failure to achieve the required work participation rate would

“result in uptoas% reductmn of the state’s annual grant. Failure to provide requrred ‘
performance data would result in a 3% reduction. Finally, failure to participate 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 errts' AFDC would no longer be an entitlement to mdrvrduals States would be v
prohrbrted from using federal block grant dollars to provide benefits to a family that has been
on the rolls 5 years after they have attarned 18 years of age. States could exempt up to 10%
of the caseload from this requirement. However, since states determme 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. : » : ‘ o ‘

. Medicaid: Medicaid rules would remain- unchanged and ehgrbrhty for tradrtronal welfare
groups would be generally unaffected. - That is, despite major changes in eligibility for AFDC
" and despite broad state’ ﬂexrbrhty, Medicaid will continue to rely on pre-PRA welfare
eligibility criteria. Applicants would have.to go through two eligibility processes: (1) to -
determine if they are ehgrble for Medicaid on the basis of cash assistance block grant rules,
- and (2) to determine if they are eligible on the basis of pre-PRA AFDC rules. - o
| ‘ : :
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SUMMARY OF THE PRA (HLR. 4) ~ Continued o I Page 4

: f"~
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- Block Grant for Chnld Protection Services:' The current entitlement program for IV-E

Foster Care and Adoptlon Assistance Program, the capped state entitlements for Family
Preservation and Support and Independent Living, along with ‘a number of discretionary ,
_programs related to child abuse and neglect and child protection (including the current IV-B
Part I Child Welfare Servrces Program and the Child Abuse Preventron and Treatment Act)
would be consolidated! into a block grant to states.

Fundmg Funds for thls block _grant include two components (a capped entltlement to states :
and a dlscretronary portron ‘subject to annual approprlatron The total fundrng (1nclud1ng both
“Compotients) would be $4.416 billion in FY 1996; $4.681 billion in FY 1997, $4.993 billion
in ' FY 1998, $5.253 blllron in FY 1999, and $5.557 billion in FY 2000. Administration
estimates show that- resultlng spending would be reduced by $3.5 billion over 5 years.’

. . i : ) . , . . .
Maintenance of Effort: 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 unde'lr Titles IV-B and IV-E of the SSA in FY 1995..

~ State Allotment: The block grant funds would be allocated to the states based on the hlgher

of (1) one-third of the state s amount of Federal oblrgatlons for selected child protection
programs for FY 92 through FY 94; or (2) the state’s amount of Federal payments for those
programs for FY 94 Under Tltle II there would be no fundmg for Tribal Orgamzatlons
State Ehglblhty for Funds States must prov1de HHS with 1nformatlon on how they 1ntend
to use the funds and provide a series of certifications assuring that procedures are in place on - -
reporting 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 placement, for honormg adoption assistance agreements and for .
providing independent 11v1ng services. States must certlfy that child abuse and neglect
reporting procedures ar‘e in place and that the state has a mandatory reportmg law. A
declaration of a state’s quantlﬂable 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 could only ensure that certifications were in the plan

Purpose and Use of Funds ‘States are requ1red to use the funds to support the purposes of
the bill, including 1dent|1fy1ng and assisting families at risk of abusing or neglecting their
children; operating a sy‘stem of receiving reports on abuse or neglect; 1nvest1gat1ng families
reported; providing support treatment, and family preservation services to families which are,
or are at risk of, abusmg or neglecting their children; supporting children who must be
‘removed from or who cannot live with their families; making timely dec1s10ns about
permanent living arrang’ements and continuing evaluation and improvement of child
protection laws, regulatlons and services. The bill specifically notes that States may fund
abuse and neglect reporting systems, abuse and neglect prevention, family preservation, foster

care, adoption, program administration, and training. The bill suggests, but does not require,

* that states use adult: relatlves as the preferred foster care provider or adoptrve placement “1f
- such relatrves meet all State child protection standards." :

" Transfer of Funds: Begmmng in FY 1998 states may transfer up to 30 percent of funds
from this block grant to‘ other block grants, including those created by this bill as well as Tltle

- XX and any food and nutrition block grant that may be created by the 104th Congress

/WWWMT -- FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY
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Penalties: If a rf:qulred| audit finds that a state has used funds in a mannér not authorized by

law, funds equal to those illegally used are to be withheld the following year. However, not

~more than 25 percent of each quarterly payment can be withheld. - Also, the annual grant will

be reduced by 3 percentl if a state fails to submit the requrred data report within 6 months of
the due date. A state found to violate the interethnic adoption provisions would lose all of its
Title IT funds for the perrod of the vrolatron g

Chlld Protectron Standiards* States are required to operate a child protectlon program with

* the following standards: - protecting children, investigating reports of abuse and neglect

promptly, developing permanency plans for children removed from their homes and holding
dispositional hearings w1th1n 3 months of a fact-finding hearing, and reviewing out-of-home
placements every 6 rnoniths unless the child is already in a long term placement However,
there is no provision for, enforcmg these standards. T

Citizen Revxew Panels: | l 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 with applicable laws

and would make a report available to the public. There is no enforcement mechamsm

Study and Cleannghouse/Hothne. The PRA would prov1cle HHS wrth $6 million per year
in entitlement funding to[ conduct a national random-sample 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 chlldren at the Departmcnt of Justice. o

Data Collection and Reportmg. Annual state data reports would be requrred to be submitted ‘A

to HHS that would include basic aggregate data on the numbers of children abused and
neglected, in foster care, that received services, deaths that result from child abuse or neglect,
and other similar information. States could use survey data to comply with this requirement.
States must also provide data measuring their progress in meeting the goals in the law and a
summary response to the citizen review panel’s findings and recommendations. The Secretary
of HHS would issue an annual report of the data and provrde it to Congress and the public.

' leltatlon on Federal Authonty Other than what is specxﬁed in the law the Secretary may
~not regulate the conduct of states or enforce any provision of the law. For example this

prohibits enforcement of comphance with or substantive review of the state plan. Also, the
Secretary of HHS may not require a state to alter its child protection law regarding the
adequacy, type and urruﬁg of health care (whether medical, non—medxcal or spmtual)

Interethnic Adoptron Sect:on 553 of the Metzenbaum Multiethnic Placement Act of 1994
would be repealed. SCCthI‘l 553 specifies that while a state may not delay or deny placement
of children on the basis of race, color, or national origin, a state may consider "the cultural,
ethnic, or racial background of the child and the capacity of the prospective foster or adoptive
parents to meet the needs of a child of this background as one of a number of factors used to
determine the best interests of a child." The PRA provides that states could not deny or delay

~ foster or adoption placements based on the race, color, Lor national origin of the person or the
~child involved. It does not, however, contain a "permissible consideration” provision. In

addition, the PRA would change the natute 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 the| violation occurred, instead of being subject to the rangc of penaltles

‘provided by the Civil Rights Act of 1964.
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TITLE II: BLOCK GRANTS FOR CHILD CARE

. Block Granting HHS iiihrld Care Programs: The Personal Responsibility Act (H.R. 4)
~ would repeal three. programs authorized under Title IV-A of the Social Security Act:

~ (1) the AFDC/JOBS Child Care program, an entitlement program which guarantees Chlld care
assistance for AFDC fa’nulres who are working or in training; o
(2) the Transitional Chrld Care program, an entitlement program whrch guarantees child care

- assistance for up to 12 months for those AFDC recipients who earn théir way off the welfare
rolls; and '
(3) the At-Risk Child Care program, a capped entitlement whrch provrdes child care assistance

* for families at risk of becornmg welfare- dependent. o : :

| \

These three programs provrded states and territories with approxzmately $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 Grant (CCDBG), a program funded at $890.5 mrlllon in FY 1994

mlock grant would be a drscretronary program sub_rect to annual approprratlons It would
be authorized at $2.093 billion (FY 1994 combined funding level for all programs, plus $150
million) for each year from FY 1996 through FY 2000. Three percent is reserved for Indian
Tribes. One-half of one percent is reserved for territories and possessions. The amount
remarnmg is allocated- on the basis of funds received in FY 1994 under’ the CCDBG and IV-A
chrld care programs. - ! 4

Current law requirements to match federal funds and mamtam current chrld care expendrtures
. 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 g : :
. Ehgrbrhty The b111 would not modrfy the elrgrbrhty requrrements currently in the CCDBG
- The bill would elrrmnate the guarantee for assistance for welfare recipients who are working
‘or in training and for those who have worked their way off the welfare rolls.. States would
set their own priorities m determining who would receive chrld care subsrdres among families
at or below 75 percent of the state median income. ' -

R -
.!

~« . Parental Choice and Child Care Services: The Personal Responsrbrhty Act would not
_ modify the provisions of the CCDBG that assure parental choice of chlld care arrangements
- funded through grants, clontracts or certificates. -

. Elimination of Health and Safety Requrrements The blll includes a smgle requrrement that
' + child care providers comply with applrcable state and local health, safety, licensing or
registration rcqurrements but it would elrmmate most health and safety: requrrements currently
- in the CCDBG program,| including the assurance that states set their own standards for the
- prevention and control of infectious disease, burldmg and physical premises safety, and
provider training. It Would repeal state assurance.of provider compliance and state review of
licensing and regulatory requrremenrs It would remove the requirement that providers who
are exempt from licensing regrster with the state agency in order to recelve funding through
~ the block grant.
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TITLE III: BLOCK GRANTS :FOR NUTRITION ASSISTANCE

'Accountablhty o

‘ aState Match and Sugglantano The Personal Responsibility Act would @elete the requlrement )
~ -fora state match and t the requirement prohibiting states from using federal funds to replace
state and" local dollars: spent for child care servxces

1

Elimination of Set-Asnde to Improve the Quahty of Child Care and to Increase the
Availability of Early Childhood Development and Before- and After-School Care
Services: The Personal Responsibility Act would eliminate the prowsmn that sets aside 25

‘percent of block grant funding for activities such as resource referral, training, and consumer

education and monitoring to improve the quality of child care and to increase the availability

of early childhood dex'relopment and before~ and after-school care services.

3

| S
¥

:

Reporting Regmrements The PRA would replace current CCDBG reporting requlrements

~ with extensive new requirements for information concerning chlldren and families receiving

assistance. .

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

Block Granting of Nutrmon Programs: The bill would repeal the’ Commodlty Distribution
Reform Act and WIC Amendments of 1987, and the Child Nutrition and WIC Reauthorization
Act of 1989. It would/amend the Child Nutrition' Act of 1966 (which:authorizes the Special
Milk, School Breakfast, and WIC programs) to create a family nutrition block grant, and it

- would amend the Natlonal School Lunch Act (whlch authonzes the School Lunch program) to

create a school-based numtlon block grant.

The family nutrition block grant to states would be authonzed to provide WIC-type nutrition
assessment, food assnstance nutrition education and counseling, and referrals to health
services (including routme pediatric-and obstetric care) to economically disadvantaged women,

* infants, and young chﬁdren to provide meals, snacks, and milk to economically

disadvantaged chlldren in day care centers, family day care homes, homeless shelters,

~ settlement houses, recreatlonal centers, Head Start and Even Start programs, and child care

facilities for children with dlsabllmes and to provide summer food service programs to
economically disadvantaged children when school is not in session. WIC-type assistance
would have to be provided to eligible members of the Armed Services and their dependents
on an equitable basis with assistance provided to other eligible individuals. 'Likewise,.
nutrition assistance pm\l'lded under child care programs would be requxred to be provided
equitably on military mstallatlons : ~- » ‘

; : i .
Each state that submits }an application would also be entitled to receive:a school-based-
nutrition block grant to‘ safeguard the health and well-being of children through nutritious,
well-balanced meals and snacks; provide economically disadvantaged childreii access to free
or low cost meals, snacks and milk; ensure that the children served are receiving the nutrition
they require to take advantage of educational opportunities; emphasnze natural sources of
nutrients that are low m fat and sodium over enriched foods; provide a school nutrition .-
program; and minimize paperwork burdens and admmlstratlve expenses for schools.

!
T
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Funding: Approprratrotts for the Family Nutntton Block Grant would be authorized at
$4.606 billion for FY 1996 rising.to $5.308 billion for FY 2000. Authorrzed amounts would
remain available until the end of the fiscal year subsequent to the ﬁscal year for which they
‘were appropriated. = §

o * . ,
The school-based nutriti'on block grant 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
~ would be-in the form of commodities. -States could obligate their allotted funds in the fiscal

 year recerved or in the succeedmg fiscal year.

|
Allotment of Funds to §tates Appropriated nutrition block grant funds would be allotted 10
states each year as follows

First fiscal year: Each state s share of famtly nutrrtron block grant funds would be

~ served.

proportional to the share: of total funding it received under current law for the aggregate of
WIC (100 percent); homeless children nutrition (100 percent); and 87. S!percent of funds
received for the child- and adult care food program, the summer food service program, and

the special milk programl Each state’s share of the school-based nutrition block grant would ‘

~ be proportional to the share of total funding it received under current law for the aggregate of

the school breakfast program (100 percent); the school lunch program (100 percent); and 12.5
percent of funds received for the child and adult care food program, the summer food service
program and the specral mrlk prograrn

Second fiscal year: Nmety-ﬁve percent of fundmg would be allotted in propomon to its share
of preceding fiscal year fundmg The remarnmg five percent of fundmg would be allotted
based on: , , ,

L
L
1

. for the family n!utrition block grant -- the relative number of individuals in each

state who recetved assistance under the family nutrition block grant in the year ending |
June 30 of the precedmg fiscal year to the total mimber such individuals, or

o for the school-based nutrition block grant -- the relattve number of meals served in
each state in the year ending June 30 of the preceding fiscal year under the school-
based nutrition block grant to the total number of meals served in all states.

Thtrd and fourth fiscal vLars Nmety percent of fundmg would be allotted in proportion to its
share of preceding fiscal year funding, and 10 percent is allotted based on the relative number
of people (for the famrly[nutrrtlon grant) or meals (for.the school-based nutntron grant)

H
i
i

Fifth fiscal year: Elghty'-ﬁve percent of funding would be allotted in proportton to its share
of preceding fiscal year fundmg, and 15 percent is-allotted based on the relative number of
people or meals served »

Applrcatrons Must be Submxtted to the Secretary of Agriculture: States would be required |

L to set minimum: nutrxttonal standards based on the most recent tested nutritional research

available, although they could use the model nutrition standards’ developed by the National
Academy of Science.’ The state applications for both the family and school-based nutrition
-block grants would have to include an agreement to take reasonable steps to restrict the use
"and disclosure of 1nformatton about recipients. In addition, for the famlly nutrition block
grant, the state would ha\lle to agree to spend not more than five percent of its grant amount

I | ‘ WMW FOR INTERNAL USEOA&Y*'
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for administrative costs, except that costs associated with nutritional risk assessments and
nutrition education and counselmg would not be considered administrative costs. In the case
of the school-based nutrmon block grant, the state would be required to agree to spend not -
more than two percent )of its grant amount for admlmstratlve CcOosts. Annual reports would
also be required for both grants
. ~Use of Amounts: The} bill would require states to use at least 80 percent of all family
- nutrition block grant funds to.provide WIC-type services and the remainder on meals and
snacks to children in chtld care and other non-school settings. Funds could only serve
persons under 185 percent of poverty. States would also be required to establish cost
containment measures: for the procurement of infant formula, and to re-invest the resulting
savmgs in providing fanuly nutrition ass1stance

The school-based nutrtt'ton block grant funds provxde meals ‘and snacks to students. Etghty
percent of the block grant funds would have to be used to provide free or low cost meals or
'snacks to children below 185 percent of poverty. In addition, states would aiso be required to
ensure that food semce programs are established and carried out in private nonprofit schools .
and Department of Defense domestic dependents’ schools on an eqmtable basis with food
programs ‘in pubhc schools : :
States would also, be authortzed to transfer up to 20 percent of block grant funds to carry out
a state program pursuant to Title IV-A, Title IV-B, or Title XX of the Social Security Act; or
the Child Care and. Development 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 of. the family or school-based nutrition block grants

Wlth respect to the prov1s1on that nine percent of the avatlable school-based nutrition
assistance would be prowded to states in the form of commodities, states would be prohibited
from requiring mdmdual school districts, private nonprofit schools, or Department of
Defense domestic dependents schools which had been receiving commodity assistance in the
form of cash payments‘or commodity letters of credtt in lieu of entitlement commodities as of
January 1, 1987, to accept commodities for use in their district, except.at the request of the
affected school district. | Such schools/districts are permitted to continue receiving commodity
assistance in the form that they received it as of January 1, 1987.
Schools would also- be Il)rohxblted from: physxcally separatmg children eltglble for free or low
cost meals or snacks from other children, overtly identifying such children by use of such
means as special token51 or ttckets or announced or published lists of names or from
otherw1se dlscnnunatmg agamst such chlldren ‘

*  Reports: States would be requtred to report to the Secretary of Agnculture each year for

o both block grants on: the number of individuals receiving assistance, the different types of
food assistance provxded 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 nutrlttxonal quality. The Fatmly Nutrition Block Grant would also require *
repertmg on the numbet of low btrthwetght births in the state that year compared to the
number in the previous ; year and any other information the Secretary deems to be -
appropriate. The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant would require reporting on the

different types of food a‘ssnstance provided to individuals receiving assnstance .the total number

o - -
i
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of meals served to students mcludmg the percentage of such meals served to econormcally

‘ dlsadvantaged students and any other mformanon the Secretaty deems to be appropnate

Penaltm Any farmly or school-based nutrition block grant amount found to have been used
in violation of the farmly or school-based nutrition block grant programs as a result of an
audit would have to be repaid, except that any quarterly payment of block grant funds to the
state would not be perrmtted to be reduced by more than 25 percent. ' The block grant(s)
would also be reduced by three percent if a state failed to submit its requlred fiscal year
report(s) within s:x rnonths of the end of the precedmg fiscal year.

Assrstance to Chlldren Enrolled in anate Nonprofit Schools and Department of Defense

" Domestic Dependents’ Schools In Case of Restrictions on State or Failure by State to

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
nonprofit schools or Department of-Defense domestic dependents’ schools in any state which

~is prohibited by state law from using block grant funds to provide assistance to such children.
. If the Secretary arranges for such assistance, the amount of the grant | for such 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
Secretary of Defense funds and commodities to establish and carry out food service programs
for students in Department of Defense overseas dependents’ schools. - The amount of needed
funds and commodities would be determined by the two Secretaries, and would be reserved
from the amounts avatlable to the states for the school-based nutnnon block grant

Model Nutrition Standards for Food Assnstance for Pregnant, Postpartum and
Breastfeeding Women, Infants and Children: The PRA would requrre the National
Academy of Science, in cooperation with pediatricians, obstetricians, nutrltlonlsts and (WIC)
program directors, to develop model nutrition standards for food assistance for pregnant,

* postpartum, and breastfeeding women, infants and children -- by April 1996. Such nutrition

standards would requu'e that the food assistance provided to such women, infants, and

children contain requlred nutrients (as determined by nutritional research) found to be lacking
in their diets. : :

i
{
‘e

" The bill would aiso require the National Academy of Science, in cooperanon w1th

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 Nattonal Academy of Science would be required to prepare and submit to

the Congress a report on state efforts to implement the model nutrition standards.

TITLE IV: RESTRICTINGiw;ELrARE AND PUBLIC BENEFITS FOR ALIENS

NonCitizens Ineligible for Assistance:

. Legal Immigrants‘ -- Undeér these provisions, except for the exceptions noted below,

noncitizens lawflilly present in the United States would-be ineligible for federal assistance
under five programs (SSI Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant, Social Services (Title
XX) Block Grant, Medrcaxd and Food Stamps). " States and localities would determine
eligibility requxrernents for legal immigrants, subject to the same exceptions as apply to

‘federal programs (see below), except the disability exemptlon would only apply to the five -

Federal programs and not to state programs.

R . N u:
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Exceptions -- The followmg would be exempted from the _general ehgrbrhty bar for legal
immigrants under the 5 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
or possession of the Umted States who are veterans honorably discharged from the U.S.
Armed Forces, active duty personnel in the Armed Forces or the spouse or unmarried

~ dependent child of veterans or active duty military; refugees until five, years after their entry
into the U.S.; and lega} permanent residents who are unable to naturalize due to a physrcal or
developmental dxsabrlxty or 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, }m~k1nd emergency assistance (including emergency medical servrces)
would be exempted from the general bar. »

Legal Nonimmigrants - No lawfully present nonimmigrants (i.e., peoi:»le admitted for
“temporary periods and limited purposes, such as tourists, diplomats, journalists, and
temporary workers) would be eligible for.any Federal, State, or local means-tested public
benefit program except for non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance (including emergency
medical services) and varlous housing and community development assistance administered by
HUD. Nommnugrants\ as'a class are not currently eligible for the major welfare benefits.

s

Three groups of ‘la'wfuuy present nonimmigrants: asylees; temporary agricuitural workers, and

persons whose deportation has been withheld under section 243(h) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, would]be exempt from the provision limiting eligibility for nommrmgrants
" (even though the INA does not consider asylum and withholding deportatron as nonimmigrant
statuses). These three classes of aliens would be ineligible for benefits under the five Federal
~programs mentioned above, but eligible for other Federal means-tested assistance, and ’
potentially eligible for state or local means- tested public assistance. "

The Attorney General would be authornzed to determine whrch 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 categorles listed in the bill.

. ‘
Hllegal Aliens -- Illegal aliens would not be eligible for any Federal, State, or local means-

- tested public assistance except for non-cash, in-kind emergency assistance, including
emergency medical services and various housing and community development assistance
administered by HUD. |(There is no specific exemption allowing illegal aliens to be provided

- public health assistance for: certain immunizations and testmg and treatment of commumcable 4
disease.) ; |

. : | .

e Notrficatlon' Each Federal agency that administers a program for which these provisions

. would affect the ehglbllr'ty of noncitizens currently receiving aid would be required to provide
notification to the pubho and to program recipients of the changes in eligibility:

e _  Sponsorship and Deeming; Sponsorship documents would become legally binding until the

* immigrant attained citizenship. The government would be able to recoup any government
benefits paid to rmmrgrants from sponsors. However, immigrants denied benefits would be
unable to sue sponsors to require sponsors to provide financial support. The time period for
deeming would be extended to until the immigrant attained citizenship and would apply to all
federal, state and local rrleans-tested public assistance programs. The deeming-until-

L | .
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§ <
cmzenshlp rules would apply to an immigrant whose sponsor had sxgned the new, legally

binding affidavit estabhshed by this Act. : .

'Definitions: The deﬁmtlon of "means-tested publxc benefits program is spemf‘xcally deﬁned
to be "a program of pubhc benefits (including cash, medical, housing, and food assistance and
social services) of the Federal Government or of a State or political subdmsxon of a State in
which the eligibility of an individual, household, or family eligibility unit for benefits under

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

resources, or financial need of the individual, household, or unit." This definition is vague

-and it is unclear whreh[ SpCClﬁC 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 restnctxons based on citizenship status (if these programs were to be

determined as means-tlested") The ambxgmty of the definition would likely result i in legal
resolutxon in the courts. \

S , .

