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Children's Defense Fund~:January 30, 1995 I ' " .. 
I . , 

The Honorable William J. Clinton 
President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania A venue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: , 'I. '. 
Thank you for singling out: H~d Start, irhmuniZ;3.tions, chi~d health, 'WIC, school"lunches, and gun 

control, and for your call to raise the minimum wkge in your State qf the Union Address. And thanks for the 
passion with which you spoke against' putting podr children out in th streets. 

: I. I 
This letter is to urge you to Pght unwareringly _to mainta the entitlement status of key child 

survival programs including AFDC, food stamps, foster care ah adoption assistance, child nutrition, 
Medicaid, 881, and child support 'enforceme~t. And tbat m I age must be transmitted clearly and 
immediately to Democratic govemorsahd to the Congress who la getting muddied or no signals from 
your Adnlinistration. While we face a multi-frdnt war against the! edusa-like Contract with America which 
would recklessly slash protections for children ard the poor, tbes· gle most important and defining issue 
is the entitlement battle. If we lose this battle'i we lose the hard-~ de federal safety net for children, poor, 
disabled, and elderly in times of unpredictable n,atural and economi disasters, and we lose the moral anchor 
a decent national government must provide all of its' children and. ~i . zens regardless of where they live. ' 

;) I I . 

It would be the height of tragic irony for the New Deal's m st important legacy of national concern 

for the needy to be dismantled during your watch.' 
. " J 

For decades, the federal, gcivernment I~as assured the a'l lability of funds for key child survival . 
programs because the consequences of not doing/so -- widespread ch dhood destitution, hunger, homelessness, 
illness~ abuse, and neglect -~ are unthinkable. yet some go~ernor~ eem to be on the verge of forgetting why 
child survi~al programs are funded on an en~tlement. basis ~dl e willi?g to forego the federal fun~ing 
guarantees m exchange for greater yontrol ove~ the deSign and Imp ementatlon of these programs. ' 

, : . ,I, I '. 
As a former governor, you know the enormous risks for stat and local taxpayers as well as for children 

in severing the link between funding levels and/documented need.i en recession or natural disaster hits and 
caseloads rise; states will exhaust th'eir federal funds and have no c ice but to set up waiting lists, cut benefits 
and services across the board, or ~ake up the ~hortfall with state I d local dollars. The automatic stabilizing 
effects of child survival program~channeling additional funds into states and regions during economic 
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downturns will be lost. And notwithstahding any p,ledges by the cong ssional leaderShip this year, funding 
for these programs in future years could be slashed rbpeatedly in respon to tight discretionary spending caps. 

, '. I, I" , 
How can we.contemplate circum.stances under which a penn'i1es~ other and child might be wrned away 

from a county or)Clty welfare office SImply becau~e AFDC funds for that month or year alreaqy had been 
spent? What purpose ~ill be served by denying hun~ry children schoolll nches or food stamps that ensure f~ 
on the table at dinnertime? And who can imagine the suffering if chil ren facing imminent danger of abuse 
or neglect are placed on waitirlg lists ra~er than reroved immediately from their homes? ' , 

Much can be done to respond togovemors' doncerns and imprdv the effectiveness of federal programs 
serving children and families. , Many narrow categorical programs be consoJidated at the federal level, i 

giving states more ability to design initiatives respo~sive to their unique eeds., A genuine welfare reform plan 
reflecting our shared valueS of oppo~unity, self-suf,ficiency, personal r sponsibility, fairness, and compassion 
toward those in need can be enacted. Wasteful sPending can be eli inated and the federal deficit sharply 
reduced. But we must not dismantle in 100 days o~ a single year the ~ cture of child and family investments 
built painstakingly and incrementally over the course of decades. 

Your clear voice and strong moral U:OOeJhiP is urgently n· ed to remind all Americans that the 
protection of children and the poor .,.,; particularly those who work ~ , ,who are the previous beneficiaries of 
many of the programs and policies of your Administration :.- is one of 10 r most deeply held and broadly shared 
national values, one that must not be sacrificed .iIi Jpcoming budget.de ates. Children and families who meet 
the basic eligibility rules of child survival programs must be able to t y upon America's promise not to tum 
its back on them. This i the c 'cial area in whiJh u can define ~ r the American Ie the differences 
etween our Admiilistra ion an he new Re' ubliean Ieadershi in <t n ress. 

, I ' 

Voters did ciill for change iri November anb voted for less J more effective government. But they . 
did not vote for more callous governmen't or to bal~ce the budget unf: rlyon the,backs of children. They did 
not vot.e to, starve hun~ c~ildren ~r ~ their b~cks ~n~trugglingi ilies in crisis. Please stand finn in 
protectmg all of our children and ensunng that every .child has a' chan e to get a healthy start, a head start, a 
fair start, and a safe start in life. ' , I" ' , 

I 

We are working very hard to support your: ieadership. 

, ' : f Sincerely yours, 

\ !\. . t 

", V V-~-_ 
j Marian Wright Ed lman 
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I am Cliff Johnson, Director of Pro'grams and Policy fo the' Children's Defense Fund . 
. CDF is a privately funded research an~ adyocacy organizatiorl edicated to providing a st~ong 
and effective voice for children, especially.:poor and minority Ic ildren and their families. We 
welcome the opportunity to appear before th~ Subcommitteethi~ orning to offer our suggestions 
on how the welfare system can be refo111)ed to respond moreefti ctively to the needs of tho~e it 
was first established to assi~ -- America's boorest and most vul erable children. 

'. It is time to refomi ~he'welfare systlm. The Americaneople now understand most of 
th~key policy cho,ices befor~ the Congresskd ha,ve dear ,viewlis on how we must proceed. ,The 
public's goals are practical --:- they want farriilies to, move from elfare to work. Their demands 
are realistic -- they understand that it will take at least, the saIf (or perhaps greater) resources 
as we now spend to enable parents to make a stable entry int the labor force. They want, 
reasonably enough, to feel confident that tliese dollars are spe~t effectively. They do not want 
to cut children off without any chance of $upport. And they a not want to separate children 
from their families for reasons ofpoverty *lone: 

I 
. . , I, 

. 'TheAmerican people know that children -- who repr sent two-thirds of all, welfare 
(AFD~) recipi~nts -- easily co~ld behurtlby reforms that art nten~ed to p~sh or alter ~he , 
behaVIOr of then parents. That IS why poll after poll presents a ortraIt of AmerIcans strugglIng 
to strike a careful balance in' welfare reforml, a balance that maRe major changes in how welfare 
works while stillensi.rring that it protects tHe next generation fto severe deprivation. There is 
little support for radical or reckless chan~es from either thJ eft or the Right -- what the 
American people want is some common sense and a reasonable middle ground. . 

. . ' I ' I 

My hope this morning is that you '"jill pause with me fo a moment to consider whether 
the agenda this Subcommittee appears on t1;le verge of pursuin~ - one that includes elimination 
of AFDC's entitlement status and the impo~ition of sweeping~ mandates on states in highly 
controversial areas such as teenage childbearing, paternity establi hment, and absolute time limits 

I, I 

,-- is consistent wJth the strongly held. v~ues and' beliefs of' oters, and the broader public. , 
Withdrawing the assurance that help will:be available when it is needed by desperately poor, ' 
families with children IS a change that the pubUc neither se ks nor wants. If we abandon ' 
this fundamental corinnitment to aid the we~ in times of need, !r gardless of where they live, we, 

, lose the moral 'anchor on which.we stake bur claim to be a de ent; civilized, and enlightened 
society. ' I ' , , . , , 

, I ' 
. Some 9f the concerns expressed by bajority members of thi,s Subcommittee clearly have 

, ., I . 

struck a chox:g~iirseveral key areas. We do need to rethink h' w government· responds to the 
needs of the. smatl but nonetheless deeply, troubling minori& of young teenagers who bear 
children out of wedlock while they are still 'children themselves. Similarly, we should find ways 
of building enough flexibility into the welfare system so that It an provide transitional help to 
the large majority of families who movequ~ckly off the rolls w Ie also ensuring that less skilled 
parents or more troubled families do not betome mired in the sys em for.years and years, Paying 
attention to how the welfare system treats teenparellts and loh -term recipi,ents makes sense, , 

I 
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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 regarding dec,sions made.in Was* gtOI). FOr example, when only 
one percent of all parents no:w receiving AFPC -- fewer than sq, 00 out of 5 million nationwide 
-- are teens younger tb.an 18 and many of these teen parents are ,Ii ing in stable and secure fariIHy 
situations, it is both dan'ger9us and wrong' ~~ invoke hriages of 3-year-old girls throwing their 
babies in dumpsters as justification for wholesale changes in our welfare system. By all means, 
let'.s roll up our sleeves and hammer out wo~kable solutions In ~ s such as teen pregnancy. But 
we will do irreparablebarm to millions of poor children an4 amilies all across the cou~try . 
if we engage in the political equivalent ~f unscrupulous . "Ib it and switch" sales tactics, 
talking about small segments of the AFDC population whil~ ursuing policy changes such 
as lifetime denial of aid to children bom to' teen parent~ or!t e more sweeping elimination 
of AFDC's entitlement status that reach !far beyond these g ups. . . . 	 '. I' 1 . 

. . .. Crw strongly supports practical steps to enable par~nt~ .0 enter work and. stay ther~ -
child care, health coverage, financial worki*entives, and educah n andtraining. We unders¢nd 
that these investments in work and self-sufficiency often are eip nsive but w~ believe that they 
also are essential if we are realistically tOn}ove parents receivih AFDC from weifare to work. 
CDF also believes that fairly structured requirements and recipr9c . obligations are an appropriate 
and useful means of striking a balance betWeen compassion an . personal responsibility in the 
welfare system. But we oppose proposals ~hatpunish parents hO;lIplay by the rules," simply 
force ~oor families off the welfare rolls ev~n when parents are' 'Iling to work but jobs are not 
available, or push children deeper into poverty because of past istakes by their parents. 
. .... . .. !.' . I 

'. .... .' ·';"'1 
tates .Wh AFDC's Entitlement Status Matters to Children an 

I 
" 	 I , . ' , 

. The federal governm~nt for decades has assur.ed the avail ility of adequate funds for ,key 
child survival programs such as AFDCandlfood stamps becaJe the consequences of not doing 
so -- widespread childhood destitution, hunger, homelessness, Hness, abuse, and neglect --; are 
unthinkable. If the Subcommittee is prepar~d to withdraw this ~ urance of help by repealing the 
entitlement to AFDC and food stamps, you ;must be prepared id swer the most basic question: . 
Under what circumstances do you believ~ it is acceptable an appropriate to tum away a 
mother and child witbno other means of ,support from a co~ ty or city welfare office? For 

example: '. j 	 '. 

• 	 Should a mother and child be turned away simply bec use a recession pushed more 

families on to the welfare rolls and dvailable federa.l· f'uJd for AFDC or food stamps had 

been ~xhausted? . I . . 


• 	 Should amother andchild be deniedlhelP simply ~ecause heir: personal misfortune struck 
too late in the fiscal year? . . , . I 

http:assur.ed


i 

'I 
• Should a mother a.n~ child be left Iwithout income sup ort simply because a st~te or, 

county chose not, to provide AFI?C or food stam~ enefits in particular regions, 
,communities, or neighborhoods' or to specific groups of amilies? ", ,: 

, " , ' I 

The only way in which the elimination' of the AFDC and food stamp entitlements will reduce' 
federal expenditures is if some currently eligible families with dh Idren are denied help. Who are 

, these, families that no longer deserve our Ihelp?' And what tv II become of the hundreds of 
thousands -- or, even millions -- of poor children who may los the basic benefits upon which 
their very survival depends? ' " , 

.' The loss of entitlement status also poses great risks to s tes.When the next econ~mic ' 
. recession or natural disaster hits andcaselo:ads rise, states that I e limited to prior year funding , 
levels through a block grant or capped enti,lement will face ve painful choices: (1) eliminate 
assistance to some poor families,' either tl:rrough waiting list~ r by newly defining them as ' 

. ineligible; (2) cut assistance across the boar~ for all families; orl ( ) add state dollars and possibly 
raise state taxes to make up the loss of fede~al funds. States wi~l onfront these choices precisely 
at those times when an economic downturri or other crisis dept ss ~tate tax revenues and when 
rising job~essness leaves poor parents with ieven fewer opporttin ties in a shrinking job market. 

. "Consider the consequ~nces to poor Jhildren and tosta~Js 'fblock grants had stripped the 
AFDC and food stamp programs of their bntitlement status in Y 1988. By FY 1993 states 
wo'uld have had almost $17 billion less Ito spend on thosk rograms than they actually 

, received from the federal government 1- a loss of 42 pe~c nt. l · Even if the food stamp 
program had been allowed to grow at the rate of inflation, stat~s till would have seen their total , . ' " I . , 
federal funding through AFDC and food s~ps drop by mor~ an one-third. 

. . , ~ 

, 
Assuming, that statek divided the Juts equally 

I,
among! he eligible population, typical 

(median) AFDC and food stamp ~enefits 'j0uld have been requ ed in FY 1993 from $652 per 
month down to $378. ' States might reasonably be expected 0 do whatever they could to 
mjni'mize this precipitous drop in incomel (froin, 68 percent 10 the ,1993 poverty line t~ 39 
percent). Would they be forced to cut d~eply into work, educat on and training, and child care 
programs -- the very tools families need to escape from welfarb?' Surely this is not the outcome 
that the Subcommittee seeks in its welfare Ireform efforts. ' ! ' 

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

These calculations make clear that establishment of a Ive percent "rainy day" fund 
to accompany. a welfare block grant, as aiscussed in press ~ ports in recent days, falls far 
short of resolying the problems associat~d with the loss of Ie titlement funding for AFDC 
and food stamps. The 42 percent loss figufe also makes clear t t increased program efficiency 
,or "administrative savings" could not possibly provide states eh ugh money to make up for the' 

. " .' I· I ' , . . ,,', 

. '. I' I . ', " , 

, . ' r 

. iAnd some states' would have 'lost proportiortately more --I testate of Florida for example 
would.have lost $l.3 billion, a 67 percent 1loss in ,federal fun4i g. California,would have'lost 
$2.6 billion, a 46 percent loss. . .,' ,. .' , , 

, I .' , 
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loss of federal funds. Total federal and ~ate costs to run the: FDC and food stamp programs 

are approximately 12 percent'of the progr~s' overall expenditu es~. Even if these administr:ative. 

costs were cut by 20 percent, total program costs would be red ced just two to three percent, a 


. tiny share of the 42 percent loss. . 1 .' .. , . . . ". '. .': . 


, -', 	 I . 

Most governors and state legishlti~e ieaders will riot ant to deny help to otherwise 
destitute mothers and children. Yet with1sharply reduced fUJ;1 ing and an inability to respond 
adequately to rising caseloads under a blo~k grant, the only fle ibility left to states will be the 
flexibility to decide which families are tJrned away and whi h childien are placed in grave 

. . jeopardy by the loss of basic income support. 
. . .' . \ 

I 
j 

Additional Concerns About' Block Grants' 

. . . There are a number of other reasons why converting the current AFDC and food stamp 
! 	 ,. 

programs into a welfare block grant may 11,ot be in the best int 
of the nation: . I' 

• 	 I •• • 

. 	 . . r"
I .

• 	 A block grant could harm states' ~fforts to reform th 
would like to create work slots, injpose work require' 
AFDC mothers seeking to work th~ir way off welfare; 
would receive fe:wer federal AFDC roods and be less alJ1I 

ests either of poor children or 
. 
. 

. 
welfare system; Many states 
nts, or expand child care for 
But under block grants, st~tes 
to ensure that recipients work 

Particularly if caseloads rise and fedifral funds are ~xhaus d, work-related programs may 
become early victims of state austerf~ measures. . 

• ',\ ' 	 J 

• 	 A block grant could prolong and/o; deepen recessions.. ntitlements serve as automatic 
"economic stabilizers," helping state hod local economie~ ecover from recessions. Block 
grants on the other hand do not provide increased feder~l ds during recessions and so 
could prolong economic' downturns ~t national, regional r state levels. 

• 	 A~y funding formula for a welfarl block grant inheL . tly would misallocate funds 
among states. Even iffundingc6uld change based '\0 factors such as inflation or 
unemployment, the formula would b~ based on past state conomic conditions -- perhaps 
with a time lag of many years -- ~d could not take \ i to account whether the state 
economy had improved or deteriora;ted since then. .Stfi . s with worsening economies 
would receive too small a share of federal funds while s es' with improving economies 

WOUld.J:,""ive too large a share. .1 	 . . . . 

• 	 A block grant would make. state Ibudgeting more \d ffieult. . Since congressional 
appropriations bills frequen:ly are ll9t pass.ed until after t e new fiscal year has already 
begun, states would have dIfficulty .bludget~ng for the ne year. . . .

l 
. . . I. ... 	 . 

• 	 . Notwithstanding any pledge by the congressional lead rship this year, funding for 
a block grant could be slashed repertedly in future y~a s: Inadequate funding during 

. i 4 

I ,. 
I

I ..'. 
. I 
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recessions as d~scribed above coula· be even worse th anticipated due to tightened 
. " discretionarY spending caps or lo~dr appropriations. I 

I 
Will States Alwa s Protect Poor Children Under a Block Grant 

The federal govenunent has a resp4nsibility to assure it at the funds it invests in basic 
income support for poor children and families are appropriat y and well spent. There are 

, dangers to children if the federal governmerit abdicates this resp~ sibility. For example, until the 
early 1970s, states were left to set their own !income eligibility ah benefit levels for food stamps, 
even though the program was 100 percent f~derally funded. MI ystates set v~ry lowlimits:and 
some of the poorest counties in the nation declined to operate k rogram at alL Wheri national 
studies about child hunger shocked the nation, President Nixoh Out in place a' set of minimum 
federal standards for food stamps to ensure that every state resp10 ded adequately to the needs of 

" I ' , . 

poor children and families:" I " , .' I. ,. ". ','", 
, Of course, doubts about the willingness ofall states to r spond to children'smost basic 

, . survival needs would be ev~n greater unde~ a welfare block gJ t that reduced federal furlding 
and left states to pay the remaining costs. I In the past, even I hen states had to bear only a 
portion of total program costs, too many fail~d to protect childr~n In child support enforcement, 
for example, many states did not allow children born out of wed!1 ck to pursue support' from their· 
fathers or put other major roadblocks in thb way ofparents seb 'ng child'support until federal 
standards were 'applied. Similarly, when st~tes had the option tbextend Medicaid to children in 
working poor families as well as in welfar~ families, only aboht one-third chose to do so. 

, ! I . 

State Flexibili . Can Be Inc~ea:sed Without :Eliminatin Entitlei ents 

. States can be given much o~ the addiJional flexibiljty blob grants offer while maintaining 
, I.' I ' 

the federal-state fmancing structure for AFDC. Under this alte. ative approach, states would· 
retain their responsibility to provide cash ~sistance to all. fa.trli les who qualify for assistance 
under their state plan and the federal goverriment would continh to share the cost of assistance' 
to eligible families. Federal rules could be llimited to those ar~ where there is a clear federal 
policy interest. In all other areas, including such diverse issues as the design and structure of 

. ' work programs, 'the treatment of income and assets, and the devbl pment of innovative measures 
to reduce reliance upon welfare and enhande self-sufficiency,,~ tes would be free to establish 
their own rules. '. ' " I· .' I. '. . 

, This approach to st~te flexibility isf sharply at odds w~t 'proposed·n~,,' mandates' o~ 
states and counties under the Peno'nal 'Responsibility Acf hat would deny basic cash 
assistance to as many as five to six millio~ needy children. W hope that this Subcommittee, 
with its interest in expanding state flexibility, will notpropo~e new state 'mandates .in highly 
controversial areas. ,We alsO question the basic fairness of mah of the ,choices that would, be, . 
imposed upon states: '. I " , . ! 

i. 
1 5 



• 	 Should children and' families be left without any cash h It> or a public service job even 

when the parent was willing to wprk but unable to fi d unsubsidized employment?2 

"Two years and off' (or five years and off) assumes thkt every family receiving welfare 

can find a job but is simply.unwillIng to work. Are th re no depressed rural areas or 

inner city areas where there is a shortage ofjobs? For dents willing to work but unable 


• I, I 	 . , 

to find a job, what effect will deny,ng assistance have io the children? . . 

