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! - January 30, 1995

The Honorable Wriham 1. Clmton * /
President o S
‘The White House ' ‘ f :
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue

Washington, D.C. 20500 !

Dear Mr. President: L K

Thank you for singling out, Head Start n:nmumzanons child
control, and for your call to raise the minimum wage in your State of
passion with which you spoke agamst puttmg por’)r chﬂdren out in tht

' gﬁndfenﬁs'f Défense Fisnd:

health, WIC, school lunches, and gun
the Union Address And thanks for the
2 streets. .

This letter is to urge you to fight unwavermgly to mamtan the entitlement status of key child
survival programs including AFDC food stamps, foster care an adoption assistance, child nutrition,
Medicaid, SSI, and child support enforcement. And that me age must be transmitted clearly and

immediately to Democratic govemors and to the Congress who a
your Administration. While we face a multi- front war against the M

getting muddied or no signals from
[edusa-like Contract with America which

would recklessly slash protections for children arlrd the poor, the s!mgle most important and defining issue
is the entitlement battle. If we lose this battle, we lose the hard- made federal safety net for children, poor,

disabled, and elderly in times of unpredictable natural and economlc

disasters, and we lose the moral anchor

a decent national government must provnde all of its children and cifizens regardless of where they live.

It would be the height of tra'glc 1ronyr for the New Deal’s m+st important legacy of national concern

for the needy to be dismantled during your xTatch.'

For decades, the federal govemment ihas assured the awallability of funds for key child survival -
programs because the consequences of not domg so -- widespread chlldhood destitution, hunger, homelessness,

illness, abuse, and neglect -- are unthmkable Yet some governors

seem to be on the verge of forgetting why

child survival programs are funded on an entrtlement basis and| are willing to forego the federal fundmg
guarantees in exchange for greater control over{ the de51gn and implementation of these programs

As a former governor, you know the enorimous risks for state and local taxpayers as well as for»children
in severing the link between funding levels and [documented need. 1 When recession or natural disaster hits and

caseloads rise, states will exhaust their federal funds and have no chpi

ice but to set up waiting lists, cut benefits

and services across the board, or make up the slhortfall with statex d local dollars. The automatic stabilizing -

effects of child survival programs channehng additional funds (in

'
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to states and regions during economiic
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downturns will be lost. And notw1thstand1ng any pledges by the congressmnal leadership this year fundmg
for these programs in future years could be slashed r[epeatedly in responsg to- nght dlscretwnary spendmg caps.

How can we contemplate circumstances under which a penmless mother and child might be turned away
from a county or city welfare office simply because AFDC funds for |that month or year already had been
spent? What purpose will be served by denymg hungry children school}llpnches or food stamps that ensure food
on the table at dmnertrme” And who can imagine the suffering if children facing imminent danger of abuse

or neglect are placed on waiting hsts rather than removed 1mmed1atel§ from their homes?

Much can be done to respond to governors’ concems and i 1mprov e the effectiveness of federal programs
servmg children and families. Many narrow categoncal programs an be consolidated at the federal level,
giving states more ability to des1gn initiatives responsxve to their unique peeds. A genuine welfare reform plan
reflecting our shared values of opportunity, self~sufﬁc1ency, personal responsibility, fairness, and compassion
toward those in need can be enacted. Wasteful spendmg can be elimfinated and the federal deficit sharply
reduced. But we must not dismantle in ‘100 days or, a single year the structuré of child and family investments
built painstakingly and incrementally over the course of decades. ‘ ..

Your clear voice and- strong moral Ieadershlp is urgently needed to remind all Americans that the
protection of children and the poor < particularly those who work and, .who are the previous beneficiaries of
many of the programs and policies of your Admmlsltratlon =- is one of oyir most deeply held and broadly shared
national values, one that must not be sacrificed in upcormng budget debates. Children and families who meet
the basic eligibility rules of child survival prograrn[s must be able to refy upon America’s promise not to turn
its back on them. This is the crucial area in which you can define : fr the American people the differences
between your Administra ion and the new Ref ubli'ean leadership in Cangress.

Voters did call for change in November and voted for less and more effective govemment But they -
did not vote for more callous government or to balance the budget unfa f irly-on the backs of children. They did
not vote to starve hungry children or turn their backs on struggling| families in crisis. Please stand firm in
protecting all of our children and ensunng that. every chxld has a chame‘ to get a healthy start, a head start, a
fair start, and a safe start in life. : B

We are working very hard to support your leadership.

Sincerely yours,

. - N R
N v
- 7
re
< \— —— . “ -

Marian Wright Edelman
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| ~ the large majority of families who move qulckiy off the rolls whi

I am Chff Johnson Director of Programs and Policy for
"CDF is a privately funded research and advocacy organization
and effective voice for children, espec1ally poor and minority
welcome the opportunity to appear before the Subcommittee this

children and their families.

the Children’s Defense Fund.
edicated to providing a strong
We
orning to offer our suggestions

on how the welfare system can be reformed to respond more. eff cttvely to the needs of those it

was first estabhshed to assist -- Amerlca s poorest and’ most vul erable chlldren

It is t1me to reform the welfare system. The Amerlcan
the key policy choices before the Congress Iand have clear. views
public’s goals are practical -- they want famlhes to move from W
are realistic -- they understand that it will take at least the samg

as we now spend to enable parents to make a stable entry int¢ the labor force.

- reasonably enough, to feel confident that these dollars are spexllt

to cut children off without any chance of support And they g
from their families for reasons of poverty alone.

1 .

The ‘American people know that chxldren -- who reprg

(AF DC) recipients -- easﬂy could be hurt |by reforms that are

behavior of their parents. That is why poll after poll presents a i

to strike a careful balance in welfare reform), a balance that make

works while still ensuring that it protects the next generation fro
little support for radical or reckless changes from either thé

American people want is some common sense and a'reasonable

My hope this mormng is that you will pause w*tth me for
the agenda this Subcommittee appears on the verge of pursuing
of AFDC’s entitlement status and the impo'sition of sweeping ne
controversial areas such as teenage chlldbearmg, paternity establv
~-- is consistent with the- strongly held vailues and -beliefs of
Withdrawing the assurance that help will be available when it i
families with children is a change that the public neither seq
 this fundamental commitment to aid the weak in times of need, r¢
lose the moral ‘anchor on which we stake our claim to be a de
society. i

- Some of the concerns expressed by zmajonty members of
* struck a chord-ifi ‘'several key areas. We do need to rethink hc
needs of the.small but nonetheless deeply troubling mmorlty
children out of wedlock while they are still chlldren themselves

of building enough flexibility into the welfare system so that it

parents or more troubled families do not become mired in the syks
attentlon to how the welfare system treats teen parents and lon

¢ople now understand most of
on how we must proceed. The
elfare to work. Their demands
(or perhaps greater) resources
They want,
effectively. They do not want
b not want to separate children

intended to punish or alter the
ortrait of Americans struggling
5 major changes in how welfare

im severe deprivation. There is

Left or the Right -- what the
middle ground. -

a moment to conmder whether
- one that includes elimination
w mandates on states in highly
hment, and absolute time limits
voters and the broader public.

is needed by desperately poor
bks nor wants. If we abandon

cent, cw1hzed and enhghtened‘

this Subcommittee clearly have
w government -responds to the
of young teenagers who bear
Similarly, we should find ways
can provxde transitional help to
le also ensuring that less skilled
tem for years and years. Paymg .
-term remplents makes sense. . '

sent two-thlrds of all welfare' :

rgardless of where they live, we
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At the same time, however, we must all be careful not to mislead the public and thereby

fuel their distrust or cynicism regardmg decisions made in Washl gton. For example, when only
one percent of all parents now receiving AFDC -- fewer than 50 00 out of 5 million nationwide
-- are teens younger than 18 and many of those teen parents are 11 ing in stable and secure family
situations, it is both dangerous and wrong to invoke images of 3-year-old girls throwing their
babies in dumpsters as Jusuﬁcatlon for whclesale changes in our |welfare system. By all means,
 let’s roll up our sleeves and hammer out workable solutions in alr s such as teen pregnancy. But
we will do irreparable harm to millions of poor children and amilies all across the country
if we engage in the political equivalent of unscrupulous "bait and switch" sales tactics,
talking about small segments of the AFDC population while pursuing policy changes such
" as lifetime denial of aid to children born ‘to teen parents or | t ¢ more sweeping elimination
» of AFI)C’s entltlement status that reach far beyond these g ups _

CDF strongly supports practical steps to enable parents 0 enter work and stay there --
child care, health coverage, financial work mcentwes and education and training. We understand
that these investments in work and self-sufﬁc1ency often are exp nsive but we believe that they
also are essential if we are realistically to nlmve parents receiving AFDC from welfare to work.
CDF also believes that fairly structured requ1rements and re<;1proc  obligations are an appropriate
and useful means of striking a balance between compassion and personal responsibility in the
welfare system. But we oppose proposals that punish parents who' "play by the rules," simply
force poor families off the welfare rolls even when parents are|willing to work but jobs are not
avallable or push chlldren deeper into poverty because of past istakes by their parents.

’ l
1

Why AFDC’s Entitlement Status Matters to Children and

“The federal government for decades has assured the availability of adequate funds for key
child survival programs such as AFDC and food stamps becaus‘e the consequences of not'doing‘
SO -- w1despread childhood destitution, hunger homelessness, 11 ness, abuse, and neglect -- are
unthinkable. If the Subcommittee is prepared to withdraw this asnurance of help by repealing the
. entitlement to AFDC and food stamps, you must be prepared té answer the most basic quesuon )
- Under what circumstances do you belleve it is acceptable an appropnate to turn away a

mother and child with no other means of support from a cou Ity or city welfare office? For
example: : ‘ : :

. »Should a mother and child be turned away sunply because a recession pushed more
- families on to the welfare rolls and available federal funds for AFDC or food stamps had
-~ been exhausted‘? | : o L T

. ,Should a mother and child be demed help simply because their personal misfortune struck
" too late in the fiscal year‘? o o . -
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‘Should a mother and child be left| without income su
~ county chose not to provide AFDC or food stamp
cemmumtles or netghborhoods or to spec1ﬁc groups of

p

The only way in whlch the eltmmatlon of the AFDC and food
federal expenditures is if some currently ehgtble families with Clh]
_these - families that no longer deserve our;heIpV And what w

port simply because a state or
benefits in particular reglons
Famlhes’? -

stamp entitlements w111 reduce’
ldren are denied help. Who are
1l become of the hundreds of

thousands -- or even millions -- of poor chlldren who may lose the basic beneﬁts upon whtch

their very survwal depends" ,

‘ The loss of entttlement status also poses" great risks to st
. recession or natural disaster hits and caseloads rise, states that ar
. levels through a block grant or capped ent1tlement will face very
assistance to some poor families, either through waiting lists
ineligible; (2) cut assistance across the board for all families; or|(;
raise state taxes to make up the loss of federal funds. States will
at those times when an economic downturr or other crisis depre
rising Joblessness leaves poor parents with | even fewer opportun

Con51der the consequences to poor children and to states
AFDC and food stamp programs of their entltlement status in
would have had almost $17 billion less|to spend on those
' received from the federal government -- a loss ‘of 42 perc

program had been allowed to grow at the rate of inflation, states

ates. When the next economic -
¢ limited to prior year funding -
painful choices: (1) eliminate

pr by newly defining them as
8) add state dollars and possibly
confront these choices precisely
$s state tax revenues and when
ties in a shrinking job market.

if block grants had stripped the
FY.1988. By FY 1993 states
programs than they actually
ent."” Even if the food stamp
still would have seen their total

federal fundlng through AF DC and food stamps drop by more than one-third.

, Assuming that states divided the cuts equally amongg

(median) AFDC and food stamp benefits would have been redu
month down to $378. States mlght reaslonably be expected
minimize this precipitous drop in income| (from 68 percent o

the eligible population, typical
ced in FY 1993 from $652 per
to do whatever they could to
f the 1993 poverty line to 39
on and training, and child care

percent). Would they be forced to cut deeply into work, educat

programs -- the very tools families need to escape from welfare?

that the Subcommittee seeks in its welfare reform efforts. -

These calculations make clear that establishment of a
to accompany. a welfare block grant, as discussed in press re
- short of resolving the problems associatéd with the loss of ]e

Surely this is not the outcome

five percent "rainy day" fund
ports in recent days, falls far
ntitlement funding for AFDC

‘ and food stamps. The 42 percent loss ﬁgure also makes clear that increased program efficiency

r "administrative savmgs could not possxbly provxde states enc

‘ .

ortlonately more -~ t

Ioss in federal fun

'And some states :WOuld have lost ﬁrop

)ugh money to make up for the

he state of Florida for example

~ would have lost $1.3 billion, a 67 percent
$2.6 billion, a 46 percent loss. ‘

!

L

LN

1g. California. would have lost
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loss of federal funds. Total federal and state costs to run the
are approx1mately 12 percent of the programs overall expenditu
costs were cut by 20 percent, total program costs would be red
tiny share of the 42 percent loss.

AFDC and food stamp programs

iced” just two to three percent, a

Most govemors and state leglslanve Ieaders will not| ¥
destitute mothers and children. Yet with sharply reduced fundi
adequately to rising caseloads under a block grant, the only fle
flexibility to decide which families are turned away and whic
" jeopardy by the loss of basic income support.

vant to deny help to otherwise
ing and an inability to respond
xibility left to-states will be the
h children are placed in grave

Atiditional Concerns Abeut‘Block Grants

current AFDC and food stemp
rests either of poor children or

There are a number of other reasons why converting the
programs into a welfare block grant may not be in the best inte
of the natlon . . :

_' A block grant could harm states’ efforts to reform thv welfare system.” Many states
would like to create work slots, nnpose work requxremtents or expand child care for

. AFDC mothers seeklng to work thelr way off welfare' But under block grants, states
would receive fewer federal AFDC funds and be less abld to ensure that recipients work.
Particularly if caseloads rise and federal funds are exhausted, work-related programs may
become early victims of state austenty measures. - ' |

ntitlements serve as automatic

A block grant could pmlong and/or deepen recessions.

"economic stabilizers," helping state and local economles ecover from recessions. Block

~ grants on the other hand do not provnde increased federal ds during recessions and so
- could prolong economic ‘downturns et natmnal reglonal r state levels.

Any funding formula for a welfare block grant inhereptly would misallocate funds
. among states. Even if funding could change based ‘on factors such as inflation or

ures. Even if these administrative =

unemployment, the formula would be based on past state
with a time lag of many years -- and could not take

conomic condltlons -- perhaps
into account whether the state

economy had improved or deteriorated since then. Sta s with worsemng economies

~ would receive too-small a share of federal funds while s
. would receive too large a share.

L'{\

A hlock grant would make_ state| budgetmg more

d

es Wlth 1mprov1ng economies

fficult. Since congressional

“appropriations bills frequently are not passed until after

begun, states would have difficulty . budgetmg for the new

|
.Notwnthstandmg any pledge by the congressnonal lea

a block grant could be slashed repe?tedly in future ye,

ot e

the new fiscal year has already

year.
rship this year, funding for
s. Inadequate funding during

d¢
Al
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. recessions as descnbed above could be even worse th
dlscretlonary spendmg caps or lower appropriations.

Will States Always Prbtect Poor Children Under a Block Grant |

zTnﬁanticipated due to tightened

The 'federal' government has a responsibility. to assure th
income support for poor children and fmntltes are appropriate]

at the funds it invests in basic
ly and well spent. There are

" dangers to children if the federal government abdicates this respom31b111ty For example, until the

early 1970s, states were left to set their own |mcomc: eligibility ang
even though the program was 100 percent federally funded. Mard
some of the poorest counties in the nation dechned to operate a
studies about child hunger shocked the nation, President NIXOIII
federal standards for food stamps to ensure that every state respoy
poor chxldren and famlhes .

Of course, doubts about the wxlhngness of all states to
- survival needs would be even greater under a welfare block gra
and left states to pay the remaining costs.| In the past, even|+
portion of total program costs, too many failed to protect children

Ic

| benefit levels for food stamps,
y states set very low limits and
program at all. When national
put in place a set of minimum
ded adequately to the needs of

spond to children’s most basic
1t that reduced federal funding
/hen states had to bear only a
In child support enforcement,

for example many states did not allow chtldren born out of wedlock to pursue support from their -

fathers or put other major roadblocks in the way of parents seeki

k standards were applied. Slmllarly, when states had the option to

‘ worklng poor fam111es as well as in welfare families, only about|

i

. State F Iexxbthty Can Be Increas’ed Without .Eliminating Entitle‘mxents

States can be given much of the additional ﬂextbthty block

the federal-state financing structure for AFDC Under this alte

ting child support until federal
extend Medicaid to children in
one-third chose to do so.

grants offer while maintaining
rnative approach, states would -

retain their responsibility to provide cash assxstance to all famili
under their state plan and the federal govemment would connm[J
to eligible families. Federal rules could be Illmlted to those are|
~ policy interest. In all other areas, including such diverse issues
- work programs, the treatment of income ancf assets, and the devel
to reduce reliance upon welfare and enhance self-sufﬁmency,

‘their own rules

This approach to state flexibility is sharply at odds wit

states and counties under the Personal Responsibility Act

assistance to as many as five to six mllhon needy children. W

with its interest in expanding state ﬂex1b1hty, will not propos]e

controversial areas.
1mposed upon states

We also questlon the basic falmess of manj

ies who qualify for assistance
to share the cost of assistance
where there is a clear federal
as the design and structure of
pment of innovative measures
tes would be free to establish

h proposed new mandates on
that would deny basic cash
- hope that this Subcommittee,
new ‘state’ mandates in hlghly

y of the choices that would be .




© ot giving them the help they needed to do

+ - Should children and families be lefT without any cash
" when the parent was willing to work but unable to fi

"Two years and off" (or five years and off) assumes that
~ can find a job but is simply. unw1111ng to work. Are th

inner city areas where there is a shortage of jobs? For pa1
of

to find a Job what effect will denymg assistance have

| %
. Should chlldren applymg for AFDC after the b111 takes |ef
~ paternity is not established even when the mother is

establish paternity?’ ' Paternity is not established in maan
fails to cooperate but because states’ current child supp
State child support agencies often fail to. establish patem

Should children be pePa
paternity is the fault of an overloaded child support systc m?

* all the necessary information.*

CDF does not beheve it makes sense to deny assmtan
everythmg that is being asked of them and l“playmg by the rules
tl
Proposals before thie Subcommittee which would permanently bar
younger than 18 will do little to reduce out-of-wedlock childbear

counterproductive to deny all assistance to chlldren because of

:harm to children. Proposals which permaner:lﬂy exclude children
legally established are similarly harmful, denying necessities.
developmental stages even when the mother cooperates fully with

"'Stetes would be allowed to ellmmate afl eash benefits to fam

hg

, b
Ip or a public service. job even

nd unsubsidized employmeént?® <

every family receiving welfare

ere no depressed rural areas or
ents willing to work but unable
n the children? '

] ffect be denied assistance when

ly cooperatlng with efforts to

/ cases not because the mother
prt agencies are overwhelmed.
ity even when mothers provide
lized when failure to establlsh

ce to farmhes who are domg

" In addition, we believe it is

ne circumstances of their birth.

aid to children born to mothers:

ing, but they will do enormous

r whom paternity has not been
f life during a child’s critical
uthorities in naming the father.

¢

‘ 1 : v
ilies who have received aid for

two years and permanently bar such families from any future aid if the parent had participated

. in the work program for at least one year. After five years, states

permanently the family from cash asmstancé '

The only exception would be in cases of rape or incest or
establishing paternity would. result in physwal danger to-the

where the state determines that
mother.
-eventually deny ass1stance to one out of every four chlldren app

This provision would
ymg for AF DC.

"“In Mancopa County, Arizona, a 1992 stLdy found that the mdther provnded the child support |

agency - with thé-name of the father in 91 psercent of the cases ! |-- | '
information such as the father’s Social Secu‘nty number or address which should have enabled -
the agency to locate the father and establish | patermty Yet out of
‘named the father, the agency established paternity in only ten cag
the agency 16.2 months on average to establlsh paternity. In Georgia, a group of welfare mothers o
establish paternity and the chﬂd support agency wasi

sued the state agency because they wanted to.
SO,

often also providing valuable

353 cases in which the mother
ses. In contested cases, it took

would be required to terminate . -
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Conclusion ‘ . [

make this effort a success, CDF urges the Subcommittee to) 3
wzthm today’ s difficult budgetary constramts

|

The goal we all share in welfare reform is to move families from welfare to work. To

Can we move more parents from welfare to work by ir
care? For AFDC parents, child1ca’re allows them |t

education, training, and employmént. For working poof

earch for ways to move forward

Icreasing our investment in child
b increase their participation in

them from falling onto welfare in :the first place.

families, child care can prevent

L. | How do we continue to recognize the unportance of edu#:ation and training as avenues to
‘ long-term self-sufficiency? Only half of welfare parents have a high school diploma or

the equivalent. 1
education have the shortest stays on ‘welfare and are

There is also clear evidence that }eulpients with higher skills and

the most likely to stay off.

permanently Increasmg parents skllls helps them get.4nd keep a jOb and support their

‘ famlly

. Are there creative wéys within currlent budgetary constr%ints to prdvide jobs for targeted

groups of parents on AFDC when %prlvate sector empfo

yment simply is not available?’

~ While job creation -often is expenswe it is an essential way of -affirming our behef that

.work is better than welfare. | !

. ’ What more can be done to strengthen our child support ‘enforcement system? We
welcome this Subcommittee’s efforts to ensure that everly child receives the support of

‘both parents S i

It is possible to give states more ﬂex1‘b1hty to expenment with programs that move parents
‘from welfare to work without taking the deeply troubling step ol’f}:Lrealqng our promise to protect -

poor children. In a very literal sense, the 11V€S of millions of §t
in your hands as the Subcommittee turns to the task of welfare
* families. receiving welfare to make the transition to work, not

nation’s poorest children are

reform. We urge you to help )
to undermine these efforts by

repealing the entitlement status of AFDC and food stamps or |by imposing rigid’ mandates on

“states | that can only impoverish further millions of desperately jols

Thank you for the opportumty to testxfy thxs rnormng Iy
,questlons ’ L

or cthdren

vould be happy to answer any

5Accordmg to a study in Mllwaukee there were eight unemployed workers for every job

-onenmg in the city’s poorest nelghborhoods - a number nearly sm

of the metropolitan area. As in the clnldren s game of ' mu51cal
enough seats for everyone.

times greater than in the rest
chairs," there simply are not




ATTACHMENT #1

Federal outlays by state for AFDC and Food Stamps, FY 1988 and FY 1993,

and loss in FY 1993 if funding had been frozen at FYI 1988 levels.