I

TITLE V: FOOD STAMP REFORM AND COMMODITY DISTRIBUTION

L]

Consolidation of Sevel%al Commodity Distribution Programs: The Personal Responsibility
Act would repeal The Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 and would amend .the Hunger

- Prevention Act of 1988i the Commodity Distribution Reform Act and WIC Amendments of

1987, the Charitable Assmtanee and Food Bank Act of 1987, the Food Security Act of 1985,
the Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973, and the Food, Agnculture .
Conservation, and Trade Act of 1990. It would combine several Food Distribution Programs
into one Consolidated Grant including the Commodity Supplemental Food Program, the
Emergency Food Assrstance Program, the Food Banks/Soup Kitchens Program and the
Commodity Program for Charitable Institutions and summer camps. The Secretary of
Agriculture would be au thorized to purchase commodities for emergency feeding programs,
but would be prohibited‘ from using the appropriated funds for initial processing and
packaging of commodities into customer-friendly sizes, of for distributing the commodities to
states (as they are currently authorized). Commodity Credit Corporation or Section 32 funds
could be used for these aurposes 1f they were avaxlable S P
i
Ehmmanon of Econormc Responsxveness The PRA would set acap¢ on annual food stamp /
expendltures hmmng program expenditures to the Congressmnal Budget Office (CBO)

(LS —

““estimates of expected program 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 1mperfect estimates. If CBO’s estimates prove too low, ‘the bill requires
across-the-board cuts in beneﬁts in order to compensate for increased part1c1patlon

Elimination of Natmnal‘ Ehglblhty and Benefit Standards: The Personal Responsxblhty Act
would permit states to operate a "simplified food stamp program," either statewide or in any
political subdivision, for, families that receive cash welfare assistance. Under such a program,

- households receiving regular cash benefits under the temporary assistance for needy families

block grant would be prewded food starnp-benefit amounts that would be determined by using

the same rules and procedures thdt would be used by the state for its cash welfare block grant ~ -

program. States that choose this option to design their own eligibility and benefit standards

" . would be required to ensure that average food stamp benefits for welfare families do not rise
faster than 2 percent per! year regardless of mﬂanon

1
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. Limits on Thrifty Food Plan Adjustments: The Personal Responslblhty Act would hmrt

increases in the Thrifty Food Plan (around which the food stamp benefit structure is built) to
two percent per year, regardless of the increase in food costs. Under current law, the value
of food stamp benefits has generally kept pace with food prices through annual adjustments to
the Thrifty Food Plan based on food inflation. ‘

Changes in Income Dehuctmns, ‘Energy Assrstance and Vehicles: The Personal

Responsibility Act would freeze the standard income deduction (avarlable to all food stamp

- households) and the 11m1t on excess shelter expense deductions (available to families whose

housing costs exceed half its income) at their current level, and would limit shelter expense
deductions that could be claimed by recipients of assistance under the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). It would also delete a current law provision allowing
states to designate a por'tion of public assistance payments as energy assistance and thereby... °
disregard it . it as income. for food stamp. purposes. - The bill would.also freeze at $4,550 the .
‘portion of the market value of a vehicle that is excluded from countable resources. Since the
limit was initially set at $4,500 in 1977, the CPI for used cars has risen over 150 percent.
Recent leglslatlon had raxsed and called for indexing thlS value after 1996 ‘

Work Reqmrements for Program Participants Between 18 and 50 The bill would
terminate food stamp beneﬁts after 90 days for able-bodied adults aged;18 to 50 who have no
dependents, unless they : are working at least half time or are in a workfare or other
employment. and trammg program. The bill would eliminate the $75 million a year and 50-50
matching funds provrded to' states for food stamp employment and-training programs, and
would instead provide $75 million’ (plus 50-50 matching funds for additional state
expenditures) a year forthe establishment and _operation of workfare programs which is
estimated to fund approxxmatelyfséb 000 workfare slots. This _requirement could be waived
by the Secretary of Agriculture at a'state’s request if an area had an unemploymient rate of

- over 10 percent, ‘or the area did not have sufficient jobs to provide employment to those

subject to the requ;rement

Encouragmg Electromt:} Benefit Transfer (EBT) Systems The Personal Responsrbtllty Act

would encourage states tlo implement EBT systems by providing- that, once they have

~ statewide EBT systems in place, they would have the option to convert thelr entire food stamp

program into a block grant States that implement EBT systems would: ‘have to include on the
card a photograph of the' household members to whom thé card is issued. The amount of the
block grant would be either the amount of federal food stamp spending in the state during FY
1994, or the average annual amount spent from FY 1992-1994, and would be frozen at-a set
amount, without regard to food price inflation or increases in poverty populatron

Additionally, provisions jof Tltle VIII of this Act would exempt state and local government

~ electronic benefit transfer (EBT) programs from the requrrements of Regulatlon E (consumer

protection) governing electromc fund transfers. - . .

Freezing the Minimum Allotment The bill would freeze at $10 the rmmmum benefit for
households of s1ze one or two mamly with elderly or dtsabled members.

Program Integnty Thel Personal Responsrbrhty Act would deny food stamp beneﬁts for 10

~ years to individuals found to have fraudulently mlsrepresented their_residence in order.to,

obtain benefits 31multan&ously in more than.one state. No.individual who has an unpaid §
court-ordered child support hablhty would be eligible to partrclpate in the food stamp -
program Beneﬁts ‘would also be denied to” fugitive felons, and probatlon and parole

¥
ki
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TITLE VI. SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS -

Denial of Benefits to Addicts: Individuals whose addiction to alco,h'olt'.or drugs is material to
the finding of disability|would be made ineligible for SSI and would also lose their Medicaid
eligibility. Existing law regardrng representative payee requirements. for addicts and

- alcoholics, treatment requ1rements ‘monitoring and testing are ellrrunated for SSI (but remain

in effect for DI beneﬁclarres) ~Of the savings resulting from this provision, $400 million over
5 years would be devoted to providing substance abuse treatment through the Capacrty
Expansion Program and to ‘funding- ‘medication development research through the National

Institute on Drug Abuse The bill would also amend the authorizing legislation for the

- Capacity Expansion Program transforming it from a discretionary grant program to a formula.

grant, distributed-according to the same formula as the alcohol and drug treatment block

- grant: Certain existing requirements in the Capacity Expansion Program (e.g. a state match)

would be maintained, and some requirements from the alcohol and drug treatment block grant
(e.g. priority for resrdentlal treatment services for pregnant women) would apply to the new

| funding as well. Addmonal funds provided for treatment through this provrsron would not be
‘tied to the population denred SSI benefits.

- SSI Eligibility R&stnctrons For Children with Drsabrlrtres The functional impairment test

using the Individual Functronal Assessment (IFA) for determining disability would be

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

(cash and Medicaid) six [months after enactment. Children who are currently SSI eligible
because they have a drsabrlrty that meets or equals the listings of impairments would continue
to receive cash benefits and Medicaid. For applicants after enactment, ‘cash benefits and
Medicaid would only be, available for.children who meet the medical listings AND are
institutionalized or would be institutionalized if they do not receive persona'l assistance

services required- because of their disability. Personal assistance services are defined as

|
hands-on, stand-by, or cueing assistance with activities of daily living (eating, toileting,

" bathing, dressing and transferrmg) and, as appropriate, the administration of medical

treatment. A child who’rs overseas as a dependent of a member of the U S. Armed Forces .
and who is eligible for the block grant services but not cash benefits under the new criteria
would be eligible for cash benefits until they return to the United States

States would be required‘ to redetermine eligibility for cash benefits and, for services under the
block grant (see below) at least every 3 years unless it is determined that the child’s condition
cannot improve. For all children who receive cash benefits or services, within one year of
the child’s eighteenth brrthday, states would be required to redetermine elrglbrlrty for SSI.: A
continuing disability review; (CDR) would be required after one year for low birth weight -
babies. A review of the appropriateness of the mental 1mpa1rments lrstmg by the Childhood
Drsabllrty Commission would be required. ;
New Block Grant for Clhrldren ‘with Drsabrlrtlos Children who qualify for-SSI cash
benefits would be elrgrble for services, using existing delivery systems where possible, under-
a new block grant. In addmon children considered disabled under the medical impairments

listings but not eligible for cash benefits weould be: e11g1ble for Medicaid:and additional

medical and non-medrcal‘ services (including services that are authorized under Medicaid),

- under a block grant. Thrs block grant would be an entitlement to states The Commissioner
" of SSA is authorized to specrfy the services that may be made available: under the block grant.

Cash payments to recrprents would not be permltted under the block grant States would have

......

applicant with an opportumty to have an assessment to determme the need for services:

| |
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SUMMARY OF THE PRA (H.R. 4) - co'ntinued : : - : : Page 15

TITLE VII: CHILD SUPPORT |

-~ match occurs. : }

However, states would have discretion to determine: (1) which services would be offered
under the block grant, hased on a list promulgated by the Commissioner of SSA; (2) the
amount and scope of each service; and, (3) which children receive each service. . The value of
services would not be taken into account in determining an individual’s eligibility for other
cash assistance programs. . ' '
Prior to using block grant funds for authorized services, states would have to make every
reasonable effort to uselother state and federal funds and payments from private entities which
are legally liable. In fact, states would have to maintain their non-federal spending on
services to this populatron the mainténance of efforf (MOE) amount would be based on a two
year period prior to October 1, 1995, and increased annually for inflation. States would be
allowed to spend the MOE' dollars on any allowable services included in the Commissioner’s
list -- i.e., the MOE is on dollaramounts not specific services or programs

A state’s allotment of the block grant funds would equal the product oﬁ 75 percent of the -

average qualifying chlld’s annual cash SSI benefits in the state and the number of children in
the. state who meet the lrstmgs but don’t receive cash benefits. - States that do not participate in

‘the block grant program| would be prohibited from using Social Security Numbers for other
‘ purposes, €.g., “driver’ sllrcense applications, general assistance applrcatrons etc.

, SSI Block Grant for Temtones The PRA would establrsh a new block grant for SSI

recipients in Puerto cho U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa. This provision -
would be budget neutralr Puerto Rico, U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam and American Samoa do
not currently operate an SSI program, rather benefits are provided to this group through a

‘block grant that serves the low income aged; blind, and disabled. This provision would be
. necessary because the new Title I transitional assrstance restricts the funds to be used for SSI

recrprents : L

[

State Supplementary Payments States would no longer be requrred to ma1nta1n ‘state
supplementary payments to' recipients. :

5

S . j s o ! ‘
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 chrld support payments using an automated centralrzed collections unit.
States would then be able to monitor child support payments and take automatrc enforcement
actions' when payments are missed. The registry would also contain information on pending

paternity establrshment cases that are prov1ded services through the CSE system

Reporting of New Hrres States would be required to establrsh a State Directory of New
Hires. A National Drrectory of New Hires is to be established within the Federal Parent
Locator Service. Employers would be required to report information (i.e., W-4 form or

“equivalent information) on 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
automated matches of new hires against the State central support order registry. States must
also report their new hire 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 requrred to execute wage wrthholdmg for any employee for which a

ARART - FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY
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Interstate Child Support. States would be required to adopt, with the exception of a few
modifications, the Umform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA). States are permitted to
enforce interstate cases using an administrative process. The Secretary of HHS must issue

umform forms for usemf enforcement of Chlld support in interstate cases.

I

Paternity Estabhshment. Individuals who apply for or receive asszstance under the
Temporary Family Assmtanoe Program must cooperate with child support enforcement efforts
by providing specific 1dent1fymg information about the noncustodial parent. Good cause .
exceptions may be apphed States would be required to have a varlety of procedures designed
to expedite and improve paternity establishment performance. States would be required to

_ publicize the avallablllty and encourage the use of procedures for voluntary establishment of

paternity and child support Children receiving AFDC for whom patermty is not estabhshed
would receive a reduced benefit (see Title I).

Fundmg and Performance Based Inicentives: The exnstmg system of mcentnve payments
would be replaced wtth a new system under which States could receive: increases up to 12
percentage points for outstandtng performance in establishing paternity and up to 12
percentage points for overall performance. States would be required to recycle incentive.
payments back into thc child support program. The current federal match of 66 percent of
costs incurred by the W-D agency is retained. States would receive enhanced funding of
$260 million to make improvements in their ADP systems that are required by the Act. -

Distribution and Pass-Through Pohcm The $50 pass—through and disregard for AFDC.

: families would be ehrmnated The state could pass all child support through to the family but

it must be treated as mcome in determining their AFDC benefit-amount. Families no longer
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 AFDC recoupment.

. Establishment and Modlt'icatlon of Support Orders: States would be requlred to review
" and, if appropriate, adjust all child support orders enforced by the state child support agency

every 3 years. States could use automated means to accomplish review and adjustment by
either using child support gutdchncs applying a cost of living increase to the order and giving
the parties an opportunity to contest, or without showing a change in the circumstances of the

_parties. States could also review and, upon a showing of change in circumstances, adjust

orders according to the Chlld support guidelines upon the request of a party.

Enforcement of Cluld Support Orders: In addition to the establishment of a new hire
reporting directory to asmst in the enforcement of child support orders, all child support

orders issued or modxﬁed before October 1, 1996, which are not ctherwrse subject to income
withholding, would be unmedlately 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 personnel locator service that contains the address of every member of
the Armed Services (mcludmg retirees) and make this information available to the Federal
Parent Locator Service., Various enforcement tools are included such as providing States the
authority to revoke or suspend driver’s licenses, professional and occupatlonal licenses, and

 recreational licenses of mdmduals owing overdue support. B L

Visitation and Access. Grants* Grants would be made to States for access and visitations'
related programs :
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PROGRAMS AF FECTED BY BLOCK GRANT PROVISIONS OF H.R. 4

|

Programs Affected

AFDC

—
Entitlemenfi Status
Under Current Law

|
Individual Entitlement

ki

{ Title I - Cash Assistance Block Grant

‘ Uncapped, Federal Match

Funding
Under Current Law

IV-E Foster Care

t

Individual Entitlement

JOBS State Capped Elrltitlement Capped, Federal Match
Emergency State Entitlemenlt Uncapped, Federal Match
Assistance ‘ '

| , .
| Title II - Child Protection Block Grant

Uncapped, Federal Match

Grant Entitlement to_States_with{no State '
Grant |

Adoptien Assistance
Program

Individual Entitlement
|

Uncapped, Federal Match

'Progr’ams Would be Repealed

Family Preservation

State Capped| Enlitlement

Capped, Federal Mateh

Independent Living

State Capped Entitlement

Capped, Federal (with State
Match above $45 Million)

Child Welfare Services

Formula Grant

Federal Match

Other Child Abuse &
Neglect‘

AFDC/JOBS Child Care

|
Formula Grant and

Discretionary

Individual Entitlement

Varies

Title III - Child Care Block Grant

Transitional Child Care

Individual Entitlement

Uncapped, Federal Match

Uncapped, Federal Match

At-Risk Child Care

State Capped\En;itlement,

Capped, Federal Match

Child Care Development
“Block Grant

I
D|scret|onary|

|

Federal Only

Other Child Care

WIC Program

Discretionary|

Titles IIT and V -'Faxﬁily Nutrition, School-Based -and Food Stamp Block Grants

Discretionary '
' |

Federal Only

Federal Only, (Some States
Supplement)

School Lunch & Breakfast

— ,
Individual Entitlement
. -

Mostly Federal, Uncapped-

Other Child Nutrition
Programs .

Individual Entitlement

Federal Only, Uncapped -

Provisions Under H.R. 4

Indivldual Entitlement Status for These
Programs Would be Repealed

Would be Replaced by a Capped Block_

Match or Mamtenance of Effon Reqmred

Individual Entitlement Status for These

Would be Replaced by..a Block .Grant to__
States, (wnh no State Match Requ1red)
Consisting of 2 Components: a Capped
Entitlement to States and ‘a Discretionary
Appropriation

t

Individual Entitlement Status for These _
Programs Would be Repealed

Would be Replaced by a Dlscretlonagx
Block _Grant.to-States- wnh 16 State Match
or Mamtenance of Effort Required /

SR NP

Individual Entitlement Status for These
Programs Would be Repealed

Would, be Replaced by_Capped.Block
Grants; to States with no_State Match-or
Maintenance of Effort Required

"Food Stamps

. !
Individual Entitlement

Federal Only. Uncapped

Would Become a Capped Entitlement

—

Includes:

l
CAPTA programs, Crisis Nurserles Abandoned Infants ‘Assistance, Adoption Opportunmes McKinney Act Famlly

Support. Centers, HUD Famlly Umﬁcatlon Children’s Advocacy Centers and DOJ Prosecution grants
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Table 1 Plehmmary Estlmates of Reductions Proposed by H.R. 4 b

" HR 4 will reduce spendmg

on programs for low mcome md1v1duals by approxunately $69 bxlhon

over the five years between 1996 and 2000
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" TABLE 1

PRELIMINARY ESTIMATES OF REDUCTIONS PROPOSED BYHR. 4

(Loss per Year In Billions of Dollars)

SOURCE:

Titles I ‘11, and III preliminary HHS estimates, Titles Il and V - preliminary Department of Agnculture estimates; Titles IV, VI and VII - CBO estimates.

NOTE:

-a. This estimate does not include child care repeaders

b. The language in H.R. 4 for the Food Stamp cap makes no allowance for imperfect estimates. ’I'hls analysis assumes that the bill language will change to reflect the fact that
- there are Food Stamp offsets in the rest of the bill.

¢. These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewgd by OMB.

o : - SYEAR
1996 1997~ 1998 1999 - 2000 TOTAL
TITLEI ~ CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT/a A 0.3 A9 24 31 38 - -1L4
TITLEIl  CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 06 05 . 06 0.8 20 . 35
TITLE I CHILD CARE AND CHILD NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS 1.2 a4 w7 a8 2.1 82
: CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT : 0.1 02 03 0.4 05 -1.6
‘ ~ FAMILY AND SCHOOL-BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANTS . 11 12 13 1.4 .16 66
TITLE IV RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR mcmwrs -0.04 32 34 35 38 138)
=+ ——- =SS RESTRICTIONS , e - 2004 17 18 19 21 a5
' _‘MEDICAIDRESTRICTIONS . .. ... . i 000 S LS a6 17 - 63
|TITLEV ~ FOOD STAMP PROGRAM CHANGES ' ' ' 2.1 43 5.0 5.6 6.1 232
REDUCE COLA FOR THRIFTY FOOD PLAN TO 2% PER YEAR 02 0.5 09 1.4 18 - 47
FREEZE STANDARD DEDUCTION AND SHELTER DEDUCTION CAP 02 0.6 1.0 1.1 14 43
. ENERGY ASSISTANCE 0.3 0.3 0.3 03 0.3 1.3
NO FOOD STAMPS FOR IMMIGRANTS - 0.0 0.8 0.8 07 0.7 a1
THREE MONTH ELIGIBILITY FOR ABLE-BODIED ADULTS ~
WITH NO DEPENDENTS ST SR S SR It SR ) 62
REMAINDER OF PROVISIONS 0.03 01° 01 01 - 01 04
REDUCTIONS FOR EXCEEDING CAP/b 0.0 08 -0 08 07 33
TOTAL FOOD STAMP OFFSETS FROM OTHER TITLES 0.5 0.9 1.2 1.5 18 . 59
TITLE VI SUPPLEMENTAL 'SECURITY INCOME REFORMS - A5 . 24 2.7 3.0 37 -13.4
DENIAL OF BENEFITS FOR DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLICS 0.4 04 0.4 0.4 05 2.1
RESTRICTIONS FOR CHILDREN 0.9 2.4 3.1 37 4.1 -14.8
BLOCK GRANT FOR DISABLED CHILDREN 0.0. 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.5 3.9
OTHER PROVISIONS 003 004 004 - 004 005 02
DRUG TREATMENT 00 . 01 01 . 01 0.1 0.4
MEDICAID EFFECTS 0.1 01 01 ot 0.1 0.5
FITLE VI CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORMS 0.2 02 0.2 0.2 02 L0
© 70 " CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT . _ B 02 02 01 .02 02 09
_ 'MEDICAID EFFECTS " 00 000 0@ 004 007 01
K;RAND TOTAL OF HOUSE REPUBLICAN BILL 5.8  -13.0 -14.7 -16.5 -18.9 -68.6
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Table 2 - Overall Fiye Year i?unding Losses. from H.R. 4 |

- Fifth Year Spendmg Reductions ' ' |

l‘

o>

In the fifth year of 1mplementat10n federal spending for programs for low income children and
famllres w1ll be reduced by t14 percent under the House Republican B111

H. R. 4 reduces cash assrstance spendlng by 20 percent federal chrld care spending by 19 percent
child protection spendlng by 15 percent, SSI spending by 13 percent, child nutrition spendlng by
11 percent, and Food Stampls spendrng by 20 percent (excludlng Food Stamp offsets). ‘

Reductions Over Five Years ‘ I?

>

Over five years between FY1996 and FY2000 H. R 4 will reduce federal spendrng on programs - -

.for low -income chrldren and famrlres by § 12 percent

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 percent over five years; this figure was 20 percent under the original
H.R. 1214 and has decreased because of the Johnson child care amendment adding $750 million of
funding over five years. Cash :assistance spending is reduced by 13 percent, child protectron

spending by 12 percent, SSI\ spendmg by 11 percent, and chrld nutrition by 10 percent.
. |

IR
B




TABLE 2

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

5 Year

Cash Assistance Block Grant . ) o ) .
Baseline . 16,263 16,672 17,352 17,931 . 18,580 - 19,260 89,795,

1995 1 . 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 . Totals

v

Dollar Cut in Funding/2 S} 21?2 -1,851 2,431 3,080 -3,760  -11,394
" Percentage Cut in Funding S . 2% -11% -14% - -17% -20% “13%

Child Protection Block Grant =~ : ' - ’ o '

. Baseline : - 4,280 | . 5,054 5,200 5,628 6,087 . 6,588 28,557
‘Dollar Cut in Funding o » -615  -495 --612 . -812  -1,008 3,542
Percentage Cut in Funding . -12% @ -10% 11% 0 -13% . -15% -12%

Child Care Block Grant : C - ' ] o ) O -
Baseline B : 2,171 2,235 2,331 _..2421 . 2506259 .. 12,087 — - : T ———
Dollaf Cut'in Funding ‘ : : -142 - 238 -328 413 -501 -1,622 - .
Percentage CutinFunding - - . —=-~_ | - 6% — -10% ---14% - 16% —-19% " 13% = .

Child Nutrition Block Grants T ' - : .

‘Baseline o 11,561 { 12,378 12,923 13,509 14,095 14,725 =~ 67,630
Dollar Cut in Funding . -1,091 -1,190 -1,337 -1,437 -1,569 . 6,624 .
Percentage Cut in Funding - ‘ . 9% 9%  10% = -10% -11% 10%

Food Stamps _ : L E ' o o
Baseline/3 - , .o 25,159 | 26,120 27,347 28,521 . 29,677 30,846 142,511
Dollar Cut in Funding B 2,140 4,305 -5050 -5585 -6,115  -23,195
Percentage Cut in Funding i - 8% -16% . -18% . -19% -20% -16%

* Food Stamp Offsets from Other P:ovisiéns’/é -~ 530 895 1,195 1475 1,795 5890

SSI Reforms | o 1. _ - S
Baseline 26,600 | 27,700 32,500 35,600 38,900 45,600 . 180,300

- Dollar Cut in Fundmg : . - -1,439 -4,094 -4,481 4,882 -5,817 20,713
Percentage Cut in Fundmg . 5% -13% -13% -13% 13% . -11% .

TOTAL BASELINES 86,034 | 90,159 97,653 103 610 109,845 119,613 520,880 ‘_ ‘

TOTAL DOLLAR CUTS IN FUNDING -5,169 A1278 13,044 -14,734 16,975 -61,200 T

PERCENTAGECUTINF’UN})ING N N 6% _ -12% -13% -13% 4% - -12% U

OTHER SPENDING CHANGES/S - | 312 1,686 1,689 - 1,821 -1,902 . 7,410 - “ ’

TOTAL FUNDING CUTS -5,481' -12,964 -14,733 -16,555 -18,877 -68,610

NOTES:

All estimates are prellm!nary Cash Assistance, Child Pmtection and Chi!:l Care are prelimlnary HHS wtimnta
SS1 Reforms is a CBO estimate. Child Nutrition and Foed Stamps are preliminary Department of Agriculture estimates.

2. This estimate does not include child care repeaters. They are included in the child care estimate.
3. Baseline figures do not include Puerto Rico.

© 4,
5
6

Food Stamps offsets are from the Cash Assistance, SSI Reforms, and child support enforcemem estimates,

. Other spending changes include Medicald savings, funding for treatment for drug addicts and alcoholics, and child support en!orccment savings.
. These are unofficial estimates, whlch have not been reviewed by OMB.



- Table 3 - Estimated Five‘ Yieaf Reduction in SpendingAUn_der the Cash Assistance Block Grant
The new Cash As51stancc Bl?ck Grant consolidates AFDC benefits and adrnmlstratlon Emergency
Assistance, and the JOBS program. Under current law, $90 billion over the five years between -
FY1996 and FY2000 would lbe 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




| ESTH\'IATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING UNDER THE CASH ASSISTANCE BLOCK GRANT H R. 4

(Dollars in Mllllons)

FY1998

Five Year

Budget Authority _

REPEAL:
AFDC Benefits__

" |Emergency Assistance
» JOBS

. [Total Federal
Budget Authorlty

Block Grant -
Budget Authority:

Rainy Day Fund
Budget Authority

Evaluation o
Budget Authority

Food Stamp Offset

- INet Federal Savings

Percent Reduction

AFDC Admlnlstratlr)n B

_$12, 9287——$13 475—~——$14 024—*‘——$14 565-—’$15 115’ -

$1, 770-, RE $1 835 . ... 81, 899 - ...