• 	 Should c~ldren app'tying for AFDq after the bill takes Ie fect' be denied assistance ~hen 

paternity is not established even when the mother is ly cooperating with efforts to 

establish paternity?} Paternity is ndt established in mah cases not because the mo'ther 

fails to cooperate but because statek' current child supp rt agencies are overwhelmed. 


I . 	 , 

State child support agencies often fail to establish patem ty even when mothers provide 
all the necessary information.4 Shquld children be peh ized when failure to establish 
pateriUty is the fault of an overloaded child support sy~t m?' . .' 

.' CDF does not believe it makes Jnse to deny assiS! . e to families who are doing 

everything Jhat is being as\<:ed of them and I"playing by the rul~s" In addition, we believe it is 


. 	 . .' I 

counterproductive to deny all assistance to children because o~ e circumstances of their birth. 
Proposals before the Subcommittee which Would permanently b aid to children born to mothers 
,younger than IS will do little to reduce out~of-wedlock childbe

l 
'ng, but they Will do enormous 

: harm to children. Proposals which permanently exclude childred r whom paternity has not been 
I· : 

legally established are similarly harmful, denying necessities. f life during a child's critical 
developmental stages even when the mother fooperates fully wit uthorities in naming the father, 

. 'States would be allowedtoeliminateall ~ benefits to f; I 'lies who have received aid for . 
two years and permanently bar SUl?h famili~s from any future in if the parent had participated' 
in the work program for at least one year. A!tter five years, stat~s would be required to terminate . 
permanently the family froni cash assistanc~. ' 

, 1 
. ! 

}The only exception ~ould be in cases !Of rape or incest OIl here the state determine~ that 
establishing paternity would result in physical danger to the I other. This provision would 

.eve~tually deny assistance to one out of every four children app ying. for AFDC . 

. 4In MariC9P~ County, Arizona, a 1992 S~dY found that the l ther provided the child support 
agency,With·~iname of the father in 91 pbrcent of the cases I.:. often also providing valuable 
information such as the father's Social SecJnty number or addI s, which should have enabled 
theagen,cy to locate the father and establish paternity .. Yet out 6f 353 cases in which the mother 
.named the father, the agency established paternity in only ten des. In contested cases, it took 
the agency 16.2 months on average to establish paternity. In Ge6r ia, a group of welfare mothers 

. 	 . I '. : 

sued the state agency because they wanted toiestablish paternity the child support agency was 

not giving them the help they needed to. do 
so: 

6 

I 
I 
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Conclusion 
.\ 

, , I ' ' 
' 

The goal we all share in welfare reform is to move fi 
make this effort a succes~, CDF urges tJ:leSubcommittee to 
within today's difficult budgetary constdints: ' 

, 	 ! 

, ' ,I . " 

ilies from welfare to work. To 
arch for ways to move forward 

" " ' ' 
• 	 Can we move more parents from welfare to work by i creasing our iiwestment in child 

care? For AFDC parents, child Icare allows them t increase their participation in 
education, trai~ing, and employ~e:nt. F or working p~o families, child care can prevent 
them from falltng qnto welfare In fhe first place. " \ ' ' , ',,' 

• 	 How do we continue to recognize !pe importance of edu ation and training as avenues to 
long-terin self-sufficiency? Only half of welfare pareht have a high school diploma or 
the equivalent. There is also cl~ar evidence that te ipients with higher skills' and 
education have the shortest stay~ on welf:;rre and the most likely to stay off, i 

permanently. Increasing parents' sJ.<.:ills helps them get d keep a job and support their 
family. ,'. ", \ ' 

.' 	 Are there creative ways within curr~nt budgetary constt 'nts toprovide jobs for targeted 
groups of parents on' AFDC when ;private sector emptio ment simply is not available?' 
While job creation 'often is expensive, it is. an essential ay of affirming our belief that 

, . work 	is better than welfare. i ' 
, '\ , 

• 	 , What more can be done to strengthen our ~hild supp rt enforcement system? We 
welcome this Subcoinmittee's efforts to ensure that ev~ child receives the support of 
b0tIl parents. I 

, 'It is possible to give states more flexibility to experiment ·th programs that move parents 
, from welfare to work without taking the dee~ly troubling step of reaking our promise to protect ' 
poor children. In a very literal sense, the lives of millions of t nation's poorest children are 
in your hands as the Subcoriunittee turns t6 the task of welfarb eform. We urge you to help' 

. families. receiving welfare to' make the trat.sition to work, no~ 0 undermine these efforts by 
repealing the entitle~ent su:tus of AFD~ ~d food stamps or \0 imp~sing 'rigid' mandates, on 

, states that can only Impovensh further mtlhons of desperately p or children. .', ',,' , ' " .' I, , I " 
Thank you for the opPortunity to testify this morning. I ould be happy to answer any 

questions.' ,,' ! ',,' ", ' 
I. 

, - - ' - - " 	 " - . ,,' 

, " 5According to a study in Milwaukee, there were eight uhe~ loyed workers for every job 
opening in the city's poorest neighborhoods' L a number nearly sli times greater than in the rest 
of the metropolitan area.' As in the, childrert's game of "musical chairs," there simply are not 
enough seats for everyone. 

7 .. 
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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. 
Source: u,s, Census Bureau. 
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Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund, I 

,Actual 

FY 88 

($millions) 

$23,850,2 

348;5 

65,0 

240,4 

177.9 

. 3.102,5 

20),2 

189.4 

36.9 

92.8 

659,8 

, 520,0 

126,2 

60.4 

.1,.276.9 

218.5 

235.0 
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439.8 

628.3 

118.1 

337.9 

497.3 

1,353.5 

339.7 
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404,8 

71.9 
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40,0 

23.2 

I 
Actual 

'FY93 

(Smillions) 

$40,780,7 

: 632,9 

118.9 

: 652.7 

280.1 
I 
5,719,2 

358,7 

. 372.1 

80,8 

170.3 

1,975.8 

1.052.8 

!221.2 
, 88.6 

1:654,2 

616.9 ' 

279.2 ' 

250.0 

642.7 
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862,) 
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582.0 
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102.1 

165.4 
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88.5 

Increa~e 

(Smillim\s) 

I 
$16,930.6 

28414 
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412b, 
102:2 

2,61617 

,155!5 
I 

182!6 
I 

43.9 
I 

77.r 
1,316,0 

I 
532.8 

I 
95,0 

I 
28.3, 

377.2 

398.4 

44.1 
107.0, 

I 
202,8 

I 
224.11', 
84.3; 

524.4\ 

314,61 

340.41 

242.3 

131.6 ' 
1 

314.9' 

30.3 

63.3 

89.1 

65.3 

559,1 957,7 398.71 

150.9 351.8 200.9 ; 
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269.4 

260.7 
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88.4 
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! 
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16.9 
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, 36.4 

302,3 

443,4 
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26.0 
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71% 
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83% 
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57% 

84% 
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,83% 
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30% 
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36% 
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155% 
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25% 
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42% 
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223% 
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65% 

113% 
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43% 
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63% 

51% 
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33% 

107% 

124% 

61% 
,66% 

90% 
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5% 

79% 

Loss in 

FY93 

.if Froz~n 
, I 

at FY 88 
,I 
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I 

45 
I 
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I 

63 
I 
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1 
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I 

43% 
I 

49% , I 
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I 
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51%1 
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I 
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I 
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, 2/2/95 ATTACHMENT #2 
" 	 ,. I , ,: 

ENTITLEMENT SPENDING IS NOT "OUT F CONTROL" 
, I' I 

As efforts to decrease the budget d,eficitmove forward, we must remember that welfare 
spending is not the cause of the deficit prO,blem. The AFDC pr gram is extremely important to 
poor children but welfare spending is not :$300 billion per, yea --contrary to the statements of 

. some who advocate radical budget cuts. lfhis exaggerated fig re includes many programs the .. 
public clearly understands as not being wdlfare such as stude* OallS, nursing home care fdr the 
elderly (Medicaid), I and the Earned Incorrle Credit (which will provide tax benefits to working 
famiiies with children Whose incomes fell Ibelow $28,600 in I year 1996). 

, 	 , I ' I 
' 'Additionally, 'entitlement spending 9n welfare families is small fraction ofall entitlement 

spending ~d only a part of means-tested ~ntitlement spendin~. The AFDC program, including 
cash benefits, emergency assistance, child support enforcement, Title IV -A child care, and "At
Risk" child care, constitutes only two percent of entitlement ~ nding and one, percent of ,total 
federal spending. When food stamp and *edicaid benefits fo~ FDC families are added in the 
total rises to only three percent ofoverall ifederal spendi~g. I ' , , ': . 

, 1 , , , 	 , 

• According to the Congressional Bud,get Office, in 1994 th federal government spent $177 
, billion on means-tested entitlement programs. 	 Spending n AFDC falnilies totaled about 
25 percent of this "1ll0unt and abo4t six percent of allie titlement spending.' : 

• Almost half (46 percent) of total rJeans-tested entitleme ts are spent on the elderly and 

disabled. .' ,. '. . I '. \. 
,Moreover, overall entitlement spe~ding is not growin According to the Bipartisan 

, Commission on Entitlements,~eans-teste~ entitlements other.!t an Medicaid will not rise at all 
asa percentage of the total natlonal econ0!lly (Gross DomestIC Product or GOP) after the year 
2000. The latest CBO forecasts suggest they will decline a6i as a percentage of GOP. :The 
Entitlement, Commission estimates, howe~er, that between nb and 2030 that Medicare and ' 
Medicaid will climb as a:percentage of IGOP.3 The onlyl e titlements that are increasing 
substantially are Medicare and Medicaid which suggests the ne essity of health care reform. 

1 	 ", 

I,, 
, I", " 	 , 

~:,'~, ,.,," " 	 1 
~:"" . 	 , ~ " 

IActually '69 percent of Medicaid fund'ing' goes to the elder y, blind, or disabled. Only 18 
I 	 I 

percent ,of Medicaid funding goes to famil~es receiving AFDQ. " , " . 
.' I 	 I." ,

2These figures includes federal spendi,ng on AFOC benefi s, , emergency assistance, child 
support enforcement, Title IV :-A and "At-Risk" child care, ~ od stamp benefits for AFDC 

, '" 	 I',·, 

families, and Medicaid spending on AFOCi families., 	 , , " , , : 

3Medicare will rise from 2.4 percent of bop to 7.9 percent; d Medicaid will increase fr,om 
" 	 : 

1.3 percent to 3.1 percent of,GDJ:>. ' 'I' , 
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!ATTACHMENT #3 I ' 2/2/95 
I ' . 

WELFARE REFORM: jWHAT THE PUB 'Ie WANTS 

I. I . . , I - ,. 
There is no question but. that Americans want welfa e reform. 45 percent favor 

. completely replacing the current system, and 52 percent wantl 'elfare to be fixed, rather than 
I ' , 

replaced (USA Today/CNN/Gallup poll, Dfcember 2-6, 1994)[ 

. . :: .' ! I ' 


But while the public wants welfare to be changed, they do not want to leave poor children ' 
and families without any assistance~ 65 ' p~rcent.of Atnericarls agreed that it is government's 
responsibility to take care of people who can't take care of th~ selves (New York Times/CBS 
News Pol1~ December 6-9,. 1994). Even lafter a p.olitical c: aign seas~n characterized by 
unabated attacks on welfare, 56 percent opp,osed endmg paymep to unmarrIed mothers, and 60 
percent opposed ending payments t~ the children 9f unmarried mothers', (USA 
Today/CNN/Gallup). In fact, fewer peopl9 wanted to reciuce t dollars going to welfare 

, The public takes a commonsense ap~roach to welfare re~ . They want adult recipients 
, I 

to work, but they understand that tools suc9 as education and c~i 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 Iwork programs fot eople on welfare and require 
participation (New York Times/CBS NewslPoll). B,ut they d~ ot believe that families should 
be cut off fromaH assistance after a limiteq time period if the~ e willing to ~ontinue to, work. 
71 percent want them to continue receiving benefits . (New Yo Times/CBS News Poll). 73 

, "I,'
percent would be ,upset if new limits on welfare cut off benefits to poor families even when no " I I, , . ,
work is available (Newsweek Poll, December 27-:-28, 1994). Thy strongly support government's 
responsibility to eliminate poverty: 80 percbnt'share that beliefj ow (Center for Study of Policy , 
Attitudes, October, 1994), compared to 70 percent in a 1964 Ga up poll. They understand that 

'. we cannot eliminate poverty without spe~ding money. 70 I rcent would increase federal 
spending on poor children, and another 20 percent would keepsp nding the same as now,(Center 

, for Study of Policy Attitudes). When' as~ed, "Should welfare refom1 start saving taxpayers' 
money immediately, or is it more importan:tito train welfare red 'ents for jobs, which means the 
government would spend more money in thr short run?" 69 per~ nt were willing to spend more, 
and only 24 percent were looking for immediate savings (Time~ , qecember 7-8, 1994):' An 
overwhelming 92 percent support job trainihg for welfare recip,i nts, and 88 percynt favor 'child 

, j I ' 

care for paren;ts looking for work. Includtng the word "welfj "in polling questions always 

produces a more negative result, but even when asked if taX ollars should be increased or 


, decreased for welfare, 48 percent would spend eitherthe same tir more than current levels, while 

. • I I,

36 percent would reduce taxes gomg to welfare. Only 10 p,e cent would end tax funds for 
welfare altogether (USA Today/CNN/Gallt~p). 

. I . 
. Ameri~ans express deeply held values in their opinions a out welfare and poverty .. They 

do not want to break up families. 72 percJnt wanted to keep I arried mothers under age 21 
. and their children together, and only 20 perbent favored placink he children in an orphanage or 

- . . ,. I' I ' 

in foster··care (New York Times/CBS News Poll). 78 percent would be upset if many p,oor 
. ',' " .,. I· ' I" " . 

I. I 
I . 

I 



1 

I 
, . i .' 

« 

. mothers haye to give up their welfare· be~efits and send their hildren to orphanages on:oster . 
homes (Newsweek Poll). They also want people to take pers nal responsibility for bettering 
themselves, 44 percent fe~l that lackofeffort is more to bl~' for people's poverty, while 34 
percehtblame circumstance (New York 1imes/CBS Poll). ~ 'gative feelings about adults on 
welfare are fairly prominent, and while a majority (56 pen;:e t)oppose ending payments. to 

, . I I 

unmarried mothers, when asked if childr1n should have sep~r te benefits, 78 percent. say yes 
(~S~ Today/CNN/Gal~up); And as noted/above, Americans r ue ~ork. 83 percent "~ould. be 

: wlllmg to spend morem taxes on progr~s to reduce poverty rovlded that ,the focus IS,on Job 
training and moving people into producti~e work" (CenteLfo~ he Study of Policy Attitudes). 

:. The public does r~spond to' issuJs . of fairness. ~. ~ asked, "Is it fair to cut off 
government payments to people who have: been on welfare fck two years, even if they have no 
other source of income?" 52 percent said iit was unfair, whil~ nly38 percent said it was, fair 
(Time/CNN Poll). 
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The Honorable William J. Clinton, . 
President 
The white House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I 
i 

January 30, 1995 

Thank you for singling oQt Head Start,immunizations, chH 
control, and for your call to raise the minimum ~age' in your State 

DE~ LOR, 
BE ,"000 ToD 
"rite SE P\ic;, ME 
WIDE" p..t-IQ ~o 
M"f60P<i \S~)..."J
SO .Sf""p..l-\.- ..... 

... . . 

i ..-" ._ . ~ 
, .-_.-------_ .. 

Children's Defense, Filnd~ 

, , 

health, WIe, school lunches, and gun 
the Union Address. And thanks for the 

passion with which you spoke against putting pJor children ouf in e streets. 
, I 

This letter is to urge you; to )ight unwrveringly to ~a~ in' the entitlement status of key child 
survival programs including AFDC, food stamps, foster care a d adoption assistance, child' nutrition, 
Medicaid, 881, and child supp,ort enforcem~nt. And that rrt age must be transmitted clearly and 
'immediately to Democratic governors and to ithe Congress wh6 re getting ~muddied or rio signals from 
your Administration. While weiface a multi-f~ont war agains~ the edusa,.like Contract with America which 
would recklessly shlsh protections for children and the poor, the~' gle most important and defining issue 
is the entitlement battle. If we lose this battld;'welose the hardt ade federal safety net for children, poor, 
disabled, and elderly in times of :unpredictable hatural and econom' disast~rs, and we lose the moral anchor 
a decent national government m~st provide all rf its children andc tizens regardless of where they live. 

I " . 

It would be the height of tragic irony for the New Deal's ost important legacy of national concern 
for the needy to be dismantled; during your watch.. 
. ' "I : 

For decades, the federal government has assured the. av . lability of funds for key child survival 
pr()grams because the consequences ofnot doing so -- widespread J: ildhood destitution, hunger, homelessness, 
illness, abuse, and neglect -- are unthinkable.' Yet some governois seem to be on the verge of forgetting why 
child survival programs are furyderl on anenlltlement basis and e willing to forego the! federal funding 
guarantees in exchange for greater control over the design arid it lementation' of these programs. 

As a former governor, you know the enormous risks for stat and local taxpayers as well as for- children 
'in severing the link between funding levels and: documented needJ' en recession or natural'disaster hits and 
caseloads rise, states will exhaust their federal funds and have no t oice but to set up waiting lists, cut benefits 
and services across the board, or make up the ~hortfall with state/ d local dollars .. The automatic stabilizing 
effects of child survival progx;aJT1s channeli~g additional funds into states and regions during economic 

~ I 

I
I 



2 
I 

, I 

downturns . will be lost. And notwi~standing any' pledges by the cqn ressionalleadership this year, funding 
for these programs in future years could be slashed repeatedly in respp se to tight discretionary spending caps. 

. How can we contemplate circumstances unL which a pennilJ moth~ 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 pydenying hu~gry children schoqI unchesor food stamps th,+t ensure food 
on the table at dinnertime? And who can imagine the suffering if c~i dren facing imminent danger of abuse 
or neglect are placed on waiting lists rather than removed immediat~l from their homes? . 

Much can be done tOlespond to governors' !co~cerns and imprb e the effectiveness of federal programs 
serving children, and. families. Marly narrow categorical program~ I be consolidated at the' federal level, 
giving states more ability to design initiatives respopsive to their .!lniqd needs. A genuine welfare reform plan 
reflecting our shared values of opportunity, self-sufficiency, personallr sponsibility, fairness, and compassion 
toward those in need can be enacted.. Wasteful sPending can be el~ inated and the federal deficit sharply 
reduced. But we must not dismantle. in 100 days or a single year the s cture of chUd and family investments 
built painstakingly and increment;llly over the cour ofdecades.. I 

Your clear voice and strong. moral leade~hip is. urgently n' ed to remind all Ameriqans that the 
protection of children and the poor -;- particularly ~hose who work cui who are the previous berieficiaries of 
many of the programs and policies ofyour Administration -- is one of b r most deeply held and broadly shared . 
national values, one that must not be sacrificed 'in upcoming budget db ates. Children and families who meet 
the basic eligibility rules of child suivival program~ must be able. to rF y upon America's promise not to tum 
its back on them. This is the cruci31 area in which ou can de ne fo the American eo Ie the differences 
etween our Admini tion and the new Re ublidan 1 dershi in Co ress. . 

