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|
This document provides preliminary Department of Headlth and Human Services; Department of Agriculture;
Department of Labor, Department of Housing and Urban Development; and Social Security Administration analysis
of The Work Oppornunity Act of 1995 (8. 1120), the Senate Republican Leadership’s Welfare Reform Plan. It
sumnmarizes the bill’s provisions and provides estimated impacts on states and children. Fiscal impacts on states
in this analysis refer to the flow of federal doltars into states, either to the state’s government or to the residents
of that state. :
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SUMMARY IMPACT ANALYSIS OF §. 1120
SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP WELFARE REFORM PLAN

IMPACT ON WORK AND CHILD CARE

In theory, the Senate Republican Leadership Plan (S. 1120) imposes a very stringent work program - high
participation rates, few allowable activities, and a substantial number of hours per week. However, bccause
the costs of a work program would be extremely high, states would be forced to either:
(1) fail to meet the work requirements and take the 5 percent penalty in order to avoid significant benefit
reductions for needy families with children; or _
(2) spend a large percentage of the block gram funds to meet the work requirements, and as a result
reduce benefits significantly; or ..
"~ (3) meet work reqmremems without reducmg beneﬁm and asa result spend a significant amount of state
_ dollars on the work program (i.e., an unfunded mandate).

The costly work program and stringent work requirements, coupled with the overall reduction in available

funds, could stifle states’ ability to meet program requirements or respond to economic and demographic

changes or inflation. States would have féewer resources available to meet ‘competing demands for work

program services, child care, and benefits.

> As illustrated in the following.table, states would be required to spend 60 percent of available block
grant funds in FY 2000 in order to meet the work participation requirements and provide child care to
work program participants. Only 40 percent of block grant funds would be available for cash
_assistance and other services. States might instead accept a 5 percent penaity rather than meet these -
requirements.

> The table also shows that states would need to spend $6.9 billion more in FY 2000 than projected
under current law in order to meet the work requirements but would receive $3.6 billion less in
funding for the Temporary Family Assistance Block. Over the seven year period, states would need
to spend an additional total of $23.7 billien on work services and child care but would receive $21.2 -

' blllmn less in funding from the Temporary Famﬂy Assistance Block Grant

. Under S. 1120, child care services would not be guaranteed to children of recipients of publlc assistance who

must participate in work-related activities or to children of working families who leave the AFDC rolls.
‘States that provide child care for work pamc:pants may have to reduce the child care assistance now provided
to low-income working families.

» Table 3 (in Section I illustrates that an additional 835,000 children would need child care in FY
2000 in order to meet the work requirements unider the provisions of S. 1120. ' '

> * States that chose to provide child care to work program participants would need to spend a significant
portion of their block grants on this activity. The table that follows shows that in FY 2000, states
would be required to spend $4.2 billion more than projected under current law for child care. Over
the five year period, states would be required to spend an additional total of $6.1 billien on child
care. States would have 10 choose between prov1dmg child-care, enforcmg work requirements, or
ensuring a safe:y net for poor families. - ' _

" The work estimates in-the followmg table are based on caseload pro_;ectlons under current law. The estimates

do not reflect that the provisions would require ail recxp:ems to participate in a work activity after receiving
assistance for 24 months. If states comply with this provision, the costs of the work program would be much
greater. These estimates do not assume that some states would remove people from the program in less than
five years, which would reducc the number of pec)ple nccdmg 10 be placed in work actwmes



Expeﬁditures Required To Meet Work Requirements for Welfare Recipieits in the
' Senate Republican Leadership Plan (8. 1120) '

All Dollars
‘in Billions

Total Work
" Cosls

“Total Child $1.2 $1.5 32.0 $2.6 $5.7 $6.0
Care Costs 1 : ' :

Total Gross Costs $2.7 $3.0 $4.0 $5.2 $10.0 $10.4

Total Costsasa | - . : ‘ }
Percent of the Total 16% 18% 24% % | . 60% 62%

" Baseline ChildCare |~ - , .
_ Expenditures for $13 | %13 $1.4 $1.5 $1.5: $1.6
AFDC Reci_pients ' ' .

. Baseline JOBS . ‘ . . ’
Expenditures = '  $L3 $1.5 $1.5 $1.5 |- 815 |- 816
for AFDC . .

Recipients

: Work Costs' Above .
Current Law 30 $0 05 | 319 $2.7 $2.8

Child Care Costs _ | :
Above Current Law $0 $0.2 $0.6 $1.1 $4.2 $4.4

Reduction in
Funding in the ' ‘ : - .
Temporary - ($1.1) ($1.8) $2.3) | (32.9) ($3.6) ($4.3)
Family Assistance '
Block Grant
Compared to
Current Law

L 4

i oy
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IMPACT ON STATES -
. : 1 ! .

» Under the block grant provisions in S. 1120, federal assmtancc to states would be frozen at FY 1994
levels. States with inadequate resources to address increased needs would be forced to reduce
benefits and services to needy families or divert state spending from other areas.

. Block grants in this proposal contain vmually no adjustmems for mﬂatlon, recession, or increases in
child poverty within states. Federal cash assistance block grant funds would not be adequate to
respond to increases in unemployment or popu]atlon in states.

. If the cash assistance block grant had been enacted in FY 1990, an hlstonca] analysis reveals that
states would have received 29 percent less funding in FY 1994 than they received under current law.
Six states would have experienced a cut in funding greater than 50 percent. “All but four states would
have lost money under the provisions of the plan, and three of these four states would have received
only slight gains in funding. The variation among; states in the reduction percemages ilustrates the.
inability of this block grant proposal to adjust for differential impacts of recessions, changing
demographics, or increases in child poverty among states.

»  States that invest more money for benefits would actually lose federal dollars. Because state spending -
would no longer draw down federal marching doilars, and because increases in cash assistance will
lower the amount of federal food stamp dollars, states would have a significant incentive to lower
benefits. For example, under current law, most states that invest an additional dollar in AFDC draw
anather 40 cents of federal monies. Under the proposal, a $1 state investment in AFDC will result in
30 cents of reduced federal assistance to the reclplent :

- The public assistance block: grant provisions would make Medicaid eligibility determinations more
- complex, resulting in an increased administrative burden on states. ‘States would have 1o determine the
eligibility of applicants for block grant assistance and separately determme the eligibility for Medlcmd .
on the basm of pre-reform AFDC rules.

Food Stamps
» . Block grants shift the cost of serving new cases 1o the states. For example, under current law
© Alabama absorbs about 10 percent of the cost for each new AFDC/food stamp case. If AFDC is.

block-granted and-the Food Stamp program is not, Alabama would absorb 36 percent of the cost; 1f
both programs are block-granied the state would bear 100 percent of the additional cost.

. Implementing block grants to the Food Stamp program could end this program's ability to respond to
~ economic downturns and population growth in a state. This would substantially intensify the
problems that capped funding of federal cash assistance programs would cause for states in coming
years. - The Food Stamp program has automatically ¢xpanded to meet increased need when the
economy is in recession-and contracted when the economy is growing, helping o ensure that the
nutritional needs of families are met. This feature would end under a block grant.
. . | . "

’ If the optional food stamp block grant, as proposed in S. 1120, had been enacted in FY 1990, an
historical analysis reveals that $43 billion less in benefits 1o families would have been available
between FY 1990 and FY 1994 if all states had implemented the option. To maintain benefits given the
level of these funding reductions, states would have had to serve 16.8 million fewer recipients - half of
them children - a reduction of 61 percent from the number of recipients served in FY 1994. '
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IMPACT ON CHILDREN AND THE SAFETY NET.

Cash Assistance
The réduction in funding for programs such as cash assistance and food. stamps would erode the safety net for
low-income families. OQver S years, the provisions of the Senate Republican Leadership Plan would result in

"a reduction of $48.9 billion in federal funds to states for the operation of programs to aid low-income

families, Given increased demands for work program and child care costs, it is unlikely that state would
increase state spending in order to maintain the level .of services and benefits available under current law.
Additionally, there are no state match or maintenance of effort requirements in S. 1120, which may result in
further decreases in spending for such programs. Currently, state spending accounts for 45 percent of total
spending for the AFDC and JOBS programs This effect would be exacerbated if a state also opted to, block
grant the Food Stamp program. : :

»

States may reduce benefits and/or create lharsh time limits to discourage in-migration from other’
states, encouraging a race to the bottom competition.

~ As states implement the participation reduiretﬁents, costs .of the program including child care wiil
. tise, and there will be less funding available in the block grasit for benefits.

‘If this bill were fully implemented, states would not be able to use federal funds to support- 39

million children because they would be in families that received AFDC for longer than five years.
This analysis takes into account that 15 percent of the entire caseload can be exempt from a five-year
time limit. If all states were to impose a 24 month time limit instead of 60 months, 9.0 million

children would be denied assistance.