Sourcc U S. Census Bureau. Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund. |

© US TOTAL
Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho

Hllinois
Indiana
Jowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland ‘
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minngsota
Mississippi -
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

- Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

. New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
‘South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

“Utah
Vermont
Virginia

- Washington -
West Virginia
‘Wisconsin
‘Wyoming '

. Actual
FY 88

(Smi!ik_}ns)

o $23.850.2

. 348:5
850
240.4
1717.9
“3,102.5
203.2

Sd

[89.4 .

6.9
9.8
659.8

© 5200
126.2
60.4
276.9

2185

235.0
142.9
439.8

628.3 .

118.1
337.9
497.3
3535
339.7
387.8
404 8
71.9
102.2
40.0
23.2
559.1
150.9
2,286.4
395.9
40.1
1,353.9
269.4

.
260.7
L2
83.4
263.2
51.7

oo 4na

1,284.1
1156

5.0

3372
448.1
266.3
559.7

3i.3

\ .

Actual
iFY 93
($mitlions)

‘

$40,780.7

! 632.9
118.9

. 652.7

. 2801
5,719.2
3587

R

80.3

103

19758
1,052.8

PPN
£ 886

1,654.2

616.9°
C2719.2

2500
642.7

a2

202.4
862.3
812.0

16939

582.0
519.4
9.7
102.1
165.4
129.1

8.5

957.7

S 351.8
3,765.3
844.1
66.6
1,936.4
489.0
424.8
1,679.0
158.3
316
686
851.4
2,871.2
185.6
914
639.5
8918
3793
585.7
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ATTACHMENT #2

a1
e
|
|

ENTITLEMENT SPENDWG IS NOT "OUT

, As efforts to decrease the budget deﬁc1t move forward
spending is not the cause of the deficit problem The AFDC pr
poor children but welfare spending is not $300 billion per year|
some who advocate radical budget cuts. Thrs exaggerated ﬁ]g
" public clearly understands as not being welfare such as student
elderly (Medicaid),' and the Earned Income Credit (which will
. families with chrldren whose incomes fell'below $28, 600 in ta

Addrtlonally, entrtlement spendmg on welfare families i is §
spending and only a part of means-tested entrtlement spendmg
cash benefits, emergency assistance, child support enforcement
Risk" child care, constitutes only two percent of entitlement sp
federal spending. When food stamp and Medrcald benefits for
total rises to only three percent of overall :federal spendmg
. Accordrng to the Congressronal Budget Office, in 1994 th
_billion on means-tested entitlement : programs Spendmg

25 percent of this amount and about six percent of all e

' Almost half (46 percent) of total means-tested entitlem
dtsabled

1€

[R-

‘Moreover overall entitlement spendrng is not growing

- Commission on Entrtlements, means-tested entitlements other th
as‘a percentage of the total national economy {Gross Domestlc

2000. The latest CBO forecasts suggest they will decline a I:Int
ow and 2030 that Medicare and

- Entitlement Commission estimates, however, that between n

Medicaid will. climb as apercentage of |GDP.> The only |

substantially are Medicare and Medicaid which suggests the neq

1
i
!
’ |
l

‘Actually 69 percent of Medicaid fundmg goes to the elder
percent of Medicaid fundlng goes to famlhes receiving AFDC.'

2These figures tncludes federal spendmg on AFDC beneﬁ
support enforcement, Title IV-A and "At-Risk" child care, |f

families, and Medicaid spending on AFDC] famrhes

A 3Medrcare: will rise from 24 percent of GDP to 7. 9 percent
1.3 percent to 3.1 percent of GDP

1
y
.

4

$2/2/95

OF CONTROL"

we mist remember that welfare

bgram is extremely important to

-- contrary to the statemerits of
re includes many programs the.

Joans, nursing home care for the

provide tax benefits to workmg

4 year 1996)

1small fraction of all entitlement
The AFDC program, including
Title IV-A child care, and "At-
ending and one percent of total
AFDC families are added in the

e federal governrnent spent $177
on AFDC families totaled about '
ntitlement spendmg

R

nts are spent on the elderly and -

According to the Bipartisan
an Medicaid will not rise at all
Product or GDP) after the year
as a percentage of GDP. :The

ntitlements that are increasing
essity of health care reform.

y, blind, or disabled. Only 18

S, emergency assrstance child
pod stamp beneﬁts for AFDC

nd Medicaid will tncirease from




ATTACHMENT #3 212/95

WELFARE REFORM: | WHAT THE PUBLIC WANTS

re reform. 45 | percent' favor
welfare to be fixed, rather than

There is no question but that Arherrcans want welfa
‘ 'completely replacing the current system and 52 percent wantl

replaced (USA Today/CNNfGallup poll, December 2-6, 1994)|
But while the publrc wants welfare to be changed, they do|not want to leave poor children -
and families without any assistance. 65 percent of Amerlcads agreed that it is government’s
responsibility to take care of people who can’t take care of thenhselves (New York Times/CBS
News Poll, December 6-9, 1994). Even lafter a political cdr?paign season characterized by
unabated attacks on welfare, 56 percent opposed ending paymen s to unmarried mothers, and 60

percent opposed ending payments to the children of unmarried mothers - (USA

o Today/CNN/Gallup) In fact, fewer people wanted to reduce tau: dollars gorng to welfare

. The public takes'a commonsense approach to welfare reform. They want adult recipients
to work, but they understand that tools such as education and chr d care are necessary for that to
- happen, and don’t want to leave families stranded if they canno find employment. 87 percent
agreed that the government should create |work programs for eople on welfare and require
participation (New York Times/CBS NewslPoll) But they do ot believe that families should
be cut off from all assistance after a limited time period if they e wrllmg to continue to work.
71 percent want them to continue receiving benefits.(New Yo TrmestBS News Poll). 73
percent would be upset if new limits on welfare cut off beneﬁts to poor families even when no
work is available (Newsweek Poll, December 27- 28, 1994). The strongly support government’s
responsibility to eliminate poverty: 80 perclent share that behefb ow (Center for Study of Policy .
Attitudes, October, 1994), compared to 70 percent in a 1964 Gallup poll. They understand that
~ we cannot eliminate poverty without spendmg money. 70 |percent would increase federal

- spending on poor children, and another 20 percent would keep: sp nding the same as now.(Center

- - and their children together, and only 20 percent favored placrng

_for Study of Policy Attitudes). When'aslted "Should ‘welfare
money immediately, or is it more importantto train welfare reci
government would spend more money in the short run?" 69 per'ce
- and only 24 percent were looking for mrmedlate savings (Tlme/C
overwhelmmg 92 percent support job training for welfare recipie
- care for parents looking for work. Includrng the word ' welfar
produces a more negative result, but even when asked if tax

- decreased for welfare, 48 percent would spend either the same or
36 percent.would reduce taxes going to welfare. Only 10 pe1
welfare altogether (USA Today/CNN!Gallup)

|

Amencans express deeply held values in their opinions ab

reform start saving taxpayers’
ients for jobs, which means the
nt were willing to spend more,
NN, December 7-8, 1994)." An
nts, and 88 percent favor child
in polling questions always
dollars should be increased or
more than current levels, while
cent would end tax funds for

out welfare and poverty . -They

do not want to break up families. 72 percent wanted to keep unmarried mothers under age 21

m foster care (New York Trmes/CBS News Poll) 78 percent

he children in an orphanage or
would be upset if many poor




mothers have to give up therr welfare beneﬁts and send their ¢hildren to orphanages ot foster
homes (Newsweek Poll). They also want people to take perspnal responsibility for bettering
themselves. 44 percent feel that lack of effort is more to blamg for people’s poverty, while 34
percent blame c1rcumstance (New York Tlmes/CBS Poll). Negatrve feelings about adults on
welfare are fairly prominent, and while a majority (56 percent) oppose ending payments to
unmarried mothers, when asked if chrldren should have separate benefits, 78 percent say yes

(USA Today/CNN/Gallup). And as notedlabove, Americans vajue work. 83 percent "would be

- willing to spend more in taxes on programs to reduce poverty provided that the focus is on job
training and movmg people into productrve work" (Center for the Study of Policy Attitudes).

N

* The public does respond to issues of fairness. When asked, ”Is it fair to cut off

government payments to people who have been on welfare for |two years, even if they have no

other source of income?" 52 percent said |it was unfair, while only 38 percent said it was. fair

(T1me/CNN Poll) : ’ ‘ ‘




Children's Difense Find:

January 30, 1995

The Honorable leham J. Cllnton : {
- President ! {
The White House : ;

~ 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue S o
Washington, D.C. 20500 . i - i
. ; |

Dear Mr. President: o i[

Thank you for singling out Head Start, 'iimmunizetions, chilfl health, WIC, school lunches, and gun
control, and for your call to raise the minimum wage in your State|of the Union Address. And thanks for the
passion with which you spoke against putnng poor ch11dren out in|the streets " :

This letter is to urge you to fight unwzavenngly to maintain the entitlement status of key child
survival programs including AFDC, food stalmps, foster care a d adoption assistance, child nutrition,
Medicaid, SSI, and child support enforcement. And that m age must be transmitted clearly and
‘immediately to Democratic governors and to the Congress who re getting muddied or no signals from
your Administration. While weiface a multi- front war against the edusa-like Contract with. America which:
would recklessly slash protections for children and the poor, the si gle most important and defining issue
is the entitlement battle. If we lose this battle we. lose the hard-made federal safety net for children, poor,
disabled, and elderly in times of ‘unpredictable | natural and econor disasters, and we lose the moral anchor
a decent national govemment must provide all of its children and|cjtizens regardless of where they live.

;O

It would be the helght of tragic irony for the New Deal’ most ir'nportant legacy o'f national concern
for the needy to be dismantled. durmg your watch. ‘ ,

For decades, the federal government has assured the avdilability of funds for key child survival
programs because the consequences of not doing so -- widespread chlldhood destitution, hunger, homelessness,
illness, abuse, and neglect -- are unthinkable.’ |Yet some governors seem to be on the verge of forgetting why
child survival programs are funded on an entitlement basis and pre willing to forego the;federal funding
guarantees in exchange for greater control over the de51gn and 1mplementation'of these programs.

. !

Asa former governor, you know the enormous nsks for stat* and local taxpayers as well as for children
in severing the link between funding levels and documented needf When recession or natural disaster hits and
caseloads rise, states will exhaust their federal funds and have no choice but to set up waiting lists, cut benefits -
and services across the board, or make up the shortfall with state|and local dollars. The automatic stabilizing -
effects of child survival programs channeling additional funds {into states and regions during economic

2

250 Streer, \W

VWashuwgun, D00 ot

[edesganpes 20l a0

S T Y T




2

downtumns will be lost. And noththstandmg any pledges by the con

pressional leadership thxs year, funding

for these programs in future years could be slashed] repeatedly in response to. tlght dlscretmnary spendmg caps.

How can we contemplate circumstances under which a penniles

mother and child might be turned away

from a county or city welfare office simply because AFDC funds fo that month or year already had been
spent? What purpose will be served by denymg hungry children school unches or food stamps that ensure food

on the table at dinnertime? And who can imagine the suffering if ch1
or neglect are placed on waiting lists rather than removed unmedratel)

Much can be done to 1esp0nd to governors’ concems and i improy
servmg children and families.
giving states more ability to design mmatlves respopsrve to their unique
reflecting our shared values of opportunity, self~sufﬁc1ency, personal|r

dren facing imminent danger of abuse
from their homes"

e the effectiveness of federal programs

Many narrow categorxcal programs can be consolidated at the federal level,

needs. A genuine welfare reform plan
esponsibility, fairness, and compassion

toward those in need can be enacted.  Wasteful spendmg can be eliminated and the federal deficit sharply
reduced. But we must not dismantle in 100 days or a single year the stmcture of child and famxly investments

burlt painstakingly and mcrementally over the course of decades..

“Your clear voice and strongr moral leadersshrp is urgently neef
protection of children and the poor -- particularly those who work and

ded to remind all Americans that the
who are the previous berieficiaries of

many of the programs and policies of your Admmrstratron -- is one of oyr most deeply held and broadly shared

national values, one that must not be sacrificed in upcormng budget deb
the basic eligibility rules of child survival programs must be able to rbl
its back on them.

etween your Admini

Voters did call for change in November and voted for less and

I
-did not vote for more callous govemment or to balance the budget unfais
not vote to starve hungry children or turn their backs on struggling families in crisis.

This is the crucial area in whrch you can define fo

tion and the new Re ubhcan 1 dershl in C01

ates. Children and families who meet
y upon America’s promise not to turn

the American people the.differences
ress.

more effective governrneﬁt. But they
1y on the backs of children. They did
Please stand firm in

protecting all of our children and ensuring that every child has a chance to get a healthy start, a head start, a

fair start, and a safe start in life.

i .
'

We are working very hard to support your lbademhlp

Slmcerely yours

i\/\k

o ‘Marian Wright Edelman

MWE/emb




1




Cllnton Pres1dent1al chords . ;

Dlgltal Records Marker

]

This is not a presidential rec’ord. This is used as an administrative
marker by the William J. Clinton Presidentjal Library Staff:

i
!
|

This marker identifies the place of a|publication

|

Publlcatlons have not been scanned in thelr entirety for the purpose ( "
of digitization. To see the full \publlcatlon plea se search online or*
visit the Clmton Presidential Library's Research Room.

4 |
Q
1




JAN-38-1993

' DATE:

NUMBER

., IF ANY PROBLEM WIix'Taansnx%s:oN, PLEASE |GALL: 202-662-3506

14:48  FROM . CDF BTH FL.662-3560

!

i
i

T0 : 94562678 P.O1
i
i

. o | 4¢}
¢ Z ;, “5%,;
| | e

. THE CHILDREN’S DEFENSE [FUND .

25 E STREET, NW | -
20001 ~ | !

| . WASHINGTON, D.C.
B . 202/628-8787
‘ 1
E
_ |
Marian Wright Ede%man

456-2878 §
| |

Carol Rasco

January;30, 1995 |
|

OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER: 3

. i
' !

!

COMMENTS: Following is a le.tter to the stes:Ldent. Please calllme

if you have any questlons.
|
i

CC- Q&.D
Sul A

. ;
~ ‘ ;
H

Rl

:::: ‘li'h» /u-\Jifﬁiuh\
\-45\\‘\. coh¢
Fols Wets,

|
|
|
|
|
|
|

e welfare
-




JAN-38-1995 14:48 FROM CDF BTH FL.:662—3SBB : 0 \ 945628’?81 F.82

B

pEAR

BE 600D RD
. - L THE GERIY NE
P | ' WIDE anD

|, ;, . M-,«%oh‘fiv

January 30, 1995

i
The Honorable William J. Clmton
President ,
The White House , | { .

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue.
Washington, D.C. 20500 : ,
! o

Dear Mr. President: . f . i

Thank you for singﬁng odt Head Start, 'immuriizations, chillc health, WIC, school lunches, and gun
control, and for your call to raise!the minimum wage in your State of the Union Address. And thanks for the
+passion with which you spoke against putting poor children out in th streets.

the entitlement status of key child
survival programs including AFDC food stamps, foster care ah adoption assistance, child nutrition,
Medicaid, SSI, and child support enforcement. And that m ge must be transmitted clearly and
immediately to Democratic governors and to the Congress who a getting muddied or no signals from
your Administration. While we face a mulu-fro‘nt war against the usa-like Contract with America which
would recklessly slash protections for children and the poor, the single most important and defining issue
is the entitlement battle. If we lose this battle, we lose the hard-m \ade federal safety net for children, poor,
disabled, and elderly in times of unpredictable nz';tuxal and  economic (isasters, and we lose the moral anchor
a decent national government must providc all of its children and citigens regardless of where they live.

It would be the height of tragnc irony for‘the New Deal’s moﬁ important legacy of national concern
for the needy to be dxsmantled during your watch ' '

pasa

For decades, the federal govemment has assured the availability of funds for key child survival
. programs because the consequences of not doing s? - mdespread childhood destitution, hunger, homelessness,
illness, abuse, and neglect -- are unthinkable. Yet some governors se¢m to be on the verge of forgetting why
child survival programs are funded on an entitlement basis and ‘ willing to forego the federal funding
guarantees in exchange for greater control over the design and 1mple entation of these programs ‘
i : ,
' As a former govemor, you know the enormous risks for state anld local taxpayers as well as s for children
in sevenng the link between funding levels and d&cumented need. recession or natural disaster hits and
caseloads rise, states will exhaust their federal funds and have no chcn but to set up waiting lists, cut benefits
and services across the board, or make up the shortfa]l with state and ocal dollars. The automatic stabilizing
effects of child survival programs channelmg a)lddmonal funds intg states and regions during economic

§ 25 E Street, NW

; ) , . Washington, DC 20001

| ) Telephone 202 628 8787
l Fax 202662 3510

1
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downtums will be lost. And nomthstandmg any pledges by the
for these programs in future years could be slashed repeatedly in res

ngressional leadership this year, funding
nse to tight discretionary spending caps.

- How can we contemplate cucumstances under which a penml sS ; mother and child might be turned away
from a county or city welfare office simply because AFDC funds or that month or year already had been
spent? What purpose will be served by denymg hungry children sch 1 lunches or food stamps that ensure food
on the table at dinnertime? And who can 1magme the suffering 1@ ildren facing imminent danger of abuse
or neglect are placed on waiting lists rather than removed immediately from their homes?

‘Much can be done to respond to govemors concerns and i imp ove the effectiveness of federal programs -
sexvmg children and families. Many narrow categorical programs can be consolidated at the federal level,
giving states more ability to design initiatives responswe to their umque needs. A genuine welfqre reform plan
reflecting our shared values of opportunity, self:sufficiency, perscma] responsibility, fairess, and compassion
‘toward those in need can be enacted. Wasteful spending can be c]nninated and the federal deficit sharply

reduced. But we must not dismantle in 100 days or a single year the structure of child and family investments
built painstakingly and incrementally over the course of decades. | '

Your clear voice and strong moral leadersmp is urgently néeded to remind all Americans that the
protection of children and the poor — partzcularly those who work and who are the previous beneficiaries of
many of the programs and policies of your Adnnmstrauon -- is one of pur most deeply held and broadly shared
national values, one that must not'be sacrificed i 1n upcoming budget debates. Children and families who meet -
the basic eligibility rules of child sumval programs must be able to ely upon America’s promise not to tum
its back on them. Th s is the crucial area in which you can define for the American --m he difference:
between your Ad ration and the new Republican leadershif m\n ress.

Voters did call for change i in November and voted for less and more effective government But they
did not vote for more callous government or to balance the budget un irly on the backs of children. They did -
not vote to starve hungry children or tum their backs on strugghng amilies in crisis. Please stand firm in

protecting all of our children and ensuring that every ch:ld has a chan to get a healthy start, a head start, a
fair start, andasafestartmhfe ,

We are working very hard to support your leadership.
. | , A g
| Sincerely yours,

bi; A
BERRV/IEN

Manan Wright Ede]man . -

MWE/emb
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Oétober

t
Ms. Carol H. Rasco
Asgistant to the President
for Domestic Policy
Executive Office of the President
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Carol:

~ While I was pleased to see the guide]
walvers issued by HHS a few weeks ago, I @
Administration is not requiring all states t
their experiments on children.

I know the Administration is committed t
this and other areas. Particularly if states
undertake more controversial experiments, ﬁo
to know whether and to what extent children az:

reductions in AFDC bgnefits or other state mod
rules. ;

It is my understanding that, in a few

13,

1994

ines on federal 1115
annot imagine why the
b assess the impact of

> state flexibility in
5 are to be allowed to
wever, we surely need
re harmed by resulting
lifications of welfare

chses, HHS already has

required states to conduct child impact |egvaluations. In the
future, I certainly hope this can be a part off all waivers approved
by HHS. % : ‘

; Sincerely|yours,

| A |

, .Marian Wéight Edelman
MWE : cmj

15 E Street, NW
wWashington, DC 20001

" Fax 2026623510

Telephone 202 628 8787
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE . @0% ‘ - S
Tuesday, June 14, 1994 -, | *\w@ A - , 3
! ‘Contact: - Stella Ogata 202-662-3609 = o k?{
CDF GIVES ADMINISTRATION WELFARE REFORM

PLAN A MIXED REVIEW' :

Childrien's Diciense Fund'

WASHINGTON, D C. - Cmng concerns about ina é&zate invesunents in rea}*job,
éueatwn and cuts in help for poor chﬁdrcn and fa'mhcs the| Children's Defense Tund (C."DF)
‘today said that it will work wuh;Congress 1o 3mprov¢> key provisjdns mat adversely a‘ffe(:t‘
children in the Administration’s wlelfare reform plan.

]
: ‘ I : - _ :
"While there are some important new initiatives in this| plan, other provisions threaten -

!

§t0 push some poor children and famifies deeper into poverty,” said CNF Prasident Marian

i
1

‘Wright Edelman.

CDF specifically cfizicizcdf a propo'::ed option for staes to exclude children born to

families already on Aid to Familie;s with Dcpendcht Children (AFDC) from assistance, and to

eliminate the safety net for childrefn whose parents don't comply with ail welfare rules.
‘However, Edelman praised|provisions 'of the plan that add new federal funds for child

.care, education, and training as wéll as measures w strengther child support enforcement and
, , i 4

‘create child support assurance démbnsuation oppormunities. In pnother provision of importance
.

t .
to children, the plan also protects parems who are willing tp work from losing all income

suppon when jobs are not otherwme available.