$1,008
$1,000

$17,931

" $15,490

$10
- $576

$1,855
" 10%

— —°$70;107
- - $9,495
- $5,193

$5,000

$89,795

- $77,351

$1,000
$50
$2,947

$8,447 |
9%

Note:

a. Theseestimates 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 unoffical estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB a




|

Table 4 - Estimated Five Y:ear Reduction in Child Protection Spending -

T his table dlsplays the programs that are consohdated in the proposed Child Protection Block Grant

and summarizes-its ant1c1pat<r.d budgetary impact. As shown in the table, between FY 1996 and
FY 2000, over $3.5 bxllxon will be cut below prq;cctnons under cunent Taw.

3
i

VOver ﬁve. years, states w1ll experience a 12 percent loss in fundmg from this proposal.

S
-

b




TABLE %

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

(Dollars in Millions) )
CFY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 TOTAL
ENTITLEMENTS: | _ V |
|Repeal IV-E (Foster Care/Adoption/Ind. Living) : $4308 54,422 54,819  $5253 . -$5727 -$24,528
|Repeal IV-B Family Preservation/Support : - <225 - 240 -255 -263- 272 -$1,255 ||
S{uBtotal, Enfiffement Repeals™ . : i -34,333 -34,604 -$5,074 -39, 516 -$3,998  -325,783
{Enititlernent portion of Block Grant o o $3, 930 o BM95 $4,507 84, 767 $5,071  $22,470
Entitlement study - - L ) 6 < 6 6 . $30
ubtotal, new entitlements e - : $3 936 $4,201 $4.513 34, 773 33,077 322,500
_IrortaL - - ENTITLEMENT CHANGES (BUDGET AUTHORITY) e $597 . 8461 - -$561- - -$743— - -$922  $3,283 |
ISCRETIONARY SPENDING: , | ' o o
. Repeal IV-B Child:Welfare Services : i ) -$301 T -$310  -$320 -$330 -$340  -$1,600
Repeal IV-B Research and Demonstranon ’ : . 7. -7 -7 -7 -7 - -$35
Repeal IV-B Training : s -5 -5 -5 -5 - -5 -$24
Repeal Family Unification Program (HUD) . . -78 - -81 - -83 . 86 -88 - -3416
Repeal CAPTA State Grants ’ 24 24 25 -26 27 -$125
epeal CAPTA Discretionary ] S - -16. -16 -17 -17 -18 -$85
|[Repeal Crisis Nurseries " ' ' L -127 . -13 -13 - -13 . -14 -$65-
Repeal Abandoned Infants .- <15 -15 16 . -16 - =17 -$79
Repeal Adoption Opportunities -13 -14 -14 -15 . -15 -$71 |
Repeal CAPTA Commun. Family Resource Program B =32 -33 34 . -35 - 36 -$172
epeal Missing and Exploited Children (DoJ) o P 7 o A -8 -8 -$37
epeal Family Support Centers - ' -8 -8 -, -8 = 9. 7 -%40
Repeal Children’s Advocacy Centers Doly . ) -3 -3 -3 -3 o3 0 -816
|IRepeal Invest. and Prosecut. of Child Abuse (DoJ) - 2 2 -2 -2 -2 -$8
"|Subtotal, Discretionary Repeals - N -3521 -5338 ~2334 -$571 -$589  ~$2,774
; Discretionary portion of Block Grant ... %486 . %486 - $486 . - $486 . $486- - - $2,430
- |Clearinghouse and hotline _— ‘ 7 L7 17 7 7. $35
i i_gesearc}x and Training : ‘ ) : 10 10 10 10 10 $50
ubtotal, new discretionary spendmg ' : V . 3503 $503 3503 3503 3503 32,515
TOTAL - DISCRETIONARY CHANGES (BUDGET AU’I’HORITY) ' -$18 -$35 51 -$68 ‘ -$86 -$259
TOTAL SAVINGS (DISCRETIONARY AND ENTITLEMENT) ' $615  -$495 -$612 -$812 i -$1,008  -$3,542
Percent Loss , . , 120 - 10% = 11% 13% 15% 12%
Note: ~

These are unoffical estimates which have not been’ reviewed by OMB.
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Table 5 Estlmated Five Year Reductlon m Cluld Care Spendmg :

5

~ The new Child Care Block Grant consolidates Title IV- A Child Care Transnmnal Child Care Ar-
Risk Child Care, the Child:Care and Development Block Grant, Child Development Associate

Scholarships, the Dependent Care Planmng and Development Grants and Native Hawauan Famﬁy ;
Centers ‘

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

Over five years child care spendmg would total $12. 1 bllhon accordmg 'to the 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 serv1ces b : ‘ '




ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDIT‘JG FOR CHILD CARE FROM PROPOSED CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT

'PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

TABLE 5

(Numbens in mllllons)

ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING'

5 Year

UNDER CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT USING ) - e ‘ e SR
-~HHS-BUDGET AUTHORITY BASELINE FIGURES T T 1996 . 1997 1998 1999 2000 . Total o “

AFDC/JOBS 734 784 829 869 o11 4,127

TCC ' A ' 2200 0 0 234 248 260 272 1,234

At-Risk ‘ , 300 T 300 . 300 300 300 1,500

Child Care and Development Block Grant . 962 993 -1,023 1,055 1,088 - ‘5,121

Child Development Associate Scholarships 1 S | 1 2 2 7

Dependent Care Planning and Development Grants 13 14 14 14 15 70

“Native Hawauan Family Centers . 5 5 6 6 6 . 28

SUBTOTALHH_SBASELINES 2,235_' 2,331 2,421 2,506 2,594 12,087

CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT K 02,093 2,093 :2,093 2,093 2,093 10,465 ‘

REDUCED SPENDING FOR CHILD CARE - -142 o -238 -328 413 - =501 - -1,622 4

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

PERCENT REDUCTION IN SPEND]NG

-16%

Notes:

1. This Child Care Block Grant freezes funding at the FY1994 !evels estimated in CBO’s hasehne plus $150 mllhon per year due to the Johnson amendment

* 2. The numbers above are HHS éstimates based on baseline figures from the FY1996 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 estlmate

4, Thwe are unofficial estimates whnch have not been reviewed by OMB.
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Table 6 - Five-Yeér State I;osﬁses Under HfR. 4

ThlS table 1llustrates the fundmg 1oss 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 programs are based upon a simple methodology that assumes each state’s -
losses are in proportion to overall spending levels in that state. The percentage loss for each state is

- roughly equivalent to the percentages 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. - :

. The funding loss for restrictiing eligibility for legal immigrants is distributed upon the basis of legal

" immigrants currently receiving 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 fundlng and are most at risk of having this loss translate into an increased
-need at the local level, or belreflected into more charlty care at institutions like public hospitals, for
example. S l :

" The loss in SSI funding is also not evenly distributed among states. The percentage of lost fundmg
for SSI children, for example varies greatly among statés. This occurs because the majority of
child SSI savings result from|eliminating the Individualized Functional Assessment (IFA) as a means
of eligibility. Since states have ‘widely different numbers of child SSI recipients who became

“eligible via an IFA, the losse§ in SSI funding across states yary‘dramatieally.

i
i
+




TABLE 6

" -Preliminary Analysis A .
Estimated Five Year State Losses FUnder H.R. 4

Budget Authority (Millions of Dollars)

State Title 1 Title 11 . Title I Title IV » Title V Title VI

8 ‘ ~Child : L , 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
Alabama ‘ (582) (342) (835) - ($120) ¢y . (8353) (§359) 896 | _ ($905)
Alaska " - (548) . (85 RO ($40) $15). - ($37) )] -S4 ,($'147)
Arizona : $176) - 5% - - (83D ($133) ($129)- ($387) - @on | $63 | . ($937)
Arkansas . (%29, - @38 (519 $74) - ($6) T ($162) - ($481) 8109 | - ($694)
|catifornia | S ($347T) ($709) ($166) . ($1,099) ($6,124) ©($2,650) - . ($901) $1,046 ($14,077)
— =-——llColerado " T T (BI41) T T T($39) TSIy CTTUUes) TTUsesy T (21n @D [ s ($s562) »
- |lcomnecticut © - c|T oo (S145) @4y T @21 T ($40) (86 (S180) T (855 | saT| ¢y T

* |IDelaware : ($20) G S (36) $22) - ($9) ‘ ($42) ($10) 71 w09
|pist. of €0l o G N ¢ 7)) ¢ 20 ¢19) 6719 ($20) . $5| . 816D
Florida S (8416) ©($143) ($79) ($388) $1110) . (51,355) ($273) |  $160 (§3,603)

" |Georgia - |- G198 . ($26) - ($65) . $13) ($64) - ($532) . @$115) | $73 |- (51,058)
Guam L ($39) 61 R 37 ($5) "~ NA  NA $5 $9| . " ($20)
Hawaii T (869) ($20) $6) T (%4 ($90) ($113) CoGe | S8 - (8329
(daho ($16) ¢ 7 ¢17) $6) - ¢55  ¢8y | - sz - ($168)
lllinois o ~ ($470) ($204) ‘ ($68) ($198) ($368) $L12) - (51,093) $348 | - ($3,165)
Indiana . ($174).. ($61) L (338) (875) ($16) C($349) . (8319) $110 ($918)|.
lowa S ¢126) (2 - S5 - (839 - (816) ©os13) - 889 | $s0 ($390)
Kansas ~ - ‘ ($58) - . ($28) ($20) S (§1000 . - (822 ($160) ($126) $a1 - (8471)
Kenucky =~ ($98) ($64) ($32) ($81) ($9) | (8356) $466) |  s123| (5984)
Louisiand - (877) ($91) T ($35) 820 (%49) - ($502) . (5938) $219 ($1,680)

Maine | (859 BCI0) I (36) %3 $10) . (3105) $11). %16 . @2
Maryland ‘ " ($201) ($66) ($34) $118) ($135) ($376) ($136) $78 (5988)
Massachuselts ($308) . (599 . ($50) . ($108) ($432) - ($379) - ($196) | $117| . ($1,454)
Michigan B (5365) ($174) C(346) ($159) - ($164) ($833) ($851) $271 ($2,321)
Minnesow | (2260 5 T . . ($34) - ($153) (895) ($253) $191) $96 | . ($908)
Mississippi RN ¢~ 1)) ($39) (5200 . ($123) ) ($316) . ($468) $111 - (8909)

[Missouri L ¢19n G14 ($37) o su3) . ¢25) ($444) ($301) sur| - @103
Montana ' ($30) ) , $6) - (830) (83) ($47) " (%20) $12 ($131)
Nebraska @21 (815 ($15) ($66) (88 - (364) @38) ] - s13] guyf




TABLE 6

.Preliminary Analysis
Estimated I!‘we Year State Losses Under H. R 4
Budge! Authority (Millions of Dollars) : ) ) -
State i Title I ~ Tatle IT “Title 11T Title IV, ~ Title V Title VI
. Child ) o : ] - . . - L . Food | . Total
AFDC Block - Protection  Child Care Nutritien  Immigrant Food Stamps sst Stamp Five Year
Grant+ Block Grant Block Grant++  Block Grant  Provisions " Provisions Provisions Offsets Peductions
[Nevada $7) - $7 ($6) $27) (337) . (589 313y %3 ($182)
New Hampshire L ($32) ($8). ($6) ($10 : %6y . (85D $1 © %8 o {3105)
New Jersey -, ($262) (373) (%35 379 - (3469) ($511) - ($220) ) $1r - -($1,538)
few Mexico ) . ($120) (319) ($16) (5112) $57) : ($180) T (855) $41 - (3519
New York R o ($2,171) i ($420)‘ . ($113) ($373) ($2,243) ) ($2,723) ) ($1,389) $829 ($8,603)
North Carolina . (%215) {346) ($84) ($170) . - ($33) ($378) ($553) $171 "($1,309)
orth Dakota o . ) ($15) : (3$8) . ($4) . 33 - . ($1) . ($29) ($6) $5 (390)
hio- ) o ($563) ($192) ) ($8§) IV ($73) B ($1,126) . (3495) - 32441 . ($2,465)
e —— WGk lahoma | 886y T 27y (835 8105y T 1y TUTTU$254) T (348) T T ($542)
et Or:gon e i e e e - (5321) =Lt T ($3l) - E — ($27) e (388) s e (360) o ($341) B ($42) - $39 RN (3673)
Pennsylvania . i (3212) (3221) : (374) 121 . (3156) $1,050) - (3643) - $189 - ($2,288)
Puerio Rico - . . o ($28) RN A3V T 5 ($23) 3129 NA I <4 ’ $90 | $0 C(3106))
Rhode Istand" . ‘ ($54) ($15) 33 (315) .87 - ($112) $27) $19 3251
iSouth Carolina 373 ($23) . 324) . (396) (512) o (822 ($148) $49 (3550)
iSouth Dakota, - (315) ($5) ) . ($5) %200 - ($2) ' (}33) ($30) %10 . ($99)
: ’I‘ennessee_ N ($77)' $15) R 4 530 L (3116) T (315 (3568) - g1y b 364 1 . (3989)
Texas . . ($330) ($227) ($136) (3690) . (31,018) - (52,379 o ($583) $205 © ($5,158)
Utah ' .- 325 - $11)- ) @321 (3$80) - (818) o ($95) - ($47) o 5161 o (3281)
Vermont S (830) $10) S ($5) ($13) ($5) ) ($38) . ($0) .. 88 (394}
Virgin Islands ($5) T83)) — $8 ($77 _ $0 NA R v A 8 $72)
Virginia ’ ‘ $95) " - (335) ($34) ’ 39 ($113) ) ($426) (3398) . $108 ($1,002)
Washington ’ $273) (331) (3$50) ($142) (3173) ©($551) . ($188)- $107 ($1,301)
West Virginia ($94) .- @2n . 319 (348) 33 ($175) ($123) | -~ . $49 - ($428)
" |[Wisconsin V . $225 $61) : ($31) Teo(827) ($78) - ($215) (3433) $147 g ($923)
Wyoming - 810 @5 ($4) $16 . 6D (522) ($24) . §8 BN 15)
Other Territories ‘ * sy . E $7 $1 NA 17 - NA %0 - {810)
Tribes . Coax (318) $160 - 339 ** ' ¥k . * 30 ‘ $103.
Totals © = T (812,444 (83,657 ($1,622) ($6,622)  ($13,760) (823,175 .($13,253) $5,890 | . ($68,643)
Unallocated : < 81,050 $ns - - $0 $2) T $0 (320 T30 T 81,143
Other provisions ] ) ] A ' ) . ) L : . ) ($1,110)
Lrand Totals - T (811,394) . :($3,542) {$1,622) '($6,624) ($13,760) ($23,195) ($13,253) $5,890 {$68,610)

NA - Estimates are not available

+ Titte One does not include the child care repealers

+ + Title Three child care estimates include all child care repealers

* State or Territory has no program

** HR4 contains no funding specifically destgnated for tribal organizations

Child care funding for Tribes 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

These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB.



“Table 7 - Allocation to States Under H. R. 4 N

This table dxsplays the bill’s »FY 1996 allocatxons to states for Tltles I (Block Grant for- TemporaIy

Assistance for Needy Famllxes) II (Chlld Protectlon Block Grant) and IIT (Block Grant for Child
" Care)." : . ,

~ The $1.050 b11110n unallocatfld funding for Title I includes $50 million for research and data
' collectlon and $1 bllhon for! the Federal Rainy Day Fund

The $115 million unallocate(% f!inding for Title II is grant money. for F_ederél activities. -




Prelirninary Analysis

Allocation to States ‘uridef H.R. 4

B

!

| TABLE 7 -

. Fiscal Year 1996 =

(Millions'of Dollars) | ‘
State ' | Title I Title IT - Title I1I
' | "aFDC. Child Protection Child Care
" Block Grant "Block Grant Block Grant
Alabama | L sss $22 - $39
Alaska 862 $9 . 85
Arizona } . $206 $48 835
Arkansas | | $58. $32 . $16
|catifornia 1 3378  $841 $186
Colorado T s108 © $44 - $22
. |Connecticut L8235 $53 $24
|Delaware ' } . $25 $7 - $7
Dist of Col | $105 . $24 $6
Florida ) °$529 $127 " $88
Georgia 18326 - $47 72
Guam . $1 $5
Hawaii 893 $15 $7
Idaho 831 $8 $8
llinois 1 §529 $230 §75
Indiana . $200. $73 - $42
Towa ' $119 ©$33 $16
| Kansas | $103 $35 $22
Kentucky 1 o$175 - $60 $36
Louisiana - $158 - $62 - $39
Maine i $75 $22 $7
Maryland S22 $80 $38
Massachusetts 18451 $121 $56
Michigan r §796 $201 $52
" [Minnesota | $254 $62 $38
Mississippi L $79 - $14 ., C$22
Missouri - $201 - $66 841
Montana 842 $11 $7
- |Nebraska $51. - $20 $17




Preliminary Analysis

TABLE 7
I
:

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

* (Millions of Dollars) 1 .

T
|

| Title I

Title I

Title NI

~ * H.R. 4 contains no funding ispecifically for tribal organizations.
** These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB.

1
i

s
|

State ‘
. | AFDC Child Protection . Child Care
Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant
[Nevada x $35 - $7 $6
- |New Hampshire ‘ $38 $13 $7
New Jersey $395 " $59 $39
New Mexico . $113 - §16 $18
INew York | $2,130 $941 $126
North Carolina L $280 $45 $94
North Dakota o $23 $12 $5
Ohio - $712 $196 $98
~ |oKiahoma - $146 $23 - $39
Oregon $165 $36 - 830
Pennsylvania - $648 $261 - $83
Puerto Rico B Y $11 $26
Rhode Island | $89 $18 $9
" ISouth Carolina R . $96 $23 827
South Dakota | s21 - $7 85
Tennessee - | $182 $36 . $57
Texas $441 $153 $151
Utah ' $75 $16 $23
Vermont 1845 $14 $6
Virgin Islands . $3 $1 $3
Virginia $158 $33 $38
Washington L $395 $40 $56
West Virginia i $106 $12 $15
Wisconsin P $309 $74 $34
Wyoming : $21 - $3 -85
Other Territories -$0 $1 ' $3
Tribes . - P * , %63
Totals $15,390 $4,416 $2,093
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Table 8 Changes in State Allocatrons Resultmg from Usmg Obhgatlons vs. Expendrtures

f

‘ TThls table illustrates the drfferences in state allocatlons under Titles I & 11 that result from usmg
obhganons data mstead of expenditure data (for Title I).or Claims data without regard to . o
disallowances (for Title II). Slnce the total amount of funding under both titles remains flxed there .
‘is no net national gain or loss T here 1S, however a 51gmﬁcant redlstrlbutlon of funds across states. .

- States recelvmg 31gn1ﬁcant1y ihlgher Title I allocatlons with obhgattons data mclude Mlchtgan ;

- Pennsylvania, Tennessee and the District of Columbia. In eaeh of these states, Federal obhgauons
for AFDC related programs t}vere substantially higher than expendltures States with: notable

‘ dec:reases in Tltle I allocatlons 1r1c1ude Cahforma New York, Colorado,t and- New Mex1co

‘ Allocatlons under Title 1I also dlffer greatly wn:h obhgattons data New York is the hardest hit state
 resulting from the sw1tch to, obhgatlons data, losing approxnnately $75 million in FY 1996 alone. .

‘Other states with 51gmf1cant Title II reductions include Alaska, Indiana, Oklahoma, and Oregon. -
States with increased allocatlons under Title I mclude Callforma Flortda Mlchlgan MISSOUI‘I New

Jersey, and North Dakota , }
*i
i

i T e iy
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TABLE 8

Difference in State Aliocation% Resulﬁng from
- Using Obligations vs. Expenditures in FY 1996

HR 4 HR 4 HR 4 HR 4
Final State Fipa_l State | Final State ‘ Final State B
" Share Using = Share Using Percentage Share Using  Share Using  Percentage
State Obligations Expenditures Difference Obligations C!aims Difference
Alabama $86 . $88  2.93% $22 $22 -1.22%
* |lataska $62 | 1 $62  0.87% $9 $13 29.44%
 |Arizona $206 | . $208  -1.03% $48 $46 3.55%
Arkansas . 858 | 0§55 7 5.36% $32 529 9.11%
California ' $3,378 | $3,494 - 3.32% 5841 $810 3.86%
|[Colorado . 108 |* SIS 8.63% . 844 341 6.27%
Connecticut $235 . $226 4.17% $53 . - $57 -7.10%
' [Delaware - $25° | . $25  0.18% Y 85 38.93%
D.C. $105 %90 16.32% $24 $23  2.23%
Florida $529 $520  0.01% 8127 SI12 12.94%
Georgia $326 $315  3.40% $47 $46 2.45%|
Guam s $10  -61.46% 81 S 4.04%
[ Hawaii 893 1 5,2 1.24% $15 $11  30.25%
Idaho 831 ©$30 3.26% 58 $7.  635%
Hlinois $529 | . $534 - -0.95% $230 $231 -0.39%
Indiana 200 | i s02  0.88% 13 $103  -20.16%
lowa' SI9 | 14 3.69% $33- D832 3519
Kansas . 8103 ¢ 0 898 4.50%.. $35 $35 1.18%
Kentucky si7s | s176 0 -0.29% $60 $58 3.97%
Louisiana $18 | . $153  3.18% $62 - $59 - 3.76%
Maine §15 | . 86 -1.97% 522 $20 . 9.19%
“IMaryland $212 $217 227% $80 $84 - -3.81%
Massachusetts $451 | | 3438 2.86%. 8121 $124 . - 2.09%
Michigan §79 | $152  5.85% 5201 $192°  4.60%
' [Minnesota $254 | '$256  -1.10% $62 $59 - 5.56%
Mississippi $79 | 880  -1.03% $14 $13 8.28%
Missouri $201 5205 201% $66 $59  11.66%
[Montana $42 %41 151% $11 $11. 4.72%)|
Nebraska 851 $49  5.10% 520 $20  0.39%
Nevada $35 $33  8.61% $7 $7 8.25%




Difference in State Allocatior
Using Obligations vs. Expend

l

N

| . TABLE 8
s Resulting from. .
itures in FY 1996

HR4 HR 4 HR 4
Final State . i Final State = Final State. Final Statte ;
Share Using ' Share Using Percentage Share Using Share Using  Percentage

State Obligations | Expenditures Difference Obligations Claims Difference
New Hampshire s38 | $38  -0.28% $13 14 0.65%
New Jersey $395 . $384 2.93% . $59 "$51 15.75%
New Mexico SU3 | o sus . 421% $16 CS14 11.00%
New York $2,130 | $2,191  2.80% $941 $1,016  -7.33%
North Carolina $280 | $279 0.53% $45 oS5 0.02%
North Dakota 23 | s3 13% 812 $10 13.58%
Ohio $712 - 8706 085% $196° - $192 2.49%
Oklahoma $146 | | $144 1.45% $23 $25 . -8.83%
Oregon sies | . S163 1.16% $36 $39  9.73%
Pennsylvania $648 | $590 9.67% $261 $249 4.70%
Puerto Rico $74 869 T.11% 81 1 $11 4.04%
Rhode Island * $89 | 386 4.44% - $18 $17 9.26%
South Carolina 96 | . 897 -147% 523 $23  181%
South Dakota $20 | s 154% K7 86 10.58%
Tennessee $182 $170 6.88% $36 $34  5.75%
Texas - $441 | $441 0.02% - 3153 $154 -0.53%
Utah $75 | S0  7.89% 816 $15 5.30%

[ vermont $45 s44 O 118% s14 $14  -334%
Virgin Islands s 53 -12.96% $1 sl 4.04%
Virginia $158 $153 3.02% $33 $32 3.41%
| Washington $35 | . $387  200% $40 $38 4819
West Virginia $106 [ S107 < 0.62% $12. $11 2.50%
Wisconsin $309 1 $308 . 045% 574 5714 - 1.04%|
Wyoming $21° | @ $21 -0.86% 53 . $3 7%
Territories NA " NA NA $0:4 $0.4 4.04%

. /’, ' ’

- |TOTAL $15,390 | $15,390 $4,416 $4,416 -

NA - Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgl;in islands are the only territories that
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Table 9 - FY2000 Reduction in Federal Chlld Care Funding and - S

the Number of Chlldren who Recelve Federal Chlld Care Assistance Due to H. R. 4
This table shows FY 2000 losses in fundmg and in numbers of children recemng federal assistance under
the new chlld care block grant. :

i

FUNDING LOSS

ST —

> The fundmg loss is the dxfference between the FY 2000 block grant dlstrlbutlon and the expected FY
2000 funding level under current law. In the bill as originally submitted, this loss would have been
$651 million in FY2000; as aamf;nded by the Johnson amendment, the loss would be $501 million.