When fully implemented, states would fnave the option of denying cash assistance to approximately
300,000 ch:ldren because they are ummgrants : : ‘

. About 80,000 children would be denied AFDC if all states took the option to deny AFDC to children

born to umnamed mothers until the mother turns 18. Over 2.3 million children would be denied
AFDC if every state opts to impose a family cap. -

.-

The plan would repeal the entitlement nature kelmunanng the guarantee) of child care programs that
currently serve 640,000 children and incorporate the funding into the Temporary Assistance Block
Grant. . . . .

Food Stamps -

The Senate Republican Leadership Plan proposes substantial reductions in the Food Stamp program.
These changes would reduce funding by about $16 billion over the next five years and $24 billion over
seven years. Benefit reductions of this size could have profound consequences for the nutrition, health,
and weli-being of millions of children, working families, and elderly. The plan reduces the purchasing
power of more than 25 million low-income people, including nearly 14 million children.

Due to the prowsmris in 8, 1120 2 substantial number of low-income Americans who are willing to
work would lose their food stamp benef‘ ts if states are unable to provide sufficient work and training
opportunities. . :
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. A Food Stamp block grant, even as a state option, would eliminate the national nutritional safety net
and would: sever the link between food stamps and nutrition; eliminate the economic responsiveness
of the Food Stamp program; eliminate national eligibility and benefit standards; and ultimately divert
supporc away from food. States that chose to implement 2 Food Stamp block grant would only be
required to use 75 percent of the block grant funds for nutrition assistance. This provisions could
diveri $23 billion from nutrition assistance for children, working families, and elderly. Currently,
over 80 percent of all food stamp benefits go to families with children, . Virtually all benefits go to
households with income below the poverty line. Nearly 60 percent of benefits go to those with income

.. less than half the poverty line. .

Suppl 15”‘!‘

» If the Senate Republican Leadership Plan had been in cffcct in FY 1990, approximately 157,000 of
the estimated 888,470 children with disabilities (roughly 18 percent) who were on the SSI rolls in FY .
1994 would have been- demed SSI cash and Medicaid. : .

v For future appllcants approxnmately 21 percent or 226 000 children, who would have been eligible
under current law would be ineligible under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan.

IMPACT ON EMPLOYI\{ENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

Thé Workforce Deve]opment provisions under Title V]I would reduce ﬁmdmg for education and training
programs by approximately 15 percent and eliminate targeting on individuals most in need - disadvantaged
- individuals and out-of-school youth. Without a separate summer youth employment program, jobs available
during the summer months would decline by one-third for African American youth and by one-fourth for
Hispanic youth. One in four severely disadvantaged youth that are now served would be denied Job-Corps
“training. The proposal would repeal TAA/NAFTA-TAA rétraining services guaranteed to workers dislocated
by trade policies, despite the commitment made when NAFTA was approved by Congress less than two years
ago and again when GATT was approved last Fall.

» = The Workforce Deve]opment title fails to address the needs of migrant and seasonal farmworkers who
traditionally have been served from the national Jevel because of their unique migration patterns.

> The provisions would eliminate the national reserve accounts that provide emergency federal
assistance funds to serve workers adversely affected by military base closings or other defense
downsizing actions, clean air economic impacts, other mass layoffs, or natural disasters,

» The Workforce Development title contains none of the basic worker protections, such as assurances
that program participants will not displace other workers, safety and health protections for program
participants, and grlevance procedures ;

o By repealing the School-to-Work Opportunities Act, the Workforce Development title will disrupt in
midstream the continued development of an mtegrated approach to career preparanon through work-
based learning for our nation's youth.

The Workforce Development provisions under §. 1120 would blur lines of authority and accountability by
creating a part-time board with the power to run a new Federal Workforce Parmership. The board and
partnership would be out.snde both the Labor and Education Departments. This bureaucratic structural
proliferation goes in the opposite direction from the needed streamlining of funcnons of federal agencies.
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The 'Workfoi'ce Development provisions would virtually eliminate the assurance of any significant role for
local governments and community-based organizations in providing job training services. Unless Governors
“decide to establish local workforce development boards, local elected officials, employers, and workers would
have little influence in making critical decisions in allocating resources for workforce training. '

PROGRAMMATIC IMPACTS

. The welfare plan proposed by the Senate Republican leadership will result in federal savings of
 approximately $48.9 billion between Fiscal Years 1996 and 2000, as funding for many federal
programs is capped. The preliminary five and seven year estimates of budget authority savings for

-each title under S. 1120 are shown below :

Program Reductions by Title (Reducnons in Federat .Spendmg in 8 bi Hzans) .

Provisions ' - 5.Year Reductions ___ 7-Year Reductions
Title I Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant 10 P S -$21.2
Title Ti - Supplemental Security Income - ' -$7.6 . -$124
Title I Food Stamp Program . ‘ - -$16.3 o -$24.1
Title IV Child Nutrition Programs 826 _' -$4.3
TideV  NonCitizens - - $14.8 .- -$25.2
Title 1X Child Support Enforcemcnt | . ) - -§1.2 : N =522
Titles VI, VII VI, and X : o : not available - not qvailable
Food Stamp Offsets from Titles T and II BT C+8$52 +88.0
Total . - -§489billion __-81.4 billion
IMPACT ON IMMIGRANTS

, The: Senate Republican Leadership Plan (S. 1120) would eliminate SSI cash benefits-and Medicaid for

over 600,000 legal immigrants in FY 1998, including those with disabilities.

> The provisions would deny assistance to legal immigrant children that have been abused by their
sponsor parents or guardians.

. The provisions may result in lengthy ht:gatlon due the COnstltutlonal issues raised by allowmg states to
individually determine, without any guidance from the federal government, whether legal immigrants
are eligible for block grant assistance. -

v The immigrant provisions that impose new deeming and verification requ:rements in a number of
~ discretionary funded, needs-based programs would result in an increase of administrative costs and
would not yield additional savings. This would further dlmmlsh the amount of resources states could

devote to actual services or benefits.
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Number of Legal Immigrants That Would be Denied SSI and Medi,éaid Assistance in Selected States

California 291,916
New York - 93.303

Florida 56,790
Texas 50,930
New Jersey . 22396
Illinois 19,075

Massachusetts 17,948

IMPACT ON CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

The Senate Republican Leadership Plan (S. 1120) adopts the major child support enforcement provisions
proposed in the President's Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 (WRA). However, the Senate Republican
Leadership Plan eliminates the mandatory $50. pass-through, potentially reducing income to poor families by
$1.9 billion over 5 years. Additionally, this plan does not adopt provisions in the WRA and the House passed
bill (H.R. 4) that would guarantee that famlhes receive all ‘back-due child support owed to them prior to
recewmg public assistance.



- Comparison of Major Pronsmns
in the Senate Repubhcan Leaders]:up Plan (S. 1120) and the House Bill (H.R. 4)

PROVISION

evrerm—

—_r

THE HOUSE BILL (HLR.4) |

SENATE REPUBLICAN (S. 1120)

Block Granting AFDC
and Child Care

 Block Grants AFDC, EA, JOBS into a -

capped entitlement to states. Alsoa

"separate block grant for [V-A, At-Risk,

TCC, and CCDBG child care programs..

Block Grants AFDC, EA, JOBS, and IV-A

-child care programs into a single capped

entitlement to states (CCDBG remains
intact, as a discretionary program).

Block Granting Child
‘Welfare

IV-E foster care and adoption assistance,

- entitlements for family preservation, other
_ child welfare programs are block granted.

Restricts IV-E eligibility to those children
eligible for cash assistance under states’
revised eligibility criteria.

State Match

No state maich or maintenance of effort Same as HR. 4.
Requirement. requirements. .
- Entitlement for individuals would be _
Entitlement Status repealed. States would have discretion to Same as H.R. 4.

set all rules pertaining to eligibility:

Funding Levels

The AFDC block gramt would be $15.39

billion for each year from FY 1996
through FY 2000. The Child Care block
grant would be $2.1 billion for the same -
years. !

The AFDC block grant would be $16.8
billion for each year from Fys 1996
through 2000. An additional supplernental
grant ($.9 million over 4 years) would be
given to qualifying low benefit, high
growth states. Existing child care block
grant would continue to be authorized as a

-discretionary grant at approximately $1

billion per year.

Work Requirements

6

A state’s required work participation rate
would be set at 10% in 1996 rising 10 27%

by 2000 and to 50% by 2003, For 2-

parent families the participation rate would
be 50% in Fys 1996 and 1997, and 90% in

FY 1998.

Work participation rate would increase
from 25% in FY 1996 to 50% by FY
2000; rate for 2-parent families increases
from 60% in FY 1996 t0 90% in FY 1999.
No groups are exempted. Individuals must
average 20 hours a week in FY 1996,

'| - increasing to 35 hours in FY 2002.