"We desp_gra:ely nee:d to reform th@rcurre‘:nt welfare sy sﬁem " said Clifford M. Johnson ‘
ECDF director of programs imd policy. ~"Bul'-cul.t'mg programs that prevent homelessness, prc;vide
help to families m crisis, - and gwe assistance to elderly and disabled immigrants is not the
answer. We must change current budget rules that stymie offorts to move parents into the

jworkforce and lift chzldrcn and famiixes ocut of poverty.”

i

i
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-+ Child care (pages 15-17): We assume the plan continues thI
“included in the Family Support Act for all' parents regardless of their age, whether they are
‘participating in JOBS or in self-initiated activities.
strongly believe that significant new funding for chlld care as

- accompany any welfare reform plan. If we are going to ma
. cannot be solely tied to receipt of AFDC." We continue to be
- which is less than the 75th percentile of the market and reta
- incentives to provide less than optimal care for our poorest

18:86

May 20,

Mary Jo Bane Assistant Secretary

‘ for the Administration for Children and Famﬂnes
David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary
for Planning and Evaluation

Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to thmPresxdent _w :

for Domestic Policy
Co-Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform
Family Support and Independence

fWashmgton D C. 20500

Dear Mary Jo, David- and Bruce

Thank you for sohcumg our comments on three partla
Group s welfare reform plan. Although there are some aspects
" we are deeply troubled by a number of provisions, especially

earned income disregard ﬁroposals. Below is a brief summ;

FROM' CDF o ST

q- 94567431

P.02

DEAR.
BE 000 RD
THE SEAIS

1994

pf the latest draft of the Workmg

‘of our congerns.

, Chlld exclusion or "family cap" (pages 9»10) We contmule o oppose chﬂd exclusion opuons
' becatise they hurt very poor children. Child exclusion provisions appeal to a false stereotype
"that AFDC families have more children than non-AFDC families or that AFDC mothers have
‘'more children to receive 'an average of $69 per month m’
- sociologist Mark Rank shows that women receiving . welfare

ditional benefits. Research by

women not recelvmg welfare We urge you 1o drop this prm ision from the President’ s plan

A . i

. We want
ssistance for the working poor must

guarantee of ch11d care asmstance

to emphasize that we continue to

ke work pay, child care assistance

ligve that allowing a statewide limit
'gung the disregard creates’ strong
chil '

dren.

28 £ Streer, NW

of the plan that are encouraging, .
e child exclusion, child care, and_ ,

in fact ‘bear fewer chxldren than .

Children's Defense Fund

Washington, DC 20001 -
_Telephone 202 628 8787
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Page Two

We do welcorne 'att’z:mpté to improve the match both for "At-Risk" child care and for
JOBS child care and TCC.' The Working Group is to be commended for setting aside funds for
quality and supply both in the "At-Risk" Program and through establishing that licensing' and
monitoring of IV-A-funded child care providers is an allowa le administrative cost. Making

-Title IV-A requirements consistent with the CCDBG requuve ents i1s a good step especially

regarding health and safety standards. We would like| ¢larification, however, om the
requirements concerning shdmg fee scale. We assume that the plan does not mean to impose -
a sliding fee scale on JOBS recipients and simply ‘means that TCC, "At-Risk", and CCDBG
sliding fee scales should be the same. We do believe that(‘ camless policy would even be
furthered if the CCDBG were made an entitlement and extende since it is the program around
whlch states have built thelr core chlld care pohcxes

Earned income disregard (page 21): We are cxtremely dlsap ointed in the proposed earned
income disregard provision. Your current language would allow states to provide a smaller
earned income disregard than under current-law. While we also want to give states the
flexibility to raise their earned income disregard beyond the minimum, it is unconscionable for
states to be allowed to treat workmb AFDC parents worse than under current law. We had at
minimum expected that any proposal designed to make work p{af would make the disregard of
the remaining one-third of- cammgs Ecrmancnt rather than expiring after only four months, as
in current law. , _ ,:

Time-limits and teenagers (page 10): We applaud your inclusioh of case management services

_to teenagers, in recognition of their more intensive need for seryigces as compared to most older

mothers on the AFDC caseload. However, we oppose applyinlg the two-year clock to 18- and

19-year-old parents. They are far more likely to need more than two years 10 be ready for
work, both because they will need more years of education and training, and because their
children will be very young :
Minor parents living at home, case management (pages 8-11): We remain concerned that
minor parents’ will be protected from abusive living situations ohl if their case managers have
a small enough caseload to make good decisions. We strongly agree with legislative
specification (¢) on page 11 requiring sufficiently small case maimger-to-chent ratios to pratect
these young families, and hope this Janguage will be clear in the {final version.-

AFDC-UP (pages 22-23) Arbltrary restrictions on assistance to two-parent families are anti-
family and anti-work. We are surprised, therefore, to sce that stites would ot be required to
eliminate any of the special eligibility requirements for the AFD( -UP program. We are also
very troubled that all stat_cs‘jwpuld nqt be required to have a yea;-round AFDC-UP program:. .
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" Fill-the-gap (page 33): We strongly support your provrsron gi

-Lump sum payments (page 31): We commend you for your

. payments earmarked for furure costs to be spent within one year
. does not make sense when applied to a lump sum providing |fo

: purposes, but we are concerned about difficulties in tracking the
_than one year.

 specifications.

/

- Deborah Weinstei o

- Director
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. Essential person (pages 23 24): We oppose limiting the essen+ﬂ petson provision which would
- eliminate longstanding state discretion to provide assistance to
. are providing essential help. This proposed restriction flies 1 m

individuals the state determines
the face of your stated desire o

strengthen families and to glve states the ﬂexrbrhty to meet fafnilies’ needs

fill-the-gap policies that include child support payments. We(
to repeal sectron 402(a)(28), thereby allowing states to ehrm‘
applies. This would drsadv'amage families currently recervmg
contradict your policy of encouraging and rewarding responsib

sum payments. We are concerned, however, ‘that provision

period. For example, it would preclude a lump sum for me
Medicaid that predictably will be incurred over a span of year

ing states the option to establish |

pose, however, your proposals
e this policy where it currently
hild support in those states and
e child support behavior. -

provisions (a) and (c) on lump
(b) would require lump 'sum
from the date of receipt. ‘This
br future costs for an extended
dical services not covered by
s as a result of an injuryito a

child. We understand it 1§ not your intention to restrict expenditures over time for these

An altematlvc might be to allow such fund

lump sumn payment over more

4 to be held in an Individual

Development Account (IDA) comparable to your descrlptron in the proposed lemslatrve'

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comm

nts on th
" welfare plan. Please let us Know if we can provide any addmo%aj information.

p&,//@

Smt.:erely,l S ._:

4

tein

Nancy
Senior Staff Attorney

¢ Working Group’s

David S. Kass :
Senior Program Associate .
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Rveery FROVY  August 3, 1998 4 &:%
;2 Z PAeanr Boyes. . ‘ N
' i : President William Jefferson Clinton ‘ 5 éﬁv'ﬂ'%;
P | The White House : (‘;&13;_‘15_1}'

F , | 1600 Pennsylvania Avenus, N.W.
" Washington, DC 20500-2000

Dear Mr. Preaident:
| As [.was on the vcxgé of sending the enclosed lewer about your recedt Georgetown

" speech, 1 had the oppertunity ta read the text of your NGA speech on welfare. Your
camments oh the importance of maintaining state investments in welfare programs and on
the need for,child cara ta move families from welfare to work were wonderful. Your role

in explaining that we can provide far greater flexibility ta statcs while presesving the bade
AFDC entitlement coptinucs io be tremendously imponant, -

o , [ cannot overstate once again how crucial it is for you to speak out forcefully this next
ok - week in opposition to the Dole-Packwood welfare plan moving forward in the Sensic. As
: ~ you hava 56 elogl ext of food stamips and Medicaid, block grants
- simply shift responsibilities and risks to the states without assuring that they have the
- resdurcas necessary to do the job of getting parenis into the workforce whils ptotecting
¥ children. In AFDC as well es these other araas, your léadership now is essential to prevent
A . the shredding of the federnl guaranteed safety net for children. .
: |

i | ; ; Sincerely yours,

@ec%m_/ 1 W
. ( Marian Wright Edelmss
: v{:&é"i L sar B 'f

pnclosmro

Tim Dorskind | o ;

Please coordinate

, . the reply.
| 3 o . 25 € duser, NW
| oo _ ‘ v washington, DG 20001
i : . i Teleshane 209 MIRRIR?
! U p— ' _ Fax 302 k62 4510

- ‘“"““‘*.
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August 3, 1993

President William Jefferson Clinton.

The White House

1800 Pernkylvania Avemue “ '
Washington, D.C,  20500-2000 f

"Dear Mr. President:

I greatly enjoyed reading your July 6th speech at Georgetown University. Your
etforts to weave together the themes of personal responsibility and community responsibility
are exactly on point. Your lcadcrship in articulating o basis for making family well being
cenn'al to both public and private life in this nadon is very welcome. g

: I would like, however. to take the hbeny of arguing one point. In me speech you
said that “[t]he truth is that if every child in this country [had] both parents contributing to
h.xs support and noumhmen: and emotwnn! ombshty and education and faure, we’d have

Single-parent families do face enormous challenges, and as & soclety ;we should take

ar-reaching measures to assure that far fewer children live iu single-parent families. But
smglc-parcnt familics arc pot the cause of most childhood poverty, nccording to the
evidence we have seen, Eve ~ homes, 2 ug-in-nine chil
qment! is %m Nearly s miman children—mare than one- .1.. “Am S poor
e en--Lv such a two.parent family in 1993. And many other poor children
come fram single-parent families that are so far down the economic ladder that they
would be poor oven if the mothar were married to the (often low-income) father.

Donald J Hexmndez. h:ad of thc Census Bureau 5 Marrlage and Famﬂy Statistlca branch,
) 0 . . - s BRAILLEY 4rE LIOW even

if 511 fathsrs whc do not lxvc with ;hg LLW ; m ghﬂd;;n WCIS rcumtcd with them.

Bacause so much child poverty i¢ being driven by the low incomes of both parents

- and by the braader joh and wage problems of ouir society, your minimum wage, earned

: income credli, welfare reform, education and uaining uud oler inidsiives ajmed ac ralsing
| the incomes of the bottom third of American workers have been and remalncrucial to
"ethildren's wcll-bcmg. The marriage rates of young adults are driven down by economic as

25 € Sormet, NW

washingron, DU 20001
Telsphone 202 G218 8787 .
Kax 203 664 3510
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well as cultural factors. Ben Franklin correctly remarked a long dme ago that *The numbar of

marriages...is greater in proportion (o the ease and convenience o '
famili ; ce of suppo 3
ities can be casily supporied, more persons marry, and earl! inuu rsing a family. When .

Lo

Sincerely yours,

ez

Marian Wright Edelman

TOTAL F.04
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THE WHITE HOUSE

‘WASHINQ‘IU N

February 21, 1995

Ms. Marian Wright Edelman
President

Children’s Defense Fund
25 E Street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20001

Dear Marian:

Thanks for your letter of January 30, which
I‘'ve ghared with Carol Rasco and her staff.

I thought you might appreciate the enclosed
copy ¢f a letter Secretary Shalala recently
sent to Chairman of the House Subcommittee

on Human Resources Clay Shaw. It is very
important that we reform welfare in ways that
promote work, fawmily, and responsibility --

not ways that punish children for their pareuts’
migstakes. ‘1his debate should be about l;ftzng
poeple up, not tearing them down,

Hillary and I remain truly grateful for all of
your gupport and for youx friendship. Keep in
touch.

Sincerely,

20245855587:# B
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Preliminary an;.lysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) \U ﬂ_, — Q/b ?
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON_CHILDREN IN THE NATION

~ On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and’voids the core principle that all ellglble needy children w111 be
served. :

IMPACT ON THE NATION’S ECONOMY _

The following projections show some of the funds the United States could lose in fiscal year 2000
under the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Chlldren s Defense Fund:

$510 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

~ $612 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*
$3.2 billion (39%) would be lost in-SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’

~ $1.1 billion (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 6
$2.6 billion (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs
$5.6 billion (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with ‘children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estlmates the bill will cut funding by $69.4 b|ll|on. :
IMPACT ON THE NATION’S CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits .or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
~ other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in the United States would be affected in FY
2000 if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that
federal fundmg is cut for that program or block grant.

2, 218 950 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 377, 680 children would lose federal chlld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes).° . : .

¢ 1,335,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
6.1 million children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to
certain types of children.)!! For the roughly 14.2 million children receiving food stamps, average
benefits would decline by about 18% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs."?

¢ In 1996, 157,472 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, accordlng to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of
348,100 in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower thanthese projections, depending on the United States’s
future economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond ﬂexlbly
to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Péllsgnal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. - Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nauomwde by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Admlmstratlon s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%), then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because the United States received 100% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF
projected that the United States would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or § million— in FY 2000.

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

¥ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for the United States shown here.) Because the United States received 100% of all U.S. SSI spending for
children in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that natnonmdc cut—or $3,200 million—
in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because the United States received 100% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $1,100 million.

” The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because the
United States received 100% of all U.S. funding for these programs in' FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $2,600.0 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5. 64 billion, or 18% in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated the United States’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA
data to determine that the United States’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 100%, and then applying
that percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. ,

? 2,218,950 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school
lunch in the United States in FY 1994 (25,215,204). _

' HHS calculated 377,680 by dividing the United States’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure
figure of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied Ey the number of children who received AFDC in the United States in 1993
(9,538,576). The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on state-by-state AFDC quality control data.

12 14,195,859 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As nﬁted above, funds will decrease by about 18%.

'* Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 892,543 children who received SSI in the United States in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary anal.ysis, March 27, 1995; does noi include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) -
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ALABAMA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutrmonal and other standards, and voids the core pr1nc1ple that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON ALABAMA’S ECONOMY

‘ " The following projections show some of the funds(Aiabama could lose in fiscal year- 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$12.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsndm , '

$11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not countmg restored funds). ‘.

$94.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled chnl«:iren.5
$20.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$21.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$78.6 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996—2000), HHS estimates Alabama will lose $828.million under the bill.
IMPACT ON ALABAMA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several 'ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
‘co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
- other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Alabama would be affected in FY 2000 if _
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal :
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 48, 500 children would lose federally-subsidized school’ Iunches’

¢ 6,970 children would lose federal clnld care SubSldleS that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).° :

¢ 14,000 children would lose AFDC in FY- 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
58,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)" For the roughly 288,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 12% — below the minimum needed ‘to meet nutritional needs. '

¢ In 1996, 4,793 disabled children 1mmed1ately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, accordmg to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 10,500
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual 1mpact could be higher or lower than these pro_]ectlons depending on Alabama’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.




! H R. 4, the Personal Responsxbxlxty Act, approved by the U.S. House. of Reprcscntauvcs March 24, 1995 Some numbers
in this fact sheet reﬂect sllghtly earher versnons of the bxll

2 The Congressnonal Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reducc federal spendmg nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law The Administration’s estxmate is $69 billion. .

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8 8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. - Because Alabama received 2.36% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Alabama would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000

¢ Source HHS state—by-statc analysxs of the bill in thc form consndered by the Economnc and Educatlonal Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
~according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
* the next five years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% The figures hcre do not reflect that change ) e

3 Compared with current law, SSI spending would declme by about $3.2 bnlhon, or 39% nationwide in FY 2000, accordmg‘ '
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spendmg to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food

 stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the

nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
- in the figures for Alabama shown here.) Because Alabama received 2.97% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $94.6 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition -
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
“with current law, CBO projects. The other 12, 5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
.be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Alabama received 1.83% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $20.2 million. .

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Alabama
received 0.66% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it wxll absorb about the same share
of that natlonwxde cut— or $21.8 million. - .

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5 .64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according

to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996

and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Alabama’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data

 to determine that Alabama’s share of the-nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997 2000 is 1. 39% and then applying. that percentage
to the $5.64 bllhon nationwide figure for FY 2000 '

? 48,500 reprcsems the percentage cut in fundmg (8 8%) muluphed by thc number of children actually reccnvmg school lunch
in ‘Alabama in FY 1994 (551,152). . :

10 HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Alabama s fundlng cut by an average natnommdc federal chlld care expcndxture ﬁgure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored Ghlld care funds (see note 4). S v

M The y year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of chnldren who rccclvcd AFDC in Alabama i m 1993 (100, 115)
‘The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC qualnty control data for Alabama

1 287 848 chlldrcn received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%

" Children made mehglblc unmed:ately HHS analysns datcd March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF muluphed the 26,890 children who rccewcd SSI in Alabama in December 1994 by 39%.



: Prellmmary analysis, March 27, 1995 does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ALASKA

On March 24, the House of Representatwes passed a bllll to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards and voids the core prmclple that all ellglble needy chlldren will be
served. ‘ :

IMPACT ON ALASKA’S ECONOMY

. The following projections show some of the funds Alaska could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law.. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U. S Department of Agrlculture (USDA) and the Chlldren s Defense Fund

$1 4 million (8. 8%) would be lost in school lunch subsndm

. $1.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*-
$3.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$4.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$14.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$8.1 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.® :

Over five years (FY 1996-2000) HHS estlmates Alaska. w1ll lose $142 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON ALASKA’s CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
- cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Alaska would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding
~is cut for that program or block grant. :

¢ 4 OOO chlldren would lose federally- subs1d1zed school lunchos

4 930 children would lose federal child care subs1d|es that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
" notes). '

4 3,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005 ,
13,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

types of children.)" For the roughly 24,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 12% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs."

4 In 1996, 117 dlsabled children lmmedlately would lose ellglblllty for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 300
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual- impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Alaska’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond




flexibly to such changes in state vnee‘ds;' Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Alaska received 0.28% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Alaska would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000,

¢ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

% Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Alaska shown here.) Because Alaska received 0.09% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $3.0 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition .

. block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
- with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Alaska received 0.39% of all U.S. CACFP spending
-in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $4.3 million.

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Alaska
received 0.43% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $14.1 million. : ,

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Alaska’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Alaska’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0. 14%, and then applying that percentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000

® 4,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multxphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Alaska in FY 1994 (45,223).

' HHS calculated 930 by dividing Alaska’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Alaska in 1993 (23,049). The -

number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Alaska.
223,974 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%.

* Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000
CDF multiplied the 821 children who received SSI in Alaska in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27 1995 does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) -

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ARIZONA

On ‘March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest chlldren from hunger, malnutrition, abuse; neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal . nutritional and other standards and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be .
served. .

IMPACT ON ARIZONA’S EéoNOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Arizona could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA),’ and the Children?s Defense Fund:

$8.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.?

$10.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$36.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$19.8 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$47.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
-$95.0 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Arizona will loéé $922 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON ARIZONA’s CHILDREN . . |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Arizona would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enroliments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 33,150 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 6,350 children would lose federal chlld care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).'° : :

¢ 18,750 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
73,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain.
types of children.)"! For the roughly 268,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 17% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.!?

¢ In 1996, 1,291 disabled child‘ren immedietely would lose eligib’ility'for"cash SS1, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 4,100
in the number of blind and disabled children wduld receive assistance.)'

The bill’s actual impactv could be higher or lower than these projections, dependingyon Arizona’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



- flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels wp_uld not respond.




" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. '

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill w1ll reduce federal spending natnonwnde by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Arizona received 1.73% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Arizona would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. ,

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to-about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide .in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Arizona shown here.) Because Arizona received 1.14% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $36.4 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a-family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Arizona received 1.80% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about. the same share of that nationwide cut— or $19.8 million.

7 The .bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Arizona
received 1.43% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF prOJected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $47 3 million. '

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Arizona’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Arizona’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.68%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5. 64 billion nationwide figure for' FY 2000.

% 33,150 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Arizona in FY 1994 (376,508). . .

© HHS calculated 6,350 by dividing Arizona’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Arizona in 1993 (134, 054) The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated ‘by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Arizona. ' :

2 268, 442 children received food stamps in FY 1993 As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%.

3 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 10,564 children who received SSI in Arizona i in December 1994 by 39%.
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Prelitﬁinary analysis, March 27, 1995 ;‘ does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
. IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ARKANSAS

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy chlldren will be
served. .

IMPACT ON ARKANSAS’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Arkansas could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$6.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’ :

$4.6 million (24 %) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4

$63.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$14.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$11.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$36.0 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.?

- Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Arkansas will lose $575 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON ARKANSAS’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Arkansas would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 27,500 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 2,840 children would lose federal chlld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes) 10

¢ - 7,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
31,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 141,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 12% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.!?

¢ In 1996, 5,479 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,200
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)!®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Arkansas’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



'H.R. 4, the Personal Respons:blllty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representanves March 24, 1995 Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earher versions of the bill. ,

? The Congresmonal Budgei Office (CBO) esumates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with-current law. The Admini'stration's estimate is $69 billion.

? The blll would cut funds for programs in the school numuon block grant by 8 8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Arkansas received 1.24% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993 CDF pro_lected that
Arkansas would absorb about the same share of that nauouwxde cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the.form considered’by the Economic and Educational Opportunities °
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over

the next five years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% Thc figures here do not reflect that changc )

’ .Compared wnth current law, SSI spending would dechne by about $3 2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, accordmg
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, -or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Arkansas shown here.) Because Arkansas received 1.99% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut—or $63.5 million— in FY 2000.

% The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Arkansas received 1.30% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed. it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $14.3 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for-Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, accordmg
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Arkansas received 0.35% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 19‘93 CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $11.4 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Arkansas’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Arkansas’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.64%, and then applylng that percentage
to the $5.64 blllnou nationwide figure for FY 2000

? 27,500 represents the percentage cut in fundmg (8.8%) multxphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Arkansas in FY 1994 (312,411).

' HHS calculated 2,840 by dividing Arkansas s fundmg cut by an average nationwide federal child care cxpenchture figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds . (see note 4)

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Arkansas in 1993 (51, 815) The
number made mehgxble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Arkansas.

2 141,257 children received food stamps in FY 1993, As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 18,493 children who recelved SSI in Arkansas in December 1994 by 39%.
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thmmary analysis, March 27, 1995 does not’ mclude last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN CALIFORNIA

On March 24 the House of Representatwes passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates

federal nutritional and other standards and voids the core principle that all elxgxble needy children wxll be

served.
IMPACT ON CALIFORNIA’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds California could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the

House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and -

Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$65.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.

$53.7 million (24 %) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$288.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$132.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$720.7 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work” programs.’
$719.4 million (24%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates California will lose $15.2 billion under the bill.