': . j . .1, 
Voters. did call for change in November and voted for less and ore effective government. But they 

.did not vote for more callous governrrtent or to balai1ce the budget unf~ lyon the backs of childrel). They did 
not vote to starve hungry children or ~rn their ba?lci on struggling f1 ilies in crisis. Please s(and firm in 
protecting all of our children and en~uring that evety child has a chanb 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 l~dership. 

i 
Sincerely yours, 

I . 

i\ A .' ,iv \f-~~ ~ 
Alta.rian Wright Ede~ an 

MWElemb I 
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The Honorable William J. ClintOn 
President 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

I 
!Dear Mr. President: I 
I 

Thank you for singling o'iJt Head Start, immunizations, chil health, WIe, school lunches, and gun 
control,and for your call to raise!the minimum Wage in your State b the Union Address. And ,thanks for the 

I passion with which you spoke against putting ~r children out in th 

Th· I 'tte . t O:...).,.t I. I' • I th titl sta..·- ' f ke hOdIS e r IS 0 urge you. to aa.aa unwavenng y to mamta e en ement"au 0 y c 
survival programs ineluding AFDC, food staIhps, foster care ah adoption assistance, child nutrition, 
Medicaid, SSI, and c:hild supp,rt enforcement. And that m I ge. muSt be transmitted clearly' and 
immediately to Democratic governors and to t;he Congress who ~ getting muddied or DO signals from 
your Administration. While we face a multi-front war against the usa-like Contract with America which 
would recklessly slash protections, for children ~d the poor, the sfu Ie most import3.nt and defming issue 
is the entitlement battIe. If we lose this battle, :we lose the hard·~ e federal, safety net for children, poor, 
disabled, and'elderly in times of unpredictable n~tural and economi~ isasters, and we lose the moral anchor 
a decent national government must provide all of its children and citi ns regardless of where they live. 

. It would be tbe beq:ht of tragic Irony ro~the New Deal's m I Important legacy of Datlonal con...... 
for the needy to be dismantled during your watch. 

. . I 

, i 
For decades, the federal government has 

, 
assured the avaH 

I 
ility of' funds for key child survival 

programs because the consequences of not doing sO .... widespread chi! ood destitution, hunger, homelessness. 
illness, abuse, and neglect -- are unthinkable: Y~t some governors I m to be on the verge of forgetting why 
child sUIVival programs are funded on an entitlement basis and I willing to forego the federal funding 
guarantees in exchange for grea~ control over the design and' impl~ entation of these programs. ' 

, ,i I
Ii' ,

As a former governor, you know the enonnous risks for state d local taxpayers as well ~ for children 
'in, severing the link between funding levels and d~umented need. recession or natural disaster hits andI 

caseloads rise, states will exhaust their federaJ funds and have no chai but to set up waiting lists, cut benefits 
and services across the board, or make up the shortfall with state 3114 ocal dollars. The automatic stabilizing 

,Children's Defense Fund 

effects of child survival programs channeling ~dditional funds int states and regions during' economic , . , . I 
. " . 
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downturns will be ~ost. And notwithstanding ~y pledges by.the IC 
for these programs In future yean could be slashed repeatedly In res 

. How can we contemplate ~cumstances ~erwhich a ~ 
from a county or city welfare office simply because AFDe fundk 
spent? What purpose will be served by denying hungry children sc~ 
on the table at dinnertime? And who can imagine the sufferlngi~ 
or neglect are placed on waiting lists rather thah removed immedia 

" ' I\ ,I 

ngressio~a11~ers~ip this year~ funding 
nse tQ tIght discretIonary, spending caps. 

s~ mother and child mightbe turned away 
or that month or year aIlcady had been 
I lunches or food stamps that ensure food 
. dren facing imminent danger of abuse 

ly from their homes? ' 

" 
,Much £in be done to respond to governors' concerns and imp ove the effectiveness of f~era1 programs ' 

serving children and families. Many narrow clttegorica1 programs be consolidated at the federal level, 
, I 

giving states more ability to design initiatives responsive to their uniq eneeds. A genuine welfare refonn plan 
reflecting our shared values of opportunity, self4sufficiency, perso I responsibility, fairness, and compassion 

,toward those in need can be enacted. Wasteful spending can ,be \e' . ated and the feLJeral geficit sharply 
:reduced. But we must not dismantle in 100 day~ or a single year thr 
built painstakingly and incrementally over the '1urse of decades. \' 

, I 
Your clear voice' and strong moI3l leadership is urgently n 

protection of children and the poor - particularly those who work I 
many of the programs and policieS of your Admi~istration -- is one of 
national values, one that must not~be sacrificed in upcoming budget Id 
the basic eligibility rules of child survival progr.hns must be able td 

tructure of child and family investments 

ed to remind all Americans 'that the 
d who are the previous beneficianes of 
ur most deeply held and broadly shared 
ates. Children and families who meet 

ly upon America's promise not ,to tum 
its back on them. TIt's is th crucial . wI1ich ou C defin~ or the American Ie 'fference 
between 0 ' d the new Re ublicari leadershi in I ness. 

Voters did call for change :in November ld voted for less ~ more effective government, But they 
, ,I

did not vote for more callous government or to balan~ the budget un . rly on the backs of children. They did ' 
• ,I ,I ' 

not vote to starve hungry children or tum their 9acks on struggling 3.milies in crisis, Please stand firm in 
protecting all of our children and ensuring that every child has a chan 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 yout 
\ 

leadership. 
I 
~ Sincerely yours,, 

I \!\. 
' 

I V\A.. . 
I 
, 
Marian ;ri;;Ede 

: 
man 

MWPJemb 
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THE WHITE HOUSEI 

OFFICIE OF DOMESTIC pOLle 

! I. CAROL H. RASCO .·1 
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I 

To: 

611 /sfr51{;~~- "I 

Draft response for POTUS I Iand forward to CHR by;: 
, I 

Draf\ response. for CHR by;: 

Please reply directly to th~ writer 

(copy to CHR) by: 


iPlease advise by: : 
I

let's discuss: ~ 
I

For your information: _I 
IRep!y using form code: I 

I i ~-File: ~---"-"-,-,--'-~~~' 

! 
Send copy to (original tOiCHR): _. 
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Schedule? : Diccept 

Des,ignee to attend: 
I 
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Octobe~ 3, 1994 

Ms. Carol H. Rasco 
Assistant 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 ines on federal 1115 
waivers issued by HHS a few weeks ago, I p nnot imagine why the 
Administration is not requiring all, states t 
their experiments on children. \ 

I know the Administration is committed ~ 
this and other areas. Particularly if state 

c 
\ 

e 
undertake more controversial experiments, H 
to know whether and 'to what extent children ~ 
reductions in AFDC benefits or other state mb 
rules. I \ 

It is my understanding that, in a few 
required states to . conduct child impact 
future, I certainly hope this can be a part 0 

by HHS. . \ 

assess the impact of 

state flexibility in 
are to be allowed to 
ever, we surely need 

harmed by resulting 
ifications of welfare 

ses, HHS already has 
aluations. In the 
all waivers approved 

Sincerely yours, 

l!\A~ 
. wi. h . Mar~an r g t Edelman 

MWE:cmj 

25 E Street. NW 
Washington. DC ~OO()l 
Tcleph(;;'e :!02 628 8787 
F.1X 202 662 3510 
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Childn:o's Ddmsc Fitnd'· 

WASHINGTON, .D.C. -- Citing concerns' about ina equate investments in real' job, 
, ' 

creation al1d CUts in hc:lp for poorjchildren and families, the bildren's Defense Pund (CDF) 

i 
today said that it will work withj Congress to improve key rovisions that adversely affect 

i ' 

children in the Administration's w~lfare reform plan. 
I 

, "While there are some impprtant new initiatives in th:is plan, other provisions t.hrt!aten 


ito push some poor children ~nd ~~miTies cieeper inTO rove I ," ',~in rnF Pre!\iden; Mari~n 

I, 

;Wright Edelman. 


CDF specifically criticized! a proposed ,option for sta s to exclude children born to 


families already on Aid to Familie~ with Dependent' ChildreJ AFDC) from assistance, and to 

! ' I' , , 

eliminate the safety net fo~ childre~ whose parents don't com.p y with all welfare rules. : 

• However, Edelman prai,ediproViSionsOf the pl.n tbar dd new federal fund, for Child. 

: care, education, ana training as w~ll as measurt:S LO ~Ul:n~lhfl ~bi1u suppon enforct:ment and 

create childsuppon assurance 'dem~nstration opporrunities. 'I~ other provision ofimportance 
I 

to children, the plan also I ptotec~ p~ents who are' willing It work from lOSing all in~ome 
, , , I' 
suppon when jobs are not otherwi$e available. 

"We desperately ~ to reform the current welfare sr em~" said Clifford M. Jo~n.' 


iCDF directur uf prugnwlS anu policy. ,"BlJl.l.:uuil1g plog1ams ~I . Lpu:vt:nL bumt:lt:~snt::ss, prqvide 


: help to families ~ crisis,: and giv.e assistance to elderly ank disabled immigrants is not the 


'answer. We must change curren~ budget' 'rules that stymiel, brts to mov~ 'parents into the

I ', 

; workforce and lift children and families out of poverty." 
I ' 

-30
~i, ~:\m,:l:;,:";W 
'\Vilsn;ngIOTl, r.k: '100m 
.'7,,~tp~"""'HH' .\(!');, 1:~ Hig::"

=", 1:)2 I,I"n 1Q 

TOTAL P.02 
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May 20, 

Mary Jo Bane, Assistant ,secretary ,', 

, for the Administra~on for Children and Families 

David Ellwood, Assistant: Secretary 


for Planning and Evaluation 

Bruce Reed, ,Deputy Assi~tant to tbetPresident 


for Domestic Policy , , 

Co-Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform, 


Family Support and Independence 

: Washington. D.C.,20500 

Dear Mary 10, David and Bruce,: 

i 


, thank you for soliciting our comments on three parts 
Group's welfare reform plan. Although there are some aspedt 

, 
94567431 P.02 

(hildr~n's Defense fund 

94 

f the latest draft of the W,orking 
of the Plan$t are encouraging. ' 

, weare deeply troubled by;a number of provisions, especially,I e child ,exc} .on, child ~ate, and , 
earned income disregard prO'pO'sals. Below is a bri~f suIilma 'of our con rns. . 

; chiid exclusion or "f~Y cap" (pages 9-10): We continul 0 oppose chiid exclusion options 

, because they hurt very pqor children. Child exclusien pro~i iens appeal to a false stereeM>e 

· that AFDC families have mere children than non-AFDC fain lies er that AFDC mother-'s have 

: more children to' receive :an average of $69 per month inl ditional benefits. .Resea~c~ 'by 

, sociO'logist Ma'rk Rank shows that women receiving,welf~e in fact' bear fewer childr~n than 

· women~:receiving wel~.we u~e you to drop this P'l ision from the President's plan . 


. : Child care (pages IS-17): We asSUIile the plan continues the arantee of <;:hild care assistance 
included in the Family' ~upport Act for all parents regardlk s of their age, whether the~ are 
participating in JOBS O'r ib self-initiated activities.. ,We wa~t 0' empbasize ,that we continue to 

· strongly believe that significant new funding for child care~s stance for the working poqr must 

accompany any welfare refenn plan. Ifwe are geing to. m; werk pay, child care assistance 

cannot be sO'lely tied to receip£ O'f AFDC., We continue to beli ve that allO'wing a statewide limit 

which is less than the 75th percentile of the market and reta' . g the disregard creates strong 

incentives to provide less than optimal care for our poorest b ildren. . 


25 EStreet: NW 
Wa;hin~on, DC 20001 . 

..relephone 202 628 8787 



r i
MAY-20-1994 18:07 FROM CDF 94567431 P.03 

",. 

Page TWO' 

May 20. 1994 

We'do we1comeat:ti:mpts to improve the malch boili r "At-Risk" child care a~d for 
JOBS child care and TCC. 1 The Working Group i,s to be co I nded for setting aside funds for 
quality and supply both in the "At-Risk" Program and throJg establishing that licensing and 
monitoring of IV-A-funded child care providers, is an allow~ Ie administrative cost. Making 
,Title IV -A requirements consistent with the CCDBG requite ents is, a good step especially 
regarding' health and safety standards, We would likeI larification; however, on the 
requirementS concerning sl~ding fee. scale. We assume thal th plan does not mean to impose 
a sliding fee scale on JOBS recipients and simply means tMt TCe. If At-Risk". and CCDBG 
sliding fee scales should be the same. ' We do believethat\ eamless' policy would even be 
furthered if the CCDBG were ,made an entitlement and extende since it is the program around 
which states have built their core child care' policies. ' 

Earned income disregard (page 21): Weare extremely disap oimed in the proposed earned 
income disr(':gard provision: Your current language would ~ll w states to provide a smaller 
earned income disregard than under current· hiw. While 'f also want to give states the 
flexibility to raise their earned income disregard beyond the .. urn. it is unconscionable for 

. . I· 

states to be allowed to treat workingAFDC patents worse thahnder current Jaw. We bad at 
minimum expected that any'proposal designed to make work p,a would make the disregard of 
the .rema,ilVng one:-third of~.amings pernianent rather than expo ng after only four mon~. as 
in current law. ' 

Time-limits and teenagers (page 10):. We applaud your inclusio ofcaSe~anagement services 
. to teenagers, i.n recognition of their. more intensive need for se1i es as co pared to most oJder 
mothers on the AFDC caseload. However, we oppose applying the two-y ar clock to 18- and 
19-year-old' parents. They are far more likely to need more I n two y(':ars to be ready Jor , 
work, both because they wi\l need' more years of education ~ training~ and because their 
children will be very young., 

Minor parents livmg at home; case management (pages 8-11: We rerPain concemed:tl:tat 
mino~ parents' will be protected from abusive living situations ohl if their case mamigers have 
a small enough caseloadto make good decisions. We sir ngly agree with legisJative 
specification (c) on page 11 requiring sufficiently small case m I ger-to-client ratios to protect 
these young families. and hope this language will be clear in th~ mal version.' . , 

AFDC·up (pages 22-23): ~bitraI)' restrictions on aSsi~tance .l two-paretU'families are ~ti

family and anti-~ork. ' We are surprised, therefore, to see that ~ les would; not be requir¢d'to 

eliminate any of the special eligibility requirements for [he AFIi> -UPprogram. We, are :also 

veI)' troqbled that ,all states;y.'ould nqt be required to have a year- ound AFDC-UP program' .. 
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Page Three 

May 20, 1994 


Essential person (pages 23-24): We oppose limiting the essen 'a1 person provision which would 
eliminate longstanding state discretion to provide assistance ,~o individuals the state deterinines 
are providing essential help. This proposed restriction flies In the face of your stated desire to 
strengthen families and to give states the flexibility to meet f: ilies' needs. ' : 

FilI-the-gap (page 33):, ~e strongly support your provision 1i ing states the opiion to estJ.blish 
fill-the-gap policies that include child support payments. We! pose, however, your proppsals 
to repeal section 402(a)(28), thereby, allowing states to elirni, e this policy where it currently 
applies. "This would disadvantage fahlllies currently receivi~ hild support in those states and 
contradict your policy of encouraging and rewarding respoDSlb e child support behavior. ' 

, Lump sum payments (page 31): We commend you for yolt provisions (a) and (e) on lump 
sum payments. We are concerned, however,that provisidn (b) would require lump ;sum 

· payments earinarked for furore costs to be spent within oile ye
l 

from the date of receipt. '~This 
, does not make sense when 'applic::d to a lump sum providing It: r future costs for an extehded 

period. For example, it would preclude a lump sum for rn dical services not covered by 
Medicaid that predictably will be incurred over a span of y I as a result of an injury ;to a 
child. We underst:8:nd it is not your intention to restrict e~ nditures over time for theSe 

: purposes, but we are concerned about difficulties in tracking the lump swn payment over Ihore 
than one year. An altema,tive might be to allow such' fun~ to be he~d in an Individual 
Development Account (IDA), comparable to your descrjptio in the l'roPosed legislative 

: specifications. 

Thank you again for, the opportunity to provide comrn nts on th Working Group's 
, welfare plan. Please let us Know if we can provide any additi6 inform~tion. 

I 
ISincerely, ~ 

I •. 

, 

:;& '. 

· Deborah Wemstem . 
· Director 

,.,I\.~~ 

enior Program Associat~ ,r.-\. . 
/VtUfNaiJ.e~ 


Senior Staff Attorney 

" t I. 
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~dc:Dt William JeffcrJOn ClinlOEl 

1\0 White House 

1600 Permql'lvanlll A,VIMWIJ, N.W. 

WashiDgtOll~ DC 20500-2000 


Dear Mr. PrtaidenL; 

. As I .wu on the verge of sending the enclosed letter abou'L your n1cmit Georgetown 
. speech. I hael. me opportunity tQ read the text or your NOA spec.cb em. welfaIjo. Your 

cornmenta ~ the ImportaD~e of 1.'.IID..iD.taWn& ,tate iD,VeBunellts in welfare pro,krams and OD. 

the need. for,chlJd carl! fa m,ove fmUliet from welfare to work were woncier(ul. Your role 
in e1plainilsg tha.t we ca:a. provide far IftJ'ter flt.:dbility tt:'! ~rl\h.'" 'U.1U~ prege~ins tM 'bui.c 
APDC eu.titlcmant wntinUC8 to be tremendously Important. ' 

I cannot overstate once again how ~ia1 it is for you to speak out fCllrcefully this next 
,,i week in oppositi~ to the Dolo-Paekwood VlclfaI~lln m~ng forward in *0 Sel'lil~. As 

you. bave 110 i104umtd, ascj.¢JbiRt hi diS e&iic-Ja of QOd. stamps alld Mc':cric.t\l~. bfo"ck Snulta 
. simply sbift ,respot1aibUitiea aDd tiab· co the states without :issurins that they:h4ve the 
~nere~u.ry to do the Job of getting p81entS. into tho workforc:e whUei prolecti", 
cl:If1dre1l. ID. APDC as well as these other arMS. your )p.:ldershlp now it e.vse;.tiul to prevent 
the sb.rcdd1ug of tho fedeml juu8Jlleed safe~y net for children. i 

Marian Wriaht Edelman : 

.lim Dorsldnu 

~lease coordinate 
the reply.· . 

:£~ I; weel. NV>' 
WMl'llnalOn, OC;: 20001 
Tal_I)". ,1:1, ""41\7"7 
•.'Ie In,zltU:/510 

http:nere~u.ry
http:1.'.IID..iD
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President William }ttitenon Clinton 

The White House 

lf100 Penn"ylvAnia Avenue 

Wa&1Ungton; D.C. 20500-2000 


.j 

.Dcar Mr. Presid.ent: 

llreatly ~yed teaciiog your JulY 6th speech at Georattown UniversitY. Your 
effort9 to weave together I:be theme.~ of personal responsIbility' and commoni~ responsibility 
are exactly OD. point. Your lcedcnllip in anioUlaliDl Q bosil for making family well.beingIi ' , . :centraf to bom public: and private lltJ In tbI8 OIdon is very welcome. 

,I 
: 

I would. lilce. howcv~r. 10 take the liberty or arguing one point. In ~c apeech you
said that lI[t]he b'Uth is that if Ivel')' child. in this c:ountty [had] both parents contributing to 
his support and. nourilthm.em lUll! emotion~ otAbiHtyaftd edueo.tioft aM tuQUe, weld bay. 
almost no pOor kids, iDstead Qf bayinr oyer 20 percent of our ehi1dren bOrn ,in e9yertv". 

Singl.parent families do face enonnous challenges. and as a IiOCletY owe should. take 
far-reaching meaSW:e8 to asSwe that far fewer chihhclllivc. ill ~iQglc-par=D1 families. But 
~Dglc;:-parcDt lamlUQI arc DQ1 the CAuse or most,dUldhood poverty, Dccoidml to the 

... ( evideuce we have seen. ~ven Ip merrlest-FOMple ~hOJ1~a=~'¥ri'n~"D (12 
~, 	 ~Dt) is poor. Nearly ilX iDiUloll children-more t an one- ,0 Xmer ca's poor 

~hUdreD--nv8d 'In such a two-parent family ID 1993. Anef many other poor chtldrea 
, 	 mme from .inller-pa... nt families that 8l"e so far down 'he eeoltomtc lAdder that tbey 

would be poor e.eD if 11'18 mother ware married to' the (often low.ineom~) fllther. 
Donald l. Hemam1e~. head of the Census B~u's Marrlage and family Statlstlca branch.