. Time Limits -

_ 'Famili'es who have been on the rolls for 5
cumulative years, or less at state option,

would be ineligible for cash aid,
employment services, and child care.
States would be permitted to exempt up to

- '10 percent from the time limit.

Similar to H.R. 4. States would be
permitted to exempt up to 15 percent of the
caseload (with adult members) from the
time limit.
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PROVISION

Additional
Requirements

THE HOUSE BILL (H.R.4)

States prohibited from giving cash to
unwed minor parents and their children,
and children born to families receiving aid.
Reduced aid for children without

-established paternity.

‘Similar provisions would be optional for -

" would be requlred to live with an aduit and

—

SENATE REPUBLICAN .(S. 1120) .

states. Also, unmarried minor parents

participate in educational and training
activities. -

Number of AFDC
Children _Cut-Off

5.6 million required to be cut off at full
implementation.

3.9 million required to be cut off at full
implementation. Up to 300,000
immigrants at state option.

- WIC School Lunch and

Nutrition Assistance
Programs :

The House Bill would replace child
nutrition programs operated outside of
schools, WIC, and commeodity distribution
programs with a block grant to states.
Funding would be set at $4.606 billion for
FY 1996 rising to $5.308 billion by FY
2000.

A separate block grant to states for school-
based child nutrition programs would also
be created, This would be funded at
$6.681 billion in FY 1996 nsmg to $7.849

' _bllhon in FY 2000.

_ These.prowswns would result in cuts of

$6.6 billion over five years.

“over five years, principally by instituting a

No block grants prof)osed. Contains
program cuts amounting to $2.6 billion

two-tiered structure of reimbursement in
Family Day Care Homes. Other reductions
include cost of living adjustment delays,
new rounding requirements, and lower
Summer Food Service Program
reimbursement, among other provisions. -

1

Food Stamp Benefit
Cuts

The House Bill would reduce food
purchasing power by limiting benefit
increases to 2 percent per year, regardless
of the increase in food costs. It would
terminate benefits after 90 days for non-

" disabled childless individuals between 18

and 50 years old unless they are working
at least half-time or in a work program. It
would also freeze the standard income
deduction and the limit on excess shelter
expense deductions at their current levels.
These provisions would adversely effect 26
million low-income persons, including 14
million children. -

States have the option to.receive food
assistance as a capped block grant
(however this option would be
irrevocable). Nutritional assistance in
states electing a block grant would no
longer be an entitlement. States that chose
to implement a block grant would be
required to use 75 percent of the funds for
nutrition assistance; the remaining funds
could be used for administrative costs or
transferred to work-related programs.

For states that do not choose a block grant,
S. 1120 would institute major benefit
reductions in the Food Stamp Program,
reducing funding by about $16 billion 5
years. This provision could divert $23
billion away from nutrition assistance for
children and families over the next 5 years.




PROVISION

SSI Provisions and
Number of SSI
Childrer Cut-Off

THE HOUSE BILL (H.R.4)

SSI eligibility greatly restricted and ,
funding greatly reduced; most services
delivered through a block grant. If House
Bill had been fully implemented in FY
1994, 157,000 children would have lost all
aid. An additional 544,000 would have
received non-cash aid only.

" Eligibility limited to those children who
meet or equal medical listing: IFA and
references 1o maladapiive behavior.
repealed, but all current IFA eligibles are
reviewed. If bill had been fully -

- implemented by FY 1994, 157,000
children would have lost all aid.

SENATE REPUBLICAN (8. 1120)

Non-Citizen Provisions

With limited exéeptions, non-citizens
would be ineligible for SSI, Medicaid,
food stamps, and transitional assistance.

- other public assistance programs. All

- Extends deeming for food stamps to

Non-citizens would generally be ineligible
for aid under SSI and, at state opticn,

federal needs-based programs must deem
the income and resources of sponsors.

citizenship.

Child Support

Includes major comprehensive child .
support enforcement reform, but eliminates

- priority to families in all distributions.

Same as H.R. 4., except does not give

$50 pass-through.

- Pro‘grainmatic Impacts — Program.Redﬁcﬁons by Title Over 5 Years

PROVISIONS THE HOUSE BILI;; hl.R. 4) SENATE REPUBLICAN (8. 1120)
Cash Assistance Block Grant 114 | 117
* Child Protection Block Grant .35 0

Child Care Block Grant -1.6 (inchuded under Cash Assistance Block Gram)

Child Nutrition 66 26

Food Stamps (including offset) -16.0 -11.1

Non-Citizens -15.1 1 -14.8

ssI 134 -7.6

Child Support Enforcement - - -1.0 o ‘ -1.2 |
| TOTAL 68.6 - 48.9

' Note: Totals may not add due o rounding.
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The Work Opportumty Act of 1995 (S. 1120)
The Senate Republican Leadership Flan
SUMMARY OF PngwsmNs

August 7, 1 955

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEMPORARY A_SSI§TANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES

Bloék Granting of AFDC and related prog'raméz‘ The bill would eliminate all existing statutofy
language on the purposes, administration, and requirements of AFDC and related programs and
replace them with a block grant. Programs that are included in the biock grant are (see Chart 4):

"t - AFDC cash benefits, administration, and emergehcy assistance;

- Child care: JOBS and work-rclated at-rzsk and transmonal and
- The JOBS program

Current statutory language eliminated includes provisions on individual entitlements, fair hearings
and other procedural protections for people wrongfully denied benefits, state financial
participation, consistent standards of need, and who in the family is eligible. The stated purpose
of the block grant is to increase state flexibility in providing assistance to needy families with
minor children, providing job preparation and opportunities for these families, and preventing and
reducing the mmdence of out-of-wed]ock pregnancws

Operating Temporary Assistance Programs: States would be required to submit a state plan
outlining the provisions of the state’s-program for the purposes of providing cash assistance and
work services to needy families. Separately, states would be required to operate child support
enforcement, foster care, and adoption assistance programs, and would be required to participate

in the federal income eligibility verification system.

Time Limit: States would be prohibited from using block grants funds to provide assistance to
recipients for a period greater than five years, or less at state option. Children recipients can also
only receive assistance for five years; if they qualify as adults, they may receive five more years
of assistance. States would be allowed to exempt from the five year time limit up to 15 percent -
of their current adult- caseload on hardship grounds States could use state funds to continue to
provide assistance to persons cxceedmg the time lumt

Personal Responsxblllty Contracts: States would be required to enter into a personal
respons:blllty contract with individuals receiving assxstance: .

Child Support Assignment: Applicants for aid wou]d not’ be requlred (as under current law) to"
assngn their child support rights to the state.

Work Program: The JOBS program would be repea]ed and replaced by a state-designed work
program delivered through a statewide system. All parents receiving cash assistance for more
than 24 months would be required to participate in work activities, but there are no penalties. for
not meeting this requirement, unlike the current law guarantees. Child care would not be
guaranteed for mandatory work pamclpants ; :
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Participation Requirements: A state’s required paruc:lpanon rate for adults j in all adult-headed
families to be placed in work program activities would be set at: .
- 25% m FY 1996; '

~  30% in FY 1997,

- 35% in FY 1998;

-- 40% in FY 1999;

'~ . 50% in FY 2000 and thereafter

The participation rate for two-parent famlhes would be:
- - 60% in FY 1996

- - 75% in FY 1997

- 75% in FY 1998 .

- 90% in FY 1999 and thereafter. -

No exemptions from the participatioxi requirements would be allowed. Those who count towards
the participation requirement include: individuals participating in work activities (see definition

- below), individuals who are subject to a sanction (for up to 3 months within a 12 month period),

individuals who left weifare for employmm:it within the previous six months, and individuals who
have been "diverted" by the state from receiving cash assistance. The Secretary could reduce the

" block grant funding by up'to 5% for failure to meet the annual participation standard.

Definition of Work Acﬁyities: Work activities would include unsubsidized employment,
subsidized employment, on-the-job training, community service programs, and job search services
for the first 4 weeks. To count towards the participation rate for all families, individuals would

- be required to participate an average of 20 hours per week in FY 1996 ingreasing to 35 hours

per week in FY 2002 and thereafter. Individuals in two-parent families would be required to
participate a minimum of 35 hours per week

Child Care Programs: Under the Temporary Assistance block grant, there would be no
requirement to provide child care to parents of young children required to work under the plan..
The three child care programs authorized under Title IV-A of the Social Security Act would be
repealed. These are: (1) the AFDC/JOBS Child Care program, an entitlement program which
guarantees child care assistance for AFDC families who are working or in training; (2) the
Transitional Child Care program, a entitlement program which guarantees child-care assistance
for up to 12 months to AFDC recipients who earn their way off the welfare rolls; and (3) the At-
Risk Child Care program, a capped entitlement which provides child care assistance for families
at risk of becoming welfare dependent. States would not be requlred 10 spec;lfically provide child
care for any families.