IMPACT ON CALIFORNIA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is-chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in California would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant

4 200,000 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 33,130 chlldren would lose federal child care subs:dles that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes).'®

¢ 238,650 children would-lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

: 1.26 million children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to

certain types of children.)!! For the roughly 1.9 million children receiving food stamps, average
benefits would decline by about 24% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. '

¢ - In 1996, 5,989 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 26,350
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)”®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on California’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond
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flexibly to such cha:iges in state needs. - Uhder Bloék grant:s; funding levels would not respond..



"H.R. 4, ‘the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995.. Some num’bers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because California received 12.89% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that California would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

¥ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for California shown here.) Because California received 9.03% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $288.1 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition

block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because California received 12.05% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $132.5 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
California received 21.84% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $720.7 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated California’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that California’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 12.76%, and then applymg that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 200,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) mulnphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in California in FY 1994 (2,272,785)."

" HHS calculated 33,130 by dividing California’s funding cut by an average nationwide féderal child care expenditure figure

of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in California in 1993 (1,704,516).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for California.

* 1,931,912 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 24%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 67,505 children who received SSI in California in December 1994 by 39%. ‘




Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN COLORADO

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,” eliminates
federal nutrltlonal and other standards and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy chlldren will be
served. :

IMPACT ON COLORADO’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Colorado could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$5.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$6.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$30.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®

$21.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
© $24.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’

$51.2 million (16%) would be 10st in food stamps, mostly for families with children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Colorado will lose $557 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON COLORADO’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Colorado would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enroliments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 25,800 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 3,890 children would lose federal child care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes)."®

¢ 11,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
45,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)" For the roughly 148,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 16% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 752 disabled children immediatelthould lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 3 500
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Colorado’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



ﬂéxibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. '

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next ﬁve years, compared with current law. The Admlmstratlon s estlmate is $69 billion. - :

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000 caccording to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by

*$510 million nationwide. Because Colorado received 0.98% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY- 1993, CDF pro_;ected that
Colorado would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. ‘

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysns of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
'~ Committee. Nationwide,. child care funding would be'cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
. according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The ﬁgures here do not reflect that change )

$ Compared w1th current law SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 bnllnon or 39% nationwide in FY 2000, accordlng
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1,.1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp.increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Colorado shown here.) ‘Because Colorado received 0.94% of all U.S. SSI ‘spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $30.0 million— in FY 2000.

S The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at’its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Colorado received 1.95% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $21.5 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC),-Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995.. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Colorado received 0.74% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $24 4 million.

¥ Food stamp spending' nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current'law, according

to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Colorado’s FY 2000 cut- by first using the USDA data

to determine that Colorado’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997 2000 is 0.91%, and then applying that percentage -
_to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000 '

925, 800 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multiplied by the numbser of children actually rece1v1ng school lunch
in Colorado in FY 1994 (293,349).

' HHS calculated 3,890 by d1v1d1ng Colorado’s funding cut by an average natronwrde federal chlld care expendlture ﬁgure
of $1,621 per child. These ﬁgures do not lnclude restored chrld care funds (see note 4)

"' The year 2000 ﬁgure = 14% multiplied by the number of chlldren who réceived, AFDC in Colorado in 1993 (82,700). The
number made mehgnble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quahty control data for Colorado.

2 147,542 children recelved food stamps in FY 1993 As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%.

' Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 8,970 children who received SSI in Colorado in-December 1994 by 39%. '



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include ‘last~minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN CONNECTICUT

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a btll‘ to shred the safety net that protects
- America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards and vonds the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served. ‘

| IMPACT ON CONNECTICUT’S ECONOMY

The followmg pro;ectlons show some of the funds Connectlcut eould lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
- Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$4.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$7.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*’

$17.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$9.4 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$45.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work” programs.’
$44.4 million (22%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Connect’icntwill lose $502 million under the billl.
IMPACT ON CONNECTICUT’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Connecticut would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 19, 850 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9

L 2 4 320 ehtldren would lose federa.l chlld care subsnd ies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '

¢ 15,150 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
64,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)'' For the roughly 117,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 22% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs 12

¢ In 1996, 739 disabled children 1mmedlately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reductlon of 1,950
in the number of blind and disabled children would réceive assistance.)!®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Connecticut’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.

L
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' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatlves March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spendmg nationwide by $68 blllmn over the
next five years, ccmpared with current law." Thc Administration’s estimate is $69 billion. :

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the schooE nutrition block grant by 8 8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Connecticut received 0.81% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Connecticut would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY-2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

* Compared with current law, SSI sbending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Connecticut shown here.) Because Connecticut received 0.55% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $17.6 million— in FY 2000. -

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
- with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Connecticut received 0.86% of all U.S. CACFP
spending. in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $9.4 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Connecticut received 1.39% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will ‘absorb about the
same share of that natnonwnde cut— or $45. 9 m;lhon

# Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 ‘billion, or 18%, in FY- 2000, compared with currert law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Connecticut’'s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Connecticut’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is O. 79% and then applymg that
percentage to the $5.64 billion natnonwnde figure for FY 2000.

® 19,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multiplied by the number of children actually recelvmg school lunch .
in Connecticut in FY 1994 (225,598).

' HHS calculated 4,320 by dividing Connecticut’s funding cut by an average natnonmde federal child care expenditure figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not lnclude restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Connecticut in 1993 (108,248).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Connecticut.

'2 117,334 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 22%.

' Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF mutltiplied the 5,000 children who received SSI in Connecticut in December 1994 by 39%. :



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute améndments (see footno_tes)
: IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN DELAWARE

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON DELAWARE’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Delaware could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the  U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$1.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$1.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$6.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$5.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$6.0 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.”
$9.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five yearé (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Delaware will lose $109 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON DELAWARE’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Delaware would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. :

4 5,600 children would lose federally-subsidized school Iunchas’

¢ 1,170 children would ldse federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '

4 2,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

13,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

" types of children.)!" For the roughly 31,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 15% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs."

4 In 1996, 205 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 750
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)™

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Delaware’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
~are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of thc bill.

2 The Congressxonal Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in thc school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Delaware received 0.21% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Delaware would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

“ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Delaware shown here.) Because Delaware received 0.21% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumgd it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $6.6 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Delaware received 0.53% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $5.9 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families' with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because
Delaware received 0.18% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $6.0 million. -

* Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Delaware’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Delaware’s share of the nationwide cut in ﬁscal years 1997-2000 is 0.18 %, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 5,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of chnldren actually receiving school lunch
in Delaware in FY 1994 (63,515).

'O HHS calculated 1,170 by dividing Delaware’s funding‘ cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Delaware in 1993 (18,662). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Delaware.

231,113 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. ,

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 1,953 children who received SSI in Delaware in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not %'nclude last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
- IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WASHINGTON, D.C.

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the’ safety net that protects -
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,’ eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy chlldren will be

served :

* IMPACT ON WASHINGTON, D.C.’S ECONOMY

‘ The following projections show some of the funds the District could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U. S Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$1.4 mllhon (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.?

$1.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$8.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$2.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 6
$17.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and “welfare-to-work" programs
$18.0 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates the District will lose $153 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON WASHINGTON, D.C.’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several-ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees.. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. "Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in the District would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
fundmg is cut for that program or block grant., : ;

0 4,150 chlldren would lose federally subsndlzed school lunches®

¢ 1,110 children would lose federal chxld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes) 10 _

¢ 6,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, -

- 33,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

types of children.)!! For the roughly 48,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 16% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 307 disabled children 1mmed|ately would lose eligibility for cash SSI accordmg to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)" :

The bill’s actual impact could be higher’ or‘lower than these projections, depending on the District’s future -
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants funding levels would not respond



"H.R. 4, the Pérsonal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some ngmb_ers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill w111 reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 bllhon over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion. :

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because the District received 0.28% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that the District would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reﬂect that change.)

3 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families' would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for the District shown here.) Because the District received 0.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same ‘share of that nationwide cut— or $8.7 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care VFGOd Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because the District received 0.20% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $2.3 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because the
District received 0.53% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $17.6 million.

* Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated the District’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that the District’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.32%, and then applying that
‘percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

® 4,150 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in the District in FY 1994 (47,061).

'©'HHS calculated 1,110 by dividing the District’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in the District in 1993 {45,’\863).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for the District.

2 48,102 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%.

** Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 2,476 children who received SSI in the District in December 1994 by 39%.



Freliminary analysie, March 2?,‘ 1995; does not include last-minute amendmeets {see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN FLORIDA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a: bill' to shred the safety net that protects
. America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. ‘The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be .
served. : : :

'IMPACT ON FLORIDA’S ECONOMY

The following projeetions show some of the funds Florida could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. " According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$30.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.®

$25.7 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$182.9 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$36.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$122.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$346.5 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

“ Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Florida will lose $3. 9 billion under the blll
IMPACT ON FLORIDA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising staté taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Florida would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal fund ing
is cut for that program or block grant. :

¢ 103,500 children would lose federally- subs1d1zed school lunches’®

"4 15,850 children would lose federal child care subsxdxes that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes).'®

¢ 66,800 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
' 253,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 789,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would

decline by about 19% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 5 ,945 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 20,000
in the number of blind and disabled children‘would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Florida’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond


http:notes).10

flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would hot respond.




"H.R. 4 the Personal Responmblhty Act, approved by the U. S. House of chresentatwes March 24, 1995. Some numbcrs
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the blll

2 Thc Congressional Budget Ofﬁce {(CBO) cstimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming

that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by

$510 million nationwide. Because Florida received 5.95% of all U.S. school lunch fuudlng in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Florida would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY. 2000. '

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%.  The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion." (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Florida shown here.) Because Florida received 5. 73% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $182.9 mllllon— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Florida received 3.27% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that pationwide cut— or $36.0 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according

to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Florida

received 3.71% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share

of that nationwide cut—— or $122.5 million. .

# Food stamp spending nationwidc would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Florida's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Florida’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 6. 14% and then applymg that percentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. - .

® 103,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) multiplied by the number of chxldren actually receiving school lunch
in Flonda in FY 1994 (1,176,410).

'® HHS calculated 15,850 by dividing Florida’s funding cut by an average natxonw:de federal child care expcndxture figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

' The year 2000 figure = 14% muitiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Florida in 1993 (477,127). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Florida.

2 789,136 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about .19%.

" Children made mehglble immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000
CDF mulnphed the 51,292 children who received SSI in Flornda in December 1994 by 39%. ‘



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995 ; doeé not ‘includ;a last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN GEORGIA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and v01ds the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON GEORGIA’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Georgia could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$19.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$21.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$89.2 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$21.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$74.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$118.3 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Georgia will lose $1.0 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON GEORGIA’s CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
- cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Georgia would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federa]
funding is cut for that program or block grant. .

¢ 84 ,500 children would lose federally—subsidized school lunches’

¢ 13,080 chlldren would lose federal cluld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes).!®

L 4 38,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
180,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 417,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 13% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.?

¢ In 1996, 2,482 disabled children immediately would lose'eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
" (In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 10,100
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)'

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Georgia’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
~ are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond




flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Represeniatives March 24, 1995." Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

* The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Georgia received 3.81% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Georgia would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysns of the bill in the form comldered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Georgia shown here.) Because Georgia received 2.80% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $89.2 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at’its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cutto CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Georgia received 1.93% of all U.S. CACFP spending
~in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $21.2 million.

-7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Georgia
received 2.25% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $74.3 million.

¢ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Georgia’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Georgia’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 2.10%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 84,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multiplied by the pumber of children actually reoe:vmg school lunch
in Georgia in FY 1994 (960,501).

' HHS calculated 13,080‘by dividing Georgia’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditufe figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Georgia in 1993 (276,356). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Georgia.

Rt 417,471 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%.

' Children made mel:gnble immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 25,940 children who received SSI in Georgia in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis, Mamh 217, 1§95; does not include last-minute chndments (;;ee footnotes)
,IMPACT OF HQUSE BILLi ON CHILDREN IN HAWAII

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, dlsease and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract. with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmmple that- all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON HAWAIP'S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Hawaii could lose in ﬁscal year 2000 under the -
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$2.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.*
. $2.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (riot counting restored funds).*
$2.7 million (39%) would be lost in SST (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
-$4.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$17.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$26.7 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), »HHS estimates Hawaii will lose $328 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON HAWAII’'s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of- whlch method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Hawaii would be affected in FY 2000 if srates
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding
" is cut for that program or block grant. .

4 12,250 children would lose federally—subsidized:school Iunchesgv‘

¢ 1 230 children would lose federal chnld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).'® ,

4 5,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
23,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 50,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 15% — below the minimum needed to meet nutntlonal needs. '

4 In 1996, 46 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. (In
FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects-a reduction of 300 in the
number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Hawaii’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.




'H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnblhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect sllghtly earlier versions of the bill.

2 The Congressmnal Budget Office (CBO) estlmates the blll will reduoe federal spending nationwide by $68 bllllon over the
next five years compared with current law. The Admlmstratlon s estimate is $69 blllnon

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutntlon block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO Assummg
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Hawaii received 0.45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Hawaii would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

~ % Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next ﬁve years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. 'I‘he ﬁgures here do not reflect that change )

s Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 bllhon or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Hawaii shown here.) Because Hawaii received 0.09% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut—— or $2 7 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majonty (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Hawaii received 0.36% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $4.0 million..

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with. Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Hawaii
received 0.54% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $17.8 mllhon

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Hawaii’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Hawaii’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.47%, and then applymg that pcrcentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide ﬁgure for FY 2000. : , :

? 12 250 represents the percentage cut in fundmg 8. 8%) multlphed by the number of children actually recewmg schocl lunch
in Hawaii in FY 1994 (139,326). .

' HHS calculated 1,230 by dlvndmg Hawmx s funding cut by an average natxonw:de federal child care expend:ture ﬁgure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Hawaii in 1993 (37,197). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Hawaii. '

2 49,655 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%.

"* Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995 Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 821 children who received SSI in Hawaii in December 1994 by 39%. ‘



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include lést—minutc émq)dments {see footnotes)
"IMPACT OF HOUSEVBILL ON CHILDREN IN IDAHO

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,” eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON IDAHO’S ECONOMY

- The foilowing projections show some of the funds Idaho could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$2.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$2.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$11.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$3.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.
$5.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$13.4 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Idaho will lose $150 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON IDAHO’s CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Idaho would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding
is cut for that program or block grant.

® 12,500 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches® -

¢ 1,480 children woﬁld lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).'? ’

¢ 2,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
7,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 42,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 17% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 966 disabled children immediétely would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 1,350
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Idaho’s future
- economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond




flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in_this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Idaho received 0.48% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Idaho would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Idaho shown here.) Because Idaho received 0.36% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994,
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut~— or $11.6 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Idaho received 0.30% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $3.3 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Idaho
received 0.15% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $5.1 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Idaho’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Idaho’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.24%, and then applying that percentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. . :

° 12,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in ldaho in FY 1994 (142,029).

" HHS calculated 1 ,480 by dividing Idaho’s fundmg cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

'" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Idaho in 1993 (14,222). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Idaho.

' 42,125 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 3,464 children who received SSI in Idaho in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis,’ March 27 1995 does not include Iast;-mmute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ILLINOIS

‘On March 24, the House of Representatlves passed a bnlll to shred the safety net that protects )
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmcnple that all ellglble needy children will be
served. : ,

IMPACT ON ILLINOIS’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Iilinois could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of ‘Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agnculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$16.4 million (8 8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.?

$22.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$161.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled. children.’
$39.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$115.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$259.6 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Illinéis will lose $2.9 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON ILLINOIS’S CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways by excludmg groups of chlldren from programs and .
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments .and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Illinois would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding
is cut for that program or block grant. :

¢ 8l 800 children would lose federally-snbsidized schéol Iunﬂ:wg |

¢ 13, 630 children would lose federal dnld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes) 10 ,

¢ 66,150 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of fundmg cuts (In addition, by FY 2005,
321,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!" For the roughly 612,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 18% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'

¢ In 1996, 9,738 disabled children immediately would lose'eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reductlon of 18, 300
in the number of bhnd and disabled children would receive assistance.)”®

The bill’s actual impact could be hlgher or lower than these projections, depending on Illinois’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding Eeve}s respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, ap‘pro\fed by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995, Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congréssional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce ﬁaderal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Illinois received 3.21% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Iilinois would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportumtles
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
‘to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Illinois shown here.) Because Illinois received 5.05% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $161.1 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Illinois received 3.57% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $39.2 million.

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because lllinois
received 3.50% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $115.4 million. ' ' .

? Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Illinois’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Illinois’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.60%, and then applying that percemage to
the $5 64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

® 81,800 represents the percentage cut in fundnng (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Illinois in FY 1994 (929,378).

' HHS calculated 13,630 by dividing Illmms s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). :

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Illmons in 1993 (472,425). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Illinois.

2612,143 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%.

3 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 46,957 children who received SSI in Illinois in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995 does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN INDIANA

On March 24, the House of Representatlves passed a bllll to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates -
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmcnple that all eligible, needy children will be
served. |

IMPACT ON INDIANA’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Indiana could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health -and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$8.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.? '
$12.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*
$61.3 million (39%) wouild be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’

. $17.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 6
$40.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs
$79.2 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over ﬁvé years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Indiana will losc $821 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON INDIANA’S CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on’ waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by makmg low-income families pick up more costs through

co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Indiana would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enroliments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. .

& 52,450 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 7,590 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).'’

¢ 19,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of fundmg cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
88,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 257,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 14% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'? -

¢ In 1996, 3,777 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS,
. (In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,200
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Indiana’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Buclget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spendmg nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

! The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Indiana received 1.60% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Indiana would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.).

 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food

stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
~ nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Indiana shown here.) Because Indiana received 1.92% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $61.3 million— in FY 2000.

“ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
he cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block graats, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Indiana received 1.55% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $17.1 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Indiana
received 1.23% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $40.6 million. ‘

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Indiana’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Indiana’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.40%, and then applying that percentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 52,450 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Indiana in FY 1994 (596,264). A

" HHS calculated 7,590 by dividing Indiana’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal chlld care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Indiana in 1993 (140,252). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Indiana.

2 256,511 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%.

'* Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 18,464 children who received SSI in Indiana in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995' does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN IOWA

On March 24, the House of Representatwes passed a b:ll‘ to shred the safety net that protects ,
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucxal child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON IOWA’S ECONOMY

: The followmg projections show some. of the funds Iowa could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the House
bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Chlldren s Defense Fund:

$4.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsrdm .

$4.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).* ;
$23.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.
$12.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 6
$25.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs
$30.1 mrlhon (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for. families with children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Iowa w:ll lose $360 mllhon under the bill.
IMPACT ON IOWA'’s CHILDREN _ o

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through -

_co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
* possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in lowa would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding
is cut for that program or block grant. .

¢ 33 550 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’®

-4 2,960 children would lose federal chrld care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).'? ‘ ,

~ 4 9,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

" 39,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

types of children.)!" For the roughly 97,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 15% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.’? =~

¢ In 1996 1,196 disabled chlldren immediately would lose ellglblhty for cash'SSI, according to HHS.
' (InFY 2000 based on the state’s pro-rated share of fundmg cuts, CDF projects a reductlon of 2,850
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance. )‘3

The bill’s actual impact could-be higher or lower than these projectlons dependlng on.lowa’s future economic,
demographlc and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond ﬂexxbly to such changes
in state needs. - Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnblllty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representauves March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reﬂect shghtly earlier versions of the bill.

* The Congressional Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending natmnw:de by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Iowa received 0.90% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that ITowa
would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. ‘

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Iowa shown here.) Because Iowa received 0.72% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994,
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $23.1 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of fuﬂds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition

block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined

cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because lowa received 1.09% of all U.S. CACFP spending -

in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $12.0 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job

Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according

to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Iowa

rccewed 0.76% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
f that nationwide cut— or $25.1 mllhon

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated lowa’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Iowa’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.53%, and then applying that percentage to the
$5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 33,550 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in lowa in FY 1994 (381,306).

"". HHS calculated 2,960 by dividing Iowa’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Iowa in 1993 (66,157). The
number made mehgnble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quahty control data for Iowa.

n” 96 760 ch:ldren received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%.

'* Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysxs dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multlphed the 7,289 children who recexved SSI in Iowa in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN KANSAS

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all elnglble, needy chxldren w111 be “

served. . : '

. 3‘”(

IMPACT ON KANSAS’S ECONOMY

“The following projections show somé"pf the funds Kansas could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agricu}ture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$5.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.?

$6.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) ‘0
©$25.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®

$28.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 6

$20.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’

$37.6 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Kansas will lose $441 million under the bill.
~ IMPACT ON KANSAS’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cuttmg the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding:
other funds. The following list illustrates how inany children in Kansas would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal fundmg ’
is cut for-that program or block grant.

¢ 27,000 children would lose federa]ly-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 3,950 children would lose federal chnld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
"~ . notes)."® :

¢ 8,300 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005
36,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)" For the roughly 93,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would -
decline by about 19% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'

¢ In 1996, 1,625 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 3,000
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

~ The bill’s actual impact could be 'hig‘her or lower«tharr these projections, depending on Kansas’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. - Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsxblhty Act, approved by the U.S. Housc of Representat:ves March 24, 1995. Some numbers
_ in this fact sheet reflect slightly earher versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bxll will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Admlmstratlon s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Kansas received 0.98% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY.1993, CDF pro;ected that
Kansas would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

’ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Kansas shown here.) ‘Because Kansas received 0.80% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $25.5 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP af its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Kansas received 2.55% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $28.1 million.

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Kansas
received 0.63% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $20.8 million. ,

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Kansas’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Kansas’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.67%, and then applying that percentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

# 27,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) mulnphed by the number of chxldren actually recewmg school lunch
in Kansas in FY 1994 (306 595). ‘

' HHS calculated 3,950 by dividing Kansas’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per.child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

'' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Kansas in 1993 (59,205). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Kansas.

2.92,965 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 19%.-

* Children made mehgnble immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 7,670 children who received SSI in Kansas in December 1994 by 39%.




\Prelimin'wy analysis, March 27, 1995; does not’ inciu&e {ast-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE B}ILL ON CHILDREN IN KENTUCKY

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards and vo:ds the core principle that all ehgxble needy children wﬂl be
served.