- REDUCTION IN CHILDREN RE?EWWG FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

»  The reduction in children recelvmg federal assistance is derived frorn the State’s funding loss and
' the national average federal child care funds per child. ‘
»  Average funding per chlld was calculated by d1v1d1ng the total federal child care- fundmg (fer _

- AFDC/JOBS, TCC, At-Risk lChlld Care, and CCDBG) in.FY 1993 by the total number of children
served through those federal child care programs in that year, which yields an FY1993 federal
funding of approxnnately $1250" per child. This number is not a full-time equlvalent cost, and it
does not contain state, local or parent contributions to the cost of care.:

5 :
> This FY1993 fundmg per child figure was then inflated to FY2000 dollars using the Admxmstratlon
- CPI-U mdex The FY2000 federal funding figure is- $1549 per child.
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'I‘ABLE 9

FY2000 REDUCTION BY STATE IN FED&AL CH!LD CARE FUNDING ]
AND THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO RECEIVE FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE DUE TO H.R. 4

. LOSS IN FEDERAL - REDUCTION IN
. i cmm CARE ASSISTANCE CHILDREN RECEIVING
STATE ; FROM BLOCK GRANT FEDERAL CHILD CARE
{in millions) ASSISTANCE IN FY2000
ALABAMA D -$10.3 . -6,620
ALASKA 1 -51.3 L -860
ARIZONA | , -$93 . , S 6,010
ARKANSAS g o -$4.2 S 2,710
CALIFORNIA -~ Aoy o . -%493 - 431,850
COLORADO ' ‘ -$5.7 . -3,700
CONNECTICUT B -$6.3 - ; -4,080
DELAWARE : 1 L . 817 T 1,120
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ! ' -$1.6 : -1,020
FLORIDA - o B : ©-5233 . -15,040
GEORGIA S L -$19.2 S -12,420
HAWAII ’ A -$1.8 f -1,140
IDAHO R N 4 -$2.1 ) Ty -1,390
ILLINOIS - ) SR o $200 L T 412,930
INDIANA - ) . ) 112 : ‘ 1,200
IOWA. o ) -$4.4 . -2,810
KANSAS : . N T R : ) - 358 C . 3,750
KENTUCKY ' . -$9.6 -6,210
LOUISIANA : ' -$10.3 g . 6,620
MAINE ; $1.8 ‘ -1,160
MARYLAND ‘ -$10.0 -6,480
MASSACHUSETTS, . A . L -$14.7 : 9,510
MICHIGAN S S o oo .87 ' -8,870
MINNESOTA © : S 8100 . -6,470
MISSISSIPPI : Lo : $60 - ., 43,840
MISSOURI : 4 ‘ : S0 B -7.010
MONTANA ) | T $1.7 s -1,130
NEBRASKA S . . $46 , 2950 |1
NEVADA . ' : t ‘ ' -$1.7 5 . -1,080-
NEW HAMPSHIRE i -$19 . +1,230
NEW JERSEY : | 103 . . © 6,640
NEW MEXICO i -$4.8 - o 3,110
NEW YORK 4 . -$33.5 ‘ -21,600
NORTH CAROLINA o , -525.0 ' -16,170
NORTH DAKOTA : e ' . 813 ; -860
OHIO - . o . -826.1 : -16,860
OKLAHOMA ) . o o . 8102 . -6,610
OREGON R s © %80 ¢ -5.140
PENNSYLVANIA 1o -$21.9 ] -14,150
PUERTO RICO . oo - R -$70 o S 4,490
RHODE ISLAND o . . 824 : ) L1570
JISOUTH CAROLINA . S $7.2 . - 4,630
SOUTH DAKOTA , « b . : $14 --900
TENNESSEE : ' : . $15.2 ' , -9,790
TEXAS P ) : -$40.2 o 25,940
UTAH - C : _, e 561 -3,960
VERMONT ~ ‘ T - 816 oL -1,030
VIRGINIA - P . . -$10.2 ‘ . 6,580
WASHINGTON 1o . - S -$14.8 . -9,59%0
WEST VIRGINIA . . . ER 7 B | i - 2640
WISCONSIN . ) : , -$9.2 - -5.910
WYOMING . - | R $12 : -800
TRIBES ' L ‘ ' . $30.2 19,470
TERRITORIES ' ‘ o - 350 - -3,240
|| TOTAL . R I . oy s -323,480
Percentage Reduction N ' . 19% - ’
Notes: P o L

1. The proposed block grant 15’ sm at $2. 093 billion for each Flscal Year 1996-2000.

2. Funds are allocated according to prcliminary FY1994 budget suthority and expenditure data.

3. Reduction in children recetving federal assistance was'determined by calculating an average FY 1993 '
federal expenditure per child and adjusting for inflation. The estimated amount in FY 2000 is $1549. ) ]
This Is not a full-time equivalent cost and represents only federal share of expenditures. .

4. This table may overestimate the increase in child care funds for tribes since it does not take into

account any fnnds currently received by tnbal members from state Title IV-A programs.

5. Numbers may not add due to rounding. |

6. These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB,

.
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Table 10 - Reduction in Child Eligibility F(ir’SSI’ Benefits at Time. of Enactment
| |

_ This table displays the state\by state effects upon implementation of the Personal Responsxbmty Act
on chlldren who were on the SSI rolls in December 1994 ‘ ‘
An estlmated 186,579 chlldren (21%) on SSI in December 1994 were either mstltutxonahzed or at-
risk of msnmﬂonahzarmn 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 estabhshed in H.R. 4. :

An estimated 476,941 childten would continue to receive cash benefits and Medicaid because they -
were determined eligible fm’1 SSI based on the medical listings and are, therefore, grandfathered
under the bill. ' In the future, however th1s category of children would only be eligible for block
grant services and Medlcald[

An estimated 67,478 chlldren would 1mmed1ately lose cash beneflts but could reapply and receive
block grant services by and Medlcald by meeting a medical listing.. -Despite the fact that these
<hildren are identical to chllhren that were screened under the medical listings, the bill does not con-
' tmue their cash benefits. | |

An estimated 157,472 childten would immediately lose cash and medlcal benefits and would not be '
ehglble for any benefits under the proposal *

.
!
i
>
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Preliminary Analysis

Reduction in Child Eliﬂbility for SSI Benefits Under the

House Welfare Bill, H

4, Upon Date of Enactment

TABLE 10

Children Grandfathered

Children Who May

" Children

Children Who Would 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 40 50 117 - 23%
{Arizona 10,450 | 2,195 6,411 553 1,291 18%
Arkansas 18,730 3,933 6,969 2,348 5,479 42%
|lcalifornia 67,320 | 14,137 44,627 2,567 5,989 ‘ 13%
——|Colorado — 7107 R B 7. 5807 - 322 12 12%)
connecticut | - 4,860 B W71 R 2,783 Ca7 T390 S 2%
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%
Georgia 25,920 5,443 16,930 1,064 - 2,482 . 14%
Gua‘n * ‘t * * t" *
Hawaii 950 200 685 20 - 46 7%
Idaho 3,390 | 712 1,298 414 966 419 "
 |ltttinois 46,840 9,836 23,092 4,173 9,738 30%
Indiana 18,170 | 3,816 8,959 1,619 . 3,777 30%
lowa : 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%| -
IIMaine 2,430 | 510 677 3 170, 10%|
Maryland - 11,450 2,405 6,510 761 1,775 22%
Massachusetts 14,240 2,990 8,063 956 2,231 22%
Michigan 36,540 7,673 17,135 3,520 8,212 32%
Minnesota 9,570 2,010 4917 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%
NMontana 2,000 420 1,235 103 241 17%
[Nebraska 4,090 859 . 12,429 241 562 20%




Preliminary Analysis

Reducti'on in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits Under the

House Welfare Bill, H.

. 4, Upon Date of Enactment

TABLE 10

Children Who Would

2%

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 Wouild Lose
" FY 1994 and Medicaid caid and SSI block grant** Under Listings  and Medicaid Cash Benefits
Nevada 2,370 498 1,605 80 187 1%
New Hampshire 1,700 357 1,230 34 79 7%
New Jersey 20,090 4,219 11,339 1,360 3,173 23%
New Mexico 6,440 1,352 3,881 362 845 19%
New York . 75,160 15,784 35,673 - 7,111 16,592 2%
North Carolina 26,310 5,525 11,430 2,806 - 6,548 36%
North Dakota 1,150 242 133 4 109 _13%|[
Ohio . Tae740 | . esms 27,150 2932 6,842
" lokianoma ~11,040 T3 T 7213 T 43 1,056 14%
Oregon - .6,590 1,384 4,348 . 257 601 13%
|[Pennisytvania 39,750 8,348 20,190 3,364 7,849 28%
Puerto Rico * * * e * *
Rhode Island ©2,540 533 1,484 157 366 21%
"|lSouth Carolina 16,340 3,431 9,631 983 2,295 20%|| -
[lSouth Dakota 2,600 546 1,488 170 396 2%
[Tennessee 22,560 4,738 13,914 1,173 2,736 17%
Texas 53,200 11,172 30,065 " 3,589 8,374 22%
Utah 4,260 895 2,405 -288 672 123%,
Vermont 1,330 279 973 23 - 55 6%
Virgin Islands * * * * ot *
Virginia 20,220 " 4,246 9,184 2,037 4,753 34%
Washington 10,420 2,188 5,576 o197 1,859 25%|
[West Virginia 7,800 |_ 1,638 4;10‘6‘ - 617 1,439 26%
Wisconsin 20,630 4332 9,684 1,984 4,629 2%
Wyoming 1,070 ) 225 459 116 2 36%
‘Other 90 ki Xk X JEEX LL L)
otals 888,470 186,579 . 476,941 67,478 157,472 25%

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

** Assumes that 30% of the IFA children who would lose all benefits would reapply
and receive benefits under-the listings criteria. -
Other includes the Northern Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases, [memauonal Cases, and

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

Number in columns and rows may not add due to rounding.

These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB.



ATable 11 Reductlon in Chlld Ehglblhty For SSI Benefits Under H. R 4
- FY 199 - FY 2000

; .

,This table esﬁmates the numﬁcr of children in each staté who would have been eligible for SSI ‘
under current law between FY 1996 and FY 2000, and how they would fare under the H.R. 4.

Of the one million children, cknly 210,000 would qualify for cash benefits; 612,800 children would
be eligible for block grant services and Medicaid; and 177,200 children would be determined
ineligible for benefits. | |

|




Prehmmary Anal ysis

Reduction in Cluld Eligibilit for SSI Beneﬁts -
Under the House Welfare Bill, H.R. 4
Fiscal Year 1996 - Fxscal Yearl 2000

i

TABLE 11

‘Number of New f Children Who Would "Chlldren Losing SSI: ' Chlildren .
Child §S1 | " Still Receive SSI " Cash Benefits, but Losinf All
State Recipients ' " Cash Benefits eligible for Medicaid - SSI Benefits
FY96-FY00 and Medicaid and SS1 block grant  and Medicaid
Nevada 2,668 | 560 - 1,897 211
[New Hampshire 1913 | 402 1,473 89
" [New Jersey 2,602 | 4749 14,294 3,569
" [New Mexico ‘7248 | 1,522 - 4776 950
New York 84,505 | 17,765 48,166 18,664
North Carolma 29,613 - 6,219 16,028 . < 7,366
North Dakota" 1294 272 900 YY)
Ohio 52607 11,048 33,863 7,697
Oklahoma 12,426 l 2,609 8,629 1,188
Oregon 7,417 I 1,558 5,184 675 .
Pennsylvania aaa0 | © 9,395 26516 R X 1
Puerto Rico B e * ‘ ' *
Rhode Island 2,859 600 1,847 411
|lSouth Carolina- 18,391 3,862 11,948 2,581
South Dakota 2926} 615 1,866 446
[[Tennessee - 25,392 5,332, 16,982 3,078
Texas 59,878 |i 12,574 37,884 9,419
Utah 4,795 | 1,007 3,032 756
Vermont 1,497 314 1,121 61
Virgin Islands * x . E Lo
Virginia 22,758 4,779 12,632 5,347
Washington 11,728 2,463 7174 2,091
West Virginia ' 8,779 |\ ‘ ‘_1,844 ' 5,317 1,619
Wisconsin C 23220 4,876 13,036 5,208
Wyoming 1,204 |, 253 647 305
{other 101 } : : S *
| ‘ .
Totals 1,000,000 210,000 612,800 177,200

|

* Guam, Puerto Rico.-and the ergm Ist ands do not have chlld SSI programs.

** Assumes that 30% of the IFA children who would Jose all benefits would. reapply

and receive benefits under the listings c’rutena

Other includes the Northern Mariana Islands Federal DDS cases, International Cases and
cases with invalid DDS coding,. an are unavazlable to determine the distribution of SSI children in this category.

Number in columns and rows may not add due to rounding and dlscrepanc:es with the "other” category

|
These are unofficial estimates swhich hnve not been reviewed by OMB.

|
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Preliminary Analysis P o
Reduction in Child Ellglblllt for SSI Benefits
- Under the House Welfare Bill, H.R. 4
Fiscal Year 1996 - Fiscal Ye‘ar 2000

XL TXTXERIITIITE

" TABLE ‘11

Number of New | Children Who Would - Children Lasing SSI Children
Child SSI | . _Still Receive SSI Cash Benefits, but Losing All
State’ Recipients Cash Benefits eligible for Medicaid -~ SSI Benefits
' ,FY96-FY06- ‘and Medicaid and SSI block grant . and Medicaid
Alabama 30,288 | 6360 18,536 5392
Awska | sw0| . 1m0 509 SRS &
Arizona 1,762 | 2,470 7,839 1453
Arkansas | 21081 |1 4,421 10491 6,164
[catifornia () S € X R <R V) 6,737
Colorado | 9803 |\ - 2,089 6,89 - 846
Comnecticut | 5470 1,149 3490 832
Delaware. 240 508 o e 230
Dist. of Columb o288 se8 S 1,905 345
Florida 58,393 | | 12262 - 39,893 6,237
Georgia o oeaml| . 6126 20,255 - 2792
Guam ‘ o l‘ ‘ . ' ' * . - _ * SR
Hawaii 1,069 | s D 793 )
ldaho . | 3314 | o801 1,928 1,087 |
llinois | s2,20| - 11,011 | 30,695 10,954
Indiana ! o oo04s1| 4,295 ' 11,908 4,249
Iowa 7732 | 1624 4763 1,345
Kansas - 8723 | - 182 5063 . 1,828
Kentucky 22,398 4704 11,862 5832 |
Louisiana ©aagio| ' 9,414 : 23,045 12,370
Maine B Y| E (78 | CoLe0 191
Maryland o nssl| 2,706 ) 8,185 1,99
Massachusetts 16,028 | * 3366 10,15 2,509
Michigan Can127l 863 23252 . 9238
Minnesota , 10,771, 2262 6428 2,082
Mississippi S n27317: f C5136 15,108 6,382
Missouri . | 22,060|| = 4,633 - .. 13,149 - 4,278
Montana o aasil) 413 L1507 Y]
Nebraska | 4603 oee7 3,005 S 6R
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Table 12 Prellmmary estlmate of the Number of Children Denled AFDC Cash Assistance
by Speclﬁc Provnsmns of H. R. 4 by State

;
!

. The number of children who lare demed AFDC benefits or have thelr benefits reduced is based on

' the 1993 AFDC caseload usmg the 1993 AFDC Quality Control Data. ‘The research on the
relationship between AFDC l?eneﬁts and fertility and marriage is inconclusive. Therefore the

- projected impacts for minor mothers and the family cap provisions do not assume changes in
behaviors such as fertility and teenage marriage. The impacts do incorporate an increase in
paternity establishment due td the 1993 OBRA amendments regarding in-hospital paternity '
establishment and an assumption that a pregnant woman without prior AFDC receipt who would be

subjected to the family cap pr‘ov151on will delay application until after the child’s birth.

l
80, OOO children would be demed ‘benefits due to the provision to deny beneftts to the children of
minor mothers until the mother turns 18. :

2.2 million children would be demed benefits ’dueto the *family cap

438 mlihon children would’ be demed benefits due to the 60 month ttme limit on AFDC receipt. This .

analysis takes into account that 10% of the entire caseload can be exempt from a five year time
limit. o :

An estimated 5.6 million: chtldren would have thelr benefits demed due the above provnslons
combined. The combined effects do not equal the sum of the mdependent effects since some children
would be affected by more than one provision. Lo

This combined effect does not] represent all of the choices states could make regarding benefits for
children and families. A stateimay decide to take the option of unplementmg a two year time limit.

Thus, additional children would be denied cash assistance. On the other hand, a state may decide to

continue providing benefits tmchtldren and fannhes with state dollars which would reduce the -
number of chﬂdren w1thout cash a551stance : .
«L A

e
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INDEPENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS - Steady State (no behavioral effects)

'~ TABLE 12

Preliminary Esiimate of the Number of Children Denied from AFDC
and by Specific Provisions of the House Bill (H.R. 4) by State

OKLAHOMA

152,000

Denial of Denial of Denial of Number of
Projected AFDC to AFDC to AFDC to Children
Number - Cl[_nildren Additional Children who have
-~ of Born to Children Because their benefits
State Children | Unmarried Born to the Family | Combined ‘Reduced
: " on Mothers Until | Current |Received AFDC Effects Because
~ AFDC the Mother | Recipients for more .of Paternity is
in Turns 18 of AFDC | than 60 months | Provisions Not
_ 2005 ) (2) ‘(3) - (1,2,3) Established
ALABAMA 122,000 1,910 21,000 46,000 | 53,000 39,000 |
ALASKA 30,000 130 4,000 |- 10,000 12,000 - 6,000
|ARIZONA 170,000 1,430 24,000 | 57,000 67,000 51,000
ARKANSAS - 63,000 200 12,000 24,000 29,000 - 16,000
CALIFORNIA 2,241,000 13,770.{. 433,000 994,000 1,158,000 588,000 |
COLORADO 101,000 | 590 16,000 34,000 41,000 28,000
CONNECTICUT 136,000 1,220 | - 25,000 50,000 59,000 34,000
DELAWARE - 28,000 250 5000 10,000 12,000 6,000
DIST OF COLUMBIA |~ 56,000 | 640 12,000 | 26,000 30,000 26,000
FLORIDA 605,000 L 6,370 93,000 192,000 |- 233,000 | 193,000
GEORGIA 348,000 2,680 64,000 142,000 166,000 50,000
HAWAII 48,000 e 10 | © 8,000 | 18,000 21,000 12,000
IDAHO 17,000 | | 160 2,000 5,000 . 6,000 4,000
ILLINOIS 598,000 i 5,070 138,000 250,000 295,000 227,000
INDIANA 177,000 1,190 33,000 69,000 81,000 - 47,000 |
. (IOWA 82,000 510 15,000 31,000 36,000 19,000 |
- IKANSAS 73,000 370 13,000 27,000 33,000 19,000
KENTUCKY 187,000 1,790 33,000 72,000 82,000 47,000
LOUISIANA 235,000 680 46,000 100,000 | 114,000 - 89,000 |
MAINE 55,000 490 10,000 24,000 27,000 11,000
MARYLAND 185,000 1,090 ~ 34,000 73,000 84,000 50,000
MASSACHUSETTS 256,000 2,200 44,000 101,000 120,000 66,000
IMICHIGAN 553,000 2,400 126,000 267,000 302,000 139,000
.MINNESOTA 155,000 | 580 27,000 62,000 +73,000 36,000
MISSISSIPPI 153,000 E 1,140 31,000 - 66,000 75,000 53,000
MISSOURI 218,000 ~ 1,960 43,000 - 90,000 | © 105,000 54,000
MONTANA 28,000 ~ .50 4,000 9,000 10,000 | 6,000
- INEBRASKA 39,000 240 . 8,000 15,000 19,000 12,000
NEVADA » 30,000 210 - 5,000 11,000 13,000 10,000
NEW HAMPSHIRE 24,000 130 4,000 9,000 10,000 5,000
- INEW JERSEY 302,000 L0 1,940 57,000 123,000 142,000 87,000
NEW MEXICO 72,000 I 330 10,000 23,000 | - 27,000 19,000 |
NEW YORK 917,000 4,810 154,000 373,000 | -~ 438,000 216,000
NORTH CAROLINA 281,000 2,190 | - 50,000 | 108,000 126,000 81,000 |-
NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 160 2,000 | 6,000 7,000 3,000
OHIO 597,000 2,910 114,000 | 211,000 253,000 180,000
111.000 520 19,000 46,000

33,000




" TABLE 12

~1.040

38,000

OREGON 97,000 16,000 44,000 22,000 |
PENNSYLVANIA ~ 517,000 ) 2,840 110,000 . 239,000 269,000 146,000 |
RHODE ISLAND 52,000 { 140 - 10,000 20,000 25,000 14,000 |
SOUTH CAROLINA | 135,000 | 1,470 . 24,000 46,000 | 55,000 41,000
SOUTH DAKOTA 18,000 i 10 3,000 7,000 - 8,000 3,000 ¢
TENNESSEE 246,000 Iy 2,420 40,000 92,000 106,000 69,000
TEXAS 670,000 | | 5,460 102,000 | - 228,000 273,000 222,000 |
UTAH 45,000 - 140 6,000 15,000 18,000 10,000 |
VERMONT 22,000 40 4,000 - 9,000 10,000 4,000
1 VIRGINIA . 166,000 | 830 29,000 61,000 - 71,000 52,000 |
WASHINGTON 237,000 1,050 38,000 92,000 . 107,000 51,000 |
WEST VIRGINIA 93,000 3701 . . 17,000 41,000 45,000 21,000 |
WISCONSIN - 205,000 1,360 | 37,000 75,000 89,000 50,600
- |[WYOMING 14,000 150 2,000 5,000 ~ 6,000 ~ 3,000
TERRITORIES 173,000 : . 360 24,000 58,000 64,000 25,000
TOTAL 12,000,000 | 80,000 | 2,200,000 - 5,600,000 3,300,000

HEN

The sum of the states may not add to the total due tJ) rounding.

Individual provision effects do not add up to the combmed effects because some chnldren may be affected by more than one prov:smn

|
a
|

!

4,800,000 |
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MI:ETHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS
I Assumptions of State Behavior Around Block Grant Estimat‘es

The state fundmg losses and the numbers of children affected are conservatlve estimates of
the real benefit losses to low-income families. They assume that Congress will maintain the
authorized block grant fundmg levels, although those discretionary portions of the block
grant amount will have to compete 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 Iof determining food stamp offsets, it is assumed that states will -
reduce their cash assistance. spendmg to make up for fundmg shortfalls in child protection.

Lack of state match or matntenance 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. Some of the state funds used under current law to leverage more
federal dollars cculd under block grants, be dlverted to meet other state needs '

Under current law the interaction between AFDC and food stamps acts as a disincentive for
states to spend money on welfare benefits, and, with the elimination of federal match
requirements under the cash assistance block grant, these interactions change substantially
under the House bill. ' s ‘ ‘ T

By eliminating the federal AFDC 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 H.R. 4, food stamps are reduced by $.30 for each additional $1
of AFDC income. A state must increase AFDC benefits by at least $1.43 to give a family a
real $1 increase in combined AFDC and food stamp benefits, because food stamp benefits
will be reduced by $.43 ($1i43 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 (the 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 expense -- to achieve the $1 increase.
It would cost thc state even more ifa farmly received public or section 8 housing assistance.

‘Under current law, a state like New York which has a-50.percent AFDC matching rate, must
- spend $.72 to achieve the $1 increase. . Mississippi which has a 78. 58 percent AFDC

matching rate, must spend $ 31 to give families a $1 increase. .Or_ stated differently,- this-- — |

unphes that $1° New York stat state ‘invests in AFDC benefits under current law draws_another. ¢ 40
cents s of federal monies. Under H.R. 4, $1 New York 1_nvests 1n AFDC beneﬁts wrll rcsult
in 30 cents of reduced federal assrstance I

Relative to current law, states will have a s1gmﬁcantly reduced incentive to raise. beneflts and
it may imply that states wxll'lower AFDC benefits to fund other priority spending needs. A
state that reduces AFDC beneﬁts will get more federal dollars into the state because food
stamp benefits increase. ThlS same argument is even stronger when federal housing
assistance is taken into. account

(

1
.
|
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In ciddrtlon state decrsmn makers percerve that low-mcome famllles move in relatlon to o
economic incentives: ;If Some states enact tough time limits or reduce benefits, other states
may be forced to follow sult‘because of the fear that they will become welfare magnets.” The
changed incentives facing states is likely to helghten thls race to the bottom ~of benefit
levels. . ‘ T

Takrng these factors in combmatlon it is conce1vable that states will reduce AFDC benefit
levels and spending sharply, servmg even fewer needy fam111es than suggested by the
estimates provided here. Smce food stamp benefits rise to partlally offset AFDC benefit
cuts, the demand for food stamps would greatly exceed the estimates, the food stamp
spending cap would be reached more quickly, and the federal govemment will have to make
larger food stamp benefit cuts : : : :

The estimates herein assume a modest behav1oral response by 1mm1grants to increase their

" current rates of naturallzatlon1 although recent press stories suggest that rates-in at least some
* immigrant communities are alcceleratmg No one knows whether this will be a temporary or
permanent phenomenon or how 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 many more people eligible for food stamps, putting still greater
pressure on the cap and forcing states to make still more food stamp benefit cuts.