Funding:. The block grant would be $16.795 billion for each year from FY 1996 through FY
2000. The block grant provisions sunset in FY 2000. This amount is equal to the federal share
of FY 1994 state-reported spending levels for the programs included in the biock grant States
would be able to reserve unspent funds for future use under this program. '

State Allotment: Eh . state would be allotted a ﬁxed amount of the Title I funds equal to the

“amount of payments - zde to the state under programs included in the block grant in FY 1994,

States may carry over unused grant funds to subsequent fiscal years. States would have the
flexibility to transfer up to 30 percent of their block grant funding to carry out other activities
relating to child care.
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~child care subsidies. o l

Adjustments for Populahon Increase: An addmonal supplemental grant would be gwen to
qualifying states with low benefits and high growth rates. Qualifying states would be eligible for
a 2.5 percent increase in their allotment from the previous fiscal year; compounded over time.
A state would gualify for the supplemental grant.if: 1) the average level of welfare spending per

- poor person in the state was less than the national average and the population growth rate in the

stdte was greater than the national average rate, or 2) if the level of state welfare spending per

poor person in FY 1996 was less than 35 percent of the national average (this applies to

Alabama, Louisiana, and MlSSlSSlpp]) A rotal of $878 rmlllon would be available from FY 1997
to FY 2000

Emergency Loan Fund: A revolvwg Ioan fund would be established to make loans 10 states for
emergency funding needs: The loan fund would be set at $1.7 billion. Any state that has not
misused block grant funds or had a penalty imposed against it may borrow up to 10 percent of

their antiual grant amount. Funds must be repaid, with interest, within three years.

" Provisions for Indian Tribes: Over 500 Indian tribes would be newly eligible for tribal
- assistance grants. Grants would be funded based on the amount of assistance (under part A and

part F) being provided by the state to tribal families in fiscal year 1994. Indian tribes would be
required to establish work participation requirements and time limits. $7.65 million would be
made available to provide work program activities for each fiscal year, from FY 1996 until FY
2000, to Indian Tribes which operated a JOBS program in FY 1995, If a tribe elects to

‘participate in the tribal assistance program, there are no provisions for changing its funding level

to reflect increases and decreases in its population.
Minor Parent Provisions: Provisions include a state option to deny assistance to unmarried
minor parents and their children (until the minor parent turns 18 years of age). States are also
given the option to deny additional assistance to- families who give birth to a child while on
assistance or who have received assistance any time during a 10 month period (ending with the
birth of the child). -Finally, unmarried parents under age 18 would not be eligible for assistance
unless they: (1) live with a parent; legal guardian or adult relative or another adult- superv:sed
setting; and (2) parncnpate in educational or trammg actwmes .

Eligibility for Foster Care and Adoption Asgistance Payments: Technical amendments to Title
IV-E clarify that children who are eligible for cash assistance under current IV-A rules would
continue to be eligible for federal foster care and adoption assistance payments under Title IV-E
unless the state changes its cash assistance eligibility criteria, Should they enter foster care, such
children would also be deemed eligible for Medicaid and for services under Title XX. Children
and families made ineligible for cash assistance by changes in a state’s eligibility rules, however,
would not be eligible for IV-E payments. For instance, if a state denies cash assistance to teen

‘parents, the state may not c]alm IVuE reunbursemem on behalf of a teen’s children if they enter’
. foster care. -

b

- State Flexibility: While the program must be in effect statewide, states would determine all rules

relating to benefit levels and eligibility criteria. ‘However,  states would not be required 1o
provide benefits to all those who meet eligibility requirements, for instance if funds falf short.
States would be allowed to use block grant funds in any manner that is reasonably calculated to
accomplish the purpose of the biil. At the same time, the Secretary is prohibited from regulating
the conduct of the states or enforcing any provision beyond what is specified in the bill. States

‘may pay benefits to interstate immigrants at the benefit levels set by the state they moved from

for up to 12 months. - States would set their own priorities in detenmmng who would receive
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Contracting Services To Rehg:ous, Charitable, or Prlvate Orgamzatlons “States would be

permitted to contract with religious, charitable, or private organizations to provide services and

administer programs established or modified under this Act.

Penalties: If an audit determined that funds were spent inapprbpriateiy, the misspent amounts
could be withheld from future payments to the state. The Secretary is authorized to impose

" penalties upon states for failure to comply with any of several requirements under the block

grant, including failure to meet work participation and reporting, failure to utilize the Income and
Eligibility Verification System, and failure to cooperate with the Child Support Enforcement
requirements. The Secretary may reduce block grant funds by up to 5 percent for noncompliance

‘in each area. Also, failure to repay any portion of a federal loan would result in a financial

penalty assessed on block grant funds in the subsequent fiscal year. However, no single quarterly
payment for any penalty could be reduced by more than 25 percent -The Secretary may waive
penalues for cases of good cause. '

Evaluations and Data Collections: States are required to submit annual aggregate data on
several measures, such as the number of adult and child recipients, demographic characteristics
of adults, the amount of ‘cash assistance provided, multiple program participation of families,
spell lengths, the number of job placements, case closures due to-employment and time limits, -

* benefit and administrative costs, ¢hild care expenditures, and child support collections. Although

no funds are allocated, the Secretary is authorized to conduct studies of the impact of the block
grant program. The Secretary is required 1o submit an annual report to Congress regarding such
findings. A sum of $10 million for each year from FY 1996 through FY 2000 would be
appropriated to the Census Bureau to study the effects of the program on a national sampie of
recnplents : :

Medicaid Medicaid -rules would remain. unchanged and eligibility for current welfare
populations would be generally unaffected. That is, despite major changes in eligibility for
AFDC and despite broad state flexibility, Medicaid would continue to rely on pre-reform welfare -
eligibility criteria including, at state option, waivers that affect Medicaid eligibility. Applicants
would have to go through two eligibility processes: (1) to determine if they are eligible for cash
assistance on the basis of state eligibility under the block grant rules, and (2) to determine if they
are ‘eligible for Medicaid on the basis of pre-reform AFDC rules.

‘Waivers: States may continue to opefate existing waiver demonstration programs, or terminate

the waiver demonstrations at state option. States that opt to terminate waivers would be held-
harmless for any accrued costs and must submit a report summarizing the waiver and any

" information concerning its effects. States that continue waivers are liable for any cost overruns.

‘Denial of Benefits for 10 Years to Those Found to have Fraﬁdulenﬂy Mi’érepresented

Residence in Order to Obtain Benefits Simultaneously in Two or More States: An individual
would be ineligible to receive cash assistance or SSI benefits (under Title IT) for a period of 10

- years following the date of his/her conviction for. making fraudulent statements for the purpose’
- of receiving beneﬁts under public assistance, Medlcmd Food Stamps, or the $51 program in two
.OT more states.’ ,

Denial of Bepefits for Fugitive Felons and Probation and Parole Violators: An individual in
violation of parole or probation, or after conviction for a crime would be ineligible to receive
cash assistance or SSI benefits (under Title IT). The agency administering benefits would be

required to provide relevant information to appropriate law enforcement officials.
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TITLE Il: __ SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME’

Drug Addicts and Alcoholics: Effective upc}n enactment, no new SSI recipients would be

. eligible for benefits if an addiction would be material to the finding of disability. Current

recipients with such an addiction would retain benefits through calendar year 1996. The Social
Security Administration would -be required to notify within 90 days after enactment those
recipients whose benefits would be discontinued after 1996.  Any disabled SSI recipient with an
addiction to alcohol or other drugs is required to have a representative payee (whether or not the
addiction is related to the disability). This extension of current representative payee requirements
would be applied u'nmedlateiy to new applicants and upon the first continuing disability rewew
for current recipients. - [

Eligibility Restrictions For Children with Disabilities: The Individual Functional Assessment
(IFA) for determining disability would be repealed. Only children who meet or equal the Listing
of Medical Impairments would qualify for SSI. The bill also directs SSA to eliminate references
to maladaptive behavior in the domain of personal/behavioral functioning.