IMPACT ON KENTUCKY’S ECONOMY

The following projections show.somé of the funds Kentucky could lose in fiscal year 2000 'under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the US Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$10.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.®

$10.6 million 24%) WOul‘d'be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$73.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$13.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.*
$41.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$79.5 million (14%) wduld be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996—2000), HHS estimates Kentucky will lose $837 mllhon under the bill.
IMPACT ON KENTUCKY’ CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by ‘substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Kentucky would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant,

¢ 44 600 chlldren would lose federal]y-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 6,540 children would lose federal child care subsndxes that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). ¢

¢ 20,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
89,000 children could be made ineligible for fedéral assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 241,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 14% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.?

¢ In 1996, 5,185 disabled children irntnediatcly would lose eligibility for cash SSL according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,950
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, dependmg on Kentucky’s future -
economic, demographlc and social trends. - Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Re:Sponsxbxlny Act approved by the U.S. House of Representatwes March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the b!“

’ The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Kentucky received 2.00% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Kentucky would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. ‘

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over

the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

S Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according

to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify

for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food

stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the

nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected

in the figures for Kentucky shown here.) Because Kentucky received 2.30% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $73.4 million— in FY 2000

% The bill places the majority (87. 5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Kentucky received 1.20% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $13.2 million. '

7 The bill would ‘cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job

Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according

to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Kentucky received 1.26% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same

share of that nationwide cut— or $41.5 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5 .64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Kentucky’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Kentucky's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1 .41%, and then applymg that percentage
to the $5 64 billion nationwide ﬁgure for FY 2000.

® 44,600 represents the percentage cut in fundmg (8 8%) multiplied by the number of ch:ldren actually receiving school lunch
in Kentucky in FY 1994 (506,556).

' HHS calculated 6,540 by dividing Kentucky’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

" The year 2000 figure = 14% muitiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Kentucky in 1993 (144,653).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Kentucky.

' 240,572 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%.

“ Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 20,349 children who received SSI in Kentucky in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995' does not include la'st-minute amendments (see footnotes) -
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN LOUISIANA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,> eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all ehglble, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON LOUISIANA’S ECONOMY

The following projections show séme of the funds Lbuisiéna could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) the U.S. Department of Agrnculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$15. 1 million (8 8%) would be lost in school lunch subsndles

$11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$140.0 million (39%) wéuld be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$27.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$35.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$112.4 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, 'mostly for families with children.®

- Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Louisiana will lose $1. 4 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ()N LOUISIANA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Louisiana would be affected in FY 2000 if -
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
_ funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 59,000 children would lose federaliy-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 6 970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '

¢ 26,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
. 125,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!" For the roughly 410,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 12% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.' -

¢ 1In 1996, 10,997 disabled children immediately would lose eligibilit'y for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 15,650
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Louisiana’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends.” Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



"' H.R. 4, the Personal Re.sponSIbllxty Act, approved by the U.S. House of chresentanves March 24, 1995 -Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versnons of the bill.

* The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Louisiana received 2.95% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Louisiana would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000,

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by. Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

¥ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the -
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Louisiana shown here.) Because Louisiana received 4.39% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $140.0 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Louisiana received 2.51% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $27 6 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for And to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assnstancc, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Célculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Louisiana received 1.07% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $35.4 million.

¥ Food stamp Spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. - Therefore, CDF estimated Louisiana’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Louisiana’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is- 1.99%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5,.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 59,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually recewmg school lunch
in Louisiana in FY 1994 (670,721). ' .

' HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Louisiana’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure ﬁgufe
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

'" The year 2000 figure = 14% muitiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Louisiana in 1993 (188,492).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Louisiana.

2 410,456 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 40,108 children who received SSI in Louisiana in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995 ; does not include last-'minnte nmendn\ents (see footnetes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MAINE |

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
- America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. I‘he bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmcnple that all ehgxble needy chlldren will be

. served.

IMPACT ON MAINE’S ECONOMY

The following pmJectlons show some of the funds Maine could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. Aceerdmg to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Semces (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agnculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$2.0 mxlhon (8 8%) would be lost in school lunch subsndm

$2.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4

$8.8 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®

$7.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.¢
- $17.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’

$23.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

0§er five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Maine will lose $211 million under the Bill.\ '
IMPACT ON MAINE’s CHILDREN o

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by makmg low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Maine would be affected in FY 2000 if srates
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal fundmg
lS cut for that program or block grant. " D

£ 9 250 chlldren would lose federally-subsidized school lunches"

-4 1,230 children would lose federal chlld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
: notes). '’ .

L 5,‘850 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

~ 30,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

types of children.)!! For the roughly 61,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would -
decline by about 15% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs."

¢ In 1996, 170 disabled 'chlldren immediately would lose eh‘glblllty for cash SSI, aceording to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive‘assi:rstance.)13 o

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these _projections, depending on Maine’s . future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond ﬂex1bly to such
changes in state needs Under block grants, fundmg levels wou]d not respond. : :



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsxblllty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995 Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlner versxons of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut fuuds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Maine received 0.39% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Maine would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, afier accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Maine shown here.) Because Maine received 0.28% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994,
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $8.8 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Maine received 0.69% of all U.S. CACFP spending

in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $7.6 million. '

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Maine
received 0.54% of-all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $17 8 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, .or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Maine’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Maine’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.42%, and then applying that percentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

® 9,250 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually recenvmg school lunch
in Maine in FY 1994 (105 104).

" HHS calculated 1,230 by dividing Maine’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expénditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Maine in 1993 (41,941). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Maine.

2 61,468 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysns dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multnphed the 2,459 children who received SSI in Maine in December 1994 by 39%.
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Preiiminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last.minuté amendments {see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MARYLAND

. On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred ‘the safety net that protects

America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children wxil be
served.

IMPACT ON MARYLAND’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Maryland could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$6.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.? _

$11.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$39.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$20.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$47.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$87.6 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Maryland will lose $953 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON MARYLAND’s CHILDREN -

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Maryland would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 31,700 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 6,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
'notcs) 1o .

4 20,950 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
92,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 198,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 19% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 1,775 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY-2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 4 ,350
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance. »

The bill’s actua_l»nmpact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Maryland’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond
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flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding l_evelé would not respond.




" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnblhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatlves March 24, 1995 Some uumbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bxll :
2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal 'spendingnaﬁom&lde by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Maryland received 1.31%. of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Maryland would absorb about the same share of that natlonw:de cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economnc and Bducatnonal Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care fundmg would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The ﬁgures here do not reflect that change.)

* Compared with current law SSI spendmg would declme by about $3.2 bllhon, or 39% nationwide in FY 2000, accordmg
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be.cut $2. 5 billion. (Last-minute chang&s raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Maryland shown here.) Because Maryland received 1.24% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $39.7 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5%-of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. -Because Maryland received 1.90% of all U.S. CACFP
spendmg in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nanomwde cut— or $20.9 mnllmn ’

‘T The. blll would cut funds for Ald to Families with Dependent Chlldren (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2. 6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, ‘compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Maryland received 1.43% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF pro_;ected that it will absorb about the same
share of. that nationwide cut— or $47.2 million.

* Food stamp spcnding nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%; in FY 2000, compared with. current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Maryland’s FY.2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Maryland’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997- 2000 is 1.55 % ‘and then applymg that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

31,700 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multlphed by the number of children actually reoenvmg school lunch
in Maryland in FY 1994 (359,947). -

1o HHS calculated 6,850 by dividing Maryland’s ﬁmdmg cut by an average nationwide federal child care expendnture ﬁgure,
of $1 621 per child. These figures do not mclude restored chxld care funds (see note 4)

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by ‘the number of chlldren who received AFDC in Maryland in 1993‘ (149,676).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Maryland.

12197,531 children received food stamps in FY 1993. " As noted above, funds will decrease by a'bout‘ 19%.

' Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF muitiplied the 11,180 children who received SSI in Maryland in December 1994 by 39%.



Prehmmary ana]ysns March 27, 1995 does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MASSACHUSETTS

‘On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children wm be
served.

IMPACT ON MASSACHUSETTS’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Massachusetts could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
- Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s‘ Defense Fund:

$7.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

* $16.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*
$58.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$28.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$102.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$96.9 million (21%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Massachusetts will lose $1.49 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON MASSACHUSETTS’s CHILDREN .

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Massachusetts would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 39,300 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 10,060 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get.off or stay off welfare

(see notes).'®

4 29,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

. 131,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 229,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 21% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.

¢ In 1996, 2,231 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SS1, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 5, 850
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)™ )

The bill’s actual impact'could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Massachusetts’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants funding levels would not respond.




" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnblhty Act, approved by the U S. House of Representatwes March 24, 1995. Some numbexs
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versmns of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spendlng natronwnde by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Admlmstrauon s estimate is $69 billion. ,

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000 according to CBO. Assumxng
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Massachusetts received 1.52% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Massachusetts would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state- y-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportumtles
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

’ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify

for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spendmg to increase by an estimated $680 million, Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33% after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Massachusetts shown here. ) - Because Massachusetts received 1.82% of all U.S. SSI spending for children
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $58.0 mxlhon— in FY
2000.

S The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
~ with current law, CBO.projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Massachusetts received 2.59% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that natnonwrde cut— or $28.5 mllhon

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Famlhes wlth Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and- the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Massachusetts received 3.11% of all U.S. funding for these’ programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about ‘
the same share of that natron\mde cut— or $102 8 million. :

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996

and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Massachusetts’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA -

data to determine that Massachusetts’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997 2000 is 1 72% .and then applying that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

?39,300 represents the percentage cut in fundmg 8. 8%) multlplled by the number of chlldren actually recervmg school lunch
in Massachusetts in FY 1994 (446,743). : )

'® HHS calculated 10,060 by dividing Massachusetts’s fundmg cut by an average natxonw:de federa! child care expenditure
figure of $1,621 per child. These ﬁgures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4)

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Massachusetts in 1993 (208,651).
The number made mehgrble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quahty control data for Massachusetts -

1 229 016 children reoewed food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds wnll decrease by about 21%.

* Children made mehglble 1mmedtately HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995 Chtldren affected by fundlng cuts in FY 2000
CDF multiplied the 15,061 chlldren who received SSI in Massachusetts in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MICHIGAN |

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,” eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all ellglble needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON MICHIGAN’S ECONOMY -

The following projections show some of the funds Michigan could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$12.5 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$15.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$134.9 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$37.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$169.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work” programs.7
$193.1 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for farmhes ‘with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Michigan will lose $2.1 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON MICHIGAN’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Michigan would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. '

¢ 65,300 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

4. 9,380 children would lose federal cluld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). 1% -

4 63,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
329,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!" For the roughly 513,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 16% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. '

¢ In 1996, 8,212 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
- (In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 14,400
~ in the number of blind and disabled chlldren would receive assxstance )‘3 ' o

The bill’s actual impact could be hxgher or lower than these projections, depending on Michigan’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.
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" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Michigan received 2.45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Michigan would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the blll in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

¥ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
sramp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last—mmute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Michigan shown here.) Because Michigan received 4.23% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $134.9 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Michigan received 3.42% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $37.6 million.

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the. Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Michigan received 5.14% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993 CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut-— or $169.6 mnlhon

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5 .64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Michigan’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Michigan’s share of the nationwide cut in ﬁscal years 1997-2000 is 3.42%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. ;

? 65,300 represents the percentage cut in fundmg (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Michigan in FY 1994 (741, 849)

' HHS calculated 9,380 by dmdmg Mnchlgan s funding cut by an average natxonwxde federal child care expendlture figure
of $1,621 per chlld These ﬁgures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4)

'" The year 2000 ﬁgure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Michigan in 1993 (449,909).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Michigan.

2 513,005 children received food stamps in FY 1993. . As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%.

* Children made ineligible immediately: HHS‘analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 36,880 children who received SSI in Michigan in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1?95; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MINNESOTA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served

IMPACT ON MINNESOTA’S ECONOMY -

The following projections show some of the funds Minnesota could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$4.9 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’ ‘
$11.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

~ $33.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$50.4 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$59.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$61.8 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates anesota will lose $852 mnlhon under the bill.
IMPACT ON MINNESOTA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Minnesota would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal -
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 45,350 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunchw”

4 6,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '

¢ 17,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
79,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 172,000 children receiving food stamps, average benef ts would
decline by about 19% —— below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs 12

¢ In 1996, 1,85 1 disabled children lmmediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
. (In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 3,950
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bili’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending ,oAn‘Minnesota’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Rcspons;bnhty Act approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect shghtly earher versions of the bill.

* The Congressnonal Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estimates the blll wﬂl reduce federal spendmg nationwide by $68 bllllon over the .
next five years, compared wnh current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the schooE nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO.. Assuming

that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Minnesota received 0.96% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
~ that Minnesota would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

¢ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities

Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,

according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

> Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Minnesota shown here.) Because Minnesota received 1.05% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $33.3 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its. present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Minnesota received 4.58% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $50.4 million. -

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. "(Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Minnesota received 1.80% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF pro)ected that it will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $59 2 mlllxon

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be éut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Minnesota’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Minnesota’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.10%, and then applymg that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. :

? 45,350 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multlphed by the number of children actually receiving school funch
in Minnesota in FY 1994 (515, 38?) ,

' HHS calculated 6, 850 by dmdmg Minnesota’s funding cut by an average natxonmde federal child care expend:ture figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Minnesota in 1993 (125,843).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Minnesota.

"2 171,796 children recéived food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by 'abo;lt 19%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 10,160 children who received SSI in Minnesota in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary‘analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MISSISSIPPI

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America; cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all ellglble needy children will be
served. :

IMPACT ON MISSISSIPPI’S ECONOMY

-The following projections show some of the funds Mississippi could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$11.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.®

$6.6 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).?

$88.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$19.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$17.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs 7
$70.5 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with chnldren

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates stsnssnppn will lose $789 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON MISSISSIPPI’s CHILDREN "

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Mississippi would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 35900 chi]dren would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 4,070 children would lose federal chlld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '

¢ 17,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 20(}5 :

82,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

~ types of children.)"" For the roughly 273,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 12% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs."

¢ In 1996, 5,673 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 9,650
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Mississippi’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.




" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnbxllty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers .
in this fact sheet reflect shghtly earlier versions of the bill. :

% The Congressional Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estnmatw the bill wxll reduce fcderal spendmg nationwide by $68 bxlhon over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Admlmstmtlon s estimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8. 8% in FY 2000, according to CBO Assuming '
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Mississippi received 2.15% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF pro_lected
that Mississippi would absorb about the same. share of -that_nationwide cut in FY 2000.

¢ Source: HHS state—by-state analysns of the bill in the form consxdered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The ﬁgur&s here do oot reflect that change )

Compared with current law, SSI spending would dechne by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nauon\mde in FY 2000, accordmg
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Mlssnssxppn shown here.) Because Mississippi received 2.76% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in -
December 1994 CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $88.1 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
‘be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at’its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined.
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Mississippi received 1.76% of all U.S. CACFP
spendmg in FY 1993 CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $19.3 million..

" The bxll would cut funds‘for Ald. to Families w1th Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
- to CBO -preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund) Because
Mississippi received 0.53% of all U.S. fundmg for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $17.5 mllhon

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 bllhon or 18%, in FY 2000, oompared with current law, accordmg '
to estimates from Marchi 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Mississippi’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Mississippi’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is- 1.25%, and then applying that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

% 35,900 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Mississippi in FY 1994 (407,983).

1 HHS calculated 4 070 by dmdmg Mnssxssnppl ] fundmg cut by an averagc nationwide federal child care expendxmre figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Mississi'ppi in 1993 (124,148).
The number made mehglble by 2005 was calcalated by HHS based on AFDC quahty control data for M:ssxssnppn

2273, 355 chlldren recelved food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%

3 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 24,687 children who received SSI in Mississippi in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does notinclude last-minute amendments (see footnotes)l -
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MISSOURI

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, mainutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial’ child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? ehmmates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core pr1nc1ple that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON MISSOURI'S ECONOMY

The'following projections show some of the funds Missouri could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Departmgnt of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fun_d:

$11.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$12.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4

'$66.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$21.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$44.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC: cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$100. 9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS esumates Missouri will lose $909 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON MISSOURI’S CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The followmg list illustrates how many children in Missouri would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. :

¢ 48,850 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 7,400 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
‘notes)."? N

¢ 24,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, .
114,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohnblts aid to certain
types of children.)"" For the roughly 291,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 15% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.

4 In 1996, 3,803 disabled chxldren 1mmedxately would lose ehglblhty for cash SSI, accordmg to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7 500
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Missouri’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers .
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Missouri received 2.18% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF pro_]ected that
Missouri would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut.in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

¥ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. - (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Missouri shown here.) Because Missouri received 2.08% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $66.3 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Missouri received 1.99% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $21.9 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent- Cluldren (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Missouri
received 1.34% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut~— or $44.3 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Missouri’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Missouri’s share of the nationwide cut in ﬁscal years 1997-2000 is 1.79%, and then applying that percentage

to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. a

® 48,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually recelvmg school lunch’
in Missouri in FY 1994 (555,113).

'* HHS calculated 7,400 by dmdmg Missouri’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expendxture figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 1,4% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Miséouri in 1993 (171,302).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC. quality control data for Missouri.

'2.291,197 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above,vﬁ'mds will decrease by about 15%.

% Children made mehg;ble immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000
CDF multxphed the 19,264 chlldren who received SSI in Missouri in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments {see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MONTANA

" On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served. A

IMPACT ON MONTANA’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Montana could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agricu]ture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$1.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$1.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4

$7.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$6.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$9.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs."
$10 9 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over ﬁve years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Montana wnll lose $124 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON MONTANA’s CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Montana would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 7,650 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 1,170 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes) 10

¢ 3,150 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
11,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 34,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 14% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 241 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
~ (In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF pro_lects a reduction of 850
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance. )‘

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Montana’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the Census Bureau projects the state’s population
will grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
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''H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnbxhty Act, approved by the U. S House of Representatwes March 24, 1995 Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier vers:ons of the blll :

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law The Administration’s estnmatc is $69 billion. :

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO. Assummg
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Montana received 0.34% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Montana would absorb about the same share of that nanonwrde cut in FY 2000.

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the blll in the form consxdered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
- nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
 in the figures for Montana shown here.) Because Montana received 0.24% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that natnonwxde cut— or $7.5 mllhon—- in FY 2000.

5 The bxll placcs the majority (87. 5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) ina fatmly putrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Montana received 0.55% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $6.0 million. .

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Montana
received 0.27% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF prq;ected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $9.1 million. .

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5. 64 brlhon or 18% in FY 2000, compared with current law, according

“to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Montana’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Montana’s share of the nationwide cut in ﬁscal years 1997-2000 is 0.19%, and then applymg that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000 : : ,

? 7,650 represents the percentage cut in fundmg (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actual]y reoewmg school lunch
in Montana in FY 1994 (86,741). ‘

 HHS calculated 1,170 by dividing Montana’s fundnng cut by an average nationwide federal chxld care expendxture ﬁgure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not mclude restored chnld care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of chnldren who received AFDC in Montana in 1993 (22, 463) The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Montana

2 33, 600 chnldren received food stamps in FY 1993, As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%.

' Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 2,208 children who received SSI in Montana in December 1994 by 39% : :




Preliminary'anplysis, March 27, 1995; does no't‘include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHiLDREN IN NEBRASKA

On March 24, the House of Representatlves passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects:
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion, eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmcnple that all eligible, needy chlldren wlll be.
served.

IMPACT ON NEBRASKA’S ECONOMY

The following projections'show some of the funds Nebraska could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Servnces (HHS) the U.S. Department of Agrlculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund

$3.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.? ‘
$5.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).* -
$12.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’

~ $17.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$15.0 million (14 %) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.”
$14.6 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.® .

-Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Nebraska will lose $205 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON NEBRASKA’s CHILDREN |

~ States -could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or. by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
_possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Nebraska would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enroliments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant ‘ :

¢ 17 950 chnldren would lose federally-submdlzed school lunchw

¢ 3,080 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).!° :

. ¢ 4,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
20,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 61,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would K
decline by about 13% — below the minimum needed to meet nutrltlonal needs."?

¢ In 1996, 562 disabled children ‘immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reducnon of 1,500
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive ass:stance )

The bill’s actual impact could be. higher or loWer than these projections,- depending on Nebraska’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels. respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs Under block grants, fundmg levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representativés March 24, 1995. -SOme numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. '

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Nebraska received 0.60% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993 CDF projected that
Nebraska would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000

¢ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, afier accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Nebraska shown here.) Because Nebraska received 0.40% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $12.7 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill plaoes the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nuirition -
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Nebraska received 1.60% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $17.6 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Nebraska received 0.45% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $15.0 million,

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would bé cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Nebraska’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Nebraska’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0. 26% and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 17,950 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multlphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Nebraska in FY 1994 (203,762).

' HHS calculated 3,080 by dividing Nebraska’s fundmg cut by an average nationwide federal child care expendlmre ﬁgum
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). )

"' The year 2000 figure = '14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Nebraska in 1993 (32,700). The |
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Nebraska.

2 61,100 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%.

3 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Childrén’ affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 3,892 children who received SSI in Nebraska in December 1994 by 39%.
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Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEVADA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutrltlonal and other standards, and. voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served. ‘

IMPACT ON NEVADA’S ECONOMY |

The following projections show some of the funds Nevada could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. Accordmg to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$2.0 million (8 8%) would be lost in school lunch subsndles
$1.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*
$8.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’

- $2.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$6.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’ '
$21.1 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Nevada will lose $187 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON NEVADA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by makmg low-income families pick up more costs through

co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding -
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Nevada would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. ‘

¢ 8,200 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

4 1,170 children would lose federal child care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).'® :

¢ 3,450 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
14,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)! For the roughly 55,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 18% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 187 disabled children 'iminediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of fundmg cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assnstance )3

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Nevada’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



flexibly to such changes in émw needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Rep:esentatwes March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versnons of the bill. . :

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spcndmg natnonwlde by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared wnth current law. The Administration’s estlmate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8 8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Nevada received 0.40% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Nevada would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. »

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysxs of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over

the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) a

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according N
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Countmg the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Nevada shown here.) Because Nevada received 0.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $8.5 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition

~ block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP ‘at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Nevada received 0.22% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it 'would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $2.5 million.