IH 	 ! C!l!tjIDntaQYcrall "hila OOYt""g! qtcS "KNlli; ~. 11"',1 eR Gddi.... 199 as Illey are I10W even 
, if III fathet& . who do not liv~ wjth their wy,'Q{I ,ad shtldlJll w,~,;;a$,;reunitedg. with mem, - _ 

De~aUJe co much child poverty ic being driven by the low i.Dcomel of both parent' 
, and. b)' the broader Joh and wage problemR of nur society, your minimum w~ge:=. earned. . 
:1ncome cretlh, welfare retorm. cuUl.:luiun IlUU LIai1li1l¥ IWIl uLh=. iuiLUillyes aimed at J·afsina 
I the incomes of me bottom third of American workers have bc::cn aod remain! crudal to ~.!. • drcnts well-being. The marrialc rates of young adults are driven clown by ecOnomic as 

:.t5E~_NW 
WllS~lngro", iJt: 21lWl 
r.l.tkM. :.to~ c.:.Ia 57a, ' 
J;A.. :au~ 1:>11:.1 )$'0 

I 

http:nourilthm.em
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'Prc:Kident WUIiam Jefferson Clinton 

AUI"'t 3. 1995 

taascTwo 

wdl as oulturol ffltltnrs. Ben Fl'&I\k1in oorrectly remarked along timi ag~ th~ -The 1'umbe.r o( 
m8.l'Iia&el•••is areater in proportion to the ease and convenience of support:Uig a family. When 
fimilies c:an be easily supported, more perso", marry, and earl!er in Ute." 

Sincerely youn. 

I'l.ii, '! . 

, 

I· 

TOTAl.. F'.Q.:t. 

• 

i 

I 
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'Dlt.'f1l1 Auqullt 4, 1.995 

I 
I 

~p ~ .ROBL~ vr~B ~RaHSMIg~IO., ~LB1GB OALLr 202-&C2-2SaC 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

rebrua~l' 21, 1995 . , 

I 
l~:: 

MR. Marian Wright Edelman 
~, PL't:sident 
t Children's Defense Fund 

.. ,t., 	 25 E gt~et, N.W . 
WashJ.Ilgton, D.C. 20001"1" , I Dear Marian: 

l 

Thanks for your letter of January 30, which 
I've ahared with Carol Rasco and her staff.,t. I thought you might ~ppreoiate the enclosed 
copy of a letter Sp.~~etary Shalala reoently~. sent to Chairman o! the House Subcomm1ttee ' , 	 ,~ 
on Human Resources Clay Shaw. It is very 

',' ,.....:1.·: ")~'~,,~\,,~'I.::' , ~':'~r. important that we reform welfare in ways that . ~':~l~::: :~.'~.~::~:':'.:-.~}~.,~.:.....~, ,~.,~ 
, , promote work, family, and responsibility -

.. ,f not ways that punich children for their parents' 
, 

I 
. mistakes. ',l'h1s debatp. should be about lifting 

people up, not tearing them down. 

:~, HJ.llary and I remain truly gr~teful for all of 
your oupport and for your f:.r:.i.tmdship. Keep inl 

,~, " touch. 
,-,.. - .' '... t"" 

~ 
'I:,.il,j -,I' , 

'" Sincerely, 
I" t.:.:.;;,;:;:,:::,',,.· ? ' 

r I 
I' 
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Preliminary anlilysis, March 27, 1995; does not include last-minute a~endments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN THE NATION 

On March 24, the House of Representati~~s passed a bill1 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and'voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. ' 

IMPACT ON THE NATION'S ECONOMY 	 " 

The following projections sho~ 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 Children's Defense Fund: 

, 	 ' 

• $510 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 


.$612 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 

• 	 $3.2 billion (39%) would be lost inSSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $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. 8 

' 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates the bill will cut funding by $69.4 billion. 

IMPACT ON THE NATION'S CIDLDREN 

States could m~e these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reducingberiefits -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 ifstates choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that 
federal funding is cut for that program or block grant. .. 	 . . 

• 	 2,218,950 children would lose federally-subsidized schooiluncheS9 

• 	 . 377 ,680 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

• ' 	 1,335,400 children would lose AFPC 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.)ll 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. 12 

• 	 _ ' In 1996, 157,472 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 
348,100 in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on the United States'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. 



",i.R. 4, the P~~onal 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. 

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 
$510 million nationwide. Because the United States reCeived 100% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FYI993, CDF 
projected that the United States would absprb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or$ 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.) 

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 I, 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 
nHtionwide 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 nationwide cut-'- or $3,200 million-
in FY 2000. ' 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock 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% ofCACFPfunds 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-.or $1,100 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 
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. 

8 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 USOA 
dHta 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. 

92,218,950 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school 
hlnch in the United States in FY 1994 (25,215,204). 

10 HHS calculated 377,680 by ~ividing 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). . 

II The year 2000 figure == 14% multiplied by 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 noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%. 

13 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 SS! in the United States 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 ALABAMA 


On March 24, the House of Representatives 'passed a bilP to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger; malnutrition, abu~, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible: needy children will be 
served. . 

IMPACT ON ALABAMA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds, Alabama 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 subsidies.3 

• 	 $11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $94.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $20.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $21.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $78.6 mil1ion (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Alabama will lose $828 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON ALABAMA's CmLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from progr~s 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 CUI 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-subsidizedschoollunches9 

• 	 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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 chiidren.)11 For the roughly 288,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12% - belowthe minimum needed . 'to meet nutritional needs,12 

, 	 , 

• 	 In 1996, 4,793 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI,' according t9 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.)13 

The biB's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, 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 



flexib1y to such changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the P~rsonal Responsibility Act, approved bythe 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 thff. 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 Alabama received 2.36% of all u.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Alabama 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 heredo not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2090, according 
t9 CBO preliminary analyses dated March 1, 1995; Because these cuts would ·make families poorer, the families would qualify 
fur additional food stamps, causing food stamp sp:-nding 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 figu~ 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. 

II 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% ofCACFPfunds 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. . , 

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%, inFY 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 projectedtbat ,it will absorb about the, same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $21.8 million .. • 

8 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 y~rs 1997-2000 is 1.39%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000.' 

948,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by ihe number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Alabama in FY 1994 (551,152). 

10 'HHS~culated 6,970 by dividing A1abam~'sfunding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expe,nditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

,II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Alabama in 1993 (100,115). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Alabama. 

12 287,848 children received food stamps·in~ fY 1993. As' noted above, funds will dec~e by about 12%. '" 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by ,funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 29,890 children who received 'SSI in A1~bama 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 ALASKA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill 1 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,2 eliminates I 

I 

federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children 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 Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $1.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• .. $1.5 million· (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4
• $3.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• - $4.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child me and Head Start.6 


• 	 $14.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-:-to-work" programs. 7 

• 	 $8.t million (12%) would be lost in f~d stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Alaska will lose $142 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON ALASKA's CIDLDREN 

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 ifs,ates 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 4,000 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 

notes). 10 . 


• 	 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.)ll For the roughly 24,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 

decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 


• 	 In 1996, 117 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.)13 . 


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 needs: Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.~. JIouse 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 
n~xt 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 Alaska received 0.28%of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Alaska would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: lllIS 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 lllIS. (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 I, 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $4.3 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 Alaska 
received 0.43% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $14.1 million. ' ' 

8 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, COF 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. 

94,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Alaska in FY 1994 (45,223). 

10 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). 

II 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 lllIS based on AFDC quality control data for Alaska. 

I' 

12 23,974 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: lllIS 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%. 

I 
, I 



PreliminlU)' 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 bilJ1 to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, nbglect,disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-s~rvival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal. nutritional and other standards, and voids the core 'principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf ON ARIZONA'S ECONOMY 

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.3 

• 	 $10.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $36.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $19.8 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $47.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• .$95.0 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Arizona will lo~e $922 million under the bill. 

IMPACf ON ARIZONA's CIDLDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on ~aiting 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 l~~t illustrates how many' children in Arizona 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. 

• 	 33,150 children would ~ose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 6,350 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)11 . For the roughly 268,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 1,291 disabled chilqren 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 4,100 
in the number of blind and dis~bled children would receive assistance.)13 

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



i 

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

! 



I 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 th.e 
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 ~ame 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, COF projected that 
Arizona 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 Educa'tional Opportuniti~ 
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 Arizona shown here.) Because Arizona received 1.14% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $36.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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, COF 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 (AFOC), 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, COF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $47.3 million. . . ' 

8 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 (USOA). USOAshows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Arizona's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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'PY 2000. 

933,150 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). 

10 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). 

II 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 ...' 

12 268,442 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%. 

13 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 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 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible; needy children will be 
served.' . 

IMPACf 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.3 

• 	 $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.s 
• 	 $14.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $11.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• 	 $36.0 million (12 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Arkansas will lose $575 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 CUI 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 lunches9 

• 	 2,840 children would lose federal child 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.)l1 For the roughly 141,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.!2 

• 	 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.)13 

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. 



I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by ttie U.S. House of Repr~entatiYes 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 fedend spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared withcur:rent law. The.AdnIinistration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut fluids for programs in th~school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, accordi.ng to CBO: Assuming 
that s~tes 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, schoollunch "funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Arkansas would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut inFY 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.) 

5 ,Compared with current Jaw, SSI spending would decline hy about $3.2 bilJion, 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 foroffsetting 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut--',or $63.5 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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% ofCACFPfunds 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 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 
sp~nding in FY.1993, COF assumed, it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $i4.3 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 
Arkansas received 0.35% ofall U.S. funding for-these programs in FY 1993"COF projecteQ that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $11.4 million. ' . , 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U;S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA sbows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for ,FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Arkansas's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA data 
to determine that Arkansas's sbare of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.64%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

927,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of cbildren actually receiving scboolluncb 
in Arkansas in FY 1994 (312,411). .. 

10 HHS calculated 2,840 by dividing J\rkans~'s funding cut by an average nationwide federal cbild care expe~diture figure 
of $1,621 per cbild. These figures do not include restored child care funds ,(see note 4). 

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

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

lJ Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COF multiplied the 18,493 cbildren .wbo received SSI in Arkansas 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 CALIFORNIA 


On March 24, the "House .of Representatives pas~ a billl 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will 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).4 
• 	 $288.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $132.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies Cor children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $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.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), 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. 

• 	 200,000 chiJdrenwQuld lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 33,130 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(seenotes).lO. 

• 	 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.)t1 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. 12 

• 	 . 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.)13 

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 

http:seenotes).lO


flexibly to such changes in state needs~ . Under block grant~, funding levels. would ~ot respond. 

" 



I II.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 
nat 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 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.) 

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 I, 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 
niltionwide 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. 

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

8 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 applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9200,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in California in FY 1994 (2,272,785). . . 

10 HHS calculated 33,130 by dividing California'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). 

II 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. 

12 1,931,912 children received foodstamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 24%. 

1.1 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDP 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 bint to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessne~s. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,:2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON COLORADO'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Colorado could lose in fiscal year 2()(x) 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. 3 

• 	 $6.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $30.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $21.5 million (50%) would be lost in food sl,lbsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• '$24.4 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• 	 $51.2 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2()(X), 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 2()(x) if 
stales 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. 

• 	 25,800 children would los~ federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 3,890 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents getoff or stay off welfare (see 
notes)}O 

• 	 11,600 children would lose AFDC in FY 2()(x) because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
45,()(X) children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of chiidren.)11 For the roughly 148,()(X) children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 1:2 

• 	 In 1996, 752 disabled children immediately would ,lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2()(x), 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 assistimce.)13 ' " 

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 



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



I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. Ho.use of Repre!>entatives 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 
nex,t five years, compared with current law. The Administrati~n'sestimate is $69 billion .. 

3 The biil wouldcut funds for programs in the schoo,l 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 Colorado received 0.98% of all U.S. schooi lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Colorado would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000.. . 

4 Source:IllIS 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 Jry' 2000, or ~4%" compared with current law, 
according to IllIS. (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 forSSI 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.in~reases. Those changes a~e not reflected 
in the figures for Colorado shown here.) Because Colorado received 0.94% of.all U.S. SSIspending for children in December 
1994, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $30.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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 thail55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP 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 L95% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, COF 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)·, 'Emerge~cy 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 recei~ed 0.74% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that ifwill 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 ofAgriculture (USOA). USPA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FYI996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Colorado's FY 2000 cut,byfirst using the U~OA 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 number of children actually receiving s~hoollunch 
in Colorado in FY 1994 (293,349). 

10 IllIS calculated 3,890 by dividing Colorado's funding cut. byan average nationwide federal child ,care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4).' , 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied by the number of children who received,AFDC in Colorado in 1993 (82,700). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by IllIS based on AFDC quality control data for Colorado. 

12 147,542 children received foodstamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: IllIS 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 billl 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 Anlerica, cuts crucial child-survival· programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON CONNECTIClJI"S ECONOMY 

The following projectIons show some of the funds Connecticut 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: 

, 
• 	 $4.1 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),4' 
• 	 $17.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $9.4 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $45.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash ,assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $44.4 million (22%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with chiidren.1I 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Connecticut will lose $502 million under the bill. 

IMPACTON CONNECTIClJI"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 
ifstates choose to CUI costs solely IJy reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
,funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 19,850 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 4,320 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).lO 

• 	 15,150 children would lose AFOC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
64,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistan~ 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. l2 . 

• 	 In 1996, 739 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 1,950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)'3 

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. 

http:notes).lO
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1 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. 

" " 

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 blo.ck grant by the same 8.8%, the~ funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Connecticut received 0.81% of all U.S. school lunch funding in PY 1993, COP projected 
that Connecticut 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 abo',1t 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 Connecticut shown here.) Because Connecticut received 0.55% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $17.6 miUion- in FY 2000 .. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5 %) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood 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 FX 1993, COP 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 Pebruary 28, 1995.'.(Calculations by the Children's Defense Pund.) Because 
Connectic~t receivecr 1.39% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COP projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $45.9 million. . 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64billion,'or 18%, in FY·2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COP estimated Connecticut's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA data 
to determine that Connecticut's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.79%, and then: applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 ]9,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Connecticut in FY. 1994 (225,598). . 

10 liHs calculated 4,320 by dividing Connecticut'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), . 

11 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 onAFDC quality control data for Connecticut. 

12 117,334 children received food stamps inFY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 22%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COP multiplied the 5,000 children who received SSI in Connecticut 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 DELAWARE 


On' March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP 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,2 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 ~und> 

• 	 $1.1 million (8.8 %) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $1.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $6.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $5.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $6.0 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance ,and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7. 

• 	 $9.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), 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 <;hosen, 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 cu"ent program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 5,600 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	," 1,170 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)ll. For the roughly 31,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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.)13 

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 riot respond. ' 



I 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 eatlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressio~al Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
n~xt 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 Delaware received 0.21 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Delaware 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.) 

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 % ofall U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, COF assum~ it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $6.6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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 arits 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, COF 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, COF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $6.0 million. 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Delaware's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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. 

95,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Delaware in FY 1994 (63,515). 

10 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). 

II 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. 

12 31,113 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 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 include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILLON CHILDREN IN WASHINGTON, D.C. 

On March 24, the House of Repr!!sentatives 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON WASHINGTON, D.C.'S ECON~MY 

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 million (S.S%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $l.S million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $S.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental SecuritY Income) for disabled childCen.s 
• 	 $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.? 
• 	 $IS.0 million (16%) would be lost in food st8mps, mostly for families with children. 8 

. 	 . 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates the District will los~ $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.· Regard'less 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 
ifstates choose to CUI costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant.. 

• 	 4,150 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

..' ". 	 .' 
. 	 .~ 

• 	 1,110 children would lose federal child 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 4S,000 children reCeiving food stalllps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 307 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share offunding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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. 



I 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: 

·3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the scho~l nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, ~rding 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. 

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 ~o 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 the District spown 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. 

6 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 ttspresent 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 SkilJs 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 tbe same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $17.6 million. 

8 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 .. 

94,150 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). 

10 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 figun.::s do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

II 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. 

12 48,102 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, 'funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 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%. 



Preliminary analysis. March 21, 1995; does not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN FLORIDA 


On March 24. the House of Representatives passed a' bilP 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children wiIJ be 
served. 

IMPACT ON FLORIDA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections 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.3 

• 	 $25.7 million (24%) woiJld be lost in child care subsidieS (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $182.9 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• 	 $36.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child ~e and Head Start. 6 

• 	 $122.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $346.5 million (19%) would be'lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 
' 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00),HHS estimates Florida will lose $3.9 billion iJnder the bill. 

, 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 repla~ lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Florida would be affected in FY 2000 ifstates 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage .that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. . 

• 	 103,500 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 
, 	 .' 

, • 	 15,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes).10 

• 	 66,800 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 t>ecauseof 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.)l1 For the roughly 789,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 19% - below the minimum needed tomeet.nutritionaI.needs. 12 

, 	 , 

'. 	In 1996, 5,545 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.)13 

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, fed~ral funaing levels respond 

http:notes).10


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



I 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 ve~ions of tbe bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Offi~ (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with current law. The Administration's est~mate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the sch901 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 funding in FY 1993, COP projected that 
Florida 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 John.son, 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 offs~ing 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, COP assumecj' it would absorb about tlie same share of th'at nationwide cut- or $182.9 million- in 'FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood 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 PY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP 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, CDP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $36.0 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families \\lith Dependent Children (AFDC)', Emergency Assistance, a!ld 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 C<?st 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, COP projected that it will abso'rb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $122.5 million. ' 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March IS, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Florida~s FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA data to 
determine that Florida's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 6.14%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwid~ figure for FY 2000. ' 

9 103,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Florida in FY 1994 (1,176,410). 

10 HHS calculated 15,850 by dividing Florida'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). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied 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. 

12 789,136 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about -19%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COF multiplied the 51,292 children who received SSI in Florida 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 GEORGIA 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a billl' 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf 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 schoollunch,subsidies.3 

• 	 $21.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $89.2 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $21.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $74.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $118.3 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Georgia will lose $1.0 billion under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. ' 

• 	 84,500 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 13,080 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

• 	 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.)ll For the roughly 417,000 children recei~ing food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 13% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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.)13 

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 ~d 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. 



1 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. 

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 Georgia received 3.81 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Georgia 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 fonD 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 Georgia shown here.) Because Georgia received 2.80.% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
] 994, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $89.2 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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 ants 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, COF 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, COF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $74.3 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide wo~ld 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Georgia's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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 fO,r FY 2000. 

9 84,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Georgia in FY 1994 (960,501). 

10 HHS calculated 13,080 by dividing Georgia's funding cut by an ave~ge nationwide federal child care expenditu~e figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). ' 

II 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. 

12 417,471 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding ~uts in FY 2000: 
COF multiplied the 25,940 children who received SSI in Georgia 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 HAWAII 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint 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 bynearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards,and voids the core principle that, all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf ON HAWAII'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 subsidi~.3 
• . 	$2.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (riot counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $2.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• ,$4.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $17.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFOC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $26.7 million (15 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 
' 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Hawaii will lose $328 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 ofa 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 Hawaii would be affected in FY 2000 ifstales 
choose to CUI costs solely by reducing cu"entprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 12,250 children would lose federally-subsidized'schoollunches9 

• 	 1,230 children would lose federal child 'care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 5,200 children would lose AFOC 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.)l1 For the roughly 50,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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.)13 

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. 



1 II.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Somenumbers 
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 
ne~t 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 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. 

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 FY2000, 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. 

6 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 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 Ski1ls 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 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, ih 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, CDP 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 applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 12,250 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Hawaii in FY 1994 (139,326). 

10 HHS calculated 1,230 by dividing Hawaii'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). ' 

11 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. 

12 49,655 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 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 Hawaii 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 IDAHO 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill l 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf ON IDAHO'S ECONOMY 

The following 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.3 

• 	 $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.s 
• 	 $3.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• 	 $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.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Idaho will lose $150 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 
eo-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 ifstates 
choose to cUI costs solely by reducing cu"entprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

. • 12,500 children would lose federally-subsidizep schoollunches9 

• 	 1,480 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes),lO 

• 	 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. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 966 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSt, 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.)l3 

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. 



I H.R. 4, tbe Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives Marcb 24, 1995. Some numbers 
. in this fact sbeet reflect sligbtly 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. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the scbool 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.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, o~ 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March I, 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 cbanges raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%, after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those cbanges are not reflected 
in tbe 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 sbare of that nationwide cut- or $11.6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Cbild 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 scbool nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP arits present percentage sbare 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 sbare of that nationwide cut- or $3.3 million. 

7 The biiI 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 aU U.S, funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that na~ionwide cut- or $5.1 million. 

8 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 
ddermine that Idaho's sbare 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. 

9 12,500 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving scboollunch 
in Idaho in FY 1994 (142,029). 