II.  Interaction between Work Program and Cash Assistance Block Grant.

" Since funding for the work p‘rogram is'combined with AFDC spending under the block grant, -
our estimates do not attempt to project state responses independently. The strategies that
states could adopt to meet the| 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 upon for the work program are combined with, and compete

for, funds for cash assistance! They do not increase as minimum state work part1c1patlon

rates increase. States could choose to meet the requirement which forces them to’commit an
_increasingly large share of the|1r block grant allocation to the work program' to operate itat

the required scale. ‘To do this, however, they may have to, cut cash beneﬁts to fam111es

l G e

unless states are W1111ng to’ comm1t more state funds. - T o

I
} i

Since reC1p1ents who are workmg are. counted as part1c1pants another state strategy would be _
" to increase the proportion of the caseload that combines welfare and work by increasing
earned income disregards. Th1s ‘does not. necessarlly increase work effort (although it could);

|
rather it increases the number who remain on assrstance and also work.

,Another state strategy would be to reduce caseloads by state- 1n1t1ated polrcres such asia @ two- ’
year time limit. | "More needy families would be denied public assistance. Not only caf states :
reduce their 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.

.
|
|
|
l
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States can also "game' requered» parthIPHM by, using federal dollars to prov1de e
“benefits to those 1 most able tojwork and state- -only dollars to provide benefits to those less !

(able to work." The part1c1patlon rates established by the bill ~only apply to. those who_ rece1ve .
beneflts funded by federal dollars _As part_of gammg,}rs-tates could avoid the hlgh two- -parent.

%pamc1pat1on rate by sh1ft1ng th1s class of rec1p1ents to a state- funded program

N e e

Finally, some states could _respond by not trymg to attain work part1C1patlon requuements at
all, and; takmg a penalty of up to 5 percent in the block grant allocation. These states would .
be domg Tittle to move fam111es from welfare to work but they could save significant
resources, particularly in the later years. Since the participation rate for two-parent families
is set-at unrealistically high levels, some states could take a penalty. However, state
legislatures may not approve of openly spending dollars to pay for a federal penalty.

, ‘

I

III. Assumptlons for SSI Chlldren

It is assumed that 30 percent of chlldren now on SSI who qualified under the IFA would
reapply and qualify for block lgrant services and Medicaid .because these children also meet
the medical listings. If these chlldren reapplied and did not quallfy, or less chlldren
reapplled more children would be dropped from SSI completely.

Regarding future appllcants it is assumed that 21 percent of these children would qualify for
cash, block grant services, and Medicaid because they meet the medical listings and are
either institutionalized or require 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 el1g1ble for cash benefitsif the definition of personal assistance
services is interpreted more broadly

The estimates factor in the proposed block grant for children who meet the medical listing,
However, there is no guarantee that every individual child will receive block grant services

from the state.

Iv. CBO- HHS/FCS Comparlson

‘Appendix Table A shows a comparlson between the budget authorlty estimates for H.R. 4
estimated by HHS/FCS and CBO The CBO baseline being compared is adjusted for |
inflation. This makes it comparable to the baseline used by HHS/FCS which is also adjusted
for inflation. - , : :




APPENDIX TABLE A

COMPARISON BETWEEN CBO AND HHS/FCS COS’I‘ ESTIMATES OF H.R. 4 »
~ (Legislation as passed. ‘Dollars i in Billions) ~

CBO . HHS/FCS

. 4 ' e Budget Authority Budget Authority &
"CASHASSISTANCE/a” [ T T8 E N W
CHILDPROTECTION/b I, b o35
__CHILD CARE/a,_____A__M.A.,.’_- o |- '}; 11 _ ‘.___'._--‘1;6_ i
CCHILDNUTRITION - | 77 aa] T ee| .
_ RESTRICTIONS ON IMMIGRANTS | = -17.6 S 168
'FOOD STAMP CHANGES EE -19.0 201
FOOD STAMP OFFSETS T Y 1 5.9
_SSI REFORMS o S 134 o ;'13.4‘

' CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 1.0 ‘ 1.0
TOTAL SAVINGS 610 . 686

Note: '
- a. The loss in funding from the Entltlement Chﬂd Care Repeals are shown in the child care

and not the cash assistance block grant estimate.
b. The CBO analysis did not account for the repeals of CAPTA, the Famuly Unification Program,

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

. "Restrictions on Immigrants" uses CBO SSI and Medicaid numbers with FCS Food Stamp numbers. .

"SSI Reforms" uses CBO estimates. "Child Support Enforcement" uses CBO Family Support and Medicaid estnma :
d. This comparison uses the CBO baseline adjusted for inflation. The BA figures for the CBO baseline

that is not adjusted for inflation is -62.5 billion.
‘. The HHS/FCS estimates are unofficial and have not been reviewed by OMB.




N

l'
l

(. DEPARTMENT OFHEALTH & HUMAN sr-:kvncns S Oﬁi;;e';;;f the Socretary '

To:

From:

Re:

Date:

]
|
|
i
i
!
!
i
{

Group

Wendell

‘ Washmgton D.C. 20201

\/J& (OOP

¢

Republican'welfare reform bills

February 15,

1994

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

27th.

Also attached is a comparlson of the House and Senate Republican
welfare reform bills: completed by HSP staff.

Attachments




Title

Titie
Title

Title

‘Title

Title

Title

II:

II1:

IV:

VI:

VII:

AFDC ALplicant Job Search, Voucher Program,
Transition and Work Program

Paternity Establishment
Child Support Enforcement

Expanded, Statutory Flexibility for States

|

Expedited State Waiver Authority
Welfare Restrictions for Aliens

Miscellaneous Provision

|

‘'Senate Republican
Welfare Reform Bill

t

© Qutline of Bill

i

of

|41



N s -
TITLE X: AFDC APPLICANT JOB SEARCH, VOUCHER PROGRAM, AND

TRANSITION AND WORK PROGRAM
' l

A.

AFDC Applicant Job Search

States must reqLi:e AFDC applicants to participate in job
search while their welfare application is being processed.
Applicants must}te reimbursed for transportation and child
care expenses. Stétes can provide emergency aid when payment
cannot be delayed States retain considerable flexlbllxty
in defining such ‘emergencies, although they must include in
their state plan the general guidelines they will follow.
States can deCLde not to follow this provision by passing a
state law spec1f1eally exempting themselves. At the time of

. AFDC enrollment| Zamilies are referred to the AFDC
tggan51tlon—tc-WOr*WProgram in which they are expected -to

work or prepare! fcr work.
(

Voucher Program!

A recipient may: at any time while receiving AFDC,
participate in the voucher program. The voucher program
allows a re01p1en' to take initiative and go into the
private sector to ‘look for a job. The recipient is given a

- voucher equal to zhe combined value of the recipient's AFDC

and Food Stamp benefit The voucher is then given as an
incentive for an enployer to hire a recipient as a form of
wage replacement - In order to hire an AFDC recipient with a
voucher, the empleyer must certify to the welfare agency
that the individual is being hired at a wage at least twice
the value of the voucher or at least minimum wage, whichever
is greater. The employer is then ellglble to receive full
wage replacement ‘or six months. After six menths, the wac wage
replacement 1is reﬂuced by one half. At the end of the 12
months, the wage replacement is eliminated entirely.

Transition-to- Wor‘ Program (maximum 2 vears -- See Expanded
Flexibility forfSLates)
| :
a) a recﬂpient can participate in the transition-to-
work pregram for a maximum of 2 years. A state
must move a recipient from the transitioen program
into the work program as soon as the recipient is
deemed work ready. A recipient deemed work ready
when thev first enter the system must go straight
into the work program; .

b) w1th1niso days of entering the AFDC program, the
recipibﬂt and the welfare agency must create a
wrltten plan outlining what each must do so the
rec101eﬁt can prepare for work; the written plan

b
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must include the statement that after 2 years
parents, who have not secured pald employment must oJ
work in,axchange for their AFDC benefit; 7

c) an assessment must be made every 6 months to
determlne if the recipient has made 'clear and
substantlal progress" toward preparing for work;
and, ';
d) states,fln consultatlon with the Secretary, must
establish the guidelines by which "clear and
substantial progress' is defined; states can set
their own guidelines within the following
framewo;k:
‘ .
1)! the general rule, to which education is
| an exception (see below), is that the
- adult members of the families must 20 laes
| participate an average of 20 hours a petiie
| . week over the course of a year; o TOBS

2)] * within 12 months 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 schools
and certified degree-granting programs)
considers full-time enrollment, and
| maintaining at least minimum passing
} evaluations, counts as participation,
. with some restrictions to prevent
f ~welfare "diploma mills";

3) . education, job skills, job readiness,

f job development and placement, group and
: individual job search, and on-the-job

: training count as participation under

i the AFDC transition program.

2. Sanctions. }

Recipients who fail to meet the criteria for participation
are sanctioned as follows: ‘
! ‘ : AdA ¥
a. first offense - the adult's portion of the AFDC 3-6-12 s
benefit is taken away for three months; if three
months]elapse and the recipient has not complied
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

|

}.
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3. Exemptiohs.

a.

f.

‘benefﬂt'is taken aﬁay'for six months,ulf the

recipient still has not complied, the recipient is

-deemedlto have entered the third offense period:;

third offense - the adult portion of the AFDC

benefit is taken away for one year. Payments on

behal f f the child(ren) may be made in the form
of vendor payments or to a representative payee.

|

o i : .

incapacitated, as currently defined in regulations
(not including drug and alcohol offenders):

L

- at state optlon, those enrolled in drug and

alcohol abuse programs (with a 12—month
llmltatlon),

during the-third trimester of pregnancy;

during a: ) period after which a recipient

~gives birfh to the first child born after the

re01p1ent participates in AFDC;

during»aw4-m0nthvperiod after which a recipient
gives birth to the second or subsequent child born
after the recipient participates in AFDC;

prov1d1ng full ~-time care of a dlsabled dependent.

AFDC Work. Proqram

1. Program Outlihe,

Recipients that the state deerni work ready or recipients who
have been enrolled in the transition-to-work program for the
maximum two years. must partlclpate in the work program in
order to continue rece1v1ng AFDC beneflts

a.

currenF Communlty Work Experience Program. (CWEP) ,
hours reguirémént is rewritten to mandate that

recmplénts work 32 hours per week and engage in 8

hours of*job searchy;

states can requlre part1c1patlon in- the wOrk
Supplementatlon program in which the AFDC benefit
is used to sub51dlze a private sector job;

.reforms to the Work Supplementatlon proqram

T
lnclude.

}
t

1) elimination of the requirement that all jobs

4 of 13




Exemptions.

Fust be new jobs;

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

|
i)
i

t

1i)

recipients participating in the Work

Supplementation program must be paid a

salary at least equal to their AFDC plus
food stamp benefits;

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
allowing states to keep the entire amount
by which the employer-provided salary
"buys out" the AFDC benefit):

t .
d. states can create a new work program, subject to

approval

by the Secretary, that combines features

of CWEP and Work Supplementation or uses entirely
new approaches developed by the state:

e. after a 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 rolls; recipients would continue to be

eligible
benefits.

Sanctions.

|

Same as above.

i
4

Same as above.

for Medicaid, food stamps, and other

Work Proaram for Two-Parent Families.

Immediately after coming onto the AFDC roles, at least one
parent of a two-parent family must be required to work 32
hours per veek aﬁd engage in job search for 8 hours per
week. = States have the option of requiring participation of
the other parent{in'either the transition to work or the

1
?
H
i
1
i
|
|
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work program. States are required to pay the combined
AFDC-Food Stamplbenefit in cash only after the completion of
the work requmrement for any given period. If the work
requirement has‘been only partially met, states must
proportionately adjust the AFDC-Food Stamp payment level.
All states can exer01se the 6-month option in designing
their AFDC two- parent program (current law prohibits about
half the states;f:om using the é6-month option).

TITLE IT: PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT

A.

If the paternity of any dependent named on an AFDC
application has |not been legally established, the mother
must provide the name of the father or possible fathers to
AFDC -officials as | part of the appllcatlon process:

"l The existlnqiellglblllty requirement requiring the

custodial parent to cooperate with and assign support
rights to the state agency shall remain in effect.

2. If the mother is not certain who the father is, she
must name all the men she thinks could be the father.

3. In the case of families with one child, once the mother
has provided the father's name, the family is eligible
for an AFDC;cash benefit for the child but not the
mother. i

4. In the case of families that have at least one child
for whom paternlty has been established and at least
one child for whom paternity has not been established,
the family will receive an AFDC benefit for the
children but not the mother.

The mother is exempt from these requirements if her

pregnancy was capsed by rape or incest or if the state

concludes that pursuing paternity will result in physical
harm to the parent or child.

After giving the‘father s name, the mother must cooperate -
with the state Chlld support enforcement agency to establish
paternity. If the mother does not cooperate, section

402(A) (26) (b) ofithe Social Security Act takes effect.

1. Once paternlty is legally establisned or a paternity
‘ suit has been initiated, the family is eligible for the
full AFDC beneflt for a family of that size.

2. If the child support agency finds that the man named in
the paternity suit is not the father, the payments for
the child(ren) must be made as vendor payments or

- PR,
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through a representative payee.

3. In the case of a family with more than one child at
least one of which has paternity established, a false
name will Stlll result in payments for the chlld(ren}
being made!as vendor payments or through a
representatlve payee.

!

C. Upon appllcatlon for Medlcald prlor 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 nct be able to receive AFDC benefits until she
identifies the father, and :

2. she should do whatever is necessary to get the father
to acknowledge paternity as soon as possible.

D. States must develop procedures in public hospitals,
Federally Quallfled Health Centers, and clinics that
facilitate the acknowledgment of paternlty

E. . States must develop procedures, in consultation with the
Secretary, to handle cases in which mothers claim the father
is dead or missing. State procedures should be based on the
principle that the burden of proof is on the mother.

G. The States, in consultatlon with the Secretary, shall
develop procedures for determining undue hardship when,
desplte full cooperatlon by the custodial parent, the State
is unable to. establlsh paternity.

t

H. States are required to follow the provisions cutlined above
unless the state passes a law specifically declaring that
the statefwantsfto exempt itself.

o The state paternlty establishment requlrement of 7% percent
in current law (as passed in OBRA '93) is increased to 90 - :
foffiﬁi States under 90 percent must increase by 6 percent ,J
eéach year 1if thelr percentage is over 50 percent and 10 ‘ am
percent each year if their percentage is under 50 percent.

l

TITLE III: CHILD suﬁpORT'ENFORCBMENT

13

A, Improved Tracking of Absent Parents to Enforce Support and
Visitation. l
1. The Federal Parent Locator service would be expanded to

improve acéess to information nationwide and the
Federal Office of Child Support Enforcement would

-
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coord
provi

2. State
Suppo
juris
where

inate|an information network between states to
de for speedy interstate searches.

s arelrequired to recognlze and enforce child
rt orders established in other states, placing
diction for child support disputes in the state
the initial court order was filed.

. {
B. Streamlined Wage Withholding.

Streamline
establishi
honor with

. C. Work Proar

the interstate system of wage withholding by
ng unlform notices and requiring employers to.
holdlng notices from out-of-state courts.

am for Fathers or neon-custodial parents.

Non~-custocd
child supp

1. . Non-c
month
worki
repay

2. State
must

a.

ial parents of children on AFDC must either pay
ort or participate in a work program.

ustodial parents who are the equivalent of 2

S in arrears on their child support and are not
ng, unless they have a court-apprcved plan for
ment, tmust part1c1pate in this program

s cansde51gn their own programs, but their program
include .at least the following three elements:

I
1n1tlal 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 penaltles if they do not cooperate;

3. Only

if the non-custodial parent does not pay child
support ‘'within 30 days, then they must enroll in a

job search program for 2 to 4 weeks;

if the non—custodlal parent still does not‘pay

child jsupport 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
seach)

incapacitated non-custodial parents are exempt.
j
! ' ' g
:

TITLE IV: EXPANDED STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATES

The following p
out requirement.
may choose to a
provisions whic

rov1sions are subject to either an opt-in or opt-
For those prov151ons which are opt-in, a state

dopt the provision in its AFDC program. For those

h are|opt out, a state must include the provision
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in its AFDC program unless the state passes a law spec1f1cally
requiring that such p ovmslon not be included in its AFDC -
program. ‘ L :

AL

- Minor mothers.

Transition-to-Work and Work Program

States have the oﬁtion of reducing the Transition-to-Work

program from a maximum of two years to one year. States u/
further have the option of reducing the work program to one ,

year. With these*optlons, states can remove all able-bodies Lyt
AFDC recxplents after two years, one year-in each of the ‘ o

Transition- to-work and work programs. Recipient would

‘continue to be ellglble for medicaid, food stamps, and other
beneflts.

Rewards and sanctlons for 1mmunlzation and or health
checkugs. ;

Allow states to 1ncrease the total monthly AFDC benefit by
up to $50 per month for 6 months (not necessarily
consecutive) for complying with immunization, EPSDT
screening, or other health requirements. Families could be
sanctioned by up to $50 per month until the requlrements are
met. States can decide not to follow this provision by :
passing a state law specifically exempting themselves.

Rewards and sanctions for school attendance.

~Allow states to increase the total monthly AFDC benefits by

up to $75.00 per month if they meet or exceed attendance
standards as established by the state. Families with
school-age children who atténd school less than the -
state-established minimum without good cause may be subiject
to a sanction of up to $75.00 per month. Good cause is
defined by states in consultation with the Secretary.

1. Unmarried~m1nor mothers must live at home or live in a
group home. (Exceptlons are granted if minor is at |
risk. If at risk, minor would be required to live in a
group home). ‘giggglgﬂpaxgnt's income is counted when J
determining AFDC benefit amount for nminor. States can EW” ‘
decide not to follow this provisioh by passing a state
law Spelelcally exemptlng themselves

2. States have the option of eliminating cash 3551stance
for minor mothers under the. AFDC program.

No additional money for more children.

States have the option of not paying any additional benefits

— s
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for chlldren born 10 months after the date of appllcatlon
for AFDC. States can, but are not required to, allow
exceptions for famllles

1. that leave AFDC due to earnings for at least 90 days if
employment 1s terminated for good cause, and/or

2. that remalnloff AFDC for 12 consecutlve months.

Married cougle t&an51tlon benefit option.

States would be permltted to allow AFDC recipients who marry
someone who is not the father of their child, and who would
become 1ne11g1ble for AFDC, to keep up to 1/2 of their
current benefit for up to one year as long as their combined
family income is|below 150% of the poverty level. Couples
who marry and would be eligible for AFDC-UP in the state may
be treated by the state as eligible for either AFDC-UP or
the state's new !"married couple' transition benefit, but not

both.

AFDC benefit levels for new state.residents.

States have the optlon of providing new residents of their
state with the same level of AFDC benefits as provided by
the state from which the residents moved. This level of

benefits can be provided for no more than 1 year.

|
1
{
i

‘Parenting classes, money management.

|
States have the ?ption of requiring AFDC parents to
participate in parentlng classes and classes on money
managenment - durlng the Transition Program. ‘Such
participation counts toward fulfillment of state
participation re@uirements.

Increase asset llmlt with respect to earned income of
minors. ]

i
States have the optlon of lncrea51ng the asset'llmlt for ,
minors who have earnea income and -accrued Savings to be uséd
for education expenses

i

|

TITLE V. EXPEDITED STATE _WAIVER AUTHORITY

(fgn 1nteragency Waiver Request 89§E§>will be established to

develop and coordlnate wavier requests from states,
localities, and other program operators. This board would
be composed of Secretarles of Agriculture, Health and Human
Services, Hou51nq and Urban Development, Labor, Interior,
Justice, and thelOffice of Management and Budget. 'The board

:
B
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is headed by a chalrperson appointed by the Pre51dent. The
board would be requlred to provide states assistance and
technical advice in applying for waivers. The board is
required to develop a standardized five year waiver process.
Board must notlfy state within 90 of application whether the
request has beey approved or denied; if the state request
has not been approved or denied with 90 days of receipt, the
request 1is deemed to be approved. 1If denied, board rust
give state all reasons for denial so state may correct and

reapply. f

TITLE VI: WELFARE RBSTRICTIONS FOR ALIENS
] .
1. Illegal aliens qre prohibited from receiving AFDC, Medicaid,
‘ (except emergency services), food stamps, and Supplemental
Security Income}(ssl)‘benefits.

2. For legal aliens, their sponsor's income is attributable to
the alien until (the alien has become a naturalized United
States citizen. | Benefits for legal aliens are limited to

one year. [ ‘

3. Any legal alien who recelives welfare benefits for 12 nonths
must 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 deportation.

4, State AFDC agencﬁes~must provide the name, address, and
other identifying information to the INS for all illegal
immigrant parents with citizen children.

5. Any noncitizen who is currently residing in the U.S. and is
affected by any of 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 outli?ed above.
|
|

TITLE vII: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
|

A. AFDC Re01p1ents and Drug Addiction ,
|

1. AFDC appllcants and recipients determlned by states to
be addicted'to alcochol or drugs must participate in
addiction t%eatment.

2. Failure of Addicts to participate on a satisfactory
basis as defined by the state willl result in expulsion
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|
|
. from AFDC %or 2 years. States may establish priorities
for treatment based on availability of services.
States may| not remove addicts from the AFDC rolls for
failure to|participate in a trsatment program when the
treatment service is unavailatle to the addict-
recipient. i '

3. States may!waive participation requirements during the
tran51t10n;program for up to I year if AFDC recipients
are participating in addiction treatment programs;
however, states must continue to include all addicted
rec1p1entslln the denominator for calculation of
part1c1pat%on standards.

4. States arelauthorized to use random and unannounced
drug tests with recipients whc have participated in
drug rehabilitation programs cr have a history of
addiction; refusal by the recipient to submit to drug
testing wlll result in termination of the adult's cash
AFDC beneflt. Payments on benralf of the child may be
made in the form of vendor pavments or to a
representatlve payee.

\Eliglblllty forgSoc1a1 Security.

No monthly benefits will be paid tc any individual confined
in a public institution by a court order pursuant to a
verdict of net guilty by reason of insanity, mentally
incompetent to Qtand trial, or other mental diseases.

. | . .
Evaluation of FEducation and Training Programs.

The Department ok Health and Human Services is required to
fund research that examines the impacts of education and
training programs on exits from AFDC, welfare expenditures,
wage rates, employment histories, and repeat spells on AFDC.
At least one of the studies must involve three groups to
which AFDC adults are randomly assigned: a control group
not required to part1c1pate in any special activity, a group-
required to participate in educaticn or job tralnlng
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.

1
Demonstrations ob Fraud and Administrative Efficiency.
b ‘

1. "HHS is authorized to conduct demonstrations in several
states to determlne whether providing welfare benefits
(including AFDC Food Stamps, Medicaid, housing, etc.)
by use of electronic cards and automatic teller '
machines will reduce administrative costs and fraud:
withih 5 years HHS must write a report to Congress

| i2 of i3
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summar121ng‘the results of the studies and making
recommendatlons about whether, and how, more states
might be required to use electronic funds transfer
programs. For any pro;ect not yet approved upon
enactment, the following standards and restrictions -
shall apply‘ \

a. all Electronlc ‘Benefit Transfer (EBT) projects
shall be treated as demonstrations with requisite
evaluatlons until data is available establishing
the cost effectiveness for the federal government.

b. Federal fundlng for hardware is prohibited.

‘

C. Regardless of conditions agreed to for cost

neutlallty purposes, when the demonstration is
ended the federal match shall continue to be
capped jat 50%

d. Feaeral Approval of EBT demonstrations shall be
ccndltloned on the follow1ng

1) Cost neutrality for the federal government;

2) Reasonable time frames for development and
1mplementatlon including consideration for
conversion and potential disruption to
benefit disbursement to recipients;

3) RéasOnable limits establishing numbers of
transactions and service fees for recipients;

| ‘

4) Stipulation of anti-fraud procedures to
prevent misuse of EBT cards:

|

5) Stipulation of procedures to insure privacy:

6) Description of an equitable cost accounting
system for expansion of EBT availability to
state and federal programs in addition to the
orlglnal developing programs.