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dépendent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Nevada
received 0.21% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF pmjected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $6.9 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Nevada’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Nevada’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.37%, and then applying that percentage to

_ the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

9 8,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Nevada in FY 1994 (93,192). ‘

' HHS calculated 1,170 by dividing Nevada’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

'" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Nevada in 1993 (24,501). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Nevada.

12 54,651 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%.

¥ Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995.. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 2,491 children who received SSI in Nevada in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footx\ott‘;s)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW HAMPSHIRE

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served. ‘

IMPACT ON NEW HAMPSHIRE’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds New Hampshire could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Depa_rtment of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$1.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.®

$2.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$5.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$2.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$7.7 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work” programs.’
$11.8 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New Hampshire will lose $103 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON NEW HAMPSHIRE’s CHILDREN -

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in New Hampshire would be affected in' FY
2000 if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that
federal funding is cut for that program or block grant.

& 7,750 children would ‘lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 1,300 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). ! :

¢ 2,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
11,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 29,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 18% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.

¢ In 1996, 79 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. (In
FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 600 in the
number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on New Hampshire’s
future economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly
to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. -




" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnbility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill :

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates, the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 bllllOﬂ over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Admlmstration s estimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, .according to CBO. _Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because New Hampshire received 0.25% of all U:S. school lunch funding in FY 1993 CDF
projected that New Hampshire would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysns of the blll in the form consndered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years,, reducmg the cut in FY 2000.to about 19%. The ﬁgures here do not reflect that change ). '

5 Compared with current law, SSI spendmg would decline by about $3 2 billion, or 39% nationwide in FY 2000 according
'to CBO prelimmary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
- for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food

stamp increases, resources’ for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the

nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in'the figures for New Hampshire shown here.) Because New Hampshire received 0.16% of all U.S. SSI spending for children

in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $5.1 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87. 5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law; CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New Hampshire received 0.20% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $2.2 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because New
Hampshire received 0.23% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $7 7 million. s

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with currént law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S: Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated New Hampshire’s FY 2000 cut by first'using the USDA
data to determine that New Hampshire’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.21%, and then applying
that percentage to the $5 64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000 .

? 7,750 represents the percentage cut in fundlng (8.8%) multiplled by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in New Hampshire in FY 1994 (87, 971)

' HHS calculated 1,300 by divndmg New Hampshire’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure
figure of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

'"" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Hampshire in 1993
(18,755). The number made 1nel|gible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for New
Hampshire. :

1229, 209 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above funds will decrease by about 18%

B Children made 1nel|gible immediately HHS analysns dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 1,566 childrén who received SSI in New Hampshire in December 1994 by 39%.
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Prelimidafy analysis, March 27, 1§95; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
" IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW JERSEY

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and -voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON NEW JERSEY’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds New-Jersey could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
- the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

© $10.6 million (8.8%) would be Iost in school lunch subsidies.® S
$10.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4
$72.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$18.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$88.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$124 .8 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New Jersey will lose $1.53 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON NEW JERSEY’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
-possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds.. The following list illustrates how many children in New Jersey would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. ’ ‘

¢ 44,600 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

6 ,480 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '

¢ 33,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
155,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 268,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 18% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ 1In 1996, 3,173 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
~ (In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 7,900
~ in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)! )

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on New Jersey’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enroliment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond
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flexibly to such changes in state needs.” Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal’ Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

* The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) wtlmatcs the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because New Jersey received 2.07% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that New Jersey would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

3 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according -
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for New Jersey shown here.) Because New Jersey received 2.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $72.4 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New Jersey received 1.68% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $18.5 million.

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because New
Jersey received 2.69% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $88.8 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated New Jersey’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that New Jersey’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 2.21%, and then applying that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

® 44,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multlphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in New Jersey in FY 1994 (506,656).

' HHS calculated 6,480 by dividing New Jersey’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Jersey in 1993 (238,27‘7).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for New Jersey. ‘

12 267,689 children recei\;ed food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 20,222 children who received SSI in New Jersey in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not ‘include last-minute amendments (see footnote{s)
- IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW MEXICO

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed.a bill' to'shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served. : '

IMPACT ON NEW MEXICO’S ECONOMY

The following pro_lectlons show some of the funds New Mexico could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agrlculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$4.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’
$5.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not countmg restored funds).*
$21.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.
$20.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 6
$20.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs

' $4S 3 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000) HHS estimates New Mexico will lose $508 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON NEW MEXICO’s CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in New Mexico would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enmllmems by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 15,300 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 3,270 children would lose federal chﬁd care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
" notes)."° :

¢ 8, 650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
30,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)" For the roughly 132,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 17% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'>

¢ In 1996, 845 dlsabled chlldren 1mmed1ately would lose eligibility - for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of fundmg cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 2,400
in the number of blind and disabled children would recenve assistance. )"

~ The bill’s actual impact could be hlgher or lower than these projections, deper)dlng‘on New Mexico’s future
- ‘economic, demographic, and social trends.. ‘For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U, S. House of Representatwes March 24 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. :

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spendmg nationwide by $68 billion over the
next ﬁve years, compared with current law. The Admlmstrauon s estimate-is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because New Mexico received 0.92% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993, CDF projected
that New Mexico would absorb about the same share of that natnonwnde cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportumtxes
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
‘nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for New Mexico shown here.) Because New Mexico received 0.66% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $21.0 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New Mexico received 1.87% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $20.6 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because New
Mexico received 0.63% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF pro;ected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $20.9 mnlhon

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated New Mexico’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA -
data to determine that New Mexico’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997- 2000 is 0.80%, and then applymg that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. A

? 15,300 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multnphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in New Mexico in FY 1994 (173 965).

" HHS calculated 3,270 by dmdmg New Mexico’s fundmg cut by an average nationwide federal child care expendlture figure
-of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who recelved'AFDC in New Mexico in 1993 (61,785).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for New Mexico.

2 131,698 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17 1995.. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 6,125 children who recewed SSI in New Mexxco in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995' doe;s nbt inciude last-minute arﬁendrﬁents (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW YORK

On March 24, the House of Representatwes passed a blll‘ to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmcxple that all eligible, needy children will be
"served. ,

IMPACT ON NEW YORK’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds New York could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$37.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.?

$37.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$271.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI' (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$62.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.$
$412.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$698.9 million (28%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over'kﬁve years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New York will lose $8.52 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON NEW YORK’s CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through -
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
- possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding

other funds.” The following list illustrates how many children in New York would be affected in FY 2000 if
~ states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 143,050 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 22,830 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes). !

. 4 109,500 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
477,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 965,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 28% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs."

¢ In 1996, 16,592 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 29,450
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on New York’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond ﬂexlbly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



http:notes).l0

' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibiiity Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slxghtly earlier versions of the blll

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will, reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 bnlhon over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school numtlon block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because New York received 7.41% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF -projected
that New York would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. - -

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities

Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,

according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The ﬁgures here do not reflect that change ) -

3 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3 2 billion, or 39% nationwide in FY 2000 according .
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an‘estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-mmute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for New York shown here.) Because New York received 8.52% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $271.7 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because New York received 5.65% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $62.1 million.

’ The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. -(Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund. ) Because New
York received 12.49% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that natlonwude cut— or $412.3 million. .

¥ Food stamp spending ﬁationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according -
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated New York’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that New York’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997- 2000 is 12.39%, and then applymg that
pcrcentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. .

? 143,050 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multlplled by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in New York in FY 1994 (1,625 538) :

“ HHS calculated 22,830,by. dividing New York’s fuhdihg cut by an average nationwide federal cliild care expenditure figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New York in 1993 (782,094).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for New York.

2964, 858 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decreasé’ by about 28%.

. Chlldren made ineligible immediately: HHS analysxs dated-March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts m FY 2000:.
CDF multlplled the 75,481 children who received SSI in New York in December 1994 by 39%.


http:areplaced.in

Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NORTH CAROLINA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy chlldren will be
served.

IMPACT ON NORTH CAROLINA’S ECONOMY

The followihg projections show some of the funds North Carolina could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$14.9 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.>

$27.7 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$88.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$27.7 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start ¢
$67.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$84.5 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly. for families with children.®

® 00900

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates North Carolina will lose $1.2 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON NORTH CAROLINA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in North Carolina would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 66,050 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 17,090 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare
*(see notes) 10 4

¢ 31 300 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of fundmg cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
138,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!" For the roughly 324,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 13% — below the mxmmum needed to meet nutritional needs.!?

¢ In 1996, 6,548 disabled children lmmedlately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 10,250
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)" ‘~

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on North Carolina’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond



flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsxbxhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. . Somc numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

> The Congressnonal Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion. .

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because North Carolina received 2.92% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that North Carolina would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

¢ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

§ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for North Carolina shown here.) - Because North Carolina received 2.76% of all U.S. SSI spending for children
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $88.0 million— in FY
2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because North Carolina received 2.52% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $27.7 million.

” The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because North
Carolina received 2.05% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $67.8 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated North Carolina’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA
data to determine that North Carolina’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.50%, and then applying that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide ﬁgure for FY 2000.

? 66,050 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in North Carolina in FY 1994 (750,500).

' HHS calculated 17,090 by dividing North Carolina’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure
figure of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

'" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in North Carolina in 1993
(223,434). The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on state AFDC quality control data.

"2 323,552 children received food stamps in' FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 26,259 children who received SSI in North Carolina in December 1994 by 39%.



Pre[imingry analysis, March 27, 1995; dogs not inclide last-minute amendments {see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NORTH DAKOTA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred ‘the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and"homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmcxple that all eligible, needy chlldren w111 be
served.

" IMPACT ON NORTH DAKOTA’S ECONOMY

- The following projections show some of the funds North Dakota could i__ose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the ChildrenfsvDefense‘Fund:

$1.4 rmlhon (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$1.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not countmg restored funds).?

$3.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$9.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.*
$5.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$6.5 mllllon (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.® ‘

Over five years (FY 1996—2000), HHS estimates North Dakota will lose $85 mnlllon under the bill.
IMPACT ON NORTH DAKOTA’S CHILDREN .

States could make these cuts in severalA ways: . by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially -
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in North Dakota would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose 1o cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollmenss by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

-4 17,850 children would lose federally~§ubsidized school lunches® .

& 930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes), '

¢ 1,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

- 7,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

~ types of children.)!! For the roughly 24,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
.decline by about 13% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

4 In 1996, 109 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 450
in the number of blind and disabled chxldren would receive assistance. )‘3 .

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on North Dakota’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. - Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Respons:bnhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatwes March 24 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because North Dakota received 0.27% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that North Dakota would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that changc )

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nanonwlde in FY 2000 accordmg
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
- nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected

in the figures for North Dakota shown here.) Because North Dakota received 0.11% of all U.S. SSI spending for children
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $3.5 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because North Dakota received 0.82% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $9.0 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Famnllcs with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because North
Dakota received 0.17% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $5.5 million.

® Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared w1th current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data on]y for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated North Dakota’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA
data to determine that North Dakota's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.12%, and then app]ylng that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 7 850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in North Dakota in FY 1994 (88,975). .

'* HHS calculated 930 by dividing North Dakota’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure ﬁgure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in North Dakota in 1993 (11,970).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for North Dakota.

1223,694 children received food stanaps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 1,214 children who received SSI in North' Dakota in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN OHIO

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects .
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards and vords the core prmcnple that all eligible, needy chrldren will be
served.

~ IMPACT ON OHIO’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Ohio could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the House
bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$17.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

~ $28.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) K
$169.3 million (39%) would be lost-in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$37.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$157.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$256.2 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Ohio nriil lose $2.3 billion under the bill,
IMPACT ON OHIO’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through -
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen; the overall effect would be large. . Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Ohio would be affected in FY 2000 if states -
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding
is cut for that program or block grant. ,

4 85,600 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

4 17,830 children would lose federal chlld care subsrdres that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes) 10

® 66,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
276,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 611,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 17% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.!?

¢ In 1996, 6,842 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 18,550
in the number of blind-and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on.Ohio’s future economic,
demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such changes
in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Respons:bxhty Act, approved by the U, S House of Representatwes March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. ,

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school putrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Ohio received 3.46% of all U.S. school lunch ﬁxndmg in FY 1993, CDF projected that Ohio -
would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

4 Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) :

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Ohio shown here.) Because Ohio received 5.31% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994,
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $169.3 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
~with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Ohio received 3.36% of all U.S.- CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about thc same share of that nationwide cut— or $37.0 million.

7 The bnll would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Ohio
received 4.77% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $157.4 million. :

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000, Therefore, CDF estimated Ohio’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Ohio’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.54%, and then applymg that percentage to the
$S 64 billion nanonwnde figure for FY 2000.

% 85,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Ohio in FY 1994 (972, 666). '

' HHS calculated 17,830 by dividing Ohio’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care cxpendnture figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Ohio in 1 1993 (473,064). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Ohio.

2611 ,112 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%.

* Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected byA funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 47,605 children who received SSI in Ohio in December 1994 by 39%. -




Preliminary analysls, March 27 1995 does not include last-minute amendments {see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN OKLAHOMA

On March 24, the House of Representatlves passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
- America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all ehglble needy chlldren will be
served. :

IMPACT ON OKLAHOMA’S ECONOMY

The r‘ollowing projections show some of the funds Oklahoma could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Serv1ces (HHS) the U.S. Department of Agrlculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$7. 4 mllhon (8. 8%) would be lost in school lunch subsndles
$11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).* .
$37.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$16.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 5.

~ $38.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs
$58 1 million (14%) would be lost in t‘ood stamps, mostly for famllles with chlldren :

‘Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estnma;es Oklahomawnll lose $533 mllhon under the bill.
IMPACT ON OKLAHOMA’s. CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through -
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. - Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding .
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Oklahoma would be affected in FY' 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal ’
fundmg is cut for that program or block grant. .

¢ 32 200 children would lose. federally-subsrdized school lunches®

4 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see |
notes).'®

¢ 13,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
57,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)" For the roughly 180,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 14% — belOW the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.

¢ In 1996, 1,056 dlsab]ed children immediately. would lose ehglblhty for cash SSI accordmg to HHS.
_(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 4,250
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assnstance n

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Oklahoma’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatlves March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earller versions of the blll .

> The Congressnonal Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending natlonvwde by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Oklahoma received 1.45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Oklahoma would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

¥ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. . Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Oklahoma shown here.) Because Oklahoma received 1.17% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $37.4 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition .
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Oklahoma received 1.54% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $16.9 million.

” The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates’ dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Oklahoma received 1.16% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF pro_|ected that it will absorb about the
'same share of that nationwide cut— or $38 3 million.

f Food stamp spending natnonw:de would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Oklahoma’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Oklahoma’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.03 %, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 32,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually recelvmg school lunch
in Oklahoma in FY 1994 (365,797).

"" HHS calculated 6,970 by di'viding.Oldahoma’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). ‘

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who' received AFDC in Oklahoma in 1993 (94,346).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Oklahoma.

12.179,726 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 10,845 children who received SSI in Oklahoma in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute gmendments (see footnptes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN OREGON

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness, The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle.that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON OREGON’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Oregon could lose in ﬁécal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agrlculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$5.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$8.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$21.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$16.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.°
$35.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work” programs.’
$81.7 million (25%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS éstimates Orégon will lose $661 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON OREGON’s CHILDREN | |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Oregon would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

4 21,650 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 5,430 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
~ notes).'” , 7 <

1 4 10,900 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
48,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 137,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 25% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 601 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 2,500
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Oregon’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
- are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond


http:notes).10

flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Respons;bnhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatwes March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressxonal Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spendmg nationwide by $68 bxlhon over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion. ,

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutntlon block grant by 8 8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Oregon received 1.02% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF pro;ected that
Oregon would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source:- HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The ﬁgures here do ‘not reflect that change ) :

* Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 bxlhon, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Oregon shown here.) Because Oregon received 0.66% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would abs@rb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $21.1 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Oregon received 1.47% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $16.1 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, ‘and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Oregon
received 1.07% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $35.3 million.

® Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Oregon’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Oregon’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1 45%, and then applying that percentage to
the $5.64 bllhon nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 21,650 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch .
in Oregon in FY 1994 (246,201). ‘ . ‘

' HHS calculated 5,430 by dividing Oregon’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Oregon in 1993 (77,749). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Oregon

12.137,388 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds wilI decrease by about 25%.

B Chxldren made ineligible lmmednatcly HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 6,436 children who received SSI in Oregon in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995* does not include Iast-minuie amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN PENNSYLVANIA

On March 24, the House of Representatwes passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served.

IMPACT ON PENNSYLVANIA’S ECONOMY

The fo]lowmg projections show some of the funds Pennsylvania could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and .
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$17.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.>

$24.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$149.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$28.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$131.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$239.4 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.?

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Pennsylvania will lose $2.07 billion urider the bill.
IMPACT ON PENNSYLVANIA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by exciudmg groups of children from programs and
puttmg them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Pennsylvania would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 85,850 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 14,930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes).'”

¢ 57,100 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

© 293,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

types of children.)!! For the roughly 556,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 17% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'

¢ In 1996, 7,849 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 15,600
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Pennsylvania’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the. Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representanves March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect sllghtly earlier versions of the bill. ;

? The Congressional Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Pennsylvania received 3.36% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Pennsylvania would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. \

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law, -
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next ﬁve years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

’ Compared thh current law, SSI spendmg would decline by about $3 2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000 according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Pennsylvania shown here.)” Because Pennsylvania received 4.67% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $149.0 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP atits present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Pennsylvania received 2.59% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $28.5 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Pennsylvania received 4.00% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993 CDF pro_lected that it will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $131.9 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5 .64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 19962000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Pennsylvania’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA
data to determine that Pennsylvania’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.24%, and then applymg that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. : .

® 85,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multnplned by the number of children actually recelvmg school lunch
in Pennsylvania in FY 1994 (975,334).

 HHS calculated 14,930 by dividing Pennsylvama s funding cut by an average nationwide federal chnld care expendnture figure
of $1,621 per child. These ﬁgures do not include restored chlld care funds (see note 4).

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Pennsylvania in 1993 (407,979).
The number made mehgxble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Pennsylvania.

12 556,377 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%.

¥ Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 39,955 children who received SSI in Pennsylvania in December 1994 by 39%. .



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN kHODE ISLAND

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all ehglble needy children will be
served ,

IMPACT ON RHODE ISLAND’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Rhode Island could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$1.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.? ‘

- .$2.7 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4
$10.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$2.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$17.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$27.9 million (27%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Rhode Island will lose $294 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON RHODE ISLAND’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politicaily difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Rhode Island would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut cosis solely by reducing current program enroliments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

4 5,100 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’®

4 1,670 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
. notes)."® .-

4 5,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
27,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 49,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 27% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'

4 * In 1996, 366 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)?®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Rhode Island’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



YHR. 4 the Personal Responsnbllxty Act approved by the U.S. House of Representat;ves March 24, 1995 Some numbers _
in this fact sheet refleet sllghtly earher versions of the btll :

? The Congressronal Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estlmates the ball will reduce federal spending natxonw:de by $68 bllllon over the
next five years, compared w;th current law The Admtmstratlon s estimate lS $69 bllhon ,

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrmon block grant by 8 8% in FY 2000 according to CBO. Assummg
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Rhode Island received 0.26% of all U.S. school lunch funding i in FY 1993, CDF projected ‘
that Rhode Island would absori) about the same share of that nanonwlde cut in FY 2000.

¢ Source HHS state—by-state analysns of the blll in the form cons:dered by the Economxc and Educational Opportunities
Comnnttee Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, ‘compared with current law,
aceordmg to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy- -Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% The ﬁgures here do not reflect that change. )

3 Compared wnth current law SsI spendmg would dechne by about $3 2 bxllxon, or 39% natlonw:de in FY 2000, accordnng :
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
- for additional food stamps; causing food stamp spendmg to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsettmg food
stamp increases, resources for SST families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-mmute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 bllll()n or 33%, after accountlng for offsettmg food stamip increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the ﬁgures for Rhode Island shown' here.) Because Rhode Island recelved 0.32% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in-
December 1994 CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that natnonw:de cut— or $10.4 mrllton— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill- places the majority (87. 5 %) of funds for the Chlld and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) ina fannly nutrition
block grant; apart from a’ specnal set-aside for WIC, this fundmg stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects.’, The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in, the school nutrition block grant; which would
be cut by 8.8%. -Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at’its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1. 1 bllllon nationwide. Because Rhode Island received 0.23% of all U.S. CACFP
spendmg in F’Y 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide- cut— or $2.5 million.

" The bnll would cut funds for Axd to Famllles with Dependent Cluldren (AFDC), Emergency Assxstance and the Job
" Opportunities and Basne Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
- to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated Febmary 28, 1995. (Calculauons by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Rhode

++ _Island received 0.53% of all U.S. fundtng for these programs in FY 1993 CDF progected that 1t will absorb about the same

- share of that natlonwxde cut— or $17 6 mtllnon

L ® Food stamp spending natronwade would be cut $5.64 bxlhon or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, accordmg
1o estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
‘and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Rhode Island’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA
data to determine that Rhode Island’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997- 2000 is 0.50%, and then applylng that
percentage to the $5: 64 billion nattonwlde figure for FY, 2000. . )

°s, 100 represents the percentage cut in fundmg (8 8%) multnphed by the number of elnldreu actually receiving school lunch .
in Rhode Island in FY 1994 (57 773). E s . . . ‘

' HHS calculated 1,670 by dmdmg Rhode Island’s fundmg cut by an average nationwide federal clnld care expendlture ﬁgure
of $1,621 per Chlld These figures do not melude restored clnld care funds (see note 4).