10 HHS calculated 1,480 by dividing Idaho'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). . 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of cbildren 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. 

12 42,125 cbildren received food stamps in FY 1993. f\s noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%. 

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

( . 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does nor include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HbuSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN ILLINOIS 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON ILLINOIS'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Illinois 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 Cpildren's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $16.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $22.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $161.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled.children.s 

• 	 $39.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $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.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHSestimates Illinois will lose $2.9 billion under the 'bill. 

IMPACT ON ILLINOIS'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 Illinois would .be aff~cted in FY 2000 ifstates 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program .or block grant. 

• 	 81,800 children would lose federally-subsidized schooliunChes9 

• 	 13,630 children would lose federal child 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 funding 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 childr~n.)tI For the roughly 612,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 18% -' below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 9,738 disabled children inmlediately 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 18,300 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)1J 

The bill's actual impact could be higher, or lower than these projections, depending !In Illinois'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. . 



I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives Mar~h 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. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutritio.n block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, according to CBO. Assuming 
that states will choo.se to cut all programs in the blo.ck grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 millio.n nationwide. Because Illinois received 3.21 % of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Illinois Wo.uld absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HIlS state-by-state analysis o.f the bill in the form considered by the Econo.mic and Educatio.nal Opportunities 
Committee. Nationwide, child care funding would be cut by $612 million in FY 2000, or 24%, Compared with' current law, 
according to HIlS. (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 hi FY 2000 to about 19% .. The figures here do no.t 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 I, 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, reso.urces for SSI families would be cut $2.5 billio.n. (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.lllinois 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. 

6 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% ofCACFP 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- o.r $39.2 millio.n. 

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 billio.n, 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 lIIinois 
received 3.50% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will abso.rb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $115.4 millio.n. . 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates fro.m March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department o.f Agriculture (USDA). USDA sho.WS state data o.nly for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but no.t for FY 2000. Therefore, CDF estimated Illinois's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data to 
determine that Illino.is's share of the natio.nwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.60%, and then applying that percentage to. 
the $5.64 billion natio.nwide figure for FY 2000. 

981,800 represents the perCentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number ofchildren actually receiving school lunch 
in Illinois in FY 1994 (929,378). 

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

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number o.f children who received AFDC in I~lin~is in 1993 (472,425). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 vyas calculated by HIlS based on AFDC quality control data for Illinois. 

12 612,143 children received fo.o.d stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HIlS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDFmultiplied 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 Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligibie, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf ON INDIANA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Indiana could lose iQ 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 Pund: 

• 	 $8.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies. l 

• 	 $12.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $61.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• 	 $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. 7, 

• 	 $79.2 million (14%) would be lQst in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Indiana will lose $821 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 vallie 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 Indiana would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to CUI costs solely,by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 52,450 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 7,590 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 19,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding 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.)ll For the roughly 257 ,000 children receiving food stamPs, average benefits would 
decline by about 14% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 . 

• 	 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, CDP projects a reduction of 7,200 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance. )13 

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. 



I 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 
n\~x.t 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, COP projected that 
Jndiana 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 
thl:! 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 
n;ltionwide 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, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $61.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood Program (CACPP) 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 
h~ cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACPP 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 Indiana received 1.55% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, COF 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 
rl!-Ceived 1.23% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $40.6 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
\0 estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
(lnll FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Indiana's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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 
tht: $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

Q 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). 

10 HHS calculated 7,590 by dividing Indiana'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). 

11 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. 

12 256,511 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%. 

I~ 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 lOW A,' 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of th,e Contract with America" cuts cruc~al child-survival program's' by nearly $70 billion,2 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 following 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 Children's Defense Fund: 

,. 	 $4.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $4.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $23.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $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 million (15 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years'(FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Iowa w'i11lose $360 million urider the bill. 

IMPACT ON IOWA's CHILDREN 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by ~xcluding 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 schooi 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 Iowa would be affected in FY 2000 ifstates 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 33,550 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

.• 	 2,960 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 ' 

, 	 . 

• 	 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.)ll For the roughly 97,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 ' 

, 	 ' 

• 	 In 1996, 1,196 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cashSSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDF projects a reduction of 2,850 
in the number, of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)J3 . , 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on,lowa'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. 



I 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 slig~tly earlier versions of the bill. 

:; The Congressional Budget OffiCe (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
Or'XI five years, compared with current law. The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds fC?r programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in PY 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 
$5 JO million nationwide. Because Iowa received 0.90% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COP projected that Iowa 
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 FY2000 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 
10 CBO preli~inary 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 Iowareeeived 0.72% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 1994, 
COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $23.1 millioO--: in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5 %) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood Program (CACFP) in a famiJy 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% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
~ cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP afits present perCentage share of both block grants, the combined 
ClIt to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Iowa received 1.09% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, COP 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 Pamilies 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 Pebruary 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Pund.) Because Iowa 
received 0.76% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COP projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of tbat nationwide cut~ or $25.1 million. 

"". 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
anu FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COP estimated Iowa's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA data to 
udermine 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. 

933,550 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Iowa in FY 1994 (381,306). 

10 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). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Iowa in 1993 (66,157). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Iowa. 

" ' 

12 96,760 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COP mUltiplied the 7,289 children who received 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 bilJl to shred' the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger. malnutrition', abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The biil, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts 'crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, 31Id void's the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
-~: 	 '. ',' 

IMPACT ON KANSAS'S ECONOMY 
. , 

. The following projections show some 'of 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 Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $5.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $6:4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $25.5 miJlion(39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $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 infoodstamps,mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00). HHSestimates 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 
cutting the nutritional value of a school lunch); or by makirig 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 Ust illustrates how many children in Kansas would be affected in' FY 2000 ifstales 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing currem program enrollmems by the same percentage that federal funding' 
is cut for· that program or block grant. . 

• 	 27,000 children wo'uld lose federally-subsidized school lunches'> 
, 	 . 

• 	 3,950 children would lose federal chi.d care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). JO . 

• 	 8,300 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In' addition, by FY 2005, 
36,000 children could be made ineligibie for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of chiidren.)11 For the roughly 93,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would' 
decline by about 19% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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 ,,~hildren would receive assistance.)!3 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than 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. 



I 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. 

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 Kansas received 0.98% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Kansas 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.) 

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 speJ]diag to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI families would be cut $2.5billion. (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 
] 994, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $25.5 millioD""- in FY 2000. 

6 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 arits 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, COF assumed it would .absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $28.1 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 Kansas 
received 0.63% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $20.8 million. 

8 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 on1y 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. . 

9 27,000 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) multiplied by the number of chIldren actually receiving school lunch 
in Kansas in FY 1994 (306,595). . 

10 HHS cal~ulated 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). 

II 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 forKansas. 

12 92,965 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 19%.' 

13 Children made ineligible 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%. 
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Preliminary analysis. March 27, 1995; does not' include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN KENTUCKY 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eJjgible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf ON KENTUCKY'S ECONOMY . 

The following projections show some of the funds Kentucky could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, compared with current Jaw. 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: 

• 	 $10.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $10.6 million (24%) wouldbe lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $73.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Se<?urity Income) for disabled children. S 

• 	 $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. 7 

• 	 $79.5 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000). HHS estimates Kentucky will lose $837 million under the bill. 

IMPACf ON KENTUCKY'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 Kentucky would be affected in FY 2000 if 
states choose to CUI costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant, 

• 	 44,600 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 6,540 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 . 

• 	 20,250 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
89,000 childrep could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 241,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 14 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

•. 	 In 1996, 5,185 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 7,950 

in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending 'on Kentucky'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. 



I 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 billiQn 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 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. 

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.) 

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 I, 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% ofall 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. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock grant; apart from a special set-aside for WlC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP 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. 

R 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 onJy for FY 1996 
anti FY 1996-2OPQ, 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 applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

944,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Kentucky in FY 1994 (506,556). '. 

10 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). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied 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. 

12 240,572 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%. 

13 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 laSt-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN LOUISIANA 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON LOUISIANA'S ECONOMY 

The following proj~ctions show some of the funds LOuisiana 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: 

• 	 $15.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restoredfunds).4 
• 	 $140.0, million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $27.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $35.4 ,million (14 %) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance' and "welfare-to~work" programs.1 

• 	 $112.4 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHSestimates Louisiana will lose $1.4 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON 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 ilJustrates how many children in Louisiana would be affected inFY 2000 if 
stales choose to CUI 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 federally-subsidized school lunches9 

• 	 '6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 ' 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 410,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 10,997 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 15,650 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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. 



I 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 
I1~Xt 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 Louisiana received 2.95% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected 
that Louisiana 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 $75O~illion 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 I, 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 
D~ember 1994, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $140.0 million-- in FY 2000. 

6 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that na!ionwide cut- or $27.6 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFOC), 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. (Catculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Louisiana received 1.07% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $35.4 million. 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Louisiana's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA data 
to determine that Louisiana's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.99%, and then applying that percentage 
10 the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

959,000 represents the Percentage cutin funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Louisiana in FY 1994 (670,721). 

10 HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Louisiana'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). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied 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. 

12 410,456 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDr multiplied the 40,108 children who received SSI in Louisiana 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 MAINE 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP 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,2 ellminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. . ' 

IMPACT ON MAINE'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Maine 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: 

• 	 $2.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.' 
• 	 $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.s 

• 	 $7.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $17.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• 	 $23.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over 'five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Maine will lose $211 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MAINE's CIDLDREN , 

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 Maine would be affected in FY 2000 ifstates 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. " 

• 	 9,250 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

.• 	 1,230 children would lo.se federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay. off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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 certa'in 
types of children.)l1 For the roughly 61,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would· 
decline by about 15% - below the minimum needed to' meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 170 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 redu'ction of 950 
in the number of blind.and disabled child~en would receive assistance.)13 

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



I 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. 

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 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. 

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.) 

.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. CountiQg 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 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% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP afits 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. 

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 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. 

8 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 PY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP 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. 

I} 9,250 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Maine in FY 1994 (105,104). 

10 HHS calculated 1,230 by dividing Maine's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per child. These figures do not include res,tored child care funds (see note 4). . 

II 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. 

12 61,468 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, fu~ds will decrease by about 15% .. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF muJtipli~ the 2,459 children who received SSI in Maine 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 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 progralns by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. . 

IMPACf 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). 4 

• 	 $39.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $20.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $47.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $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. 

IMPACf ON MARYLAND's CHILDREN· 

States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children from programs and 
PQtting 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 lunches9 

• 	 6,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). '0 

• 	 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.)11 For the roughly 198,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline byaboutl9% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs.12 

• 	 In 1996, 1,775 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according to HHS. 
(In FY2000, 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 actual impact 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 

http:needs.12


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



I 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 sl,ightly earlier versions of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill Will reduce federal 'spending' nation~de 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 declin~by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Maryland receiveO 1.31lJb. of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected 
that Maryland 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 inFY 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%, naiionwide in FY 2000, according 
10CBO preliminary analyses dated March I, 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 33lJb, 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $39.7 million-': in FY 2000. ' 

, . . , , ~ . . 

6 The bill places the majority (87.S%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP)in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WIt, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5%,ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8lJb. 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 
spend~ng in FY 1993, COF aSsumed it,would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $20.9 million. , 

7 The. billwoulc:i cut funds for Aid to Families with I>etlendent 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 estjmates 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 1'993, COF'projected that it will absorb about the same 
share ofthat nationwide cut- or, $47.2 million. ' '.' 

8 Food stamp spending 'nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18lJb; inFY 2000, compared with. current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). usOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996;..2000, but not for, FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Maryland's FY2000,cut by first using the USOA data 
to determine that Maryland's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-20001s 1.55lJb, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion'nationwide figure for FY 2000. " 

931,700 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Maryland in FY 1994(359,947). ' ' 

. to HHS calculated 6,850 by dividing Maryland's fund,ing cut by an average' nationwidefederaI child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 ver child. These figures do not includ~ restored child care funds (see note 4). . . 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by'the number of children who received A.FDC in Maryland in 1993 (149,676). 
The numper made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Maryland. 

12 197,531 children received food stamps in FY 1993.' As noted above, funds will decrease by about, 19%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 11,180 children who nlCeived SSI in,~aryland 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 MASSACHUSETTS 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core prin~iple that all eligible, needy children will 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.3 

• 	 $16.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $58.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $28.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies rorchildren in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $102.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to~workH programs.7 

• 	 $96.9 million (21 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

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 ~e 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 
ifstates choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• ' 	 39,300 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 10,060 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get. off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

• 	 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. 12 

• 	 In 1996,2,231 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 5,850 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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. 



1 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. 

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 natio!lwide. Because Massachusetts received 1.52% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that Massachusetts '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.) 

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 spen~ing to inct:ease by an estimated $680 million~ Counting the offsetting food 
st~mp increases, resources for SSI families wouid 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 million- in FY 
2000. " 

6 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 assume4 it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut~,or $28.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Famiiies ~th Dependent Children (AFoc), Em~rgency Ass'istance, and'the Job 
,Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, compared y.rith current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated Febtuary 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children'S Defense Fund.) Because 
Massachusetts received 3.11 %of all U.S. funding forthese'programs in FY 1993, 'CDF projected that it will absorb about 
the same share of that nationWide cut- or $102.8 million. 

8 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 th~ 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. 

939,300 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Massachusetts in FY 1994 (446,743). ' 

10 HHS calculated 10,060 by dividing Massachusetts'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). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied by the Dumber ofchildren who received AFDC in Massachusetts in 1993 (208,651). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Massachusetts. 

12 229,016 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 21 %. 

" 
13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affecU?d by funding cuts in FY 2000: . 
COF multiplied the 15,061 children 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 bint to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homeiessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the Core principle that all eligible, 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).4 
• 	 $134.9 million (39%) would be lost in SSf (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $37.6 million (50%) would be lost in rood subsidies ror children in claild care and Head Start. 1I 

• 	 $169.6 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.1 

• 	 $193.1 million (16%) would be lost in rood stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Michigan will lose $2.1 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON MICHIGAN's CIDLDREN 

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 picl<; 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 
slales 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 schoollunches9 

•. 	 9,380 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).IO . 

• 	 63,000 children would lose AFDCin 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.)l1 For the roughly 513,000 children receiving rood stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 8,212 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSf, according to HHS. 
(In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDFprojects a reduction of 14,400 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher 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. 

http:notes).IO
http:Start.1I


1 H,R. 4, the Personal ResponsibilityAct,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. 

, '.. 
, . . . 

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 Michigan received 2.45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF 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 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, SS! !!pending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March I, 1995. Beca~se 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 SS! 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 Michigan shown here.) Because Michigan received 4.23% of all U.S. SS! spending for children in December 
1994, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $134.9 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $37.6 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 
Michigan received 5.14% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut-':' or $169.6 million. ' 

g 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY2000. Therefore, COF estimated Michigan's FY 2000 cut by first using theUSOA 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 funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Michigan in FY 1994 (741,849). 

10 HHS calculated 9,380 by dividing Michigan'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 Michigan in 1993 (449,909). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Michigan. 

12 513,005 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 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 SS! in Michigan 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 MINNESOTA 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP 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,2 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 ye~ 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.3 

• 	 $11.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $33.3 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $50.4 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• 	 $59.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.1 

• 	 $61.8 million (19%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Minnesota will lose $852 million 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 schoollunches9 

• 	 6,850 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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 benefits would 
decline by about 19% -' below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 1,851 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 of3,950 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending .on 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. 



1 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 esiimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs i~ the school nutritiop block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000; according to CBO., ~suming 
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, COF projected 
that Minnesota 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.) 

5 Compared with current la~, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationWide i~ FY2000, ~rding 
to CBO preliminary anaiyses dated March I, 1995: Because ~ese 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.S 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 1.0S% ~f all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994: COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $33.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.S%) of funds for the Child and Aduli 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 SS% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.S % 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 SO%, or $i.l billion nationwide. Because Minnesota received 4.S8% of all U.S. CACA' 
spending in FY 1993, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $SO.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 CBOpreliminary 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, COF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $S9.2 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $S.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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore; COF estimated Minnesota's FY .2000 cut by first using the USOA data 
to determine that MinneSota's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 1.10%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $S.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 45,350 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) mUltiplied by the number 'of children actually' receiving school lunch 
in Minnesota in FYI994 (515,387). 

10 HHS calculated 6,850 by dividing Minnesota's funding cut by an av~ge nationwide fede~1 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 Minnesota in 1993 (125,843). 
The number mad~ ineligible by 200S was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Minnesota. 

,12 171,796 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease 'by 'about 19%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHSanalysis 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 biIJI 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, 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).4 
• 	 $88.1 million (39%) wouldbe lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $19.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subSidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $17.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.? 
• 	 $70.5 million (12 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

. 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Mississippi 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-p~yments 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 
ifstates 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. 

• 	 35,900 children would lose federally·subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 4,070 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 ' 

• 	 17,400 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts, (In addition, by FY 2005, , 
, . 82,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
. types of children',) II For the roughly 273,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 

decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

., 	 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. 



I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved 'by tbe U.S. House of Representatives Marcb 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect sligbtly 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. 1)le Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut fu~ds for progranlS in th~ ~bool 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 scbool luncbes will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Mississippi received 2.15% of all U.S. scboolluncb fu,nding in FY 1993, CDFprojected 
that Mississippi would absorb about the same sbare 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 
Commi~. Nationwide, child care fundlng 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 accouniing for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Missis~ippi sho~ 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. 

6 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 arits 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 
spending in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $19.3 million. ' 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families~th DePendent Chiidren (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 CBOpreliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) Because 
Mississippi received 0.53% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that it will absoCb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $17.5 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000; compared with cutrentlaw, 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 Mississippi's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data 
to determine that Mississippi's sbare 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. 

9 35,900 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) multiplied by the numbei of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Mississippi in FY 1994 (407,983). 

10 Hils calculated 4;070'by dividing Mississippi'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) . 

.11 The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied by the number of children who received AFoC in Mississippi in 1993 (124,148). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Mississippi. 

12 273,355 cbildren received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 
, ' 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated'Marcbl7, 1995. Cbildrenaffected by funding 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 not include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN MISSOURI 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP 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 $10 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle 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 (H~S), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $11.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $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.s 
• $21.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $44.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC. cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• 	 $100.9 million (15%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Missouri will lose $909 million under the bill: 

IMPACT ON MISSOURI's CIDLDREN 

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 
poss~ble, 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 Missouri would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stales choose to CUI costs solely lJy 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-subsi~ized scboollunches9 

• 	 1,400 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 . 

• 	 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 prohibits .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. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 3,803 disabled children i~ediately 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 1,500 
in the number 'of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 . . 

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. 



1 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. 

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 Missouri received 2.18% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Missouri 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." 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $66.3 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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 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, COF 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 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 Missouri 
received 1.34% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwid~ cut- or $44.3 million. 

g Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March IS, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Missouri's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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. 

948,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8·%) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch . 
in Missouri in FY 1994 (555,113). 

10 HHS calculated 7,400 by dividing Missouri'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). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14 % multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Missouri in 1993 (171,302). 
The number made ineligible by· 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDe quality control data for Missouri. 

12 291,197 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 15%. 

13 Children made in~ligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 19,264 children 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 Hous~ of Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

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 Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $1.7 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $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.s 
• 	 $6.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• 	 $9.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• 	 $10.9 million (14%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Montana will 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 lunches9 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 34,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 14% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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 projects a reduction of 850 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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 



changes in state needs. Under block grants, f~.mding levels would not respond. 
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1. 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. 

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 choos~ 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 funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that 
Montana 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-Cf, 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, SS} spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide in FY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March I, 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 SS} 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. SS} spending for children in December 
1994, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $,7.5 million- in FY 2000.' 

6 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 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 projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $9.1 million .. 

8 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 onJy forFY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000 .. Therefore. CDF estimated Montana's FY 2()()() 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 applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. . 

97,650 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Montana in.FY 1994 (86,74l). 

10 HHS calculated 1.170 by dividing Montana'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) .. 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number ofchildren 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. 

. . 