Those children currently receiving SSI based on the IFA criteria or on the maladaptive behavior

- reference in the personal/behavioral functional domain in the medical listing would continue to

receive benefits through 1996. SSA would be required to redetermine eligibility for these
children; if they are found to meet or equal the listings of impairments, they would continue to

* receive benefits. Within 90 days of enactment, SSA would have to notify the individual that this

redetermination would occur within the year. Approximately half of children who would lose
SSI eligibility would continue to remain cllgxble for Medicaid uncler other current eligibility
criteria. '

Disability Reviews for Children with Disabilities:  In addition to conducting the
redeterminations on children previously found eligible using an IFA, SSA would be required to
conduct disability reviews on: (1) every child under age 18 receiving SSI benefits, every three
years, unless the child’s impairment or combination of impairments may improve {or, at the
option of SSA, is unlikely to improve): (2) low bmhwenght children, one year afier they start
receiving benefits; and (3) every child turning age 18, using the adult SSI criteria,

Require Evidence of Treatment: During the review process' for children under age 18 who
have an impairment or combination of impairments which may fmprove (or, at SSA’s option, are
unlikely to improve) and for low birth weight babies, the parent or guardian would be required
to present evidence demonstrating that the child i lS and has been receiving medxcally necessary
treatment for the child’s condition. -

Tighténmg Representative Payee Reqmrements SSA may require representative payees to
provide specific examples of appropriate expend1mres of the child’s benefits, and to explain the
proper .role of a representative payee ' The prowswn also strengthens the documentanon of

evidence requirement.

Dedicated Savings Accounts: A representative payee could be paid a lump sum benefit for a
child that would be placed into a dedicated savmgs account to purchase education and job skills
training, special equipment and/or housing modifications, and appropnate therapy and
rehabilitation. Savings in this account would be excluded from resources used in determining
eligibility. '
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_ Studies Regarding SSI: SSA would be. reqmred to prcpared an a.nnual report to the Congress

The report would include information such as a comprehenswe description of the program,
historical and current data on allowances, denials, recipients and program costs, projections of
future number. of recipients, and the number of redeterminations and continuing disability
reviews. Also, not less that 60 days upon emactment, SSA would be required to request

comments in the Federal Register on improvements to the disability evaluation and determination
procedures for children under 18 years of age. Finally, the Commissioner of SSA would be .

directed to contract with the Nanonal Academy of Sciences, or other mdependent entities, to
conduct a study of the disability determination process. -

National Commission on the Future of Disability Programs: A National Commission on the |

Future of Disability Programs would be established to conduct an in-depth review of federal

- disability programs and make recommendations for improvement.

State Supplementation . Program: - The current law requirement that states that make
supplementary payments must either maintain the level of their state supplementary payments that
were in effect in March 1983 or maintain their annual aggregate state supplementary payments

level from the previous year would be repealed. The current law penalty for not meeting this -
"reqmrement is state loss of i 1ts Federal share of Medicaid payments

TITLE i: FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

’ ‘Rwl':thonzatmn Tltle I would reauthorize the Food Stamp Pragram and ‘Puerto Rico’s

Nutrmon Assnstance Program funding through FY 2002.°

“ Optional food assmtauce block grant: Any state chief executive officer may make an
~ -irrevocable decision to receive federal food assistance funding in the form of a block grant.
- Maximum block grant allotments to states would be the greater of the sum of food stamp benefits,

adruinistrative costs and the employment and training program in fiscal year 1994 or the average
of FY 1992-1994 expenditures for benefits, administrative costs and the employment and training
program. Block grant funds must provide benefits throughout the entire state and can be used
to provide food assistance or wage subsidies, operate an employment and training program, and

* pay administrative costs, although there is no individual or family entitiement to assistance. At

least:75 percent of block grant funds must be used for food assistance in the form of coupons,

- electronic beneﬁt transfer (EBT), or commodities. No more than € percetit can be used for .

admnnstratwe expenses. That means almost 20 percent of block grant funds can be diverted
away from food. Annual audlts mcludmg payment accuracy, are requlred .

Simplified program: With the Secretary’s approval, states would be able to operate a sunphﬁed '

Food Stamp Program in any political subdivision for households in which everyone receives
benefits under the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant. - States would be able

to set most rules and procedures under the simplified program, so long as they do not increase _

federal COStS.

" Reduced administrétive requirements: A broad fange of administrative fequiremems; would

be simplified or eliminated, and states would be given broad flexibility in setting standards for
providing service to applicants and participants.  States would be allowed to set longer

certification periods for households containing only elderly, disabled, or self-employed persons.

They would also be permitted to establish different household definitions that require all or most
individuals living together to be treated as.one household. On expedited service, the plan would
give states more flexibility in establishing the initial allotments, increases processing times, and

i’
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limits eligibility criteria. Under the plan, states no longer would be required to use merit
employees and would be permitted to determine their own training standards. Federal standards
regarding hours of office operation would eliminated, states that do not choose the block grant
options would no longer be required to use the Income Eligibility Verification System ¢(IEVS),
and households would be permitted to withdraw requests for fair hearings orally or in writing.

. Treatment of minors: Individuals under 21, living with a parent, would be deemed part of the
parent’s household. The requirement would hold without regard to whether these individuals are
- themselves parents living with their children or married and living with their spouses.

. Income and Resource levels: The plan would reduce benefits to households Maximum -
allotments would be reduced to 100 percent, of the Thrifty Food Plan, with a hold-harmiess
provision for FY 1996. Eamings of 20- and 21-year-old high school students and all energy
assistance would-be counted as income. The plan would reduce standard deductions to $132 in
FY 1996, $130 in FY 1997, $128 in FY 1998, $126 in FY 1999, and $124 in FY 2000. The
plan disallows the use of an earned income deduction when determining the amount of an
overissuance, periits states to use a homeless shelter deduction equal to no more than $139 per
month, permits states o require the use of standard utility allowances (rather than actual costs)
and eliminates the future scheduled increases in the vehicle fair market value.

. Benefits and Recoupment: The Senate plan repeals indexation of minimum allotment for one-
and two-person households, requires proration of benefits following any lapse in participation,
including expiration of a centification period, prohibits food stamp benefit increases when
households are penalized for noncompliance with other assistance programs, and permits states
to further penalize these households by reducing the allotment up to 235 percent. The plan would
permit states 1o split issuances to households residing in institutions, mandate federal tax refund
offset and/or federal salary offset to collect any over lssuances and allow recoupment of state
agency erTors.

. Work Reqmrements The plan would adjust ﬁ.mdmg for the Food Stamp Employment and
- Training program, permit the Secretary of Agriculture to allocate funds among states using a
reasonable formula that takes the affected population into consideration, and authorize reaflocation
of funds that states do not spend. The plan also permits states to use food stamp benefits as a

wage subsidy in a work supplementation or support program.

Non-disabled persons ages 16-59, would be required to provide the state agency with information

.necessary to determine employability. If any such individual voluntarily reduced work effort to
less than 30 hours per week without good cause, or if they fail to comply with workfare
requirements, they would be denied eligibility for food stamps. The plan also would give states
the option 1o disqualify an entire household if the household head refused to comply with work
requirements. The penalties for violating work requirements would be increased.

States would have the option to subject to work requirements a caretaker of a child between the
“ages of one and six. Members of food stamp households who are receiving AFDC would not
be able to participate in the food stamp employment and training program. States are permitted
to apply any employment and training program requirement to individuals at time of application.
The plan deletes current law requirements that employment or training work experience
assignments serve a useful public purpose and/or make use of the prior training, experiences or
skills of the participating recipient. Mandatory conciliation procedures for resolving disputes
concemning an individual’s participation in the food stamp program woutd be eliminated.
Voluntary employment and training program participants would no longer be given priority in

receiving program services, and pammpant reimbursements.
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New eligibility reqmrements The Senate plan would establish a new requirement for work or
participation in an employment and training activity (other than job search or job search training)
by able-bodied, childless adults between 18-50 after being on assistance for six months in any 12-
month period. These individuals are made ineligible for food stamps after six months unless they
work half-time or participate in a work or training activity. The bill does not require states-to
provide jobs or training slots to these individuals. Although some exceptions are allowed for

““areas of high unemployment or insufficient jobs, if after six months they are unsuccessful in

securing employment or an employment and training acuwty, they become ineligibie to receive
benefits. . -

 Other provisions: This title would fodify the definition of a homeless individual and deem
. income for sponsored aliens for five years or the length of the affidavit of support; whichever is
* longer. It would permit individuals disqualified for failing to comply with any federal, state or

local welfare law also to be dlsquallﬁed from food stamps. The blﬂ eliminates the federal match
for outreach activities.

Waivers: USDA would be reqguired to re.spond to state waiver requests within 60 days and
provide to the Congressional authorizing committees an explanation why any waivers were
denied. While current law prohibits waivers to be granted for projects .that would lower or
restrict income or rescurce standards, the plan would lift the prohibition on projects of this kind.

" Almost all of the Food Stamp Act would now be subject to waivers. Authority for elderly SSI
.cash-out projects would be extended through 2002, Private sector employment initiatives that

cash-out benefits to certain employod parties would be allowed as a state option and would no
longer require a waiver.

Cluld support enforcement: States would have ‘the optlon to require cdoperation with child
support enforcement as a condition of eligibility for food stamp participation for both the
custodial and non-custodial parent. States would be permitted to dzsquahfy non—custodxal parents
with child support orders who are delinquent in paying support.