B The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by | the number of chnEdren who received AFDC in Rhode Island in 1993 (40, 458)
‘The number made mellglble by 2005 was caleulated by HHS based .on AFDC qualxty control data for Rhode Island

B 49,045 children recelved food stamps in FY-1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 27%

3 Children made mellgxble 1mmed1ately HHS analysis dated March 17 1995 Clnldren affected by funding cuts in’FY 2000:
- CDF mult;phed the 2, 474 chrldren who recelved SSI in Rhode Island in December 1994 by 39%.
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Preliminary analysis, Mamh 27, 1995' does net‘binclude last—minute amendments (see ifootnotes)\ :
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN SOUTH CAROLINA

On March 24, the House of Representatlves passed a bill' to. shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest chlldren from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates

federal nutrmonal and other standards, and voids the core prmcnple that all ehgtble needy chlldren will be

“served.
- IMPACT ON SOUTH CAROLINA’S ECONOMY

The followmg projections show some of the funds South Carohna could lose in ﬁscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and -
Human Servnces (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Chtldren s Defense Fund:
$10 0 mlllton (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’ '

- $7.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not countmg restored funds) 4.
$55.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$11.8 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start ¢
$21.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$49.1 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for famllles with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996—2000) HHS estimates South Carohna will lose $522 mtlhon under the bill.
IMPACT ON SOUTI-I CAROLINA’s CHILDREN

States could make these- cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through

" co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large.: Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in South Carolina would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program-or block grant

¢ 39,650 children would lose federally-subsndrzed school lunches®

¢ 43870 chtldren would lose federal chlld care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). ' , . | .

¢ 14,800 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. - (In addition, by FY 2005,

60,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

types of children.)"* For the roughly 214,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 12% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs 12

¢ In 1996 2,295 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
'(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 6,400
in the number of blmd and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact 'could be higher or r lower than these projections,'depending on South Carolina’s future
~ economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.
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" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnbxhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect shghtly earher versions of the bxll

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill Will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
" $510 million nationwide. Because South Carolina received 1.97% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993 'CDF projected
that South Carolina would absorb about the same share. of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the pext five years reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19% The figures here do not reflect that change.)

3 Compared with current law, SSI spendmg would decline by about $3.2 bllllon or 39% nationwide in FY 2000 according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estnmated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for South Carolina shown here.) Because South Carolina received 1.74% of all U.S. SSI spending for children
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $55.5 million— in FY
2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because South Carolina received 1.07% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $11.8 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because South
Carolina received 0.66% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it wxll absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $21.8 malhon ‘

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated South Carolina’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA
data to determine that South Carolina’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.87%, and then applying that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. ' ‘

? 39,650 = the cut in funding (8.8%) niultiplied by the numbér of children actually receiving school lunch in South Carolina
in FY 1994 (450,845). , ,

" HHS calculated 4,870 by dividing South Carolina’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure
figure of $1,621 per child. These ﬁgures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of chxldren who received AFDC in South Carolina in'1993
(105 722). The number made lnehglble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on state AFDC quality control data.

n 213 ,828 chnldrcn received food stamps in FY 1993 :As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%.

' Children made ineligible 1mmedlately HHS analys:s dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 16,369 children who received SSI in South Carolina in December 1994 by 39%.



- Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not'include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE' BILL ON CHILDREN IN SOUTH DAKOTA

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all elnglble needy’ children will be
served.

IMPACT ON SOUTH DAKOTA'’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds South Dakota could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$1.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$1.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4

$8.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$4.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.5
$4.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$7.1 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates South Dakota will lose $92 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON SOUTH DAKOTA’s CHILDREN |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
~ cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in South Dakota would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 9 350 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

¢ 930 children would lose federal child care submdles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '’ :

¢ 2,000 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
9,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 32,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 12% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 396 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HﬁS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950
~ in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)®

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on South Dakota’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.
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"H.R. 4 the Personal Responsnblhty Act, approved by the U S House of Representatlves March 24 1995 Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slnghtly earher versions of the bill. ,

? The Congressional Budget Office - (CBO) estimates the bnll will reduoe federal spendlng natronwrde by $68 billion over t.he‘
next five years, compared with current law:. The Administration’s. esnmate is $69 billion. :

3 The brll would cut funds for programs in the school nutrmon block grant by 8 8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO Assummg_
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8. 8% then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because South Dakota received 0.36% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993 CDF pro_;ected :
that South Dakota would absorb about the same share of that nanonwnde cut in FY 2000. '

4 Source: HHS state—by—state analysis of the bill in the form conS:dered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million-in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to’HHS“ (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next ﬁve years reducnng the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. - The ﬁgures here do not reflect that change y

s Compared wlth eumant law, SSI spendmg would decline by about $3 2 brlhon, or 39% natmnwrde in EY 2000 accordmg
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an. estimated $680 million. Counting the offsettmg food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s esumate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases, Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for South Dakota shown here.) Because South Dakota received 0.25% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994 CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nat:onwrde cut— or $8.0 million— i 1n FY 2000.

9 The bill places the ‘majority (87. 5%) of funds for ‘the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) ina famlly nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by.more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would -
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined .
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because South Dakota received 0.44% of all U.S. CACFP’

spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share-of that nationwide cut— or $4.9 million. *

7 The bill would cut funds for ‘Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because South
Dakota received 0.14% of all U.S. fundmg for these programs in FY 1993, CDF prujected that it wxlt absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $4.5 million.

* Food stamp 'spending‘nutionwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY-1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated South Dakota’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA .
data to determine that South Dakota’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0. 13% and then app]ymg that
‘fpereentage to the $5 64 billion nationwide ﬁgure for FY 2000 B o

® 9,350 represents the percentage cut in fundlng 8. 8%) multlphed by the number of chrldren actually recelvmg school lunch
in. South Dakota in FY 1994 (106,393). . : '

' HHS calculated 930 by dividing South Dakota’s fundmg cut by an average nationwide federal chnld care expendlture ﬁgure -
of $I 621 per child. These figures do not mclude restored child care funds (see note 4) :

i The year 2000 ﬁgure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Souih Dakota in 1993 (14, 214).
‘The number made mehgnble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for South Dakota

r 31 562 chlldren received food stamps in FY 1993 As noted above, funds will deerease by about 12%

" Children made ineligible lmmedlately HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995.- Chxldren affeeted by funding cuts in FY, 2000
CDF muluphed the 2,497 children who recewed SSI in South Dakota in December 1994 by 39%
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Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995‘ does not include last»minutte 'amend.tnents (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN TENNESSEE

On March 24 the House of Representatlves passed a bllll to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutrltlonal and other” standards, and vonds the core prmcnple that all ellglble needy chtldren will be
served ' : ‘ .

IMPACT ON TENNESSEE’S ECONOMY

. The following projections show some of the funds Tennessee could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Servu:es (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Chlldren s Defense Fund:

$11.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.>
$16.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not countmg restored funds) 4

~ $77.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$16.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$44.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$127.6 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY.1996-2000), HHS estimates Tennessee will lose $927 million under the bill
| A‘.IM‘PACI‘ ON TENNESSEE’s CHILDREN o |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and -
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
‘co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Tennessee would be affected in FY 2000 if
States choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollmem.s by the same percentage that federal
‘ fundmg is cut for that program or block grant :

3 '52 200 children would lose federally subsndlzed school lunches

410,360 children would lose federal child care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare
: - (see notes) 1o - ‘

¢ 30, 350 children would lose AFDC in' FY 2000 because of fundmg cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
115,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
 types of children.)"! For the roughly 364,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
declme by about 15% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'

¢ In 1996, 2,736 disabled children 1mmed1ately would lose eligibility for cash SSI according to HHS.
- (In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a. reductron of 8,600
in the number of blmd and disabled children would receive assistance, )13 .

The bill’s actual tmpact could be higher or lower than these projectlons dependmg on Tennessee’s future
_ economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, fundmg levels would not respond.
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"H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnbxhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatwes March 24 1995 Some numbers
in this fact sheet reﬂect sllghtly earlier versxons of the blll .

2 The Congressxonal Budget Ofﬂce (CBO) estimates the bxll will reduce federal spendmg nationwide- by $68 bllhon over the
next five years, compared with current law The Administration’s estimate is $69. bllhon

’ The blll would cut funds for programs in the school nutrmon block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO. Assummg
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. -Because Tennessee received 2.27% of all U.S. school lunch fundmg in FY 1993 CDF prOJected
- that Tennessee would absorb about the same share of that natlonwnde cut in FY 2000

L4 Source HHS state-by-state analysns of the bill in the form considered by the Economnc and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child-care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in"child care funds over
the next five years, reduemg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The ﬁgures here do not reﬂect that change.) .

-8 Compared wrth current law, SSI spendmg would decline. by about $3 2 bnlhon, or 39% natlon\mde in FY 2000 accordmgs .
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food

 stamp increases, resources for SSI famzhes would be-cut $2.5 billion: (Last-mmute changes raised .CBO’s estimate of the

nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the ﬁgures for Tennesse¢ shown here) Because Tennessee received 2. 41% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in

e Deeember 1994 CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that natnonwnde cut— or $77 O million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majonty (87 5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a famnly nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed i in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to. CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Tennessee received 1.47% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993 CDF assumed it would absorb about the ‘same. share of that nanon\mde cut— or $16.2 mx!hon '

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Chnldren (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportumtles and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 bnlhon, or 14% in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates. dated February 28, 1995. “(Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Tennessee received 1.34% of all U.S. funding for these. _programs in FY 1993, CDF pmjected that it will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $44.1 mnlhon T

¥ Food stamp spendmg nanonwxde would be cut $5 64 billion, or 18% in FY 2000, compared with current law according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore; CDF estimated Tennessee’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data.
‘to determine that Tennessee’s share of the nationwide cut in ﬁscal years- 199?-2000 is2.26%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000 IR .

? 52,200 represents the percentage cut in fundmg (8 8%) mulnphed by the number of children actually recelvmg school lunch
in Tennessee in FY 1994 (593 090) )

0 HHS calculated 10,360 by dwndmg Tennessee s fundmg cut by an average natnonwrde federal cbxld care expendxture ﬁgure
of $1,621 per child. These ﬁgures do not mclude restored child care funds (see note 4) ,

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Tennessee in 1993 (216 844)
The number made mellglble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based 'on AFDC quality control data for Tennessee

n, 364 193 chnldren received: food stamps in FY 1993 As noted above funds will decrease by about 15%

" Children made melnglble immediately: HHS analysns dated Match 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multuphed the 21, 988 children who received SSI in Tennessee in December 1994 by 39%. :



Preliminary analysns March 27, 1995 does not mclude last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN TEXAS

On March 24, the House of Representatlves passed a bill! to shred the safety net that protects
~ America’s neediest children from hunger malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates

federal nutrltional and other standards and voids the core principle that all ehglble needy children will be‘

served 3
IMPACT ON TEXAS’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Texas could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the

House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and

.- Human Servnces (HHS) the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Chlldren s Defense Fund:

$49.6 million (8. 8%) would be lost in school lunch ‘subsidies.’ ‘

$44.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) 4

.. $179.3 million (39 %) would be lost in-SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®

. $85.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 6
'$101.5 million (14%) would be lost i in AFDC cash assistance and. "welfare-to-work" programs
$612.3 million (20 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS_estlmates Texas will lose $5.2 billion under the bill.

J

IMPACT ON TEXAS’s CHILDREN

) States could make these cuts in several ways: by exciuding groups of children from programs and

putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through

co-pdyments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another -

possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Texas would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal fundlng
is cut for that program or block grant , ,

¢ '1 88, 000 children would lose federally subsndized school lunches |

¢ 27,390 children would lose federal chlld care subsldles that help parents get off or stay off welfare

(see notes) 10

¢ 76,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
297,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!" For the roughly 1.4 million children receiving food stamps, average benefits

- would decline by about 20% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'

¢ In 1996, 8,374 disabled childrenimmediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
E ‘(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of fundlng cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 20,650
‘in the number of blind and-disabled children would recelve assistance.)” .

The bill’s actual impact could be hlgher. or lower than these projections, depending on Texas’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond
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flexibly to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



" HL.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

- ? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Texas received 9.73% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
‘Texas would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysxs of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

§ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Texas shown here.) Because Texas received 5.62% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994,
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $179.3 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at’its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Texas received 7.77% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $85.5 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Texas
received 3.08% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of that natlonwude cut— or $101. 5 million. ,

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Texas’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Texas’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 10.86%, and then applymg that percentage to
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. -

? 188,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Texas in FY 1994 (2,136,447). :

~ 1" HHS calculated 27,390 by dividing Texas’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Texas in 1993 (545,516). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Texas.

21,421,597 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 20%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
. CDF multiplied the 52,966 children who received SSI in Texas in December 1994 by 39%.




Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN UTAH

On March 24, the House of Represen:atwes passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects -
America’s neediest chlldren from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutrmonal and other standards and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be
served

IMPACT ON UTAH’S ECONOMY

The 'following projections show some of the funds Utah eould lose in fiscal year 2000 under the House
bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
- Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$4.5 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.?

$6.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$14.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$20.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$15.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.”
$22.7 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Utah will lose $276 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON UTAH’s CHILDREN ‘

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children. from programs and *
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding -
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Utah would be affected in FY 2000 if states
choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding -
is cut for that program or block grant. :

¢ 21 700 children would lose federallj—subsidiied school lunches’

¢ 4,190 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). ' ;

4 4,850 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,

- 19,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

types of children.)! For the roughly 74,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 16% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. '

¢ In 1996, 672 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, aCcording to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 1,650
in the' number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Utah’s future economic,
demographic, and social trends. For example, the Census Bureau projects the state’s population will grow
faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such changes



in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.




" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the us. House of Representatwes March 24, 1995 Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earher versions of the blll '

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spendmg natlonwule by $68 bllhon over the
next-five years, compared- wnth current law The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion, :

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block- grant by 8. 8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming

that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by

$510 million nationwide. Because Utah received 0.88% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF progected that Utah
“would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000 '

¢ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.).

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Utah shown here.) Because Utah received 0.44% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994,
CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $14.0 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would

_be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Utah received 1.84% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $20.3 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for ‘Aid to Families with .Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. - (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Utah
received 0.47% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share
of tha! nationwide cut— or $15.4 million. . , :

+ ® Food stamp spendmg nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18% in FY 2000, compared wnth current law, according

to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
~and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Utah’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to
determine that Utah’s share of the nationwide cut in ﬁscal years 1997-2000 is 0 40%, and then applymg that percentage to the
. $5.64 bnlhon nationwide figure for FY 2000

? 21,700 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multlphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Utah in FY 1994 (246, 321)

1 HHS calculawd 4,190 by dmdmg Utah’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expendnture ﬁgure of
$1,621 per chxld These ﬁgurec do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

! The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Utah in 1993 (34,804). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Utah.

12.74,253 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%.

¥ Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fuudmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 4,292 children who received SSI in Utah in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, Maréh 27, 1995; does not'includqlast-minute amendméﬁts (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF‘ HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN VERMONT

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy -children will be
served.

IMPACT ON VERMONT’S ECONOMY

The following prbjections show some of the funds Vermont could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$0.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$1.6 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds) ‘

$5.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.®
$3.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$10.0 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$8.7 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Vermont will lose $91 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON VERMONT’s CHILDREN ' |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Vermont would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 4,100 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

K/ 990 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off we]fare (see
notes). ' : ‘

¢ 2,450 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
11,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 25,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 16% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?-

¢ In 1996, 55 disabled children immediatély would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. (In
FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 500 in the
number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)”

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Vermont’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.
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' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatxvcs March 24, 1995. Some numbcrs
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bxll

? The Congressnonal Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending natnonwnde by $68 billion over the .
next five years, oompared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 bllllon

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrmon block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%), then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Vermont received 0.16% of all U.S. school lunch fundxng in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Vermont would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducmg the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that changc ) '

3 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3 2 billion, or 39%, natlonwnde in FY 2000, accordmg
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected’
in the figures for Vermont shown here.) Because Vermont received 0.16% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $5.1 million— in FY 2000

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Vermont received 0.32% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $3.5 million.

” The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Chnldren (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Vermont
received 0.30% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that lt wxll absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $10.0 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Vermont’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data’
to determine that Vermont’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.15%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 4,100 represents the percentage cut in funding (8. 8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Vermont in FY 1994 (46,343). .

'® HHS calculated 990 by dividing Vermont’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care cxpendnture ﬁgure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

" The year 2000 figure = 14% multnplled by the number of children who received AFDC in Vermont in 1993 (17,529). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC. quality control data for Vermont. '

2 25,386 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%.

' Children made ineligible immediately: HHS ahalysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected byv funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 1,344 children who received SSI in Vermont in December 1994 by 39%. '



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995' does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN VIRGINIA

On March 24, the House of Representanves passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standa.rds and voids the core principle that all ehglble needy children will be
served. :

IMPACT ON VIRGINIA’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Virginia could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. - According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund: ‘

$10.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$66.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$16.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start 8.
$32.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and “welfare-to-work" programs.’
$100.0 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS esnmates Vlrglma will lose $920 mxlhon under the bill.
IMPACT ON VIRGINIA’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Virginia would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enroliments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. B s

¢ 51,350 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches®

4 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes). '

¢ 18,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
78,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 261,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would

- decline by about 16% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. "

¢ In 1996, 4,753 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reductxon of 7,750
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be hxgher or lower than these projections, depending on Virgihia’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond
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~ flexibly to such \chapges in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nanonw:de by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law.. The Admxmstratlon s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Virginia received 1.96% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that
Virginia would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

“ Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

’ Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
" to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Virginia shown here.) Because Virginia received 2.08% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $66.5 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Virginia received 1.50% of all U.S. CACFP spending
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $16.5 million.

7 The bill would cut funds. for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because Virginia
received 0.98% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF pro;ected that it will absorb about the same share
of that nationwide cut— or $32.3 million. »

* Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Virginia’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Virginia’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.77%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

® 51,350 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Virginia in FY 1994 (583,697).

'® HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Virginia’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure ﬁgure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Virginia in 1993 (133,435). The
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Virginia.-

' 261,125 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 19,899 children who received SSI in Virginia in December 1994 by 39%.
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Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995 does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WASHINGTON

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bxlll to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be

rved

IMPACT ON WASHINGTON’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Washington could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$8.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’ ,

$16.4 million (24 %) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$40.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$27.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.°
$88.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$134.8 million (26%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996—2000) HHS estimates Washmgton will lose $1. 3 billion under the bill.
IMPACT ON WASHINGTON’s CHILDREN - |

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
- cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which mcthod is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Washington would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducmg current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 36,800 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 10,120 children would lose federal Chlld care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare
(see notes).!°

¢ 25 ,900‘children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts.  (In addition, by FY 2005,

117,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain

~ types of children.)!! For the roughly 230,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would
decline by about 26% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.' :

¢ In 1996, 1,859 disabled children immediately would loseeligibility for cash SSI, ACCording to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 4,400
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)!® -

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these progectlons depending on Washington’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state’s school enrollment and child population
are projected to grow faster than the natlonal average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond
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~ flexibly to such chémges in State needs. Under block grants, funding levels. would not respond.



" H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnbnhty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatlves March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earher versions of the bnll r

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The »Administration’svcstimate is $69 billion.

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Washington received 1.58% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Washington would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

‘ Source: HHS state-by-state analys:s of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Washington shown here.) Because Washington received 1 .27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994 CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $40.6 million— in FY 2000.

® The bill places the ma_lonty (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family putrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Washington received 2.48% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-— or $27.3 million.

 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995, (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Washington received 2.68% of all U.S. funding for these programs m FY 1993, CDF pro;ected that 1t will absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $88.6 million.

g Food stamp spcnding nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Washington’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Washington’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 2.39%, and then applying that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

® 36,800 represents the pcrcentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Washington in FY 1994 (418,243).

" HHS calculated 10,120 by dividing Washington’s fundmg cut by an average nationwide federal child care expendlture figure
of $1, 621 per child. These figures do not mclude restored chnld care funds (see note 4) -

'" The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of chlldren who received AFDC in Washington in 1993 (184,918).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Washington. -

12 229,855 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 26%.

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis ‘dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by fundmg cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 11,254 children who received SSI.in Washington in December 1994 by 39%. '



“Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WEST VIRGINIA

On March 24, the House of Representatlves -passed a blIIl to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prmcrple that all ellglble needy chlldren will be
served.

IMPACT ON WEST VIRGINIA’S ECONOMY

_ The following projections show some of the funds West Virginia could lose in fiscal year 2000 under
the House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Heaith and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$4.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$4.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$28.8 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$6.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$23.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$38.2 million (11%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates West Virginia will lose $373 million under the bill. |
IMPACT ON WEST VIRGINIA’s CHILDREN |

~ States could make these. cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in West Virginia would be affected in FY 2000
if states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant. - -

¢ 17,550 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches’

¢ 2,780 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or .stay off welfare (see
notes). ' .

¢ 10,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
49,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)"! For the roughly 208,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 11% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'2

¢ In 1996, 1,439 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 3,200
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance. )"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on West Virginia’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond.



"H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, ap’provéd by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in thas fact sheet reflect slightly earher vetsnons of the bill.

? The Congressmnal Budget Ofﬁce (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 bxllmn over the
next five years, compared with current law. The ‘Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because West Virginia received 0.80% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that West Virginia would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. -

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%.  The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for West Virginia shown here.) Because West Virginia received 0.90% of all U.S. SSI spending for children
in December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that natnonw:de cut—— or $28.8 mnlhon— in FY
2000.

¢ The bill places the mdjority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
‘with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because West Virginia received 0.54% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $6.0 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because West
Virginia received 0.73% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $23.9 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according.
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated West Virginia’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA
data to determine that West Virginia’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.68%, and then applying that
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

® 17,550 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in West Virginia in FY 1994 (199 502).

' HHS calculated 2,780 by dividing Weét Virginia’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure ﬁguré
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).

' The ‘year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in West Virginia in 1993 (73,964).
The number made mellglble by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quahty control data for West V:rgnma

2 207,751 children reoelved food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 11%.

"* Children made ineligible 1mmedlately "HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts m FY 2000
CDF multlphed the 8,169 children who received SSI in West Virginia in December 1994 by 39%.



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does not include Jast-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WISCONSIN

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all ehglble needy children will be
served. :

IMPACT ON WISCONSIN’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds Wisconsin could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

$6.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.’

$10.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*

$85.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.’
$17.7 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$72.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
$50.9 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Wisconsin will lose $830 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON WISCONSIN’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through
co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Wisconsin would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enroliments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

¢ 42,750 children would lose federally-subsidized schOol lunches’

¢ 6, 230 children would lose federal child care subsndles that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see
notes).'®

4 19,200 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
96,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 181,000 children receiving food stamps, average beneﬁts would
decline by about 16% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.!?