12
 33,600 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 14%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately:HHS analysis dated March 17,1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2,208 children who received SS} in Montana in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminaryan.a1ysis, Match 27, 1995; does not"include last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEBRASKA 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP 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 570 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards', and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will 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 Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 53.1 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 55.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not-counting restored funds).4 . 
• 	 512.7 million (39%) 'would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 517.6 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidia for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 515.0 million (14%) would be lost in.AFDC cash 'assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7.·· 

• 	 $14.6 million (13%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Nebraska will lose $205 million unqer the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEBRASKA's CmLDREN . 

. States could make these cuts in several ways: by excluding groups of children fro'm 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 ofwhich 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 enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. . . , 

• 	 17,950 ,children would lose federally-subsidized,school lunches9 

• 	 3,080 children would lose federal child care' subsidies that help parents get off or stay offwelfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)ll For the roughly 61,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would' 
decline by about 13 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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, CD F projects a reduction of 1,500 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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, funding levels would not respond. 



I 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. 

l 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. 

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 FY2000 to about 19%. The figures here do not reflect that change.) 

5 Compared with current law, SSI spending would decli'ne 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 estiniate 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 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. 

6 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 arits 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. 

8 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, COF 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. 

917,950 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Nebraska in FY 1994 (203,762). ' 

10 HHS calculated 3,080 by dividing Nebraska's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include resto.red child care funds (see note 4). 

II The year 2000 figure =14% mUltiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Nebraska in 1?93 (32,700). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Nebraska. 

12 61,100 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children 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 las.t-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEVADA 


On' March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilJl 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional 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. According to projections by the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Department ofAgriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $2.0 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $1.9 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $8.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children,s 
• ,$2.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

.$6.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs,7 . 
• 	 $21.1 million (18 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. II 

Over five years (FY 1996.:.2000), HHS estimates Nevada will lose $187 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEVADA's CHILDREN 

State,s 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 Jist illustrates how many children in Nevada would be affected in FY 2000 if 
stales choose to cUI 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 schoollunches9 

• 	 1,170 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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 biII prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)lJ For the roughly 55,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 18% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 187 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.)13 . 

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. U,nder current law, federal funding levels respond 



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



I 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 
ne~t 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, accord~ng to CBO. Assuming 
that states will chpose 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 funding in FY 1993, COP projected that 
Nevada would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: IllIS 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 IllIS. (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 ,I<Y 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%,0 after accounting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Nev.ada shown here.) Because Nevada received 0.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share ofthat nationwide cut- or $8.5 million- in FY 2000; 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aside for WlC, this fuIJding 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 CACFPat 'its present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACPP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Nevada received 0.22% of all U.S. CACFP spending 
in PY 1993, COP assumed it'would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $2.5 million. 

7 The bill' would cut funds .for Aid to Pamilies 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 Pebruary 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children'sDefense Pund.) Because Nevada 
received 0.21 % of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COP proj~ted that ,it will absorb about the same sbare 
of that nationwide qut- or $6.9 million. ' . .. 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COP estimated Nevada's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA data to 
determine that Nevada's share of the nationwide cut in fis.cal years 1997-2000 is 0.37%, and then applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

98,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving scboollunch 
in Nevada in FY 1994 (93,192). 

10 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). 

II 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 IllIS based on AFDC quality control data for Nevada. 

n 54,651 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 18%. 0 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: IllIS analysis dated March 17, 1995 .. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COp. 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 footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW HAMPSHIRE 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 	 . 

IMPACT ON NEW HAMPSHIllE'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. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $1.3 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $2.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $5.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $2.2 million (50%)' would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $7.7 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.1 

• 	 $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 ifstiJJes 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). 10 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 29,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
.decline by about 18% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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.)13 

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. 



1 H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatiyes March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly ea:r1ier 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 Administr:ation's estimate is $69 billion'. 

3 The bill would cut fundS for programs In th~ school nutiitio~ block grant by 8.8% in FY 2OOO"according to CBO.As~uming 
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,O.25% of. all U;S. school'lunch funding'in FY 1993, COF 
projected that New Hampshire 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 ~endment 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 a~ut.l9%. The figures here do not reflect that change.), 

5 Compared with curre~t 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 ~unting for offsetting food stamp increases. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for New Hampshire shown here.) &cause New Hampshire received 0.16% of all U.S. SSI spending for children 
in December 1994, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $5.1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of fundS for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apartfrom 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 stales continue to fund CACFP af its present perCentage share ofbQth block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationWide. Because New Hampshire received 0.20% ofall U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, COF 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 billiori, 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.) ~use New 
Hampshire received 0.23% of all U.S. funding for thes,e programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- 'or $7.7 million. 

8 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 Agr,iculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY2000. Therefore, COF estimated New Hampshire's FY 2000 cut by fii'sfusing the USOA 
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 ~gure for FY2000. " 

9 7,750 .represents the percentage cut in fu~ding (8.8 %) mUltiplied by the number of children actualiy receiving school lunch 
in New Hampshire in FY 1994 (87,971).' ' 

10 HHS calculated 1,300 by dividing New Hampshire's funding ~ut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure 
figure of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include rest9red child care fundS (see note 4). 

11 The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Hampshire in 1993 
(18,755). The number made ineligible by 2005 w~ calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control chta for New 
Hampshire. . , 

12 29,209 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, fundS will decrease by about 18%. 

. '.. . 
13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COF mUltiplied the 1,566 children who received SSI in New Hampshire in Decemberl994 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 NEW JERSEY 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bilP to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hu~ger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bill, 
part of the Contract with .America,· cuts crucial child..,survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and .voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children wiIJ be 
~ed. 	 ... ' 

IMPACT ON NEW JERSEY'S ECONOMY 

The following projectioris 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 Agr!culture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• $10.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 


• $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. S 

• $18.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• $88.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• $124.8 million (18%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

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 
P!ltting them on waiting lists; by reducing benefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional value ofa 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 
ifstates choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 44,600 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 6,480 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).to 

• 	 33,350 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
155,OOOchHdren could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of chiJdren.)11 For the roughly 268,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 18% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. l2 

• 	 ~ 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.)l3 . 

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 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. 



I 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. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by8.8 % 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, COP projected 
that New Jersey 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 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, 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 New Jersey shown here.) Because New Jersey received 2.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut-;- or $72.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood 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% ofCACFP 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, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $18.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Pamilies 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 Pebruary 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Pund.) Because New 
Jersey received 2.69% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COP projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $88.8 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March IS, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COP estimated New Jersey's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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. 

944,600 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in New Jersey in FY 1994 (506,656). 

10 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). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Jersey in 1993 (238,277). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for New Jersey. 

12 267,689 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 hi FY 2000: 
CDP 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 footnoteS) 

'IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NEW MEXICO 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed, a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACI' ON NEW MEXICO'S ECONOMY 

The following projections 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 V.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS), the U.S. Depart:nlent of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $4.7 million (8.8%)would be lost in school lunch subs,dies.3 

• 	 $5.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $21.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI(Supplementai Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• 	 $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.' 
• . $45.3 million (17%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates New Mexico ~iII lose $508 million under the bill. 
, 	 , 

IMPACI' 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 pickup 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 
ifstates clwose to cUI costs solely by reducing cu"entprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. . 

• 	 15,300 children would lose federally-subsidized scl.ool. l~ncheS9 

• 	 3,270 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 . 

• 	 8,650 children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY2oo5, 
30,000 children could be made ineligible for·federal assistance becau'se the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.) 11 For the roughly 132,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritiona! needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 845 disabled children immed~ately would lose eligibility·.for cash SSI, according 19 HHS. 
{In FY 2000, based on the state's pro-rated share of funding cuts, CDFprojects a reduction of 2,400 , 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending 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. 



I 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 Ad~inistration's estimate· is $69 billion. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block g~t 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 fu~ding in FY 1993, CDF projected 
that New Mexico 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 New Mexico shown here.) Because New Mexico received 0.66% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, COF assumed it would absorb aboutthe same share of that nationwide cut- or $21.0 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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% ofCACFPfunds 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, COF 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 biilion, 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, COF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $20.9 million. . ' . 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2OOO,comparedwith current law, according 
to estimates from March 15, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Theref~re, COF estimated New Mexico's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 
data to determine that New MexicO's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.80%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

915,300 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in New Mexico in FY 1994 (173,965). 

10 HHS calculated 3,270 by dividing New Mexico's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care ~xpendlture figure 
. of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds '(see note 4). . 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in New Mexico in 1993 (61,785). 
The number made ineligible by' 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDCquaiity control data for New Mexico. 

12 131,698 children received food stamps in FY 1993. AS noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March i 7. 1995.. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COP multiplied the 6,125 children who received SSI in New Mexico 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 NEW YORK 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bill1 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,2.eliminates 
federal nutritional and other stand~ds, and voids the core principle 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 Pund: 

• 	 $37.8 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $37.0 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $271.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI(Supplementai Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• 	 $62.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $412.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.1 

• 	 $698.9 million (28%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates New York will lose $8.52 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON NEW YORK's CIDLDREN 

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 CUI 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 fed~rally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 22,830 children would lose. federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes).l0 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 965,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 28 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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, CDP projects a reduction of 29,450 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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 flexibly to such 
changes in state needs. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 
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I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet retlect 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. 

J The bill would cut funds for programs in the s~hool nutrition block grant by 8.8% il;1 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. 

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 retlect.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 I, 1995~ Because these cuts would make families fX>orer, 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 retlected 
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. 

6 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 areplaced.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. 

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, orJ4%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. -(~alculations by the Child~n'sDefense Fund.) Because New 
York received 12.49% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FYI993, CDF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $412.3 million. ' 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current la\V, according· 
to estimates from March IS, 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 applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for' FY 2000. 

9 143,050 represents the Percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school iunch 
in New York in FY 1994 (1,625,538). 

10 HHS calculated 22,830 by dividing New York'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 fun~ (see note 4). . 

II 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. 

12 964,858 children received food stampS inFY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 28%. 

IJ Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis datedMarch 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000:. 
CDF mUltiplied the .75,481 children who received SSI in New Yorkin 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 NORTH CAROLINA 


"On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
~~. 	 " 

IMPACI' ON NORTH CAROLINA'S ECONOMY 

The following 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.3 

• 	 $27.7 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $88.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for qisabled children.s 

• 	 $27.7 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care aDd Head Start.6 

• 	 $67.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFoc cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $84.5 million (13 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates North Carolina will lose $1.2 billion under the bill. 

IMPACI' 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 
ifstates choose to cUI costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• . 	 66,050 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

• 	 17,090 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
. (see notes). 10 

• 	 31,300 children would lose AFoc in FY 2000 because of funding 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.)ll For the roughly 324,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 13% - below the minimum.needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 6,548 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 10,250 
in the number of blind and" disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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. 



I 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. 

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, COF projected 
that North Carolina 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.) 

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 I, 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 
n(ltionwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33 %, after accounting for offsetting food siamp 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $88.0 million- in FY 
2000. 

6 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $27.7 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, 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, COF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $67.8 million. ' 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated North Carolina's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA 
d(lta 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. 

966,050 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). 

!O 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). 

II 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. 

12 323,552 children received food stamps inFY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

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%. 



Preliminary analysis, March 27, 1995; does nofinclude last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN NORTH DAKOTA 
, 	 , 

On March 24, the House of Representltives, passed a biJll 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 ~erica, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core 'principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 	 ' " 

IMPACf ON NORTH DAKOTA'S ECONOMY 

, The following projections ,show 'some of the funds North 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: 

• 	 $1.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $1.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $3.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $9.0 million (50%) would be ,lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $5.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.1 

• 	 $6.5 million (13 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Ove~ five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates North Dakota will lose $85 million under the bill. 
:: , 

IMPACf ON NORTH 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 substantiany 
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 
ifstates choose to CUI costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federai 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

, • 7,850 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 
, 

• 	 930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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 ofchiidren.)11 For the roughly 24,000 children receiving food stiunps,average benefits would 

,decline by about 13 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 109 disabled children illUl\ediately 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 children 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. 



I 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 es.timate 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 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 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 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. 

6 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 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 
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 $S.s million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18~, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates froni March IS, 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 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 applying that 
percentage to' the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. ' 

97,850 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)., 

lO 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). 

II 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. 

12 23,694 children received food stamps inFY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF mUltiplied the 1,214 cbildren 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 bill1 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 Arnerica~ cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the cor€fprinciple that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 	 . ' 

IMPACf 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).4 
• 	 $169.3 million (39%) would be lost'in SSI(Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• 	 $37.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and HeadSfart.6 

• 	 $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.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Ohio will lose $2.3 billion under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 ifstates, 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing CU"elU program enrollmelUs by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. ' 

• 	 ,85,600 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 
' 

• 	 17,830 children would lose federal child care subsidies 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..(Inaddition, 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. 12 ' 

• 	 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.)13 

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. 



I ILR. 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 hill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reduce federal spending nationwide by $68 billion over the 
nt'.xt 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 Ohio received 3.46% of all U.S. school lunch funding 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 I, 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. 

6 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% ofCACFP 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 Ohio received 3.36% of all U.S.' CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, CDF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $37.0 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 FY2000, compared with ~urrent 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 applying that percentage to the 
$5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 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). . 

iO HHS calculated 17,830 by dividing Ohio's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$\ ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Ohio in 1993 (473,064). The 
number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for Ohio. 

12 611,112 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 17%. 

Ll Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 47,605 children who received SSI in Ohio in December 1994 by 39%. 



Preliminary analysis, March27, 1995; does noUnclude last-minute amendments (see footnotes) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN OKLAHOMA 


On March 24, the House of Represe~ta.'tives passed a bilP 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 nutritio'nal and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. . 

IMPACI' ON OKLAHOMA'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show s~me ofthe funds Oklahoma cOuld lose in fiscal year 2000 under the 
House bill, ~ompared 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: 

• 	 $7.4 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3, 
• 	 $11.3 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $37.4 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• 	 $16.9 million (50%) would be los~ in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 
, 

• 	 $38.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" progrants.7 
• 	 $58.1 million (14%) would be lost in food stamPs, mostly for families with children. 8 

. 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Okiahoma:williose $533 ~iIlion under the bill. 

IMPACI' 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 maldng 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 beto replace lost federal funds by raising state taxes or finding' 
other funds. The following list illustrates how many children in Oklahoma would be affected infl" 2000 if 
states choose to cut costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that' prog~am or block grant. ' 

• 	 32,200 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare· (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 180,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 14% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 1,056 disabl~ children'immediatelywould 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 4,250 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive ,assi~tance.)13 

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. ' ' 



I II.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Repr~entatives 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 
nC'xt 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 Oklahoma received 1.45% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected 
that Oklahoma 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, ~ucing 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $37.4 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Food Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
hlock 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 
Cllt 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $16.9 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 
Oklahoma received 1.16% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY: 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $38.3 million. 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Oklahoma's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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. 

9 32,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Oklahoma in FY 1994 (365,797). 

10 HHS calculated 6,970 by dividing Oklahoma's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures donot include restored child care funds (see note 4). 

II 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 Doted above, funds will decrease by about 14%. 

L1 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cu~ 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 amendments (see footnotes) 
. 	 . 

IMPACT' OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN OREGON 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a billl 
.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,2 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 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: 

• 	 $5.2 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• 	 $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.s 
• 	 $16.1 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $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. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Oregon will lose $661 miUion 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 currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 21,650 children would lose federally -subsidized school lunches9 

• 	 5,430 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).10 . 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 137,000 children receiving food stamps. average benefits would 
decline by about 25 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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, CDFprojects a reduction of 2,500 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Oregon's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. Forexample~ 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. 



I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact shee~ 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. ' 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant bi 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, COF projeCted that 
Oregon 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.) 

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 I, 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 woul~ 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 Or~gon received 0.66% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in December 
1994, COF assuined it would absorb about th'e same share of that nationwide cut- or $21.1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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% ofCACFP funds are placed in the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP arits 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, COF 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 cosiestimates 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. " . 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March IS, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF 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 billion nationwid~ figure for FY 2000. ' , 

921,650 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). 

10 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). 

II 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 will decrease by about 25%. 

13 Children made ineligible iinmediately: HHS analysis dated March 17,1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY2000: 
COF multiplied the 6,436 children who received SSI in Oregon 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 PENNSYLVANIA 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a biJII 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. . 

IMPACf ON PENNSYLVANIA'S ECONOMY 

The following 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.3 

• 	 $24.2 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $149.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $28.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $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.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Pennsylvania will lose $2.07 billion under the bill. 

IMPACf ON PENNSYLVANIA'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 substantial1y 
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 
ifstates choose to CUI 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 schoollunches9 

• 	 14,930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 

• 	 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.) II For the roughly 556,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 17% - below the minimum needed to meet nutriti9nal needs. 12 

• 	 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.)13 . 

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. 



I 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. 

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 aU programs in the block grant by the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches wilFdecline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Pennsylvania received 3.36% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected 
that Pennsylvania 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.) 

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 rrtillion. 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $149.0 million- in FY 2000. 

, ' 

6 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 De cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP 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 Pennsylvania received 2.59% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, COF 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 '~hildren (AFOC), 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, COF prpjected that it wiU absorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $131.9 million. ' 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 199~2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Pennsylvania's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 
data to determine that Pennsylvania's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 4.24%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

985,850 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Pennsylvania in FY 1994 (975,334). . 

10 HHS calculated 14,930 by dividing Pennsylvania'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 flllids' (see note 4). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in Pennsylvania in 1993 (407,979). 
The number made ineligible 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%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COF multiplied the 39,955 children who received SSIin Pennsylvani~ 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 RHODE ISLAND 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint 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~2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
~ed. ' 

IMPACf 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.s 
• 	 $2.5 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.7 

• 	 $27.9 million (27%) would be lost infood stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Rhode Island will lose $294 million under the bilL 

IMPACf 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 aschool 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 Rhode Island would be affected in FY 2000 
ifstales choose to cut costs solely 11y reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 5,100 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 1,670 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)ll For the roughly 49,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 27% -' below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 ' 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.)I' 

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. 



I n.R. 4: the Personal Responsibility Act; approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 199s'. Some numbers 
in ~is fact sheet reflect slightly ~tlierversions of,the bill. 	 ' 

2 The Congressional Budget Office, (CBO) estimates th~ bill will reduce fed~ra1 spending n~tionwide by $68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with c,urrent law. "The Administration's estimate is $69 billion. 	 ' 

3 The bill would cut funds forprograms in th~ 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 Rhode Island received 0.26% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected 
that Rhode Island would absorb about, the same share of that nationwide cut iri FY 2000. . 

, " 	 . . . 

4 Source: HHS state-by~state analysis of the bill in the form considered by-'the 'Economic and Educational Opportunities 
C~mmittee. 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 ameridment by Rep. Nancy,Johnson, R-CT, restored $750 million:in child care funds over 
,the riext five years, reducing the cut in FY,2000 to abOut 19%. The figures here do not iefl,~tthat change.) 

5 Compared with current ia~, 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 fQod stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million., Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for S~rfami1ies would,be cut $2.5 billion. (Last:-minute changes raised CBO's estimate of the 
nationwide,cut to $2.7 billion, or 33%; afieraccpunting for offsetting food stanip iocrcllses. Jbose changes are not reflected 
in the figur~ for 'RhOde Island shown' qere.) Because Rhode Island recefved 0.32% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $10.4 million- in FY 2boo.

'" , ' -.~: . 	 . 
'," " 

6 Thebillplacesthe'inajority (87~5%)of funds for the'Cbild ~d Adult Care Food Program '(CACFP) ina family nutrition 
block-grant; apart from a<special set-aside for W1C, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% inFY 2000 compared 
with current law,CBO projects., The other 12.5%·ofCACFP 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, CACH> by FY 2060 is 50%, or$1.'i'billion mitionwide. Because Rhode Island received 0.23% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending inFY 1993, COFassume,d it, would absorb abo,~t the same share of that nationwide,co't"':"':' or' $2.5 million. 

: .' 	 '. ." . 