- EBT: The plan exempts Electronic Benefit Transfer (EBT) transactions from the Federal Reserve
- ‘Board’s Regulation E governing electronic transactions. It permits states to charge program
' participants for replacement EBT cards and to collect the fee from the monthly all()tment States

would be penmned to require'a photograph on an EBT card.

Antl»fraud provlsmns: Persons who are found to have fraudulently received food stamp benefits
simultaneously in more than one state would be made permanently ineligible for the program.
The bill would authorize the use or disclosure of applicant/participant-supplied information to any
federal, state, or local law enforcement officer if the household member is flecing. to avoid
prosecution or has information needed by the officer. Stares would be required to disclose to INS

‘identifying information about any individual known to be in the United States unlawfully. The

bill would double penalties on retailers for violating program requirements. It also would

© authorize the Secretary to establish time limits on retailer authorization periods as well as a period
- of time in which re-application is prohibited for stores denied for lack of business integrity or that
fail to initially meet authorization criteria. ‘The plan authorizes the collection of income and sales

tax information for verifying eligibility for store authorization, permits imposing equal food stamp

penalties for retailers who are disqualified under the WIC program and permanent debarment of .

retailers who intentionally submit falsified apphcatlons and expands criminal forfeiture for food

' stamp trafﬁckmg
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TITLE IV: _ CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS; S

TITLE V: __NONCITIZENS i

Reimbursement rates: Terminate additional reimbursements of two cents per lunch for lunches
served in high free and reduced price participation schools. In annually adjusting the value of
federal commodity assistance provided for each lunch served, round down the adjustment to the
nearest cent. Round down lunch, breakfast and supplement cash reimbursement rates in the
National School Lunch Program and the Child and Aduilt Care Food Program centers; delay
indexation until July 1, 1998. Establish lower Summer Food Service Program reimbursement
rates; the new rates are $2 for each lunch and supper served, $1.20 for each breakfast served,

- and $ 50 for each meal supplement served. Round down Special Milk Program reimbursement

rates to the nearest cent; delay indexation until July 1, 1997. Round down rates for free and
reduced price breakfasts to the nearest cent. ' Set paid breakfast rates.equal to paid lunch cash

- . Tates.

Lower rel.mbursement for Family Day Care Homes: Establish a two-tiered reimbursement

* structure with lower rates for meals-served to children over 185 percent of poverty. Homes

receiving the lower reimbursement would receive $1.00 for each lunch and supper, 30 cents for
breakfasts, and 15 cents for supplements, Provide $5 million in grant funds in FY 1996 to assist
Family Day Care Homes in administering the new rate structure. Index reimbursement to the
CPl for, food at home and round rates to the lower cent.

_ Grant programs: Eliminate School Breakfast Program and Sumrmer Food Service Program start-

up and expansion grants. Change Nutrition Educatmn and Trauung Program fundmg from $10
rmllnon to 37 million, .

Other amendments Eliminate requirement for annual free and reduced price policy statements
in thie National School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs, -unless there is a substantial change
in the free and reduced price policy of the school. Allow child served through the Summer Food
Service Program to refuse not more than one item of a meal (permit offer vs. serve); this
provision does not affect payments to the school. Prohibit Child and Adult Care Food Program
sponsors from paying employees based on the number of Family Day Care Homes recruited or .
managed. Reduce the number of required state and local reports. '

Reauthorization: The following p_rogramsfare reauthorized through FY 2002: commodity
distribution program, emergency food assistance program, soup kitchens program, national
commodity processing, and the Commodity Supplemental Food Program.

i
f

f | .
Legal Immigrants Ineligible for Assistance At State Option; Five Year Sponsor Deeming:
States would have the option to deny temporary block grant assistance to all non-citizens. In
addition, subject to certain exemptions, any needs-based program funded in whole or in part by
the Federal Government ~ including Medicaid and title IV-E Foster Care and Adoption
Assistance -- would be required to deem the income and resources of sponsors for five years or
the period agreed to in the affidavit of support signed by sponsors, whichever is longer. State
and local needs-based assistance programs authorized under Federal law would have the option

to deem the income and resources. of sponsors for five years or the period agreed to in the

affidavit of support signed by sponsors, whichever is longer. If a new, legally-binding affidavit

" of support is developed: that is applicable for longer than five years, then the deeming period

would be consistent with the longer period ‘established by the affidavit, even if the immigrant
became a naturalized citizen. All of a sponsor’s income and resources would be deemed available
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- to tﬁe immigrant (i.e., there is no ‘allowance provided for the spénsor s subélstence) These new
" deeming rules would be effective upon enactment and would apply to sponsored unrmgrants
current[y receiving needs-based assistance, a.s well as new arrivals. .

. ~Exemptions: Programs that would be- exer_npted from the deeming ruleé would be: ’erﬁergency

Medicaid services; short-term emergency disaster relief; assistance or benefits under the National
Schoo! Lunch Act; assistance or benefits under the Child Nutrition Act of 1966; and public health -

-assistance for immunizations with respect to immunizable diseases and for testing and treatment

for communicable diseases if the Setretary of Health and Human Services determines that such
testing and treatment is necessary. Immigrants that would be exempted from the deeming rnules

" would be: refugees, asylees, and persons whose deportation was withheld for 5 years after entry

into'the U.S.; honorably discharged veterans and their spouses and children; and immigrants who
meet the quarters of coverage requirements to qualify for social security benefits under title II.

Denial of SSI for Certain Non-Citizens: All non-citizens - including those who become
disabled after entry — would be ineligible for SSI except in limited circumstances. Only the
following non-citizens would be eligible: those that meet the quarters of coverage requirements
necessary to qualify for social security insurance benefits; those who are honorably discharged

-veterans (and their spouses and children); refugees or -asylees during their first 5 years in the

U.8., after which time they would also need to meet the quarters of coverage requirement; and
persons whose .deportation has been withheld during their first 5 years in the UJ.S. For non-
citizens stil} eligible for benefits, the deeming provision provided for other needs-based programs

- are’effective, This provision. would be effective. upon enactment. However non-exempt non-

citizens who are current remplent.s would lose eligibility beginning January 1, 1997.

. TITLE VIt CHILD CARE

Reauthorize the Child Care Developmem ‘Block Grant Program (CCDBG) CCDBG would

" continue to provide states with funds for child care services for low and moderate income
families. States would be required to ensure a- representatwe distribution of funding among

working poor and welfare recipients.

Fundmg The block gram would be authonzed at $1 bl“lDﬂ for FY 1996 and such sums as may ’

- be necessary for FY 1997 through 2000.

. Eligibility: Income eligibility increases from 75'pércent to 100 percent of Istate median income

for parents needmg chlld care in order to work or parnc:pate in educanon or training.

Quality and Supply The set aSIdc of funds to be used to improve the quahty of chlld care and
to improve availability is reduced (from 25 percent under current law) to 15 percent of the block
grant: This would include child care resource and referral and consumer education activities.

" Funds may be used for activities currently allowable under the quality set-aside, as well as
. activities to increase availability of before- and after-school cate, infant care, and care durmg '
- non-traditional hours.

'Early Clnldhood Development The requlrement to estabhsh .expand, and conduct early

childhood development programs and/or before and after-school care services would be repealed.
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Health and Safety Requirements; The hea}th and safety provisions are basically maintained.
It would remove the registration requirement for providers not required to be licensed or
regulated under state or local law and replace it w:th a directive for states to implement a
mechanism to ensure approprlate payment.

Transfer of Funds: Up to 30 percent of CCDBG funds may be tra.nsferred into Tide [
Temporary Ass1stance for Needy Families Block Grant,

TITLE VII: WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT AND WORKFORCE PREPARATION ACTIVITIES

Block Granting of Workforce Development Programs: This title authorizes workforce
development and workforce preparation activities, through grants to states for workforce
employment activities, workforce education activities, and flexible workforce activities (which

could include economic development activities). Among statutes repealed would be JTPA,

Perkins Act, the Wagner-Peyser Act, School-to-Work Opportunities Act, Adult Education, Title

.V of the Older Americans Act, and TAA/NAFTA TAA retraining legislation.

Funding Levels: Appropriations would be authorized at the level of $6.127 billion for each year,
FY 1998 through FY 2001, with an additional authorization of $2.1 billion for each such fiscal
year for the "Job Corps and Other Workforce Preparation Activities for At-Risk Youth" subtitle.
This provision would reduce funding for education and training programs by about 15 percent.

Funding Requirements: .92.7 percent of funds would be allocated to states, and 7.3 percent
would be reserved for national activities, including labor market information, Indian workforce
development activities, territories, and vocational education assessment. Of the funds allocated
to states, 25 percent would be used for workforce employment activities (including the State
Employment Service). Of this 25 percent, 75 percent would be distributed locally within the
state, and 25 percent would be reserved at the state level. The remaining state allocations would
be allocated so that 25 percent would be used for workforce education activities, and 50 percent
would be provided in the form of a flexible grant to be used in the Governor’s discretion for
either workforce education activities or workforce education activities. Of the 25 percent
available for workforce employment activities, 20 percent would be for the use of the state
educational agency, and 80 percent woulkd goto local educational agencies.