HHS 1is requi%ed to appoint a commission composed of
cabinet off1c1als outside experts, and state
admlnlstrators to determine the cost and feasibility of
creating an inter-state system of Social Security
numbers of all welfare participants for the purpose of
ensurlng that no adults or children are participating
in welfare programs in more than one state.
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COMPARISON OF 1?27/94 SENATE AND 11/93 HOUSE REPUBLICAN
WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS

Title I: AFDC Tran51t10n to Work and Work Program

A. Applicant Job Seagch

Under the Senate Republzcan bill, States must mandate
applicant job search with. relmbursement for transportation
and child care unless they pass legislation exempting
themselves. At|State option, they can provide emergency aid
when payment cannot be delayed. [The House Republican bill
has identical provisions.]

B. Voucher Program
|

At any time, AFDC 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 AFDC
and food stamp beneflts. To hire recipients, employers must
certify that they will pay the employee at least twice the
value of the voucher After one year, the wage replacement
‘value of the voucher ‘would be reduced by half and, after two
years, wages would no longer be supplemented. Employers may
also participate in TJTC for this employment. [The House
version has no such provision to encourage pr;vate sector
employment. ] !

C. Transition to Work Program

a) The Senate Republlcan bill requires that recipients be
moved from ﬁhe transition program into the work program
as soon as Fhey are deemed work ready. Recipients
cannot stay in the transition program for more than 2
years. [Under the House version families go into the
transition program the first 2 years they are on AFDC,
States can postpone putting job ready families into the
transition program for 1 year.]

b) Recipients Lnd the welfare agency have 60 days to
develop an employablllty plan for what each must do to ~
prepare the{rec1p1ent for work. The plan will specify
that if the recipients have not obtained employment in
2 years, they must work in exchange for AFDC benefits.
[The House bill 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.]

c&d) The Senate ﬁill requires assessments every 6 months to
determine if the recipient has made "clear and
substantial progress" toward preparing for work.
States must establish guidelines for clear and

; -
- | 1
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substantiaﬁ progress in consultation with the Secre-
tary. [This is not specified in the House Republican
bill.} L » -

1. Except 1n educational activities, participation must
average 20! hours a week over the course of a year. [The
House blllkrequlres at least 520 hours over the course
of a year (an average of 10 hours per week).]

2 Within a year, the Secretary must publlsh rules
about how education hours are to be counted with the
principle that whatever is considered full-time
enrollment and maintaining minimum passing levels
counts as partlclpatlon. [The House Republican bill
has the same requirement. ]

3. Education, job skills, job readiness, job develop-
ment and placement and OJT all count as participation.
[The House |bill includes all programs authorized in
. section 482(d) which, in addition to the above .
activities, also 1ncludes job search, work supplementa-
tion, and CWEP.] :

|

- Sanctions: | For the first and second offenses, the
family loses the adult share of the AFDC benefit for
three and six months, respectively.. [Compared to losing
25% of the [family’s combined AFDC and food stamp
benefit for these periods under the House bill]. After
the third qffense, 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
eligibility for Food Stamps, Medicaid and any other
benefits foF which they are eligible.]

" Exemptions for persons who are: Incapac;tated {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 famlly is on AFDC, 4 months for each
subsequent Chlld ‘and carlng for disabled dependents. .
[The House Republlcan bill is identical, except that ~
the 6- and 4-month exemptions for the blrth of a first
- and subsequent child, respectively, are divided between
the pre-natal 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 after a child who had been removed from the
home returns ]



D. AFDC Work Program

1.

i
I
|
i
|
|

|

‘Part1c1pathon Requirements are not spec1f1ed in the

Senate Republlcan 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 caseload after that and are 50, 60, 70, 80 and-
90 percent| in Fiscal Years 1998 through 2002.]

1

|
]
Under the Senate Republican bill, recipients who are
job ready or who have been in the transition program
for 2 years are required to participate in the work
program. [Fhe House Republican bill only requires that
parents who have not found a job after 2 years
part1c1pate in the work program.]

a. CWEP hours will be 32 hours a week plus 8 hours of
job search, regardless of grant levels. [The House
bill requlres 35 hours of work per week under CWEP
and no job search.]

|

. b&c. The qequlrement that Work Supplementation slots be

new Jobs is deleted. Work Supp participants must
be paid a wage at least equal to their AFDC plus
food stamp benefits. Employers can pay a larger
share of wages, buying out the AFDC benefit, and
the State will still qualify for federal match as
if the entire benefit had been paid by the State.
[House bill is identical.]
{

d.  States can create new work programs approaches
subject to approval by the Secretary. [House bill .
is identical.)

!

e. After a year in the work program, States have the
optlon to drop adult recipients from the AFDC
rolls, leaving them still eligible for Medicaid,
food stamps and other benefits. [The House bill
glves States the option to drop any recipients
fromithe AFDC rolls after 3 years.]

£. Sanctions and exemptions under the transitional ;
and work programs are the same. [Also the case
under the House bill.] The Senate bill does not
specify any participation requirements. [Under the
House bill, rates for appllcants increase from 30

Apercent 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-
nator would be all nonexempt recipients on AFDC
for at least 2 years.]

|
|



E. Work Program foriTwo—Parent Families:

The Senate Republican bill requires at least one parent in
UP families tolparticipate in the work program as soon as
the family comes on the rolls. States have the option to
require the other 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 States can limit their 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 1n-the transitional program and that States have
the option of requlrlng both to participate. After two
years, at least one parent must participate in the work
program and thére are identical "pay as you work" provi-
sions. As in the Senate bill, all States can limit their UP
programs to 6 months in any 12 months period. ]

|
i

| :

Title II; Paternity Establishment

A. Initial Eligibility for Benefits
Same as House‘bﬁll except

-only denies beneflts to the mother for non-cooperation.
(The House version would make the child ineligible for
benefits as wel& )

-Specifies that existing cooperation and assignment
requirements are in effect.

-Allows famllles to receive AFDC benefits for all children
if paternity has been established for at least one child
(House bill only allows benefits for those children for whom
paternity has been established).

: |
B. Cooperation in Establishing Paternity

Once paternity is legally established or a paternity suit .
has been 1n1t1ated the family is eligible for the full AFDC
benefit. [Under the House bill, full beneflts are paid only
after paternltygls legally establlshed ]

If man named 1s'not the father, the mother s portion of
the benefit will be denied and payments for the
children will be made as vendor payments or to a
representative payee. [House bill would drop mother
and child from the rolls.]

!
|
|
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C. Information Dissemination

Upon applicatioL 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 paternlty (House bill requires all public
off1c1als to prov1de such information. ]
1
G. Uhdue Hardship Provisions

States in consultatlon with the Secretary would develop ways
to determine that there is undue hardship and they are
unable to establish paternity despite cooperation of the
custodial parent.

I. Paternity Establishment Requirement

As in the House1b111 the state paternity establishment
requirement is 1ncreased to 90%. States with rates ranging
from 50 to under 90 percent must increase their rates by 6
percent a year~unt11 they reach 90 percent. States with
rates below 50 percent must increase by 10 percent a year.
[Same as House bill.]

PROVISIONS that are identical in the House and Senate bills:
| ;

o Exemptions: if pregnancy is caused by rate or incest or
if State concludes physical harm will result,

: 1

D. States must Develop Paternity Acknowledgement Programs

w in Public HOSpltalS and Federal funded Health Centers

E. Burden of Proof on Mother for Death or Missing

F. Good Cause! Exemptiocns

H. State can Exempt Itself by Law

TITLE IIX. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

t

Impro?ed Tracking of Absent Parent to Enforce Support
Requires states to recognize and enforce interstate
orders 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:

o Expand Fed%ral Parent Locator service

o Streamline& Wage Withholding

5



o Work Program for Non-custodial Parents
1 ,
PROVISIONS that are in the House bill and not in the Senate bill:

o W-4 based New—ere reporting systems and immediate
wlthholdlng

o Hospltal-bqsed Paternity Establishment

TITLE IV: EXPANDED STATUT RY FLEXIBILITY FOR STATE

A. Allows States tq reduce both the transitional and the work
programs each to 1 year.

B. Rewards and sanctlons for immunization and/or health
checkups ;

States are allowed to reward or sanction families $50 a
month based on whether or not they comply with immunization
or health check up requirements. [House bill requires
families to prov&de verification of periodic checkups and
immunizations tolremaln eligible for AFDC.]

C. Rewards and sanctibns for school attendance

As in the House blll States are allowed to reward or
sanction school age chlldren based on whether or not they
meet school ‘attendance standards. [House version specifies
that minor parenps are also subject to this provision.]
|
D. Minor Mothers

Requires minor mothers to live at home. If the minor mother
is at risk, she is required to live in a group home. States
can refuse AFDC beneflts to minor mothers’ [House bill
extends policy to minor fathers as well, minor parents who
are married, and1requ1res States that Wlsh to exempt
themselves from this provision to pass laws doing so0.]

E. No additional money for more children

As in the House bill, States can impose a family cap denying
benefits to children born 10 months after date of applica-
tion for AFDC. Same exceptions apply. Under the Senate
version, States can opt out of the policy more easily.
[Under the House! ver51on States can only opt out of the
pollcy if they pass laws exempting themselves.] The Senate
version makes the policy a State option.

i




H. Parenting classes, money management and moving residence

Identical to House except that the Senate version does not
give states ablllty to require AFDC families to seek
permission to move their children’s resldences during the

school year. }
I. Increase asset liﬁit with respect to income of minors

Allows States to increase asset limit for minors who have
earned income and savings to be used for education. [House
bill gives States the option to increase asset limits to
$10,000 for mlcﬂoenterprlse home ownership, education or
training.] |
PROVISIONS that are fdentlcal in the House and Senate bills:

DQ Married couple transition benefit option

E' AFbc benefi% levéls for new state residents
PROVISIONS in House B&ll that are not in Senate bill:

6‘ State option to convert AFDC to block grant
TITLE V: EXPEDITED STATE WAIVER AUTHORITY

The Senate Republlcan bill creates an interagency Waiver
Request Board composed made up of the Secretaries of 6
domestic Departments, the OMB Director, and a Pre51dent1ally
appointed chalrperson The board would assist States in
applylng for waivers and develop a standardized 5 year
waiver process. WAppllcatlons that are not acted upon within
90 days would be: automatlcally approved. If waivers are
denied, the board must give states all reasons for denial so
that the state can correct its appllcatlon and re-apply.

The Senate bill does not extend waiver authority beyond
current law. [The House Republlcan bill also created an
interagency board and extended waiver authority to programs é
that prov1de cash assistance, education, employment ?P
training, health, housing, nutrition or social services to
individuals or famllles The House bill is more prescrip-:
tive in spec1fy1ng what the goals of waiver projects must '
be.] !

l

TITLE VI: WELFARE RESTRICTIONS FOR IMMIGRANTS

The Senate Republlcan bill extends the current deeming
period from 5 years until citizenship, and alters the
deeming calculation itself so as to make virtually all
sponsored legal immigrants ineligible. It also requires the
AFDC, SSI, Medicﬁid, Food Stamp, and Unemployment programs

t

\
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to report to INS all legal immigrants who continue to
receive benefits beyond 12 months. INS is then required to
treat such immigrants as "public charges" under the
Immigration andINatlonallty 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 any enforcement action upon receiving such
reports. The Senate bill does not require benefits to stop
being paid to legal immigrants beyond this one-year “limit".
Finally, the one-year limit would also apply to refugees and
asylees, although it is unknown where such immigrants mlght
be deported to ﬂf enforcement of the public charge provi-
sions was contemplated against them. [The House Republican
Welfare Reform plan would deny Federal benefits (other than
emergency Medlcald) to all non-citizens, except for refugees
(for a period of| 6 years) and permanent resident aliens over
age 75 that have resided in the U.S. continuously for 5
years. The House bill would throw current immigrant
recipients off the rolls, as well as deny eligibility to new
immigrant applicants. ]

Names of all llngal alien parents of citizen children on
AFDC must be reported to the INS. For noncitizens currently
residing in the U.S., these provisions do not become
effective for 1 year. Affected resident aliens must be
notified of the change in eligibility. [Provisions in the
House blll are essentlally identical.]

|
TITLE VITY: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A,

Requires applicaqts and recipients who are determined to be
addicted to drugs or alcohol to participate in treatment.

If treatment if avallable and addicts do not participate
satisfactorily, they will be denied benefits for 2 years.
While re01p1ents«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 have their benefits terminated. Payments on
behalf of the chﬁld can be made in the form of vender
payments or to a representatlve payee. [The House bill has
essentially identical provisions except parents who refuse’
to cooperate w1th random drug tests will lose the entire
family’s AFDC benefit for a perlod of 2 years.]

Persons who pled not guilty by reason of insanity, mentally
incompetent to stand trial or other mental diseases may not
collect Social Sepurlty benefits. [There is no such
provision in the House Republican bill.]

|

?i
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As in the House! bill, the Senate bill authorizes HHS to
conduct EBT demohstratlons. The Senate bill, however,.
specifies condltlons for Federal approval of EBT, requlres
that each proyect be evaluated until cost-effectlveness is
established, caps federal reimbursement at 50%, and
-prohibits Federa%'funding for hardware.

PROVISIONS that are i#enﬁical ih the House and Senate bills:

f |
C. Evaluation ?fvEducation and Training Programs

PROVISIONS in House Bill [that are not in Senate bill:

o Cap on Entiéleﬂent Programs.
)

Consolldatlon of 10 food and nutrition programs into a'
single dlscretlfnary block grant for states

o Requirement that SSA identify and periodically test

addicts on SSI and, if positive, terminate their
benefits permanently

Requlrement that local hous1ng authorities disregard
FICA and 1ncomeftaxes for 2 'years after recipients

begin employment subject to funding approval by the
Approprlatlons Committee

L
o
i
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Honorable Robert Packwood e
Chairman  ° v E T

U. S. Senate Finance Com:mttee ~:

219 Senate Dirksen Office Bldg. =~~~ T
Washmgton,DC 20510 S o I

Dea.r‘ Senator Packwoodf |
"Counties are the front-line deliverers of basic social services. In many states,

counties have adm1mstratlve and financial responsibilities for federal and state social |

services programs. Prchmmary estimates from State Associations of Counties that have

responded to a recent National Association of Counties (NACo) survey show that

counties contribute over $4 billion to the federal wolfare, child-welfare; and chxld support - |

_programs, as well as nearly $1 bxlhon to state general assmtance programs

It is with thm expenencc that counties approach the debate ovcr welfare rcform

" and social service prograﬁs NACo has.been a long-time supporter of a comprehensive

; ‘concepts SO -

approach that rewards’ work, strengthens farnﬂxes and is supported by sufficient federal
resources and local ﬂexxblxhty to train people for jobs that promote long-term self- -
sufficiency. NACo’s Board of Directors adopted an interim resolution and guidelines ‘on
welfare reform at our Isglslanve conference in March which include the followmg '

] :

o Our overndmg conccm is the. protectmn of chxldren ~The federal govemment o

I
" must maintain its responsxblhty to ensure a level of assistance and support services to

children and families, and that programs are administered on an equitable basis.

* Programs such as Aid to Farmhes with Dependent Children, Foster Care and Adoption

Assistance, Medicaid, and Food Stamps represent the basic safety net for children.

‘NACO therefore supports1 maintaining the federal entitlement for these programs. .

- 0 Beyond thlS level of protecnon the federal govemment must provxdc the o

~ flexibility to tailor programs to meet local needs. Many of the restrictions in the

legislation passed by the House of Representatives go against the concept of state and
local flexibility, and have the added consequence of hurting children. These mc:lude the
family caps, the ehmmatmn of eligibility for teenage parents and their ohxldren, and -
reducing benefits to children who have not had paternity established even in cases when
the parent is cooperatmg with the state. NACo supports a different approach to these
issues, such as cncouragmg teenage parents to live wnh a respon31ble adult and provxdmg
fundmg for enhanced case management

H

440 ﬁfstStree: Mo
Washington, 0C 200m-2080 .

202/393-6228
Fax 202/393-2630

B S ’ < N A [: l] National Assaciation of Counties ~

~
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Honorable Robert Packwood
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, 0 Another matter of great concern to countles is the denial of beneﬁts to legal
" immigrants. We beheve that this prohibition is unfair to taxpaying legal residents and
~will result in conmderable cost shifting to local and state governments. Los Angeles
* .. county, which has the hlghest concentration of i immigrants in the country, has estimated
" that the denial of Aid to Farmhes with Dependent Children and Supplemental Security
Income would represent over $500 million a year in additional general assistance costs,
~ and this figure does not even include the added cost of denymg Medicaid ehgxbxhty

© 0 Whﬂe NACo generally supports the concept of tune-hrmted assistance we also
firmly believe that in order for it to work, there have to be jobs, .education and training,
and support services available. One of the most basic needs is affordable child care.
- Neither individuals nor counties and states should be penalized for their failure to move
‘ people off the welfare rolls when jobs. and chlld care are not avallable '
1 : . :
~ 0 Arbitrary pammpanon rcqmrements such as those 1ncluded in the House blll are
excessive and counterproductwe Instead, NACo supports mutually negotiated outcome ' -
~measures in which states are judged by their progress toward achieving these goals. We
- are also concerned about the bill’s definition of ‘required work activities and believe that
these should be determmed at the state and local level based on the individual’s skllls and =
: tralmng needs - : -

o Poorly funded block grants and cuts in beneﬁt chgxblhty w111 force’ county and

city governmients to bear the unshared 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 governments be involved -
in planning the design and delivery of services that meet the particular needs of local \
communities. I, therefore urge you to iriclude language in your | blli that prov1des for a
local government role in thxs process. Block grants also must include adequate tune for
implementation and some formula for increases, pamcularly in cases of economic
downturns. | :

0 NACo believes that there are a number of categonca} programl that could be
consohdated to allow- for a single fundmg source.. One such area could be achild
welfare services block grant that includes the Family. Preservation and Support Program
Child Abuse State Grants| and the Title IV-B Child Welfare Services.

, l
© o NACo opposes the cap on Medxcald as it w111 cause a cost shift to the pnvate
sector and to local level govemrnents pamcularly counties, and also not—for—proﬁt and
: proﬁt hospxtals -
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Honorable Robert Pack\‘vood
- page3 o 'ﬁ
7 Apnl 25 1995 \i
o I cannot emphas1ze enough, however, thc need to keep the IV-E Foster Care
‘and Adoptxon Assistsnce, administration and training as an individual entitlement. -
These program are desxgned to protect our most vulnerable children and provide them a

‘safe an nurturing out-of-home - placement.” A capped block grant will result in higher
caseloads and could put these chﬂdren in even greater risk.

In closmg, 1 urge you to consxder the cumulatwc effect of all the changes mcluded
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
Supplemental Security Income (8SI). Consider a child who is on SSI but is in out-of-
home care due to abuse or neglect If that child loses SSI eligibility, the cost will be

shifted to the foster care system If foster care is also put in a block grant thlS mll be an
-additional burden to countles and states,

¢ know that you share many of the conicerns that | have raised in this letter and
understand that the Senate - may remove some of the more onerous restrictions from the
House b111 Iam avallable to dxscuss these i issues. with you- in greater deta:l

L : :
o ‘ o | ' Presuicnt
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| WELFARE REFORM
) ,4

Would you veto the Dole welfare reform blll if it passes the Scnatc in its current

-form"r'k‘ . !

. | ,
We've come a long way in. this debate but we've still got a ways to go A year ago

" Congress was talking about orphanages as the solution to teen pregnancy. Now- the

Senate has rc;cctcd that: approach and Senator Dole's bill includes my- approach -which
is requlrrng teen mothers to live at home, stay in school, and turn their lives. around
Not so long ago, some iin Congress wanted to pass a welfare reform that didn't
toughen child support enforcement Now both the House and Senate bills have’
adopted every ma]or chrld support provrsron of my bill, and say to deadbeat parents:
If 'you don't pay your chlld support, we'll gamish your wages, suspend your license,

, track yOu. across state hnes and if necessary, make you work off what you owe.

So'we've made some brpartrsan progress togethcr But the rcal test of welfare reform
is whether it will move people from welfare to work. The Dole bill still comes up.
short on that test, .and that' s why the Senate couldn't get welfare. reform done this -
week. As soon as they get serious about rcally moving people from welfare to work
they can get this done. | That means making sure there's child care so we can enforcc
tough work requirements. It means rewarding states for putting people to work, not
for just cutting them off the rolls. And it means making sure states put up some of
their own money to move people into work not ]ust sending a blank check from one-

: bureaucracy to another} o : o ' —

|
|

Some havc cornplamed that you re t00 eager to get a brll and too reluctant to threatcn

ca veto Is that truc?

I've made very clear that I won't just sign any bill that comes along because it's called
welfare reform. I've spent'most of my adult life workmg on this issue. We've got to.

- have real reform that will succeed in-moving people from welfare to work, not just

politics as usual that pretends to solve the welfare problem but that is rcally dc51gned
to solve Congress s budgct problems r . »

N
So 1'll stop a bad bill if that's what they send me. If thcy don't send me a bill, Il

continue to approve sweepmg welfare reform expenments in the states. But there is
an enormous consensus on welfare reform across party, race, and class lmes in this

‘country, and I'n determined to keep pressing for real reform until the American

people get what they want.and deserve. If we can't agree about the importance of -
work over welfare, we, can‘t agree on anythmg And if we can't get together without
regard to party and fix a welfare system that is undermining every value we care about
as Amerrcans what did.all of us come’ here to Washmgton to do?
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.7 Are you wrllmg to accept a welfare reform bxll that ends the individual entitlement?

I strongly supported thc Work First brll sponsored by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and

Mikulski, which ensures that people who are willing to work can do so. I hope the
Senate will work across party lines to mcorporate that bills' basic principles. The =~
central issue is work. .Nobody who can work is entitled to something for nothing,
But we should reform welfare by movmg people from welfare to work, not by just

. . .

~ Senator Moynihan has siaid' he wishes you had never called for an end to welfare as
. we know it. Do you regret opening the door to the kind of welfare reforrn the

Republtcans are llkely to send you?
i

"Not at all. I'm glad the Repubhcans decided to make welfare reform part of therr ‘L
‘contract with America. iIt has always been at the heart of mine. We have made a lot

of progress in agreeing on the basic élemerits of welfare réform that I laid out in my.

campai time limits, work requirements, toughest ossrble child support
, paign:. ¢ p pp

enforcement demandmg respon31ble behavior. We can reach a bipartisan agreement.

. 0 long as'everyone is smcere about really moving people from welfare to work, and'
- not just meetmg 1deolog1cal lltmus tests or lookmg for qurck—and drrty budget

savmgs

] -
rl
t
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When the Senatefturns to. consideration of H.R. 4, the Family
Self-sufficiency Act of 1995, I will offer a aubatitute bill in .
my capacity. as co-chairman of the Southern States Caucus dubbed
‘the "Restoring Values and Better Enforcing Efficiency in
Rehabilitation Act."' My bill is designed to break the back of
the welfare state.‘ I hope you will considar joinlng me as a co-
sponsor. ‘L . S
Title I of my bil] would changA the Senate Finance
Committee'’'s block grant allocation formula. The current formula
perversely rewards liberal Yankee states that have high per
capita public welfare expenditures. As you may know, the current
Aid to Families with[Dependent Children {AFDC) programs allow
states to determine their own eligihility standards and benefit
levels. The Federal Government then matches state AFDC |
‘expenditures at varying reimbursement rates, dependent upon per
capita income.. §So even though the federal match rate is lower
.for states like New Yoxk and Massachusetts than it is for Georgia
and Alabama, the northarn states qualify for much larger amounts
of federal funds bacauﬂe they spend so much more at the state

level. }

How can we reduée the 1ncentives to go on welfare if we

reward states that provide liberally for their poor? My "Fair :
Share Formula" would| remove the incentive and correct the' current .
inequity. Under my formula, federal block grants monies would be
allocated to states in inverse proportion to state per capita
public welfare expenditures. ‘In other words, the state that
8pends the leaBt on public welfare would receive the largest
.allocation. Tte state that spends the most (using 1994 figures)
he smal]ast block grant.