L 4 In 1996, 4,629 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 8,250
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)?

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Wisconsin’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. Under current law, federal funding levels respond ﬂexrbly to such
changes i in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond :




' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill.

? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

* The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutntlon block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO. Assuming
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by
$510 million nationwide. Because Wisconsin received 1.31% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected
that Wisconsin would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.

* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Wisconsin shown here.) Because Wisconsin received 2.69% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed nt would absorb about the same share of that natnonw:de cut— or $85 7 million— in FY 2000

%The bill places the majority (87.5 %) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Wisconsin received 1.61% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $17.7 million.

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to' Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, accordmg
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Wisconsin received 2.19% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it wﬂl absorb about the
same share of that nationwide cut— or $72.1 million.

¥ Food stainp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
10 estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000 but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Wisconsin’s FY 2000 cut by first using the ‘USDA data
to determine that Wisconsin’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.90%, and then applymg that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. :

? 42,750 represents the percentage cut in funding (8 8%) mulhphed by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Wisconsin in FY 1994 (486,013). .

'© HHS calculated 6,230 by dividing Wisconsin’s funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expendlture figure
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see. note 4). «

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of chlldren who received AFDC in Wisconsin in 1993 (137,079).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Wxsconsm

12 181,409 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted' above, funds will decrease by about 16%.

. Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 21,103 children who received SSI in Wisconsin in December 1994 by 39%.
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Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1?95; does. not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes)
IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN WYOMING

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill' to shred the safety net that protects
America’s neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill,
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,? eliminates
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be

-served. ‘

IMPACT ON WYOMING’S ECONOMY

The following projections show some of the funds WyCming could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the
House bill, compared with current law. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children’s Defense Fund:

* $0.9 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.
$1.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).*
$3.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.?
$3.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.®
$5.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.’
~ $5.0 million (13%) would be lost.in food stamps, mostly for families with children.®

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Wyoming will lose $67 million under the bill.
IMPACT ON WYOMING’s CHILDREN

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and
putting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by making low-income families pick up more costs through

co-payments and fees. Regardless of which method is chosen, the overall effect would be large. Another
possible, but politically difficult, option would be to replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Wyoming would be affected in FY 2000 if
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal
funding is cut for that program or block grant.

L 4 5 050 children would lose federally subsndxzed school lunch&s

4 860 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see..
notes). '

4 1,700 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005,
6,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain
types of children.)!! For the roughly 19,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would

~ decline by about 13% — below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.'?

¢ In 1996, 271 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for, cash SSI, according to HHS.
(In FY 2000, based on the state’s pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 400
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)"

The bill’s actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Wyoming’s future
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the Census Bureau projects the state’s population
will grow faster than the national average. Under current law, federal funding levels respond flexibly to such




'

changes in state needs. Unde;r block grants, funding levels would nét respond.
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' H.R. 4, the Personal Responsnblllty Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatlves March 24 1995 Some numbers ‘

in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier versions of the bill. _
? The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68'_b‘illi6n _o.\jér the
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration’s estimate is $69 billion.

? The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8. 8% in FY 2000, accordmg to CBO. Assummg
that states will choose to cut all programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for schiool lunches will declme by
$510 million nationwide. Because Wyoming received 0.18% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF pmjected
that Wyoming would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. -
* Source: HHS state-by-state analysis of the bill in the form considered by the Economic and Educational Opportunities
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, compared with current law,
according to HHS. (A last-minute amendment by-Rep. Nancy Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million in child care funds over
the next five years, reducing the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.)

% Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify
for additional food stamps, causing food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billion. (Last-minute changes raised CBO’s estimate of the
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected
in the figures for Wyoming shown here.) ~Because Wyoming received 0.11% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in
December 1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $3.5 million— in FY 2000.

¢ The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Wyoming received 0.30% of all U.S. CACFP
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut— or $3.3 million.

" The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children’s Defense Fund.) Because
Wyoming received 0.16% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same
share of that nationwide cut— or $5.2 million.

¥ Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according

to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only for FY 1996
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Wyoming’s FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data
to determine that Wyoming’s share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.09%, and then applying that percentage
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.

? 5,050 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch
in Wyoming in FY 1994 (57,247).

' HHS calculated 860 by dividing Wyoming’s funding cut by an average natlonw:de federal child care expenditure figure of
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored Chlld care funds (see note 4).

"' The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Wyoming in 1993 (12,249).
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Wyoming.

2 18,512 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%.

" Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:
CDF multiplied the 1,086 children who received SSI in Wyoming in December 1994 by 39%. ,
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EXECUTTIVE OFFI1I C'E OF T HE "PRESIDENT
. 05-Apr-1994 07:26am

TO: - Bruce N. Reed

FROM: - Carol H. Rasco

Economic and Domestic Policy
CC: Cathy R. Mays
CcC: Rosalyn A. Miller

SUBJECT: meeting requested on welfare reform

I have had a memo from DAvid Kass at CDF stating that a delegation
of heads of various organizations who advocate for children,
women, families met with Shalala recently on welfare reform, seek
to meet with me this week before final welfare reform decisions
are made. I am planning to oblige them on Thursday or Friday, do
you wish to sit in? I think it would be a good idea for you to do
so. The list inclues CDF, Catholic Charities, National Council of
Churches, Council of Jewish Federations, Nationl Council of Negro
Women, National Women's Law Center, Women's Legal Defense Fund,
Child Welfare League, Food Research and Action Center, Coalition
on Human Needs, AFSCME, National Council of La Raza, and Bob
Greenstein.

Let me know your thoughts as we have pledged to get back with them
today. Thanks.
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MEMORANDUM '

Subject: Meeting on Welfare Reform With Carecl Rasco

as I mentloned on the phone today, a delegation of heads of

children’s; women’s, minority, labor, religious, - and other
organizations met with Secretary Shalala last week to share our
thoughts .and concerns on welfare reform. The people who
participatéd in that meeting were: 1

. Marian Wright Edelman, CDF

; Father Fred Kammer, Catholic Charities

‘ Joan Brown Campbell, National Council of Churches
Diana Aviv, Council of Jewish Federations
Dorothy Height, National Council of Negro Women

’ Duffy Campbell, National Women‘s Law Center

! Judith Lichtman, Women’s Legal Defense Fund

, David Liederman, Child Welfare League

Ed Cocney, Food Research and Action Centerxr

Jennifer Vasiloff, Coalition on Human Needs

‘Gerald McEntee, AFSCME

Raul Yzaguirre, National Council of La Raza

BobiSreensteln, Center on Budget & Polzcy Prlorltles

Since many: of the final de01510ns will be made on the Preszdent 's
welfare plan in the next few weeks, this delegation requests to
meet with M -Rasco as soon as possible.

Please let me know if I can prov1de more information at (202) 662-
3556.  Thank you for considering our request. :

25 F Street, NW

; ” Washington, DC 20001
: , ) Jelephone 202 628 8787

zﬁf& mns&smo

To: Rosalyn Miller 7 Childrers Deiense Fund |
- From: - ﬁavid Kass, Children’s Defense Fund
Date: March 31, 1994

-
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EXECUTIUVE OFFICE OF

TO:
FROM:

CcC:

SUBJECT:

19-Apr-1994 04:57pm

Bruce N. Reed

Rosalyn A. Miller
Economic and Domestic Policy

Cathy R. Mays

CDF Meeting

T HE PRESIDENT

Carol has a briefing with POTUS at 9:45a.m. tomorrow. If the
briefing starts on time and runs over, CHR would like for you to
begin the meeting and she'll join you as soon as it's over. 1If
her briefing has not began by 10:00 she'll start the meeting and
explain her having to leave -~ hoping you can continue without

her.

Thanks,
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March 21, 1994

MEMORANDUM

To: : Secretary Rbnald Brown Secretary Robert Reich Childrens. Defonse-Fuid
Secretary Henry Cisneros Secretary Richard Riley ticrens Uelense fund.
Secretary Mike Espy Secretary Janet Reno
Secretary Federico Pena Secretary D Shalal
ary red retary Donna a lAA)"’ Obp
From: | Marian Wright Edelman
Subject: Key Concerns On Welfare Reform

CDF is encouraged by a number of key elements in the Administration’s emerging
welfare reform plans, including new child care investments for both AFDC recipients and the
working poor, stronger child support enforcement coupled with child support assurance
demonstrations, and increased JOBS funding. These elements must be retained in the final
plan. At the same time, I want to be sure that you are aware of several key aspects of the
draft plan that we fear actually may increase child poverty and impede the efforts of poor
parents to provide for their children.

We are strongly opposed to recommendations to finance welfare reform through
offsetting cuts in other low-income entitlements. This approach is simply unacceptable and
will hurt both poor families and the Administration. The threat of even modest cuts in low-
income entitlements will generate widespread opposition from traditional Administration
allies, causing much of the advocacy community to divert precious resources from supporting
the campaign for health reform to opposing cuts in low-income programs. This is an outcome
the Administration cannot possibly seek. We urge you to insist on a more equitable set of-
financing mechanisms that does not rely on reductions in already inadequate income supports
for poor children.

In addition, we remain concerned about the proposed treatment in a variety of circum-
stances of parents who "play by the rules" but cannot find full-time jobs in the private sector.
The draft plan presumably will include no significant financial incentives or rewards for
parents who accept public sector jobs, will force parents who are working part time (even 20
or more hours per week) off of AFDC, and may give large numbers of parents no alternative
but to place their children in child care arrangements of very poor or uncertain quality.
Perhaps most disturbingly, proposals considered by the Working Group would create the
possibility that at least some poor children and families will receive reduced AFDC benefits
(or lose AFDC eligibility completely) after working two years In a public sector job despite
having complied with all requirements under the new WORK program. The basic safety net
for poor children and families simply must be preserved under the Administration’s
welfare reform plan.

25 E Sireet. NW
Washinglon, BDC 10uM
felephone 202 628 8787
Fax 202662 3510


http:Fax:.!.02

MAR-21-1934 17:51 FROM CDF 8TH FL.662-3580 T0 ‘ 945628768 P.B3

ﬁ, ;Ys

-

The Administration is approaching a key juncture in the welfare reform debate.
Despite the efforts of the Working Group to reconcile costs with current budget constraints,
there remains an enormous gap between the expansive rhetoric of the two-year time limit and
the very modest resources that the Administration is prepared to devote to this effort. It still
is possible for the Administration to embrace and build support within the Congress for
a more incremental approach to welfare reform that is consistent with its budget
constraints and priorities, focusing limited funds in key areas such as targeted job
creation, child care, JOBS, improved work incentives, child support, and teen pregnancy
prevention. I believe that such an approach would be perceived as more credible by House
 and Senate leaders and would generate strong support within the advocacy community.,

I hope that you will work within the Administration to ensure that children and parents
are treated fairly in welfare reform and that new initiatives in this area yield lasting reductions
in child poverty. CDF remains eager to assist you in whatever way we can to develop a
welfare reform plan of which we all can be proud. 4

cc: Mary Jo Bane
David Ellwood
Carol Rasco
Bruce Reed
Melanne Verveer
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FAX: (202) 662-3550 - /////////f”“f"f\\
o FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET (hﬂzx,,CISF:
S&}&%': Caroerascd' |

FIRM: Domestic Policy Couns=el - White House
CITY/STATE:.

FAX NUMBER: 456-2878

FROM: ‘ '~ Marian Wright Edelman

DEPT.

IF YOU HAVE A TRANSHITTAL/RECEIVING FROBLEH, PLEASE CONTACT ME AT
(202) 662- 3569 .

DATE: _ 4/6/94 TIME: __ 3:40 p.m.

NUMBER OF PAGRES SENT (INCLUDING COVER SHEET): _§
COMMENTS I wanted you to know that we sent the attached

op-ed on welfare reform this morning t» the New York

Times for their consideration.

25 £ Street, NW

Washinzton, DC 20001
Yolotshmnss 337 7.3 270
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Oped Submission/Welfare Reform
from :Marian Wright Edelman

Approximately 1500 words

Contact: Lynn Bowersox
CDF Director of Media Relations
202-662-3613 '

Our nation needs to tackle the challenges of serious welfare réform. Far too many of our c%hildren
live in abject poverty, and far too many American faxmhes are burt by policies inside and outéide the
welfare system that discourage work, undermine family stability, and increase child poverty.

But if’s getting harder and harder not to be deeply concerned abour the current welfarezrefonn
debate as it begins to resemble a political battlefield s;u-ewn with dangcxs for children. There aré plenty
of catchy phrases and simple-sounding prescriptions for change. Less apparent. however, is wheiher the
Administration, the Republican "opposition,” or the Congress can muster the courage and the resources
to tackle the root causes of America’s high and persistent c;.hild and family vaérty.

Some of the propos;ils recently advanced under the guise of welfare refonn“are simply cruel and
misguided: |

* Charles Murray, a mﬁch-quoted welfare "expert," wants to bring back orphanages and abolish
efforts to collect child support from deadbeat dads, two steps that would destroy families and eliminate
already weakened messages of parental responsibility.

. More than 160 House Republicans are prepared to turn women and children out on thé streets
even when jobs or alternative means of support just aren’t available, giﬁng states the option to; simply
call "time’s up," as though welfare families need nothing more than a deadline to achie‘i}e self-
sufficiency. |

. Poﬁticians across the political spectrum appear ready to succumb to anti-immigrant se%miment
by removing the safety net for millions of children and adults (many of them elderly or disablejd) who
are not citizens but who legally reside in the United States, despite the fact that many have wor);:ed and

paid taxes for years. ‘ -more-
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Even the Administration, whﬂe considering many positive steps, seems to be backing itself into
an impossible choice: either pay for an adequately financed welfare refofrn effort through cuts in vital
programs for poor families (including interventions designed to prevent homcl;:ssncss and enci:ourage
relatives to care for children who otherwise might end ﬁp in foster care) or proceed‘with a grossly
underfunded plan that could become a Trojan horse of punishment by driving poor parentsl off }velfare
when no jobs are available.

What next? With so little attention being paid to the need to: get welfare recipients into real jobs
and to protect the well-being of children, 1 begin to hear echoes of Jonathan Swift.

In the midst of the Irish potato famines of the early 17005, Swift satirized the then-widéspread
resentment of the destitute by suggesting that poor parents could improve their lot if they would only
sell their children to be eaten. Today, without tongue in chcek; \i'c appear on the verge of dicbating
whether it is acceptable to cut off aid to poor mothers who are wilf-ing to work but unable to ﬁhd jobs
and then to ¥ake their children away from thcm if they cannot find: other means of support. |

Whére 1s our moral compass? It is both cruel and counterproductive to pit the interests of the

parent against the interests of the child, and some cures are worse thun the disease. We can never forget

that two-thirds of welfare recipients are children. So let us set aside political gimmickry and take an
honest look at the shortcomings of the current welfare system.

We have some big problems on our hands. At a time when jobs for low-skilled \ﬂ*orkerséremain
searce in most poér' commuxﬁties, half of all mothers on welfare do not have a high school dipioma.
Everyone’s hope is that many of the jobs needed to put welfare recipients to work }will come ffom the
private sector. Yet in March 8.5 million 'American's.were actively looking fqr, but unable to find,
employment in the priVaté or public sectors. An additional 5.5 million either accepted part-tirj’nc jobs
because full-time work was not available or hgd grown too discouraged to continue their searcih.

i

-nore-



< APR-B6~-1994 1:5236 FRCM CDF P&P 662-3558 10 94562878 P.B4

Page 3 of §
Particularly in depressed rura.l and inner;city arcas with high concentrations of poor families receiving
welfare, the sobering reality is that many will find work only if public job creation programs gix%fe them
a chance. |

!

The dominant message of welfare now is one of hopelessness. That pattern won’t change until

!
|

we take teen pregnancy and welfare prevention as seriously as we take efforts to move current welfare
recipients off the rolls. Young women in theif'téens and early twenties must not reach the coq%clusion
that welfare is a per:“naﬁcnt or inescapable future. Sbme will need a strong push to take respon%sibiliw
for their children and do what they can to contribute to their suppo'n.' Most will need only a g:iimmez
of hope for a-better {ife. No one wants that more than the millions o¢f mothers who bounce bﬁck and
forth between work and welfare because they are unable to s&&e fa.mily-sﬁstzining jobs.

So creéting jobs must be our first priority. Of course, able-bodied- parents must vsfrork or
participate in acti\'fities‘ to prepare themselves to work, teaching their children by example the impiortance
of getting up every morning to make a contribution to themselves, théir families, and society. ;Yet as
the Presidént recognized when he first proposed a two-year time limit, we must have jobs fé)t poor
parents who need them. Murray, the House Republicans, and apparently even a few Adnﬁnjfstration
officials seem to have lost sight of that fundamental truth ;

There is so much important work that AFDC parents can do in their communities if fede%al and
state govenlﬁxmm join together to crc:':te real jobs for them. Head Start centers, immunization of,utreach
efforts, summer feeding sites for low-income students, and after-school énd other academic and .g:ultural
enrichment programs for children and young adolescents are just a few of the places where the e%uergies
and skills of parents receiving AFDC could be put to good use. Substantial new investments ui public

: |
jobs can tap this potential and at the same time refocus our welfare system on work for those who are

. f
able. . ;
-more- ‘
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[ want us to move parents off welfare and into jobs as quickly as poésiblc. The proposéd two-
year time limit, however, largely misses the poini. More than 70 percent of families on welfare already
leave within two years, anxious to be disentangled from a humiliating system. For those who remam.
the real choice is whether to find the money needed to create a true alternative to welfare, dnc that
allows poo; parents the dignity of paid employment and addresses: the shonagé of real jobs thiat now
plagues our low-income communities.

" Other steps also are essential if welfare‘ reform is to succeed. Universal health insurance and
quality child care are clear prereéuisites: if we ask parents to jeopardize the heaith and well-b?eing of
their children while they search for a way back into the econonﬁc maiﬁstream, we will surely fail. .

Allowing AEDC parents to keep a more reasonable portion of eamnings (which they now lose! almost
| dollar for doilar when they work) is long overdue. Expanded funding for education and uaining, tlcug.her
child support enforcement, and demonstration projects to test innovative child support assuranc%e plans
are needed to remove additional obstacles to self-sufficiency.

‘We c@ot accept the status quo -- no jobs, low benefits, and'a system that discourages wéiyrk and
family formation -~ any more than we should allow ourselves to be paralyzed by partisan or ideélogical
differences. Measures to prevent adolescent pregnancy, reward work, enforce parental responsibility, and
provide child care help for low-income working parents who are teetering on the edge of the welfare
_System are neither liberal nor conservative, Democratic nor Republican. They are simply commén sense
and deserve bipartisan support.

But the true test of our resolve to "end welfare as we know it" will lie in the willingnesfs of the

' : |
Administration and the Congress to pay the unavoidable costs associated with fundamental éhaxf;ge ina
fair and equitable msmﬁer. Very few of the steps necessary to reform our welfare system can occur
without new resources, and they must be raised sensibly -- ﬁot by slashing other investments in poor

{

-more-
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children and families but by scaliﬁg back tax breaks for wealthy individuals and corporations or trimming

our still bloated defense budget. Fundamental change will be impdssible if we merely reconﬁg;uxe the
!

current system to save money instead of people. In the long run, we would do neither, and the 101:1g-term

costs to the nation would be enormous. !
i

For most poor families welfare is not a way of life. The large majority of AFDC recipients who
|

leave within two years demonstrate remarkable motivation, given that more than one-fourth of all1 AFDC
mothers report having disabilities or caring for a disabled child and an estimated two in five haw;z major
child care problems. Unfortunately, many who leave AFDC eventually re‘mni to the rolls, pushéd back
by a job loss or a breakdown in child care anangenients or a need for health coverage in the facc of a

serious family illness. This pattern is a chilling reminder of poor parents’ tenuous footholél in an
anything-but-full-employment economy. |

We can pretend that most pa:e_zrits on welfare aren’t tryi@, aren’t doing xyhat they can or% should
to support themselves and care for their children. Thé tragic feality is that the charge of lack Jf effort

i

. ‘ . |
may more aptly apply to us, particularly if we succumb to the temptations to wash our hand:? of the

]
burdens that accompany our nation’s deep and abiding commitment to hope, opportunity, and compassion

for all. ‘ !

: I
-30- |
!
E
|
!
i
f
The author, Marian Wright Edelman, is president and founder of the Children’s Defense Fund. CDF

is a Washington, D.C. based non-profit organization which pravxdes a natwnal voice for ckddren who
are to young to vote, lobby, or speak for themselves.
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February 28, 1994
MEMORANDUM
TO: Secretary Donna Shalala

Secretary Robert Reich
Secretary Richard Reilly
Secretary Henry Cisneros
Carol Rasco

Melanne Verveer

Marian Wright Edelman
RE:  Absolute time limits on AFDC. eligibility

It is my understanding that on Wednesday the Cab

R~ iy

g8 _P.02.

|

!

1
inet may

consider a proposal developed by the Administration’s working group

on welfare reform that would eliminate AFDC eligibility
least some families who have participated for two years in

all the requirements of a publicly-funded work program.

I strongly urge you to speak out against any proposal
cut off AFDC benefits without providing an assured job. A
"two years and out" approach would destroy the safety net
protects poor children from severe deprivation and lead

for at
and mﬁt

[
c

that may
sweeping

to sharp

increases in homelessness, foster care placements and other tragic

and costly outcomes.
does not require welfare agencies to end eligibility

reassessment at the two-year point is fraught with perlli.

Even a more limited provision that allows but

after| a
Given

that parents who reach the two-year limit will have been in fuill
compliance with JOBS and WORK program requlrements all tHe way up

to the. point of reassessment,

even in selected cases?

what objective criteria coﬂld
posslbly serve as the basis for decisions to end AFDC eli 91blllty

I
i

The President’s pledge to provide and require work after tbo

years of AFDC receipt can attract broad support.

However,

it 1s

inconceivable to me that this Administration would turnm it back.bn

poor children and families by embracing any form of arbltzary tqme
By eliminating AFDC benefits in instances

limits on AFDC benefits.

where jobs or alternative means of support are not dtherwise

available, either mandatory or discretionary time 1limi
violate every standard of fairness and decency. I deeply !
you will push for a more sensible and humane course
critical area.

ts would
hope that
in tHis

i
i

|
|
]

that npw-
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