Allocation of Funds to the Statas: Funds reserved for states would be allocated among states
based on the state’s proportionate share of the following populations: 60 percent would be based
on individuals 15-65 years old; 10 percent on individuals in poverty; 10 percent on persons that
are unemployed; and 20 percent on recipients of the Temporary Assistance Block Grant.

Job Corps: The Job Coi*ps would be converted into-a state grant program, maintaining current
Job Corps centers, except for the elimination of 25 centers by September 30, 1997. At-risk youth
programs would also be authorized, and summer youth jobs would be allowable although a

" separate program would not be reqmred

Optional Vouchers: In providing workforce employment activities, states would be allowed, but
not required, to choose to prov1de skill grants as vouchers to be used to pay the cost of tralmng
workers. !
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' TITLE VHI WORKFORCE DEVELOPI\IENT-RELATED ACTIVITIES

.-

Vocational Rehabilitation: This section makes minor changes to the Vocational Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 to ensure that it: (1) interfaces smoothly with workforce development activities; (2}
streamlines requiremcnts for state Vocational Rehabilitation Plans; and, (3) changes the
nomenclature of service plans for individuals— they are no longer called rehabilitation plans, but
rather employment plans. -

TITLE IX: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Centralized Support Order Reglstry and Co!lectmn Dlsbursement' States would be required
to record all child support orders in an automated state central case registry and collect and
disburse child support payments using an automated centralized 'collections unit..- States would
then be able to monitor child support payments and take automatic enforcement actions when
payments are.missed.- The registry would alsc contain information on pending paternity
establishment caseg that are provided services through the CSE system. -

Reporting of New Hires: - States would be required to establish a State Directory of New Hires.
A National Directory of New Hires is to be established within the Federal Parent Locator

_ Service. . Employers would be required to report information (i.e., W-4 form or equivalent

information) on each new hire to the state directory. Failure to do so would result in less than
2 $25 penalty for each unreported hire. Fach State Directory of New Hires must conduct
automated matches of new hires against the state central support order registry. States must also
report their new hiré information to the National Directory of New Hires.  The National

* Directory is required to match these records with records from other state central support order

registries. Employers would be requlred to thhhold wages for any employee for whom a match
oceurs. :

Interstate Child Support: States would be required to adopt, with a few inodiﬁ_cations, the

Uniform Interstate Family Support Act (UIFSA). States are permitted to enforce interstate cases
using an administrative process The Secretary of HHS must issue uniform forms for use of
enforcing child support in interstate cases.

Paternity Establishment: Individuals who apply for or receive assistance under the Temporary
Family Assistance Program must cooperate with child support enforcement efforis by providing
specifi¢ identifying information about the noncustodial parent. The child support agency, rather

. thin the IV-A agency, would determine the cocperation of such individual and good cause

exceptions may be applied. States would be required to have a variety of procedures designed
to expedite and improve paternity establishment performance. States would be required to
publicize the ‘availability and encourage the use of pracedures for votuntary establlshment of

-patermty and child suppcm

Funding and Perfurmance Based Ineenhver The existing system of incentive payments would

" be replaced with 2 new system developed by a committee including state [V-D directors. The

formula would be based upon five criteria and seven factors. Total incentives are based on FY
1994 incentives plus a portion of Federal welfare recoupment, or any other increase based on
performance outcomes-approved by the Secretary. The only restriction on the incentive payments -

is. that they must not exceed 90 percent of state expenditures — an unlimited number.
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Distribution and Pass-Through Policies: The $50 pass-through for AFDC families would be ‘
eliminated. The state could pass through to the family any amount of child support the state

- 'chooses. However, the entire amount of the pass-through would have to be financed by the state.

Families no longer receiving AFDC benefits would receive all child support owed to them for
periods after AFDC receipt before the state could apply arrearages to the AFDC recoupment.
Unlike other bills; states would have the option to retain pre-AFDC arrears rather than requiring
pass-through to families first. Also unlike other bills, this one omits the changes to income tax
refund offset necessary to conform to distribution changes. -

Establishment and Modification of Support Orders: States would be required to review and,
if appropriate, adjust all child support orders enforced by the state child support agency every
3 years. States could use automated means to accomplish review and adjustment by either using
child support guidelines, applying a cost of living increase to the order and giving the parties an
opportunity to contest, or by showing a change in the circumstances of the parties. Upon the
request of a party, states could also review and, upon a showing of change in circumstances,
adjust orders according to the child support guidelines. A National Guidelines Cornmission
would be established to study child support guidelines and the appropriateness of a national child

' support gu:delmc

Enforcement of Child Support Orders: In addmon to the establishment of a new hire reporting
directory to assist in the enforcement of child support orders, without the need for a judicial or
administrative hearing, all child support orders issued or modified before October 1, 1996, which
are not otherwise subject to income withholding, would be immediately subject to wage
withholding if arrearages occur. The Secretary of Defense would be required to establish a
central personnel locator service that contains the address of every member of the Armed Services

{(including retirees) and make this information available to the Federal Parent Locator Service.

Various enforcement tools are included such as providing states the authority to revoke or

- suspend driver’s licenses, professional and; occupational licenses, and recreational licenses of

individuals owing overdue support; and denial of passports for nonpayment of child support.

Visitation and Access Grants: Grants would be made to states for access and v1snauons—related
programs.

TITLE X: - _REFORM OF PUBLIC HOUSING

Public Housing Ceiling Rents: Allows housing agencies (PHAs) to establish ceiling rents.
These ceiling rents must reflect the reasonable rental value of the dwelling unit and be greater
than or equal to the monthly operating cost of the housing.

Public Housing Adjustments to Earned Income: Allows PHAs tc adopt adjustments to earned
income up to 20 percent of such income. Adjusted income excludes set sums for each child,
disabled person and elderly person in the family; excess costs of care for the elderly and disabled;
child care; and, under the Indian housing program, travel expenses. PHAs must absorb the initial
cost of such deductions, but may retain increases in rent as a result of increased earned incomes
of public housing residents until they have been repaid. -

Exemption of Tenants from Labor Standards ‘Repeals apphcablllty of the David-Bacon wage

rate regulation of persons receiving public housing or Section 8, when they are performmg work

on pubic or assisted housing.
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Sanctions Would Not Increase Housing Benefits: Families who have their benefits lowered
under 2 welfare program for failure to meet the requirements of that program may not receive
higher housing assistance as a result of their decreased income. However, this provision would

" not apply when families lose their welfare benefits because of time limits.

Applicability to THA Housing: The amendments affecting public housing would also apply to
housing of Indian housing authorities. ' I




CHART A

ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS AFFECTED BY BLOCK GRANT PROVISIONS
OF THE WORK OPPORTUNITIES ACT OF 1995 (S. 1120)

Programs Affected

Entitlement Status

Under Current Law '

Funding
Under Current Law

Provisions Under S. 1120

AFDC

Title I - Block Grants for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

Individual Emiﬂgmém

.Uncapged_, Federal Match
: |

JOBS

Suate Enddement

|
Capped, Federal Maich
i

Emergency Assistance

State Entidement

Uncapped, Federal Match

~

AFDC/JOBS Child Care

Individual Entitlernent

Uncapl:i!ed, Federal Match

Transitional Child Care

Individual Entitfement

Uncapbed, Federal Match

At-Risk Child Care .

State Entitlement

Capped. Federal Match

Individual entitlement stams for these
programs would be repealed.

These would be replaced by a single
capped block grant entitlement to states
with no state match or maintenance of
effort required.

3
]

Title TI - Optional Food Stamp Assistance Block Grant

Food Stamps

Individual Entitlement

Federal Only, Uncapped

Individual states could choose on a one-
tme irrevocable basis whether to receive
food stamps as a capped block grant with
no state match or maintenance of effort
provisions. Under this option, the
individual entitlernent is repeaied.

_ Title VII - Workforce Development and Workforce Preparation Actmt:a

—

e r——- —

Trade Adjustment
Assistance

Individual Entitlemnent

' Fede'ra} Only, Uncapped

Individual entitlement would be repealed.
Program would be incorporated into a
Workforce Development block grant.
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Tables 1-3

Table 1: The Burden on States to Meet the Part1c1patlon Reqmrements in Fiscal Year -
2000 of the Senate Republican Leadershlp Plan :

»- . Table 1 shows how difficult it will be for states to fulfill the Senate Republican
" Leadership Plan's work requirements. The Plan would requires over 2.3 million

- recipients to participate in work in FY 2000. . According to the Plan, however, those
combining unsubsidized work with welfare, those who are sanctioned, and those who
leave welfare for employment would count towards each state's participation rate.”
Even after including these individuals, states would have to place 1.3 million recipiénts
in ‘work by the year 2000. This represents an increase of atmost 900,000 recipients
over current 1994 JOBS llevels or an increase of 222 percent. : K .