. Even though my bill caps the block grant at $16. 8 billion
for fifteen years, 1t's important to account for changing
demographics within the confines of the cap. Therefore, my “Fair
Share Formula” will be updated evéry two years to reflect
pepulation growth and state-by-state changes in the number of
trailer homes per capita. '

I think it's tima that Washington stopped dictating to the
states. Therefore, my bill gives the states maximum flexibility
in the use of their wleare block grant funds. The states, if
they so desire, may usa the funds for other purpeses that enhance
the lives of their taxwpaying residents, such as the construction
of public monuments., States are not. required to use the funds on
welfare. " .

i
'
-
i
|
|
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My bill establishes a annual "bonus fund“ equal to 10
percent of the total: block grant, or $§1.7 billion. Subject to
‘the availability of bonus funds, states will receive $100 for
every single reduction in their welfare caseload where the
state's director of puhlic welfare can certify that the =
individual dropped from the rolls met state or federal welfare
eligibility requirements. Family members are counted separately.
Consider, for lnstance, a welfare family of four. If that family
is denied benefits, the state receives $400 from the bonus fund.
My bill deliberatelylallocates bonus funds on a "first come, s
girst served” hasis to encourage states to win the “race to the
ottom. " i :

|

Title II of my bill ia designed to change people’ s behavior f
by lessening the appeal of welfare. As the American Legacy -
Foundation and the Coalition to Restore Christianity have sBo
convincingly demonstrated, the best way to reduce the welfare
rolls is to isoclate, stigmatize, and shame welfare reciplents.
Therefore, section 1 of Title II requires states to face brand
all welfare reéipients with a'giant~"ﬁ" on their foreheads.

- Since we need tc instill the work ethic in welfare ‘
~ recipients, section 2 of Title II modifies the Job Opportunities
and Basic Skills (JOBS) program by requiring all adult welfare
recipients (aged 12 and older) to work on chain gangs organized
and supervised by state penitentiary officials. There are no
_exemptions to the work requirement. .

Too often under the current system, promiscuous, unmarried
women have illegitimate children and receive a financial reward
for thoir bohavior. [While my bill outlaws abortion, it. does
contain a provision to prevent welfare mothers from having
additional children. | Based on recommendations of the Council on
Family Resgearch, section ‘3 of Title II requires welfare mothezs
. to have Norplant implants while they receive benefits.; And they
receive a $50 bonus if they agree to undergo sterilization.
Effective September 30, 1995, Medicaid funds can only be used for
Norplant implants and performing sterilization procedures. (This
provision reverses the uncontrollable annual increases in
Medicalild spending, I am‘waitlng for the Congressional Budget

i

Office to sccre it. )g

We know that chiidren on welfare typlcally become adults on
welfare. Title III of my bill is designed to break this vicious
cycle of welfare depandency and the rampant illegitimacy that -
threatens to déstroy .the social fabric of our nation. In order
to receive welfare benefits, mothers must agree to surrender all
children born out of wedlock under the age of 12 to the state.
(Child:en 12 and older, whather 1egitimate or 111agitimate, must

i
|
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maeet the work requirement.) - Bastard children under 12 will
become wards of the state. .To defray orphanage expenses the
states incur caring for these children, they may be leased out to
private firms for medical experimentation and product testing.
This provision has been endorsed by People for the Ethical
Treatment of Quadrupeda and Winged Creatures._

Finally, Title IV of my bill is designed to prevent the'
break-up of the traditional American family that often leads to .
welfare dapendéncy. }The divorce rate has soared in this country

- because liberal judges grant enormous ‘alimony and child support
awards to women who leave their husbands. These juagements are
bankrupting honest, hard-working men who can barely afford beer
and pork rinds, much less a family. It seems obvious that women
would be more inclined to "stand by their men"” if they knew they
and their children would receive absolutely no financial support
from their spouses in the event of a divorce. Consequently, my '
bill repeals all child support .enforcement provisiona contnined

in current ‘law. . ‘

I hope you willkaqree that these modest provisions will add
to our arsenal in the war against. welfare. ' If you have
substantive ‘questions about the Restoring Values and Better
Enforcing Efficiencyiin Rehabilitation ("RVs and BEER") Act,
please call Jeb Davis &t the Southern States Institute. His
telephone ‘number is 202/Red-Neck (733-6325). If you wish to
become a co-sponsor, 'please have a member of your staff contact
my legislative assistant for welfare raform and 2nd Amendment
rights, Billy Ray, at 224-0000.

,Sincérely;

".Maabngbixon
~ United States Senator

MD:br = -

SB'd  .SSSISVE oL S MOMd | £S:pT . SE6T-SB-TNC


http:divor.ce

- AUG-@5-1995 15:38  FROM T REED P.Q1/12

Lo

Possible Welfare Reform Amendments
1. Child Custody Amendr!nent (Biden/Domenici) (Matthew Baurrigartner 4-5042)

2. Child Support (Blden): restores the $50 pass-through of cm!d support funds to welfare
recipients. (Matthew Baumgartner, 4-5042) A

ik -+ 3. "Right to Know the Rules" Amendment (Bradl ey) requxres States to set basic

eligibility standards, define categoncal exceptions such as time limits or a family cap, and

then to follow those rules. |Welfare applicants must be informed of the State’s rules, and

2 no one who is eligible undar those rules may be p laced on a waiting hst (Mark Schmidt, 4-
ﬁ . 5044) : 5 o ,; .

; 1,4. Ban on Local Unfunded Mandates (Bradley): prohibits States from shifting the cost

:  of assistance previously provided under AFDC to counties, localities. school boards or other

ieveis of government. (Mark Schmidt, 4-5044) ;

&. Past Due Child Support (Bradley) requires that chiid support awearages which accrue

after the custodial parent got off welfare go to the custodial parent rather than to the State

as rermbursement for past/AFDC benefits. (Mark Schmldt 4- 5044)

|
6. No "Skimming" (Bradlay) prevents States from defining elxglbulty in a manner that
denies benefits to those least likely to be able to work in order to achieve a much higher
work participation rate than if everyone in need were served. (Mark ESchmidt, 4-5044)
| = : !
7. Fiscal AccountabthtylMamtenance of Effort (Breaux): ties the size of a State's block
R grant to the level of state contribution to the programs included in the block grant (Lisa
B “Alkman, 4-8740 or Cynthla Rice 4-9741) ~

8. Job Training (Breaux) (Lisa Aikman, 4-8740Q, or Cynth\a Rlce 4-9741)

9 Adult SUpemsed Lmng for Teens (Conrad): provides funding for States to develop
adult-supervised living arrangements, or Second Chance Houses, for teen mothers who are
‘unable to live at home. ((‘ralg Obey, 4-2043)-

t

10. State Flexibility (Conrad) allows States to choose either the Dofe AFDC and Job
Training block grants and the Conrad Transitivrral Aid and WAGE program (T itles | & Il of -
Conrad’s welfare reform plan) (Craxg Obey, 4~2043) .

11. . Tribal Set-Aslde {Daschte) designates three percent of black grant funds to go to
Native Amencan tribes. (Patty Mitchell, 4-2321) .

12. Child Care (Dodd]Kennedy) restores the child care guarantee (contained in the |
original Packwood bill) for feClpientS who are required to work. Provides full funding for this
mandate, pasd for with an offeet -{Janc Loewenson, 4- 5630 or Michael Iskcwﬂz 4-707,:),

4l
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:13. Direct Block Grant tc C:ountles (Feinstem) allows counties to negotrate directly with
HHS for block grant funds to{ be administered by recipient countres (Ralph Payne 4-3841)

14. Hutchison Formula Alternatlve (Feinstein): distributes growth funds proportionately
based on relative increases in the states’ poor populations. All growth funds go to chud~
care block grant. Nu slate ’lcses funds (Ralph Payne, 4-3841) i
{15 Food Stamp Traffl ckmg (Feinstein): mcreases penalties fcﬁr illegal food stamp
traffi ckmg (Raiph Payne, 4 3841) Ny . .

16. Benefits for Legal Immlgrants (Fomstein) revere'ea Stmbson Allows legal
1mmtgrants and naturahzed!cxtuzens to receive benefits. (Ralph Payne 4-3841)

17. Vu!nerable Pupulauons (Feinstein) réstores beneﬁts for wrdows and widowers who
don’t have survivor's benef ts, disabled who don’t receive SSI, and custodial parents who
haven’t received child support payments for two years. (Ralph Payne, 4-3841)

18. Minor Fathers (Fe:nsteln) makes minor father's parents pay child support. (Ralph
Payne, 4-3841) ! . h I

19. Rent Withholding (Femste;n) . authorizes rent withholding for homeIess‘ SSi

recipients. . (Ralph Payne, 4-3841)

20. Family Empowennent Contract (Harkm) _conditions receipt of AFDC benefits on the
negotiation and signing of a Family Empowerment Contract. The centract would outline the
steps each family must take to move off of welfare-and into the work force as quickly as
;poss;ble (Bev Schrneder 4-6?65)

. ; ’
21. Job Training (Kennedy): strikes S.143 (modlﬁed Kassebaum) from Dole bill. S.143

‘shifts job training funds from existing programs for seniors, veterans, etc. to Job training for

welfare recipients. It also brovrdes that 30% of funds may be drverted to other purposes

- (Michael iskowitz, 4-7675)’

.22, Expanded School Day Demonstratron Prcjects (Kerry): prowdes for demonstration

projects in troubled areas fo pay the costs of local school districts to! keep schools open
extra hours so they can be used as community centers. Earmarks funds to study the
effects of these projects on the surrounding community. (Roger Wolfson, 4- 2960)

23. Child Care Guarantee (Kerry) expands Packwood btls mandatory chzld care for
children up to age six by requmng States to offer child care for all dependent children of

. lparents who are .reguiredito work for their benefits. Sueh child cafe could include an

expanded school day. (Roger Wolfson, 4~2960)

24, Year-Rcund Benefi tsln(Kerry) prevents States from dsscnmmahng agamst applicants
based an the time of year! they apply for aid. (Roger Wo!fson 4-2960)

25 SS| for Substance !Abuse Treatment (Kerry): mamtams Medicaid coverage of
addicts and allows their SIS benefits to be apphed towards substance abuse treatment. '
| :

I
'
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‘ {Roger Wolfson, 4-2960) 5 - . ‘ .

26. Child Support (Kerry): restores the SSC‘ bass»:thmug'h of child support funds to welfare
recipients. (Roger Wolfson, 4-2960) . - !

27. Child Support Assurance (Kerry): provrdes for demonstration prolects for cm!d
support assurance. Under Chl[d support assurance, the government guarantees payments
of court-ordered child support awards up to $3,000 if the non-custcdlal parent is in default.
(Roger Wolfson, 4-2960) { , | |

28. State Entitlement (Kerry) requires states to provide assistance to all those they
deem to be eligible for ass:stance (Roger Wolfson, 4-2960)

. 29. Emergency Pre&adentllxl Authorlty (Lautenberg): allows the F'resrdent to reinstate

the entitlement for states which fall below certain threshold poverty measures - {Sander
Lurie, 4-4744) “

30 Electronic Beneftts Transfer (Leahy): mandates use of EBT for Food Stamp
program. (Ed Barron, 4-6901 or Maggie Whitney, 4-4242)

;31 Work Bonus (Lleberman) provides a bonus incentive for states for placmg welfare
recipients in private sector jObS (Elizabeth Drye. 4-4041)

32. Electronic Benefits Transfer for AFDC (Lleberman) ehmmates federal reserve
Regulation E. (Elizabeth Drye 4-404)

33, Job Training (M:kulskr}(: (Kevin Kelly. 4-8678)
34. Seniors (Mikuiski): (Kevm Kelly, 4-8678) :

'35. Restoring the Role of Men (Mlkulsk:} e lmmates the "marnage penaity” in AFDC
which imposes stiffer work requnrements on two-parent families. Expands the number of
states that are eligible for job training for non-custodial parents. (Kevin Kelty, 4-8678)

36. Child Voucher Progralm (Maseley-Braun) requires states fo establish a child

voucher program to provide servrces to minor children residing in families that are eligible

for the Temporary Assmtance to Needy Families block grant, but who are not receiving
stancc (Francesca Cook 4-2854) -

37. State Respons:b:hty (Moseley-Braun) prohibits states from trme-hmrtmg benefits to

' jan eligible famny it the state has not provided the adult recipient with work experience,
" assistance in finding employment and other work preparation activities. (Francesca Cook,

-2854)
38. JOLI Program Reauthonzat ion (Mosetey-Braun) " reauthorizes and makes
permanent the demonstration project Job Opportumtlca for Low-lncome Individuals Program.
The program would be reauthonzed at $25 million for any fiscal year, (Francesca Cook, 4-
2854)

j
!
t
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39. Race to the Bottom (Moseley«Braun) prohibits States from carrying forward unused
block grant funds if the state has !owered cash assistance beneﬁt payments in the

preceding year. ; ,

;(Francesca Cook, 4-2854) | - ‘ ‘ .

40 Assets for lndependence Act (Moseley-Braun!Coats} creates a four-year 3100
million demonstration prograrn to establish 50,000 individual Development Account (IDA)
savings accounts to help welfare recipients and low-income families build savings for post--
secondary education, purchase of a home, and microenterprise businesses. Individual or
family deposits will be matched by a sponsoring organization and the federai government.

(Francesca Cook, 4-2854) ] | R

41. Moyni han Substitute (Moymhan) S. 828 as offered in commlttee (John Secrest 4-

- 4492)

42. Five-—Year Sunset (Moymhan) prevents reversion back to current law by sunsetting

block grant program (John Secrest, 4-4492)

43 Research and Evaluat;on (Moynihan): prowdes for assessment. ofthe impact of thle '
major change m social we!f!are policy. (John Secrest 4-4482) ‘ :

44. "Good Cause" Hardshtp Wai\fer (Rockefsller): requires States (o grant exceptions
to time limits for individuals' who are ill, incapacitated, or elderly, as well as for recipients

who are providing full-time care for their disabled dependent (Barbara 4~2578)

45. High Unemployment'Areas Exceptzén (Rockefeller) gives States the option of
waiving time limits in areas of high unemployment (10.percent or more). Recipients must
participate in workfare or commun ity wcrk to ccntmue benefits: (Barbara 4-2578)

46. Maintain National Job Corps (Simoen): malntalns Jcb Corps as a national pmgram :

- . by striking the fanguage in Kassebaum bill that turns administration of Job Corps over to the

States. Also keeps 25 nattonal Job Corps centers open. (Mary Parige 4-2152)
! R

i
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DOLEPACKWOOD SUSSTITUTE
Mfmwhwwmm.!wai 19685 030455
Lm_w___’_ﬁ______ _ L -
1997 1908 1988 2000 2001 2002
it Famiy Support Payroenis o 1é.28 18548 15,048 19534 A |
> X 20132 078 . 21477 2184
Food Stamp Program b 28248 7110 2ME0 50,168 31,867 33,333 35,000 38,531
Suppiemental Security income 24322 2497 29894 32987 36108 42749 39481 48807
Modicaid 39216  $9202 110021 12,060 134,830, 148,116 162,600 177,300
Foster Care 3500 4148 4508 4930 5356 5800 €200 6788
Chid Nutribon o/ 7865 8AS G085 9GBS 10281 1042 11576 1225
Trade Adjuztment Ascictance 102 126 125 122 115 % w2 o
Toad | 16968 182218 201281 210442 ZSBS0  JLET 76518 02688
PROPOSED CHANGES } = o :
FwSupponPaym af 0 713 4001 1412 «1,825 2543 3,173 -3.‘728
Food Stamp Program &/ 0 1967 2140 - 252  28% 3208, 3262 3305
Supplemental Sacurity Income 9 441 BES4 44 4574 £218 4648 &3
- Medicaid 0 2 375 545 508 62 T o
Foster Care 0 0 e o 10 5 B 4
Chid Nulrion o 9 89 435 558 &3 £33 0 sxm T
Trads Acjugiment Acaidhance 9 0 ¢ 38 -84 -89 2. 92
Total 0 3zm . 788 9553 107% 42344 12831 13919
PROJECTED SPENDING UNDER DOLE:PAcmooo SUBSTITUTE
| oty Suppott Payments o 1a,zzs AT ST 18122 18206 18250 18304 18458
Food Stamp Progtam 26245 25143 26480 27842 28798 30,175 31738 3325
_Supplemental Secuity Income . 24322 24056 - 26340 28485 31,435 37531 345 41,478 -
ModScaid- 88216 99270 109545 121515 13424 147,454 161,689 177,025
. Foster Care ' : 350 4145 . 4508 4530 5366 5804 | 6325 5643
| Child Nutibon o | 7885 8410 8&0 9111 868 10283 1084 11523
| mmm 102 126 125 84 7 | 0 0 0
. ! Told . 168633 178382 193586 200839 27748 249577 253965 288568

i

‘Detzilg may not add 1o.1okis beeause of rounding.

3/ Under cunent low, Fm&mwmmamMmme Depermmaﬂd'm (AFDC), AFDCralated

chid care, mmwwwa@m net federal savings from child support eollections, and the Job

Opportunities arxd Basic Skils Training program (JOBS), Under propased law, Family Support Payments would indude spending
) m&aTmmymceforNeedmeMGMMthMmmammdn«w

gavings from chilkd support collections. 3

Nmmnpmuwmmmfaww% )
o wnmmmrmnmmgmmwmmwummwmmchmm
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. SUMMARY TABLE
' FEDERAL BUCGET EFsec'rsos mwmm
Aumhthsudgsqﬁammm 1995 : 0B/%5
S | 1996 1807 1958 1999 2000 2001 2002
TITLE 1 TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE | ‘ - |
FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK |
Dicect Sparncing 1 :
‘ Budget Authority ) | £S41 «807 «1,068 -1,387 «1,738 2,088 2369
i - Outiays | 457 TR 4023 4382 1,704 2016 2334
' . .
. Authorization Level Undaer Titte | o
compared to te 1895 appropriation |
nat adjusted for inflation |- , ‘ -
Ectimatad Authorizations 0 5 & & 35 NA NA
Outiays ! 0 £ 5 5. -5 NA T NA
TITLE B SUPPLEMENTAL '
SECURITY INCOME '
- iract Spending - o . o ‘ :
Budget Authority | =387 1,324 6268 1884 21 2032 2412
o T 28 1280 1846 1837 2,170 2,01 2202
Authortzation Level Under Tl I ’ ;
compared o the 1995 appropristion X
ot adjusted for inflation i : - : A
Estimated Authorization 305 130 106 105 108 NA NA
 Esfimuated Outisys 05 130 105 105 108 NA NA
TITLE 11, FOOD STAMP PROGRAM |
. | .
| iy Direct Spending * ! ‘ o . '
Budget Authority . 2205 281 3[40 3B 447 4674 49B
1 ‘ T RS 2\ 3400 I0H | 44T 4ET4 4B
| o | :
| TITLE V: CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS | ' 0 |
|~ Direct Spending 3 ‘ ;
i . 1Budget Authority - 102 489 . 64 £512 £44 - £88 744
‘ ‘Outiays : 9 435 554 603 £30 582 733
Authorization Level Under Titte IV "
_campated 1 the 1885 appropriation | | .
net adjusted for infiation ! o . ;
Estimated Authofization | 208 208 206 05 204 NA NA
J ‘]
{ i
i i_
i' it |
a E
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SUMMARY TABLE (cont'd)

|
FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE DOLEPACKWOGD

nmwuw&mm«ww& 1996 ; - 0803/05
@Mz_-_rw in rmiflions of dollars) ! ) i ‘
— ‘, ; 1996 1967 1588 1969 2000 3002
TITLE V: NONCITZENS | ‘
Dlmtwwg . ‘
; Budget Authority - | 160 223E. 2875 2900 23,115 0 -2690 3008
| Outtays . 180 2238 2878 2900 3118 2880  -3.005
TITLE Yt CHILD CARE
Auhorizstion Lovel Under Te VI |
compared o the 1568 appropriution | ‘
not adjusted for infiation L - ;
Estimated Authorization 1 81 61 $1 81 51 Na - NA
Estimated Gutlsys 19 i) &4 $ 61 NA NA
TITLE ViI: WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT
AND WORKFORCE PREPARATION -
ACTIVITIES : L
| Budget Authority o ] A% 82 §2 - - -2
Outiays 0 0 a8 84 59 82 2
Authonization Level Under Tme vi ;
compared to e 1995 appropriation f
net adjusted for imfigtion: | : ,
Esfimated Authorization . -10 -10 343 358 -] NA NA
[Esimated Cutiays - 5 147 - 807 338 NA NA
TIMLE IX: CHILD SUPPORT | o
Budget Authority - | -78 £ 18 W00 - -180 367 430
Outiays S 76 81 -18 100 - 199 387 . 4N
<4 . >
. |
TOTALS: TMLESI-X |
' i
Direct Spending : | ~ .
© Budget Authority | 8471 7,747 9677 10,881  -12,388  -12802  -13.885
- Owtiays . 22 1584 -9554- 10782 -12,344 - 12532 -13819|
Authorization Level Under the é-nll E . ‘ 'f
compared to the 1995 appropiation |
[t not adjusted fer inflation ‘ | Y ‘ T :
' Esticrated Authorization -3 I Y4 © 13 10 -10 NA
. Estimated Outigys - 28 374 2 151 18 NA

cmponmtsmyn«wmtoidatsduetomumg
mm“ﬂaﬂe R

NOTE. Theeﬁeas of Tite VIl (amendments tcl,ﬁ'aeRehabil&a‘EenAdef 1873) and Tetle X (Reform quubtlc Housing) on the
ﬂvefedaalbudsetmnctmzahdtobesigmﬁant Thecefore, Mannotshmmwshbia :

11717
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ABLE 1
FEDERALEUOGETEFFECﬂSGFT?EHXﬂimﬂkﬁaﬂocaSUBSHTUﬂE
TﬂLEI-TEMPGRARYASS&ﬁ}NCEFORNEE@YWNHUESBU&D(GRANTANOJOBS .
asmnsndhy&-cagnsnmmnau&¢CMksan&w311ﬂ$ 080385
ggz ﬁalﬂ yoar, &1 oo of umz E H i
1998 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Ropesl AFDC , Emergency Assictanes, i
JOBS, and Chid Care Pragrams :
Family Support Payments ‘ - : :
. Budget Authority 17454 17,8586 .18.311 183848 .19437 20027 -20622
{ Oufizys «17,194 17,800 18288 -18810 15,402 -19,892 20,587
Food Stamp Program ,
Budgat Authority 5 10 25 &5 €00 775 875
% 150. 275 425 €00 775 g75
Meclicaid . - o a :
Sudget Athority ¥ o o o af o ¥ .
Outlays Y al o o al & a
AmhuﬁnT«mxmxyFaﬁb |
Assistance Block Grant ! ,
Famdy Support Puym ; .
Budget Authority 116803 16808 16803 16803 16803 19303 1685
. ; 1835 18803 183803 16303 16303 16303 16,803
Popuiation and Povarty Adjustment | |
o Temparary Family Assistance * ;
Block Geant - ; . .
Budpet Authority 0 85 178 265 385 450 545
Outays | g 85 175 288 355 450 548
Food Stamp Program ; -
. Busget Authactty ; o . 0 -2 36 45 45 =3
Outlays | 0 ¢ =20 -as 45 45 L5
Evaluztion-of Bloek Grant | | ;
Famﬂ;’ Suppart Payments : , !
| Budiget Authority Lo10 10 10 10 10 ¢ 0
Outiays ' 2 10 10 10 10 g ~ .0
Penalties for State Feikwe to
Moot Work Requirernents . .
" Feamily Sippert Payments )
, WM ' 0 0 0 o 50 50 S0
0 0 6 0 -60 &0 £
!mnﬂhekwsuusuﬂ%qumyCme !
rather than AFDC Beneftts : ! o
Faster Care Program ! . : , ‘
Budget Authority 0 ] o 10 3 3B 45
0 0 I 35 4
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mm&«m1 1mwmmmmm
TABLE 1 (cord'd). 1 .
FEOERAL BUGGET EFFECTS OF THE DOLEPACKWOCD SUBSTITUTE -~
! TITLE| = TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT AND JOBS :
As received by the Cangressicns Budget Offics on July 31, 1986 ’ 08/03/08
(by fiscal year, in milions of doftars) | SRR . |
| 1998 1897 _ 7998 - 1968 2000 2001 2002 .
|
Dmddalmﬁ&wm | ;
who Misrepresert Residence’ | ': :
Budget Authority R v Y b b/ o o
: ‘ .o W o Y B Y o
Hois Stales Harmiess for ] .
Budget Authority 50 o 0 0 o o o
Outiays I so 0 0 0 0 0 a
Slimiration of Federal Omsightof o |
AFDC and JOBS : i
Authorization of Appropristions. L , | ,
WAM | o ] 5 & $ NA NA
1 o ¥ 5 £ 5 NA NA
[FOTAL DIRECT SPENDING, TITLE I, BY ACCOUNT . :
Family Support Payments { » | ;
Budget Asthority | S8t 85T 1,323 767 2318 288 3.32¢
(Cutirys \ -8Q7 807 1,278 . 4,732 2284 2797 9289
Fegdmaugmm | A .
'Budget Authority . 50 1% 255 a0 €55 730 910
Outlays | 50 150 255 380 555 730 910
 Budget Authority 0 0 0 10 > 8- 4
Oudlays | k 0 o ¢ 10 25 3B &8
OIREGT SPENDING TOTAL. A.L.Accouurs\ ' ; |
Budget Authority 'S41 87 1,088 1,367 1739 2059 -2,359
Outisys , | 457 752 1,023 .4,232 1704 - 2,016 2334
, " ' . ‘
Authorization of Appeopriations } < P 5 P " "
: : . ) . 0 . - ] . ) .
WWM o -5 S £ S NA NAY