7 The bili, ~ould cui funds for Aid' to Famili~, with DependentCbildren(AFDC), Emergency Assistance,' and the Job 

, Qpportunities and ~ic Sldlls Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in FY 2000, cOmpared with current law, according 


to CBO preliminary Cost estimates dated February 28,i99S. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Fund.) BeCauSe Rhode 

Island reCeived 0.53% of all U.S. fu~ding for these'programs in FY 1993, COF projected thatit will absorb about the same 


, share"or:that nationwide ~u,t";:" or $17: 6 million.' . '. , 
" 

. 8 Food stamp spending nationwide wo~ld be ,cut $5.64 billion, 'or 18%, in FY 2000, compared with,current law, according 
)0 estimates' from March 1,5, .1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture '(USOA).USOA shows state data only for,FY 1996 
'and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2(XXt Therefore, COF estimated Rhode Island's.FY 2000 cut ,by first using the USOA 
data to determine that Rhode Island's share of the nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.50%" and then applyi~g that 
percentage to the $5; 64 billion nationwide figure for FY,2000. " 

, 	 9 5,100' repr~ntSthe percentage cut in funding (8.8%)multiplied,by the number of childre{l actually receiving school lunch 
in Rhode Island in FY)99~,:(S7,713). ".-" , , . , , 

. ;-. 

10 HHS calculated.! ,670 by divi,ding Rhod~lsland'~ funding' ~utby an average nationwide federal child ~re expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do' nO,t iDciiide restored child care funds (see note 4). ,', ," ..' 

, 	 , 

, 
"II The year 2000 figure = 14.% multiplied by the number of children who received' AFDC in Rhode Island in 1993 (40,458). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was caJculatedby' HHS based,:onAFDC quality control data for Rhode Island. 

12 49;045 children received fOOd stampsin FY,l993. As noted.above, funds will decrease by about 27%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediat¢ly: IIFIS analysis dated, March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in,FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied"the 2,474 children ~ho received SSI in Rhode Island in. Oecember 1994 by 39%. 
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.. Preliminary anil.lysi~, March 27, 1995; does not include last~minute amendments (seefootnot~) 

IMPACT OF HOUSE' BILL ON CHILDREN IN SOUTH CAROLINA 


. On March 24. the House of Representatives passed a bilP 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be· 
served. ' 

IMPACT ON SOUTH CAROLINA'S ECONOMY. 

The following projections show some of the funds South Carolina ¢ould 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 ntillion (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.' 
• 	 $7.9 million (24%) 'would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $55.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI(Supplemental Security Jncome) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $11.8 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and.Head Start. 6 

• 	 $21.8 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-:work" programs.7 

• 	 $49.1 million (12%) would be lost in food stamps, mosdy for families with children.s 
.'. 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates South Carolina will lose $522 million under the bill . 
., 

IMPACT ON SOUTH 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 1;lenefits or the quality of services (for example, by substantially 
cutting the nutritional yalue of a school lunch); or by making 10w-inCt?me 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 politica1ly 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 . 
ifstates choose to cUI costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program ,or block grant. 

• 	 39,650 children would lose federally:subsidized schoollunches~ 

• 	 4,870 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 . 

• 	 .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 cnHdren.)il For the roughly 214,000 children receiving food stamps, average beriefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutriiional ileedS.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 blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)}3 

The biU's actual impact could be higher or 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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I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the U.S. House of Representatives March 24, 1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sheet retlect 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. 

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 grantby the same 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 

. $510 million nationwide. Because South Carolina received 1.97% ofall U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993,'COF projected 
that South Carolina 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 notretlect 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 I, 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 5SI 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 ~unting for offsetting food stamp increases~ Those changes are not retlected 
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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $55.5 million- in FY 
2~ , 

6 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 mnds 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, COF assumed it would absorQ about the 'same share of that nationwide cut- or $11.8 million. 

7 The bil1 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, COF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $21.8 million. 

g 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FYI996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000 .. Therefore, COF estimated South Carolina's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 
data to determine that South Carolina's share of the nationwide ~ut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.87%, and then applying that 
~rcentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. . 

9 39,650 = the cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch in South Carolina 
in FY 1994 (450,845). . 

10 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 restofed child care funds (see note 4). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14 % multiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in South Carolina in' 1993 
(105,722). The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based oil state AFDC quality control data. 

12 213,828 children received food stamps i~ FY 1993. ,As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis ,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 bill1 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, 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.3 

• 	 $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.s 
• 	 $4.9 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $4.5 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $7.1 million (12 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), 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 
ifstates choose to cut costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 9,350 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

• 	 930 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 32,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 12 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 396 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.)13 

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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I H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by theU.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. . 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in th~ ~chool 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 schoolluDches will decline by' 

$510 million nationwide. BecauseSa'uthDakota received 0'.:36% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected 

that South 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 ~nsidered 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 toHHS; (A last-minute amendment by Rep. Nancy·Johnson, R-CT,restored $750 million in child care funds over 
the next five years; ~educilig the cut in FY 2000 to about 19%.' Thefigu~ 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 wO,uld make families poorer, .the families would qualify 
for additional food stamps;causing food stanip spending to increase by an eStimated $680 million. ,Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources forSSI families would be ,cut $2.5 billion.· (Last-minute changes raised CBO's esti~ate of the 
nationwide cut to $2.7 billion, or 33 %, after accounting for offsetting food ~tamp increases. Those changes are Dot 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 absorba.x;ut the same share of that nationwide cut- or $8.0 million- ih FY 2000.. 

• '- ," ." 't 

6 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 forWIC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP 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. aecauseSouth'Dakota received 0.44% of all U.S. CACFP 
spending in FY 1993, tDF 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 F~ilies with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergen~y,Assi~tance,. and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion,or 14%, inFY 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 rec~ived 0 . .14% Of all U.S. fundingfor these programs in FY 1993, CDF projected that itwUt"absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut-;- or $4~5 million. ' . .. . . , 

8 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. Depart'!Dent of Agriculture '(USDA). USDA shows ~tate,data onJy 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 applying that 
percentage.to the $5.64 billio~ nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

99,350 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) multiplied by the number of children ~ctually receiving s~hoollunch 
in. South Dakota inFY 1994 (106,393). . . ' , . 

10 HHS calcula~'930 by dividing South Dakota's funding c~t by an average nationwide federal child ~re expenditure figure . 
of $1,621 Per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4). . 

1.1 The year 2000 figure, = 14% mUltiplied by the number of children who received AFDC In Soutp Dakota in 1993 (14,214). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality. ~ntrol data for South Dakota. . , 

12 31,562 children received food stamps in FY 1993. ·As noted above, funds will decrease by about 12%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysi~ dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY: 2000; 
CDF mUltiplied the 2,497 children who received-SSI in South Dakota in December 1994 by 39%. ' 

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

IMPACT OF HOUSE BILL ON CHILDREN IN TENNESSEE 


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 ofthe Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other'standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children 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 Services (HHS), the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), and the Children's Defense Fund: 

• 	 $11.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.3 

• $16.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• $77.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• $16.2 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.1S 
• ,$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. 8 

Over five years (FY .1996-2(00), HHS estimates Tennessee will lose $927 million under the bill . 

. IMPACT ON TENNESSEE's CmLDREN 

,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 politic,ally 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 cu"entprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

. • 52,200 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunche.s9 

• 	 10,360 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
, (see notes).IO 

• 	 30,350 children would lose AFDC in' FY 2000 because of funding cuts~ (In 3ddition, by FY 2005, 
115,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 364,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 15 % -' below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needsY , 

• 	 In 1996, 2,736 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 areduction of 8,600 

in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher'or lower than these projections, depending 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, funding levels would not respond. 

http:notes).IO
http:schoollunche.s9
http:Start.1S


I H.R. 4, the Personal Respo~sibility Act, approved by'the U.S. House of RepreSentatives March 24, 1995.' Some numbers 
in this fact sheet reflect slightly earlier yersic;>ns of the bill. 

2 The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates the bill will reducef'ederal spending nationwideby,$68 billion over the 
next five years, compared with cu.,.ent law. The Administration' sestimate is $69 . billion. '., 

3 The bill would cut fundS f~~ programs inth~'~~hool 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'Tennessee received 2.27% of ail U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COP projected 
that Tennessee would absorb about the ~e share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. ' ' " , 

, 	 4 Source: HHS 'state-by-state analysis of th~ 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,.testored $750 million in'child care funds over 
the next five yearS, reducing the cutin 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' spe~ding 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 rais~.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 Tennessee shown here.) Because Te.inessee received 2.41% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in' 
December 1994, COP assumed it would absOrb about the same share ofthat nationWide cut- or $77.0'million- in FY 2000. 

, 	 ... "., 

6 The bill places the majority (87:5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from a special set-aSide for Wic, this funding stream would ~ cut by more than 55 % in FY 2POO compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACPP funds are placed In the school nutrition block grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%'. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP at Its pres~nt 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, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or·$16.2 million., 

7 The bill would cut funds f~r Aid to Pamilies with Dependent Children (AFDC),.Emergency· Assistance, and the lob 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, in ~ 2000, compared with current law, according 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates. dated Pebruary28,' 1995. ;(Galculations by the Children's Defense Pun~.) Because 
Tennessee'received 1.34% of all U.S. funding for these,progra~s in FY 1993, COP' projected that it will ~bsorb about the 
same share of that nationwide cut- or $44.1 million. . . 

8 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 qf Agriculture (USDA). USDA shows state data only' for FY 1996 
and PY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COP eS~mated Tennessee's FY 2000 cut by first using the USDA data· 
to determine that Tennessee's share' of the nationwide cut in fiseal years>1997-2000 is 2.26 %, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY2000. 

9 52,200 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) multiplied by the number of children actually reeeivingschooliunch 
in Tenn~see in FY 1994 (593,090). > : ' , 

. 10 HHS calcu'ated 10,360 by dividingTennessee'sfundiIlg ~ut by an 'average' nationwide federal child care ~xpenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do notinclude r~toredqchild care funds (see note 4). . . ' :: >,' , 

II The year '2000 figur;e ;= 14% multiplied by the. number of children who received AFDC in Tennessee in 1993 (216,844)., 
The num~r made ine~igible by 2005 was calculated by HHS' based' on AFDC quality control data for Tennessee. 

12 364,193 children received· food stamps in FY 1993. ,As noted abov~; funds will decrease by about 15%.' 

13. Children made ineligible immediately: HHS'analysisdated March 17, 1995. Children affected by ,funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 2J,988 children. who received SSI in Tennessee 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 TEXAS 


On March 24, 'the House of Representatives passed' a bilJl 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 biilion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be' 
served. 

IMPACT ON TEXAS'S ECONOMY 

The following pr~jections show s~me of the funds Texas could lose in fisc~ 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: 

• 	 $49.6 million (8.8%) would be lost in' school lunch 'subsidies.3 

• 	 $44.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• i' $179.3 million (39 %) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children. S 

, .' $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~ AFDC cash assistance and, "welfare-to-work" programs.7 
. 

• 	 $612:3 million (20%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with childre~.8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHSestimates Texas will lose $5.2 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON TEXAS's CHILDREN 

, States could make these cuts in 'several ways:, 'by excluding groups of children from programs and 
putting them on waiting lists; by reduc~ng 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 Texas would be affected in FY 2000' ifstates 
choose to cut costs solely by reducing cu"entprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding 
is cut for that program or block grant. , 

• 	 188,000 children would lose federally-subsidized,schoollunches9 

• 	 27,390 children would lose federal child care subsidies 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.)l1 For the roughly 1.4 inillion children receiving food stamps, average benefits 
would decline by about 20% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional neoos. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 8,374 disabled children immediately would.Iose 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 9f 20,650 
'in the number of blind and'disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actmil impact could be higher 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 

http:notes).10


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

." 



I 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. 

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 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. 

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.)· 

S Compared with current law, SSI spending would decline by about $3.2 billion, or 39%, nationwide inFY 2000, according 
to CBO preliminary analyses dated March I, 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, 
COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $179.3 million- in FY 2000. ' 

6 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, thi~ 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 co~t 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 nationwide cut- or $101.5 million. 

8 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 applying that percentage to 
the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 188,000 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) . 

. 10 HIlS calculated 27,390 by dividing Texas's funding cut by an average nationwide federal child care expenditure figure of 
$ L ,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see note 4) .. 

II 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. 

12 1,421,597 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 20%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COF mUltiplied the 52,966 children who received SSI in Texas 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 UTAH 

On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a bint to shred the safety net that protects 
America's neediest children from hunger, malnutrition, abuse, neglect, disease, and homelessness. The bilI, 
part of the Contract with America, cuts crucial child-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,:2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACT ON urAH'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Utah could lose in fiscal year 2000 under the House 
bill, compared with currentlaw. According to proj~ions 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.3 

• 	 $6.8 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not cou!lting restored funds).4 
• 	 $14.0 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.5 

• 	 $20.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $15.4 million (14%) would be,lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-workll programs.7 

• 	 $22.7 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Utah will lose $276 million under the bill. 

IMPACT ON urAH'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 bage. 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 ifstales 
choose to cut costs solely bY reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal funding . 
is cut for that program or block grant. ' 

• 	 21,700 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

.' 	 4,190 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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 chiidren.)11 For the roughly 74,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. l :2 

• 	 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, CDP projects a reduction of 1,650 
in the' number of blind ~d disabled children would receive assistance.)'3 

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. 



I H.R. 4; the Personal Responsibility Act, approved by the 'U.S. House of Representatives Marcb 24,'1995. Some numbers 
in this fact sbeet 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 Admini,stration'sestimate is $69 billion~ 

J 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 scboolluncbes will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Utah received 0.88% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, CDF projected that Utah 
would absorb about the same sbare 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, cbild 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 Jobnson,R·CT, restored $750 million in cbild 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 I, 1995. Because these cuts would make families poorer, the families would qualify 
for additional foodstamps, 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 cbanges 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 bere.) 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. 

6 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 sbare 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. 

1 The. bill would cut funds for :Aid to Families with ,Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the J~b 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion',~orI4%, in FY 2000, compared with current.law, acCording 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995.'(Calculations by the Cbildren's Defense Fund.) Because Utah 
received 0.47% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FYl993 , CDF projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $15.4 million. . , 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%, in FY 2OOO,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 PY 1996·2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, CDP 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 applying that percentage to the 
$5.64 billion nationwide figure forFY 2000. . 

921,700 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8%) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving schoolluncb 
in Utah in FY 1994 (246,321). 

10 HHS calculated 4,190 by dividing Utah's funding cut by an average nationwide federal cbild care expenditure figure of 
$1,621 per ch,ild. These figures do not include restored cbild care funds (see note 4). . 

II 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 cbildren received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COP mUltiplied the 4,292 children who received SSI in Utah 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 VERMONT 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a billl 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy 'children will be 
served. 

IMPACf ON VERMONT'S ECONOMY 

The following projections 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). 4 

• 	 $5.1 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $3.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $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.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Vermont will lose $91 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 ~xample, 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 CUI costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 4,100 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 990 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes).lO 

• 	 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.)l1 For the roughly 25,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed tb meet nutritional needs. l2 . 

• 	 In 1996,55 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 500 in the 
number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

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. 

http:notes).lO


I 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. ' 

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 clit all programs in the block grant by the saine 8.8%, then funds for school lunches will decline by 
$510 million nationwide. Because Vermont received 0.16% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COP projected that 
Vermont would absorb about the same share cif that nationwide cut in FY 2000. 

4 Source: HHS state-by-sbtte 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 inFY'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 tBO'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, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $5.1 million- in FY 2000. 

6 The bill places the majority (87.5%) of funds for the Child and Adult Care Pood Program (CACFP) in a family nutrition 
block grant; apart from Ii 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 arits present percentage share of both block grants, the coml?ined 
cut to CACFP by FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide~ BecauSe Vermont received 0.32% ofaH U.S. CACFP spending 
in FY 1993, COP assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $3.5 million. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Patnilies with Dependent Children (AFDC), Emergency Assistance, and the Job 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Program (JOBS) by $2.6 billion, or 14%, inFY 2000, compared with current law, accofding 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated Pebruary 28, 1995. (Calculations by the Children's Defense Pund.) Because Vermont 
received 0.30% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COP projected that it will absorb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut--,. or $10.0 million. ' , 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or 18%,in FY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March IS, 1995 by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COP estimated Vermont's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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. 

94,100 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). 

to HHS calculated 990 by dividing Vermont'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 (~ee note 4). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied 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. 

, , 

12 25,386 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. ,Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COP 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 Representatives passed a bill l 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf 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 (S.S%) would be lost in school lunch subsidies.' 
• 	 $11.3 million (24%) would be lost in cliildcare subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $66.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $16.5 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care aDd Head Start.6 

• 	 $32.3 million (14%) would be lost in AFoc, cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $100.0 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Virginia will lose $920 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 
stales choose to cUI costs solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 51,350 children would ·lose federaJly-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 6,970 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 IS,7oo children would lose AFDC in FY 2000 because of funding cuts. (In addition, by FY 2005, 
7S,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill prohibits aid to certain 
types of children.)11 For the roughly 261,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 

. decline by about 16% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996,4,753 disabled children i~ediately 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 7,750 
in the number of blind and disabled children would receive assistance.)13 

The bill's actual impaCt could be higher or lower . than these projections, depending on Virginia'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:needs.12


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



I 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. 

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 Virginia received 1.96% of all U.S. school lunch funding in FY 1993, COF projected that 
Virginia 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.) 

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 I, 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $66.5 million-- in FY 2000. 

6 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, COO projects. The other 12.5% of CACFP funds are pl~ in the school nutritionbJock grant, which would 
be cut by 8.8%. Assuming states continue to fund CACFP ants present percentage share of both block grants, the combined 
cut to CACFPby FY 2000 is 50%, or $1.1 billion nationwide. Because Virginia received 1.50% ofalJ U.S. CACFPspending 
in FY 1993, COF 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, COF projected that it will absQrb about the same share 
of that nationwide cut- or $32.3 million. 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF estimated Virginia's FY 2000 cut by first using the USOA 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. 

9 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). 

10 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). ' 

1\ 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. 

12 261,125 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 16%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
CDP multiplied the 19,899 children who received SSI in Virginia 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 WASHINGTON 


On March 24, the House of Representatives 'passed a bill1 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 cruciarchild-survival programs by nearly $70 billion,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. . 

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.3 

• 	 $16.4 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4. 
• 	 $40.6 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $27.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $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.s 

, 	 . , 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Washington will lose $1.3 billion under the bill. 

IMPACT ON WASillNGTON'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 Washington would be affected in I:Y 2000 
ifstates choose to CUI costs solely by reducing current program enrollinents by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. I 

• 	 36,800 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 10,120 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare 
(see notes). 10 ' 

• 	 25,900 children would lOSe AFDC inFY 2000 because of funding cuts.' (In addition, by FY 2005, 
117,000 children could be made ineligible for federal assistance because the bill Prollibits aid to certain 
types of children.)l1 For the roughly 230,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 26% -' below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 In 1996, 1,859 disabled children immediately would lose eligibility for cash SSI, according toHHS. 
(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.)13 

The bill's actual impact could be higher or lower than these projections, depending on Washington's future 
economic, demographic, and social trends. For example, the state's school enrollment and ch~ld 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. 



I 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. 

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. Becau~e 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. 

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 toHHS. (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,causillg food stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. ~ounting 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 8.ccounting for offsetting food stamp increaSes. Those changes are not reflected 
in the figures for Washington shQWD here.) Because Washington received 1.27% of all U.S. SSI spending for children in 
December 1994, CDFassumed. it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $40.6 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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 thail55% 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 ~e same share of that 'nationwide cut~ or $27.3 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 
Washington received 2.68% 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 $88.6 million. 

8 Food stamp spending nationwide would be cut $5.64 billion, or l8%, inFY 2000, compared with current law, according 
to estimates from March IS, 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. 

9 36,800 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) mUltiplied by the number of children actually receiving school lunch 
in Washington in FY 1994 (418,243). 

10 HHS calculated 10,120 by dividing Washington'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). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number of children 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 n~ted above, funds will decrease by about 26%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: HHS analysis:dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding,cuts in FY 2000: 
CDF multiplied the 11,254 children who teceived SSlin 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 Representatives passed .a bilJl to shred the safety netthat 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 	 ' . 

IMPACf 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 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.3 

• 	 $4.5 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored f\lnds).4 
• 	 $28.8 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $6.0 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start. 6 

• 	 $23.9 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs. 7 

• 	 $38.2 million (11 %) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children. 8 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates West Virginia will lose $373 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 
ifstates choose to cUI costs solely by reducing currentprogram enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant .. 

• 	 17,550 children would lose federally-subsidized school lunches9 

• 	 2,780 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get off or stay off welfare (see 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)11 For the roughly 208,000 children receiving food stamps, average benefits would 
decline by about 11 % - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

• 	 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.)13 . 

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. 
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I 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. 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in th~ 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, COF projected 
that West Virginia 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.) 

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, COFassumed it would absorb ~ut the same share of that natio'nwide cut- or $28.8 million- in FY 
2000. 

6 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 t<> 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $6.0 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 West 
Virginia received 0.73% of all U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that it will absorb about the same 
share of that nationwide cut- or $23.9 million. 

8 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 (USOA). USOA shows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COP ~timated 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 1991-2000 is 0.68%, and then applying that 
percentage to the $5.64 billion nationwide figure for FY 2000. 

9 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 

, 

(l~!502). 
, 

10 HHS calculated 2,780 by dividing weSt 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). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% mUltiplied by the number of children who received AFDC in West Virginia in 1993 (73,964). 
The number made ineligible by 2005 was calculated by HHS based on AFDC quality control data for West Virginia. 

12 207,751 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 11 %. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately:HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COF multiplied the 8,169 children who received SSI in West Virginia 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 WISCONSIN 


On March 24, the House of. Representatives passed a bint 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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional and other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 
served. 

IMPACf 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.3 

• 	 $10.1 million (24%) would be lost in child care subsidies (not counting restored funds).4 
• 	 $85.7 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 

• 	 $17.7 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $72.1 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and IIwei fare-to-work " programs. 7 

• 	 $50.9 million (16%) would be lost in food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2000), HHS estimates Wisconsin will lose $830 million under the bill. 

IMPACf 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 enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 42,750 children would lose federally-subsidized schoollunches9 

• 	 6,230 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parents get pff or stay off welfare (see . 
notes). 10 

• 	 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. 12 

• 	 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.)13 

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



I 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 ~udget 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 fun~ for programs in the school nutrition block grant by8.8% in FY 2000, according toCBO. 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, COF projected 
that Wisconsin 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 FY2000, 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 fOOl;l stamp spending to increase by an estimated $680 million. Counting the offsetting food 
stamp increases, resources for SSI raniilies 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.) .Bec8.use Wisconsin .received 2.69% of all U.S. SSI spending for children· in 
December 1994, COFassumed it would absorb about the same share of that nation~de cut-:- or $85.7 million- in FY 2000. 

6 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 WlC, this funding stream would be cut by more than 55% in FY 2000 compared 
with current law, CBO projects. The other 12.5% ofCACFP 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 sbare 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, COF assumed it would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut- or $17.7 million. 

7 The bill would cut fun~ for Aid to: Families with Dependent Cbildren (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, .acc'ording 
to CBO preliminary cost estimates dated February 28, 1995. (Calculations -by the Cbildren's Defense Fund.) . Because 
Wisconsin received 2.19% of all. U.S. funding for these programs in FY 1993, COF projected that.it will absorb about the 
same sbare of that nationwide cut- or $72.1 million. . - . 

8 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 (USOA). USOAshows state data only for FY 1996 
and FY 1996-2000, but not for FY 2000. Therefore, COF eStimated Wisconsin's FY 2000 cut by first using theUSOA data 
to determine that Wisconsin's share of die nationwide cut in fiscal years 1997-2000 is 0.90%, and then applying that percentage 
to the $5 .64 billion nationwide· figure for FY 2000. 

" 42,750 represents the percentage cut in funding (8.8 %) mUltiplied by the number of Children actually receiving school lunch 
in Wisconsin in FY 1994 (486,013). 

10 HHS calculated 6,230 by dividing Wisconsin's funding cut by an average nationwide federalcbild care expenditure figure 
of $1,621 per child. These figures do not include restored child care funds (see. note 4). 

II The year 2000 figure = 14% multiplied by the number ofcbildren 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 Wisconsin. 

12 181,409 children reCeived food stamps in FY 1993. As noted " above, funds will decrease by about 16% . 

. 	 13 Children made ineligible imm~iately: HHS analysis dated March 17, 1995. Children affected by funding cuts in FY 2000: 
COF multiplied the 21,103 children who received SSI in Wisconsin 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 WYOMING 


On March 24, the House of Representatives passed a biJII to shred the safety net that p~otects 
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,2 eliminates 
federal nutritional arid other standards, and voids the core principle that all eligible, needy children will be 

, served. 

IMPACf ON WYOMING'S ECONOMY 

The following projections show some of the funds Wyoming 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).4 
• 	 $3.5 million (39%) would be lost in SSI (Supplemental Security Income) for disabled children.s 
• 	 $3.3 million (50%) would be lost in food subsidies for children in child care and Head Start.6 

• 	 $5.2 million (14%) would be lost in AFDC cash assistance and "welfare-to-work" programs.7 

• 	 $5.0 million (13%) would be 10sUn food stamps, mostly for families with children.s 

Over five years (FY 1996-2(00), HHS estimates Wyoming willlo~e $67 million under the bill. 

IMPACf ON WYOMING's CIDLDREN 

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 Iist'ilIustrates how many children in Wyoming would be affected in FY 2000 if 
slales choose 10 CUI cOSIS solely by reducing current program enrollments by the same percentage that federal 
funding is cut for that program or block grant. 

• 	 5,050 children would lose federally-subsidized smoollunches9 

• 	 860 children would lose federal child care subsidies that help parentS get off or stay off welfare (see, 
notes). 10 

• 	 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.)H For the roughly 19,000 children receiving food stampS, average benefits would 
decline by about 13% - below the minimum needed to meet nutritional needs. 12 

' 

• 	 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.)13 

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. Under block grants, funding levels would not respond. 



·f 

1 II.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. . ...... 

3 The bill would cut funds for programs in the school nutrition block grant by 8.8% in FY 2000, acCording to CBO ..:~~uming 
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 Wyoming received 0.18% of all U.S. school lunch funding inFY 1993, CDP"projected 
that Wyoming would absorb about the same share of that nationwide cut in FY 2000. ::,1 ~ 

4 Source: IrnS 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 ~%, compared with current law, 
according to IrnS. (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 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. 

6 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. 

7 The bill would cut funds for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFOC), 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. 

8 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. 

9 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). 

10 HHS calculated 860 by dividing Wyoming'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). 

II 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 IrnS based on AFOC quality control data for Wyoming. 

12 18,512 children received food stamps in FY 1993. As noted above, funds will decrease by about 13%. 

13 Children made ineligible immediately: IrnS 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%. 



E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 


05-Apr-1994 07:26am 

TO: Bruce N. Reed 

FROM: Carol H. Rasco 
Economic and Domestic Policy 

CC: Cathy R. Mays 
CC: 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 i~? 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 [ 

To: aosalyn Miller Children', 1)ct<:nse Fund 

From: pavid Kass , ,Children's Defense Fund 

Date: March 31, 1994 

Subject: *eeting on Welfare Reform'With Carol Rasco 
, 

As I mentioned on the phone today, a delegation of heads of 
children's; women's, minority, labor, religious,· and othe~ 
organizati9ns met with Secretary Shalala last week to share ou~ 
thoughts .~nd concerns on welfare reform. The people who 
participat~d in that meeting were: 

Marian Wrig~t 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 Campb~ll,National Women's Law Center 
Judith Lichtman, Women's Legal Defense Fund 
David Liederman, Child Welfare League
Ed Cooney, Food Research and Action Center 
Jennifer Va$iloff, Coalition on Human Needs 
Gerald McEntee, AFSCME 
Raul Yzaguirre, National Council of .La Raza 
Bob Greenstein, Center on Budget & Policy Priorities 

Since many: of the final decisions will be made on the I?residen·t ':s 
welfare plan in the next few weeks, this delegation requests eo 
meet with Ms .. Rasco as soon as possible. 

Please·letime know if I can provide more information at (202) 6'62- \ 
3556. Thank you for· considering our request .. 

2S f Street NW 
WashingtOn, DC 20001 

~ephone 202 628 8787 ....... ,;t;-r:~)(' 202662 35l(} 
. .....:::..L ~. ' " 
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19-Apr-1994 04:57pm 

TO: 	 Bruce N. Reed 

FROM: 	 Rosalyn A. Miller 
Economic and Domestic Policy 

CC: 	 Cathy R. Mays 

SUBJECT: 	 CDF Meeting 

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. If 
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 Ronald BroYin Secretary Robert Reich 
Secretary Henry Cisneros Secretary Richard Riley 
Secretary Mike Espy Secretary Janet Reno 
Secretary Fe~erico Pena Secretary Donna Shalala 

---_._.._._
. , . 

Chi,ldren's Defense Fuhd. , . 

From: , Marian Wright Edelman 

Subject: Key Concerns On Welfare Refonn 

CDF is encouraged by a number of key elements in the Administration' 5 emerging 
welfare refonn 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 flnal 
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 lt but cannot fmd full-time jobs in the private sector. 
The draft plan presumably will include no signiflcant fmancial 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. 

2S E SaccI. NW 
Wa>hinllton. DC :WUOl 
rell!phone 202 (,;m !l71l7 
Fax:.!.02 on:.!. :~;;10 

http:Fax:.!.02


TO 	 94562878 P.03MRR-21-1994 17:51 FROM CDF 8TH FL.662-3580 

The Administration is approaching a key juncture in the welfare refonn 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 enstae 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. 

cc: 	 Mary Jo' Bane 
David Ellwood 
Carol Rasco 
Bruce Reed 
Melanne Verveer 
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. Children's Defense' fund 

FAX: (202) 662-3550 

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET 

~1~', Carol Rasco 

FIRK: Domestic Policy Cnunse:l - White ·House 

CITY/STATE: 

FAX HtJHBER: 456-2878 

Marian Wright EdelmanFROM: 

DEPT. : 


IF YOU HAVE A TRAHSMITTAL/RECEIVING PROBLEM, PLEASE CONTACT ME AT 
(202) 662- 3569 • 

DATE: 4/6/94 TIME: 3:40 p.m. 

6RiIMBER OF PAGES SENT (INCLUDING COVER SHEET): 


COHMElrl'S: I wanted you to know that we sent the attached 


op-ed on welfare reform this morning t~ the New; York 

Tim~s =or their consideration. 

~5 EStreet, NW 
washin~ron,DC 20001 
r..I,...,hn"" '(17 (,'" ,,7A7 
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OpedSubmission/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 reform. Far too many of our ~hildren 

live in abject poverty, and far too many American families are hun: by policies inside and outSide the 

welfare system that discourage work, undennine family stability, and increase child poverty. 

But ii's getting harder and harder not to be deeply concerned about the current welfare:reform 

debate as it begins to resemble a political battlefield strewn with dangers for children. There ar~ plenty 

ofcatchy phrases and simple-sounding prescriptions for change. Less apparent, however, is wh~her the 

Administration, the Republican "opposition," or the Congress can muster the courage and the resources 

to taokle the root causes of America's high and persistent child and family poverty. 

Some of the proposals recently advanced under the guise of welfare reform are simply cruel and 

misguided: 

• Charles Murray, a much-quoted welfare "expert,'! wants to bring back orphanages and abolish 

efforts to collect child support from deadbeat dads. nvo steps that would destroy families and el~te 

already weakened messages of parental responsibility. 

• More than 160 House Republicans are prepared to tum women and children out on th~ streets 

even when jobs or alternative means of support just aren't available, giving states the option to: simply 

call "time's up," as though welfare families need nothing more than a deadline to achle~e self

suffiCiency. 

• Politicians across the political spectrum appear ready to succumb to anti-immigrant sentiment 

by removing the safety net for millions of children and adults (many of them .eldedy or disabled) 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, while considering many positive steps, seems to be backing itself into 

an impossible choice: either pay for an adequately financed welfare refonn effort through cuts :in vital 

programs for poor families (including interventions designed to prevent homelessness and encourage 

relatives to care for children who otherwise might end up in foster care) or proceed' with a grossly 

underfunded plan that could become a Trojan horse of punishment by driving poor parents off ~elfare 

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 1700s, Sv,.ift satirized the then-widespread 

resentment of the destitute by suggesting that poor parents could improve their lot if they \vould only 

sell their children to be eaten. Today, without tongue in cheek, we appear on the verge of debating 

whether it is acceptable to cut off aid to poor mothers \vho are wining to work but unable to fLild jobs . 

and then to take their children away from them if they cannot fmd: other means of support. 

Where is 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 th.un. 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 workers:remain 

scarce in most poor communities, half of all mothers on welfare do not have a high school diploma. 

Everyone's hope is that many of the jobs needed to put welfare recipients to work will come from the 

private sector. Yet in March 8.5 million Americans were actively looking for, but W1able to find, 

employment in the private or public sectors. An additional 5.5 million either accepted part-ti~e jobs 

because full· time work ~as not available or had grown too discouraged to continue their search. 

-more

2 
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Particularly in depressed ~ and inner~city areas with high concentrations of poor families re~eiving 
welfare. the sobering reality is that many will find work only if public job creation programs gi~e them 

a chance. 

The dominant message of welfare now is one ofhopelessness. That pattern won't change until 
i 
I 

we take teen, pregnancy and welfare prevention as seriously as we take efforts to move current }Velfare 

recipients off the rolls. Young women in their' teens and early twenties must not reach the conclusion 

that welfare is a penhanent or inescapable future. Some will need a strong push to take respo~sibility 
• I 

for their children and do what they can to contribute to their support., Most will need only a glimmer '. I 

of hope for a' better life. No one wants that more than the millions of mothers who bounce back and 

forth between work and welfare because they are unable to secure family-sustaining jobs. 
, I 

So creating jobs must be our first priority. Of course, able-bodied parents must vf'ork or 

participate in activities to prepare themselves to work, teaching their children by example the impprtance 
, 

of getting up every morning to make a contribution to themselves, their families. and society. !
I 

Yet as 
, 

the' President recognized when he fust proposed a two-year time limit, we must have jobs far poor 

parents who need them. Murray, the House RepUblicans, and apparently even a few Administration 

officials seem to have lost sight of that fundamental truth. 
I 

. . I 
There is so much important work that MDC parents can dol in their communities if federal and 

. I 
state governments join together to cre~ real jobs for them. Head Start centers, immunization outreach 

efforts, summer feeding sites for low-income srudents! and after-school and other academic and lultural 

enrichment programs for children and young adolescents axe just a few of the places where the ~nergies
I , 
j 

and skills of parents receiving AFDC could be put to good use. Subs"tantial new investments in public 
I 

jobs can tap 'this potential and at the same time refocus our welfare system on work for those ~ho are 

able.. 

3 
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I vY8Ilt us to move parents off welfare and into jobs as quickly as possible. The proposed two· 

year time limit, however, largely misses the point. More than 70 percent of famiiies on welfare 8.Iready 

leave within.two years, anxious to be disentangled from a humiliating system. For those who rema.in. 

the real choice is whether to find the money needed to create a true alternative to welfare, one that 

• I 
allows poor parents the dignity of paid emplo,yment and addresses the shortage of real jobs that 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 prerequisites: if we.ask parents to jeopardize the health and well-being of 

their children while they search for a way back into the economic mainstream, we will surely fail .. 

Allowing AFDC parents to keep a more reasonable portion of eami.ngs (which they now lose: almost 

dollar for dollar when they work) is long overdue. Expanded funding for education and training, iougher 

child support enforcement, and demonstration projects to test innovative child suppon assurance plans 

are needed to remove additional obstacles to self-sufficiency. 

'We cannot accept the status quo·· no jobs. low benefits. and:a system tha~ discourages work and 

family fonmltion -- any more than we should allow ourselves to be paralyzed by partisan or ideological 
; 

differences. Measures to prevent adolescent pregnancy, re~1lI'd work; enforce paren~ 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 common sense 

and deserve bipartisan support. 

But the true test of our resolve to "end welfare as we know it" mIllie in the \'wi.llingness of the 

Administration and the Congress to pay the Wlavoidable costs associated with fundamental change in a 

fair and equitable manner. Very few of the steps necessary to reform our welfare system c,* occur 

v,.ithout new resources, and they must be raised sensibly -- not by slashing other investments in poor 

-more

4 
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children and families but by scaling back tax breaks for wealthy individuals and corporations or trllnming 

our still bloated defense budget Fundamental change "ill be impossible if we merely reconfi~e the 
I 

cUITent svstem to save money instead of people. In the long run. we would do neither, and the 10Jg-term
• I 

costs to the nation would be enormous. 
i 

For most poor families welfare is not a way of life. The large majority of AFDC recipie~ts who , 
leave 'Within 1:\\-"0 years demonstrate remarkable motivation, given that Olorc than one-fourth of al~ AFDC . 

mothers repon having disabilities or caring for a disabled child and Un estimated two in five hav¢ major 

. . I 
I 

child care problems. Unfortunately, many who leave AFDC eventually retwn to the rolls, push¢ back 
, 

. . . 
by a job loss or a breakdown in child care arrangements or a need for health coverage in the fice of a 

, 
i 

serious family illness. This pattern is a chilling reminder of poor parents' tenuous foothol~ in an 

anything-but-full-employment economy. 
i 

We can pretend that most parents on welfare aren't trying, aren't doing what they can ori should 
. ..; 

to suppon themselves and care for their children. The tragic reality is that the charge of lack d.f effort 
I 
I 

may more aptly apply to us, particularlY if ,""e succumb to the temptations to wash our hands of the 
I 
I 

burdens that accompany our nation's deep and abiding commitment tu hope,opponunity, and co~assion 

for all. 

-30

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
i 

The author, Marian Wright Edelman, is president alldfounder ofthe Children's Defense FllniL CDF 
is a Washington, D.C. based non-profit organization whicl, provUks a "ational voice/or childr.en who 
are to young to vote, lobby, or speak for themselves.' . I 

5 


http:childr.en


FEB-23-1994 21:13 FROM CDF 7TH FL.662-3570 TO 94562878 P.02 

~:C\U..- ~JiL~' '* .
U· ~ I "'IF L/Pi 

. WllLJJLJ ~-\lGi <t:tr-
February 28, 1994 !. 1 

I ! 
I 
I 
I 
ITO: Secretary Donna Shalala I

Secretary Robert Reich i 
I 
;Secretary Richard Reilly 

Secretary Henry Cisneros 

Carol Rasco 

Melanne Verveer 


FR: Marian Wriqht Edelman 

RE: Absolute time limits on AFDC.eliqibility 

! 
1 

It is my 'understanding that on Wednesday the cab~inet . m~y 
consider a proposal developed.by the Administration's work'nq gropp 
on welfare reform. that would eliminate AFDC eligibilit for ~t 
least some families who have participated for two years in and met 
all the requirements of a publicly-funded work program. i '!I 

. I I 

I strollqly urqe you to speak out'agaillst. allY proposal Ithat .~y 
cut off MDe l)eDefits without providinq an assured jolt. A ,sweeP i P9 
"two years and out" approach would destroy the safety net that npw 
protects poor children from severe deprivation and lead . 0 sha~p 
increases in homelessness, foster care placements and oth r tr:ag~c 
and costly outcomes. Even a more limited provision that a lows b1lt 
does not require welfare agencies to end eligibility after I a 
reassessment at the two-year point is fraught with peril. Giv~n 
that parents who reach the two-year limit will have been in fu~l 
compliance with JOBS and WORK program requirements all the way Up 
to the. point of reassessment, what objective criteria coujld 
possi1;>ly serve as the basis for decisions to end AFDC el~gibili!ty 
even ~n selected cases? i i 

The President's pledge to provide and require work ~fter t:k"o 
years of AFDC receipt can attract broad support. Bowev r, it lis 
inconceivable to me that ~his Administration would turllit back~n 
poor children alld families by embracinq any form of arbit~ary;t~e 
limits Oil Al'DC benefits. By eliminating AFDC benefits in ~nstariqes 
where jobs or al:ternative means of support are not qtherwiJse
available, either mandatory or cliscretionary time lilllifs wo111d 
violate every standard of fairness and decency. I deeply fope tWat 

course I inyo...:: ,will push for a more sensible and humane t~is 
cr~t~cal area. . 

I 
I 
i 
i 
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