NOTE H.R. 4 craates a new block gm&m»mrymmmmmt:awsmﬁnﬁmd’ng Tavels
mraugh fiscal year 2000. CBO's esﬁnntasforzom and 2002 assume that the level of the bbekgramm remain the

same 8s in 2000,
; .

|

o mwbmndmmmmmmmbmmqm

furnmyfamiiﬁ,m%dweﬁeasonmmdmid program. States may implement such provisions in

' amb«ofW)letymu&mgmwanmsu.mmBm or budget neutrality, The

impact of the legisiation would be largely ddefmzned by the implementing requlations.

wmnwumsmmsmnswdmem WmshmmTable:.
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TALE2 |

FEDER&LSUDGETE?FECﬂSCF=THEBQLBPN&Q”OODSUBS“WU“E
TITLE 1 - SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOWE 04:53 P
Asﬂnundbyﬁ-0:qmumul&ﬂan0ﬁuanxu311ﬁ§nnhsuﬁuauimuﬁuﬁmsd
fiscl n of dollars ‘
— - 1 1958 2000 2002
p. -
{j; Drug Addicts and Alcaholics } :
P Suppiémental Socrily income (Sanefic) |
} Budget Adthorily -29 200 <215 249 260 | 230 0 .-280
» Cuttays : 29 <0 215 269 269 ~230 280
Swecuely Income (Referral Ty
and Maniiorng Agency (FRMA) Costs) . : P .
1 Buciget "S142 188 1868 193, 214 ' B8 255
| Quitays - -142 186 -188 -183 214 -238 .
| o ' | 81 <9 108 117 125 136
‘ ' Budiget Authorly 12 - 7 . -
' " Cutlays | 12 31 39 -108 117 125 138
Foud Stamps b L S ‘
Busiget Authority 3 - . 5 26 30 e 0
Cutieys : | 3 & . ] 30 0 30
Subtotal, provision | ' ‘ ' i
Budget Authary | 180 442 45 525 £B1- =) 6541
Qutays L 38 asg 455 38 540 539 821
Dizcbled Chidren ; .
. Supplementil Secusity income Benefils | D : |
Budget Asthady i 242 L2 A3 <1548 1885 | -172 2056
CQutiays P -242 102 A3 543 1885  L17I2 2058
Feod Samps by - ‘ : .
Buxigot Authorily 35 140 190 210 25 250 285
Oty - 35 140 190 210 235 280 288
| Substotal, provision R ; ,
| Budiget Aulhorly 207 882 1,181 1,338 1,630  -1472 1,771
! Ouliays . Po-207 . 882 -1,131 ~1,388 -1,S&v <1472  A771
Repeal of Maintsnance of Effort g -
; ‘Requiraments for State Supplernertation | . . ;
) Programns : ; o o o o & J
‘ l s
| .
{not inchuding iriaion) &/ |
Estimated } 3305 10 105 108 108 NA NA
. 305 105 165 105 NA NA

130
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Asn..nsuﬂh:l-taiigaiEiiiii;t,18!& l:lnﬂuls!llehlnliinlhhnnreﬂieﬂuldzlu
| TABLE 2 (contch)
FEDERALE&KXEETEFFECTSC#‘THEEXNJEPACKM“ZJQSUBSHTUTE
TITLE Ui- SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME
Asnu:unduycncznginnuuiEmdanCMEnunJuya11995nﬂhaﬂhuqusnundﬂnﬂmsaf
o1 facal yew, i mrillers of dolars) | -
| ‘ i"TEE 1@?’“‘%53"'%55 2000 2007 noe
. ) m&i"llwﬁgw‘ccau!i‘ . ’ ' |
swﬁhmutis-aﬂylnqne : : « ‘ '
. Bt Autkory | 413 1,408 1752 1991 233 Q187 2591
Outiays L1 364 772 1,954 2318 178 2571
Brxignt Anthority ' -12 81 €3  -108 117 -125 -138
. Outiays 12 81 38 «108 ~117 -12% ~136
Food Staros - ‘ :
Budget Authacity | 28 165 218 zs 225 250 35| -
Qutigys i 33 168 215 5 x5 0 -y £
mn.umoummecfsmm;i
Budget Authordly 387 1,324 1,628 1,836 2181 2032 -2412| .
Cuttays | 245 1280 1648 187 2170 2011 23|
) . . . | . . , : " -
. JAuhodzations of approprialions . j
. [(not inckuding inflation) & : | , :
CiE Sumhmut:&amﬂyhumm ‘ o , ' '
Budget Authexly | 35 130 105 108 105 . NA NA
 Outiays ’ »3&5 1% 108 1S 105 NA - NA|

|
HOTE.UnﬁrcunrthurvnseaabudsiwSthnunﬁi3a=ﬂwh=amawuldkcnnsebe!ﬁupadqn&rﬂniud

;1:thibsudhcqumdutcmitbnQVTXHﬁﬂsﬂrn wammrﬂﬁtpnmnnzstnwdutsabbdq:znum&u

, dﬁravnnnsﬁ#nhl

dAmrnummumoumvhbdmﬁavnbiqmmu31CBOnnumdmﬂaam«thmpqpkrhedmbh«

children's provigions. ThohﬁarwasoncmuanssTeniuxhﬁaﬁcﬂs:psanddaﬁkzﬁxs!atdﬁrn&

affect CBOv actimats of buxdgutary covinge.
Nluﬂ:hnhﬁm:ﬁusvib&hrﬁndsnmppﬂwahmuﬂtmbl

afThspﬁncnnunwdutmﬁwaﬁu:danhudaﬁabygnngﬂeshmsywmsﬁaﬂoaxhz*un&esqumum&

. trat mary of hem grard ©© SS| recipients. CAO jutiges

that indiract #ffecss on te federal budget would be smel.

‘yRdbusmm:acunsm:w.cuasvuhnmwbenu:mdbrhcSaulsﬁaﬂyﬁduruawkmbeauscnf&cbi:iumyﬂx
bahan-ﬁmcandcunhuhgnnbweahananintunnuannm.ﬁhnnﬁadsmcadmru#mhecanscfaunayng ‘
uﬂhpﬂ»ﬁ:nsaﬁu=hgeiﬁﬁ&y&rssnﬂhgdaTnanTﬁ.Vctenbi} ’ 1

}
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ASSUTNS yPuctve dete of October 1, 1885, mwawmwmm

TABLE 3 FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE DOLEPACXWOOD SUBSTITUTE C&OVes5
mzu—rcoesfwmosnm )
As received by the Congressional Budget Ommies on July 31, 1999

: ¢
307 Eamings of studerts ; I R I B .
308 &r&mwu ! A0 436 440 A0 M5 LS 40
. |
M@qn ; 280 435 05 1245 1606 -1700 . TS
Horneless sheter deduction Y 2 3 =3 S
Stain aplion for mandatery standard ity = i
! . aliowance ) ] -£¢ - - =100 +108
310 Amount of vohicle asset limitation 40 W s &0 8 0 R
311 Bancts for aliens e W 45 S0 B0 &5 - &
312 Oispelfcson | . s s 5 & .5 & 5
. 313. Caretaker @BMpEONS o ° 0 0 °c . 0 0 o
314 Empiymentand wahing ' 0 e o e o o 0
s Coma&otwturdaqu'diﬁéﬁen 2 @ 2 2 .2 ‘2 @25
18 Wmﬁchldsw«ogm
Op:hon*bmqulree&mﬂparw!
Food Smmpe a4 2 46 a8 = 2. 20
Family Support Payments 1 5 10 w 15 15 18
Oplion mmmialpamt « o « :
sesportion Y 0 0 ¢ : 0 0 0
17 mmwmwm <5 S5 - 1§ 25 80 o} -30
318 Pmmwmsmmamdm * : i
. nbwo or moce atates 1 o 5 5 s 5 s 3
319, Work requiremart { 180 380 410 430 450 480 - -500
520 Gloctibnlobenaftyranshers | B o e
21 Miniroumbeneft | 0 o = _® - XN 3%
I
i

(contrued)
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THE CLINTON ADMIl\llISTRATION SUPPORTS REAL WELFARE REFORM
|
|

The Conference bi‘ll '

President Clrnton vetoed th‘e Conference b|l| 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 structurallchanges in -child welfare, school lunch, aid for disabled
children, and other programs that have nothing to do with real reform. In addition,

the bill eliminated the guaranteed medical coverage that single parents need as they
move. into entry-level jobs. It also weakened key work provisions, such as the
maintenance of effort requirement and the performance bonus to reward states for
moving people into work. | The NGA’s welfare reform proposal was a bipartisan

. statement that the President was right to veto the flawed Ieglslatlon passed by

Congress. | | .

The Administration’s Proposal

Since taklng office, the PreLSIdent has been working to enact real blpartrsan welfare
reform that is motivated by| the urgency of reform rather than a budget plan contrary
to America’s values. In hlS 1997:budget, the President has proposed a sweeping
welfare reform proposal that would provide time-limited, condltlonal assistance in
return for work; give states: new flexibility to design their own approaches to reform;
preserve the national commltment to nutrition assistance, foster care, and adoption
assistance; strengthen child support enforcement; and protect states during economic
downturns or population growth -- while saving $40 billion. This plan builds on the
sweeping welfare reform bill the President proposed in 1994 and reflects the
President’'s fundamental prmmples for reform, such as time-limits, real work
requirements, and adequate child care. These critical elements are also mcluded ln the

NGA 's bipartisan welfare reform proposal

Endmg Welfare as We Know it -- One. State ata Tlme

'Smce takmg offlce the Clinton Admmistratron has granted welfare reform waivers to

igoo2 -

a record 37 states -- more|than the two previous administrations combined. These

waivers are maklng work and responsibility a way of life for more than 10 million

people -- 75 percent of all welfare recipients. In addition, we're grvmg all 50 states

the chance to take the fast-‘track to ending welfare as we know it, by cutting red tape

- for state reforms that reqmre work, promote parental responsibility, and protect

children. The President has repeatedly called for bipartisan welfare reform legislation
this year.. But if Congress fails to send him a bill that gets the priorities straight,
President Clinton will, contlnue his comm|tment to ending welfare as we know lt --one
state at a time. \

vl

.

|
|
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Welfare Reform Talkmg Pornts
April 1996

"| say to those who are on welfare - and especially to those who have been trapped on welfare
for a long time -- for too long our walfare system has undermined the values of family and work
instead of supporting them. The Congress and | are near agreement on sweeping welfare reform.
We agree on. time limits, tough work requirements, and the toughest possible child support
enforcement. But | believe we must also provide child care so that mothers who are requrred to
go to work can do so without worrymg about what is happenmg to thelr children.”

State of the Union Address, 1/23/96 .

We want real reform. Presrdent Clmton has repeatedly called for a brpartlsan welfare reforrn bill
that’s tough on work and responsrbrhty, not tough on children. In his budget, the President has
proposed a sweeping welfare reform proposal that -would provide time-limited, conditional
assistance in return. for work; give states new flexibility to design their own approaches to reform; .
preserve the national commrtment to nutrition assistance, foster care, and adoption assistance;
strengthen child support enforcement and protect states’ ability to respond to growing caseloads -

- while saving $40 billion. The Presrdent is determined to enact real, bipartisan welfare reform that
is motivated by the urgency of reform rather than a budget plan contrary to Amenca s values

A bipartisan step forward. The. NgA's actlon 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 in Congress will produce a bipartisan bill that gets the job done.
~ However, while we applaud the NGA s contributions, we do have concerns about achieving our
common natlonal objectrves and mamtalmng the federal- state partnershrp necessary to reach them.

The fundamaental elemants of reform The Presrdent has consrstently said that welfare reform is
first and foremost about work. That means providing adequate child care to enable recipients to
leave welfare for work; rewardmg states for placing people in jobs; guaranteeing health care
coverage for poor families; requiring states to continue to invest funds in a work-oriented welfare -
- systemn; and protecting states and famrhes in the event of economic downturn or population
growth. It does not mean using welfare reform as a cover for budget cutting at the expense of our

o poorest children. _;

l .

Contlnulng to work with Congress The Presldent will continue to work with Congress and the
NGA leadership, through the overall budget negotiations, to craft a bill that gets the job done.
Woelfare reform needs to be considered in the context of critical and related issues such as Medicaid
and the EITC. There is blpartrsan consensus around the country on the fundamental elements of o
real welfare reform, and it would*be a tragedy if this Congress mrssed the opportunity to achieve
it. The NGA welfare proposal represents an important bipartisan step forward, especially in the
areas of child care the performance bonus, and the contlngency fund for states.

l
Wa’ll still get the job done Since taking offlce, the Clmton Admmlstratlon has granted welfare
reform waivers to a record 37 states -- more than the two previous Administrations combined.
These waivers are making work and responsibility a way of life for more than 10 million people.
In addition, we're giving all 50 s!tates the chance to take the fast-track to ending welfare as we
know it, by cutting red tape for state reforms that require work, promote parental responsibility,
- and protect children. The President has repeatedly called for bipartisan welfare reform legislation
this year. But if Congress fails to send him a bill that gets the pnormes straight, President Clinton
- will contlnue his commltment tolendlng welfare as we know rt -- one state at a tlme

|

N
T
H

ot



dYLTER 95 W6 FROM:UPPER PRESS OFFICE

L2
-

I 2024566423

|
i
i
§
i

TO: 2224565557

DRAFT 7/23/96

MAJOK l)h:wlm:u;.&'ru.r IMPROYEMENTS TO WELFARE REI'ORM

- WORK:
[ ]
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[ ]
TIME LIMITS:
| ]

PROTHCT KIDS
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nu work lﬂi(}nus

no specilic chithd v oy

nu stive praintenanee of ¢llon

job uumn&g hunds ruded

no work sxunplmn\

2'
0% s?xs:x’xi'ipliuu
|
i
no Mediciid goaverig
optional | Fowond stamp block gmnl

no child ¢ care mongy
30% x- It.mblhl) of CCDBG

k]

bome alone: pmmlm for moms
who can't find child cire even imoms
wilh mlamls

BUN T wfl(t(l\nl ANy age reguired W
work up 1o 38 hours per week by 2002

deny tech moms awd
a0 contingency grant fumd
SSi ww.rely cuiMock gruntcd

child pmwulnn prowrame block wranted

SERRZESESR

FINAL

t S et - L Y-

o meusures real work

e pctlrormunw bonux

o $13.8 blor child care

o 80% maintenance

@ aoraid on job lruining

o cxempts moms wikids under |

¢ 20% exemption

. Ch..nfcc/B‘eaux complete coverage
¢ ao food stamp block grant

¢ 513.8 billion child care

¢ no x-fer of CCOBG

30% x-lerabilny of block 2rant to anything e restrict x-fer to child care

& no mom with child under ||
can be penalized if she can't find
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@ slate option
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o child care quality sctaside retained
® coirection action plan required for
states with increases in child poverty
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@ -State plan required
@ Fuir hearings required
@ appcals process

o involve & 45 day comment

o cquitable access for Indians
& standards against fraud & abuse
8 growih honus
@ suonger displacement language
® transitional coverage
@ nondiscrimination laws apply
¢ penalty for noncompliance
. personal contract required
@ Drocedures required for wamen
mb_}cct to domestic violence
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Congressional Posmons on Welfare Reform

|
{
|

AFDC, WORK & CHILD CAIi{E
State Fundmg/Mamtenance of Effort (MOE) Issues

° Overall MOE -- Raise level to 80% or hlghcr

o Transferability -- Allow transfers to chlld care only; prohibit -
transfcrs to Title XX Socml Services Block Grant
1
Contingency Fund: |

o Base Fund -- Increase to $2 billion and make permanent
|

" o Recessions -- Allow ﬁlrthi'er expansion of fund during recessions -

|

Work: | |
o Work Pamcngatlo -- Tough but flexible work requlrements
* 0 Child Care -- Added resourccs ’

Equal Protections -- Require States to establish fair and equitable
treatment provisions and dcvelc?p State accountability mechanisms

o |
Vouchers -- Five year time limit with mandatory vouchers
Family Cap -- Provide complctEe State flexibility

| .
Displacement -- Workfare not ciiisplacing jobs

f )

|FOOD STAMPS & CHILD NU'I}RITION

Optional Block Grant -- Drop : any version from bill
Annual Cap on Program Spendmg +- Drop from bill
Shelter Deduction -- Do not change current law

Time Limits/Work Requireme;nts on 18-50s -- States must offer
work slot before terminating benefits

Block Grant - Drop the SchooliLunch demoustration» biock grant

| Vetoed
HR.4.

Senate

Bill.

House.
Bill

) mdxcates position generally conmsterlmt with Admxmstratlon (—) indicates position inconsistent with Admmxstratlon
(O) mdlcates partial support x md:cates position worse than vetoed bill. July 24,1996

!
l
|
i
\




{
!
b -
!
i

.

Vetoed | Senate | House
__ ‘HR.4 | Bill Bill
|LEGAL IMMIGRANTS } '
Bans -- Drop Food Stamps ar!}d SSI bans - -
Medicaid ‘ i '
- Ban on Future Immigrants i—- Drop‘from bill - -
Ban on Current Immimanté; -- Drop from bill. ; + X
Exemptions -- Provide an exemption for the disabled and children - -
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
Reforms -- Toughens Child St\‘ipport Enforcement 4+ +
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY% INCOME
| Children -- Drop 25% bcnéﬁt ‘;reduction for most newly eligible + +
| | o |
| CHILD PROTECTION | :
Block Grant -- Drop foster care/adoption assistance block grant + +
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Savinigs From Welfare Reform Proposals*

‘; Vetoed House Senate Administration

l - H.R.4 Bill Bill Bill
Food Stamps | 25 | s27 | 4 $18
Immigrants ' | $2 | 29 | 52 86
SSI Kids | | st 7. | %7 $7
Other | 1 $2 | 42 $0 56
EITC | | $0 82 | 85 -$5
Adoption Credit ; $0 ‘$0 +$2 | $0

%l Total -$59 -$63 -$58 - -$42

*6-year savings in billions; CBO estimates; includes Medicaid effécts of a stand-alone welfare bill; totals may

not add due to rounding |
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*'(+) indicates position generally consistent with Administration; (-) indicates position inconsistent with Administration;
(0) indicates partial support; (X) indicates position worse than vetoed bill. July 24, 1996
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; July 23, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT .
FROM: - Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: V\felfare§ Reform Conference

The welfare reform bill passed the Senate this evening by a vote of 74-24. The

conference will begin immediately, and could be finished by the weekend.
|

I. Overview é

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 with 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- m order to extract concessions from the Republican leadership in
conference. We also are prcssmg NGA to weigh in on a number of state flexibility issues
where our interests coincide. !

We have already won the battle on virtually every issue that is central to moving
people from welfare to worki from providing health care and child care to réquiring 80%
maintenance-of-effort and g1v1ng states a performance bonus for placing people in jobs. The
House and Senate bills are quite similar in all these areas, and both are dramatically better
than the vetoed bill. |

Many provisions of ti?e 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 family 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 Iaw -~
to keep up the bipartisan progress in these areas.
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II. Key Issues .

A. Vouchers: Both blllS prohibit the use of federal block grant funds to provide
vouchers beyond the 5-year tlme limit. As a practical matter, states could still use their own
money to provide vouchers, a‘I.nd would be more likely to use the 20% hardship exemption in
both bills (rather than vouchers) 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 and a handful of other Democrats felt so double-crossed they
voted against final passage. Castle fought for a similar amendment on the House side, but
the leadership would only glvp him_explicit language that states can use their own funds for
vouchers.

The NGA supports removmg or easing the restriction on vouchers. So will moderates
in both parties. It would be easy 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 (sPch as economic downturn). But the Republican leadership
knows how much Democrats want this, and will keep trying to deny it in an effort to split
our ranks. |

B. Food Stamps: Two 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 block grant state option. The Kasich provision is particularly
mean-spirited, and was designed to give the House leverage in conference. The Senate
unanimously passed a Conrad amendment to soften this provision, and we should be able to
ward off Kasich in conferencei.

| ,

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 taking it -- for example, a limited demonstration in 3-5 states
(which is probably more than |would 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.

C. Immigrants: The House bill cuts much more deeply than the Senate, and both
are disappointing. Our best hope 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 Republicans 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 neede;d 60 to pass because of the Byrd rule), delaying the effective
date for one or more of the bans, or applying the bans prospectively. Any of these changes
will be difficult, because Repubhcans want to jam us and Democrats don’t want to go out on
~ a limb. « ] ~
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D. Other Difference{s: 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
conference report. Here are the other main issues to be resolved in conference:

Family Cap: The House bill, like the conference report, allows states to opt out of
the family cap but req'uires them to make an affirmative decision to do so. The
Senate dropped the famlly cap and plans to use it for leverage in conference. This is
our best bargaining chlg 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. : ; ‘
Performance Bonus: | The 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 Effm%t: The Senate bill sets MOE at 80% of FY 1994 spending, and
tightens the definition of what counts. The House bill also sets MOE at 80%, with
75% for states that meet the work requirements. (Any state that can meet the work

- requirement will proba:bly be spending more than 75% of its current effort anyway.)

Either provision is better than the conference report, which was a flat 75%.

Transferability: Both 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 allows_ transfers for a few other services but also significantly limits
the amount of money that can be transferred.
Work Hours: The House 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 reduce overall work and child care costs. Both bills improve on
the vetoed version by allowmg 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. |
Child Welfare: The éenate bill preserves current law; the House bill block grants a
few programs that are ialready capped entitlements. Both bills are big improvements
over the vetoed version, which block granted the funds states use to investigate and
prevent child abuse. }
Equal Protection: The Senate bill includes equal treatment and due process language
from Castle-Tanner to ;help make sure eligible recipients are treated fairly. The
House language is harder to enforce.
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. Adoption Tax Credit: The Senate voted overwhelmingly to attach the adoption tax
credit you endorsed ezlzrlier this year. The House passed an adoption tax credit in
May, but did not address it in the welfare bill. With no other tax bill in sight, this
may be the only vehic}e to enact the adoption tax credit this year.

. Medicaid Guarantee: Both bills guarantee Medicaid to welfare recipients and their
children, based on current eligibility rules. This is a dramatic improvement over the
vetoed bill, which explicitly broke that link. The House and Senate bills are virtually
identical, but given its importance, we should keep an eye on this issue in conference.

IIl. Wisconsin Waiver |
|

If we’re going to approve the Wisconsin waiver this weekend, we need to do so in a
way that bolsters our leglslatlve position in conference, and does not give the Republicans
any openings. The only safe japproach is to make sure the waiver is completely consistent
with what we’re seeking in cc?nference.

You will receive a moire detailed memo from OMB on issues that need to be resolved
in order to grant the Wisconsin waiver. Only two outstanding issues in the waiver have any
direct bearing on the conference: 1) equal pro’tection/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 b111

On equal protection and due process, that would mean that we would waive the
entitlement, but hold the state] accountable for its pledge to provide jobs by insisting that it
abide by the relevant provisions of the Senate bill, which require states to treat families in an
equitable manner and to give :recipients a fair hearing after their benefits have been cut.

| ,
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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 opti(im to exempt up to 20% of hardship cases.

Neither of these decisi{:ms will please HHS or completely placate Thompson, but they
might allow us to grant the waiver with minimal backlash in conference. Before we proceed,
however, we need to check with‘ Hilley to make sure we haven’t overlooked any
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: suppert That may be procedurally difficult, but if it’s a real
possibility, it’s not worth the I‘lSk
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