> Some states would have a particularly difficult time meetirig the work requirements of

the Plan. In twenty-elght states, the number of individuals that would have to be in
work activities by the year 2000, would be more than triple (an increase of over 200%)

- the number of individuals currently participating in JOBS for more than 20 hours a
week. Many of these states would have an even more difficult challenge. California,

 Florida and Texas, for example, are among the states that would have to achieve levels
of pamc1patmn that are five times greater than their current numbers of people in JOBS
or work. -

v Thé Senate Republican Leadership Plan will leave states with some difficult choices.
While in theory the plan‘imposes very tough work requirements on recipients, states
may, in fact, have to choose between cutting benefits to peedy families and children,
spending substantially more of their own funds on the work program, or failing to
comply with minimum participation levels and taking a 5 percent penalty.

» © Table 1, to some extent, understates the difficulty states would have in meeting the
work requirements of the Plan. While column four shows the number of recipients
participating in JOBS for 20 hours or more a week in 1994, most. of the JOBS
participants shown in this column are in actiyities that would not count toward
participation under the Senate Republican Leadersl:up Plan, e.g. education or training.
Indeed, in 1994, there was less than 200,000 JOBS participants whose activities would,
under the Leadership Plan, count towards participation. Thus the burden on states
would be greater than Table 1 suggests

> The analysis also assumes that states w111 successfully be able to encourage more
-~ recipients to combine work and welfare. Only 4% of the adult caseload combined
work and welfare for 20 hours & week or more in 1594 (over 158,000 recipients). “This
analysis more than doubles the 1994 rate of combiners to analysis 9% of the pro;ected
adult caseload or 400,000 remp:ems ‘



Table 2: The Additional Cost of the Work Program and Associated Child Care
Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan

Table 2 illustrates how much states would have to increase spending to comply with the
work requirements of the Senate Republican Leadership Plan. States would be required
to spend almost 36.9 billion more in Fiscal Year 2000 for work and related child care
than they spent in 1994 under carrént law. ' Over $4.1 billion, or 60 percent of this
increase in state costs, would result from additional child care costs alone.

- .To meet the new requirements, states, over the seven years between FY1996 and

FY 2002, would have to spend nearly $24 billion more than what they would be

pro;ected to spend over the same time penod

' The estimated total cost of the work program and related child care would comprise 58

percent of the block grant. This would leave states with insufficient funds remaining to
provide cash assistance to needy families and their children. For some states the
percent of Block Grant funds spent on work and child care would be much higher.
Some states would have to spend more than 90 percent of their block grant funds on
these services to meet the new work requirements. In otder to do this, they would

.have to greatly reduce benefits, deny eligibility to large numbers of families or spend

considerably more in state ﬁmds

Esti.mates of State.costs for work and related child care services were developed by

" applying the national average per participant cost for these services to the number of

persons estiated to be required to be in the work program for each state under the

- Senate Republican Leadersmp Plan .

Table 3: The Additional Number of Children Requiring Child Care Under the Senate
Republican Leadership Plan: Fiscal Year 2000

»>

Table 3 shows the increase in number of chﬂdren requlnng child care due to work
requirements under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan in Fiscal Year 2000.
Across all states, 834,660 more children will need child'care as a resuit of the plan's
AFDC work requirements, a 204 percent increase over the’ number of chﬂdren

receiving AFDC/JOBS related child care under current law

The Senate Republican Leadership Plan does not pr‘ovide any additional funding to
cover the child care needs of these children. As a portion of the Temporary Assistance
Block Grant, the plan freezes funding for AFDC/J OBS related cmld care at Fiscal Year
1994 levels. : _ ‘




State by state estimates of numbers of children requiring child care in Fiscal Year 2000

were determined by applying a national average for participant family size and a

national average percentage of paI'IIClpaIltS who use child care pa1d for by the federal

~ government to Fiscal Year 2000 estimated numbers of WORK participants and AFDC
_tecipients combining work and welfare in each state. In Table 3, these numbers were

compared to estimates of the number of children receiving child care through the

AFDC/JOBS program in Fiscal Year 1994 in each state.

This analysis does not take into consideration the child care needs of individuals at risk “

of becoming welfare dependent or of former welfare recipients who have become ‘

employed but whose income remains below the poverty line. Both of these groups
receive child care assistance under current law.



Table 1

The Burden on States to Meet The Work Participation Requirements in Fiscal Year 2000
' of the Senate Republican Leadership Plan

+ Projected

.] . Estimatad

Projected Projected Number
Number Required | Number of Required to actually Number ° . Percent Increase
inFY 2000 to Leavers, Combiners Participate in Work Participating ' Required fo Meet
Participate in and Sanctioners Program Under the In JOBS . the Participation
Work Under the That Caunt " Senate Republican  for 20 hours | Rate Under the
Senate Republican | Towarss Participation Leadership Ptan i ormore  Senate Republican
Leadership Plan in FY 2000 in FY 2600 . in1984 | Leadership Plan
Ol {2) F=@2-0) . ! (4} i_(8) =[(3)- (4)1"(4)
[ALABAMA 19,400 8,600 10,800 5,660 (. 21%
'ALASKA 6,800 3,000 3,800 890 327%
ARIZONA 32,200 14,300 17,800 2,110 748%
ARKANSAS 10,800 4,800 6,100 900 578%
CALIFORNIA 401,400 177.700 223,700 41,260 442%
COLORADO 20,000 8,900 11,100 4,160 187%
CONNECTICUT - 29,500 13,200 16,700 6,310 165%
DELAWARE . 4,800 2.200 2.700 680 257%
DIST OF COLUMBIA 12,800 5700 7100 1,090 551%
FLORIDA 113,000 50,000 63,000 12.480 405%
{GEORGIA 65,200 | 28,900 38,300 . 10.900 233%
_HAWAIL 10,600 4,700 5.900 1,190  306%
IDAHO 4,100 1,800 2,300 740 211%
ILLINOIS 118,100 52,300 55,800 24,040 - 174%
INDIANA 35,000 15,900 20,100 6,500 . 205%%
IOWA 19,400 2,600 10,800 2,400 350%
KANSAS 14,700 €,500 8,200 5970 - 3T%
KENTUCKY 36,900 16,300 20,600 3 440 144%
LOUISIANA 38,300 17,000 21,300 6,310 238%
MAINE 12,100 - 5,400 6,700 3,120 115%
'MARYLAND . 38,600 17,100 21,500 5170 316%
-MASSACHUSETTS 54.904 24,300 30,600 9,210 232%
IMICHIGAN 114,600 50,700 63,800 30,250 111%
MINNESOTA 32,100 14,200 17,800 4 270 . 319%
MISSISSIPP! 23,700 10,500 13,200 3,730 254%
MISSOURI 45,300 20,100 25,200 5,800 334%
MONTANA, £.300 2,800 3,500 1,780 96%
NEBRASKA 8,700 3,000 3,700 4,930 -25%
NEVADA 6,000 2,700 3,300 720 358% :
NEW HAMPSHIRE 5700 | 2,500 3,200 1,850 73%;
NEW JERSEY 58,000 25,700 32,300 11,760 175%:
NEW MEXICO 16,100 7,100 9,000 3.270 175%
NEW YORK 222,900 98,700 124,200 39,240 217%
NCORTH CARDLINA 59,600 26,400 33,200 9,020 268%
NORTH DAKOTA 3,600 1,300 1,700 - 580 183%
QHIO 117,200 51,900 65,300 30 110 117%
QKLAHOMA 23.000 10,200 12.8C0 1,550 726%:
OREGON 19,400 8,800 10,800 6,490 66%
PENNSYLVANIA 105,200 48,600 58,600 18,870 211%
RHODE [SLAND 11,500 5.100 6,400 2,470 158%)
SQUTH CAROLINA 20.800 8,200 11,600 2,860 306%
SOUTH DAKOTA . 3,100 1,400 1,700 1,580 8%
TENNESSEE 51,300 22,900 28.900 5,070 470%
TEXAS 130,800 57,800 72,800 13,640 434%
{UTAH 8,600 3.800 4,800 5,830 -18%
VERMONT 5,200 2,300 2.90C 800 263%
(VIRGINIA 33,200 14,700 18,500 4,630 300%
(WASHINGTON 49,800 22,100 27,700 13,900 99% -
{WEST VIRGINIA - 20,000 8,800 14,100 5,800 53%
WISCONSIN 26,000 15,900 20,100 12,360 - 63%] .
WYOMING 2,900 1,300 1.600 1,420 13%
TOTAL 2,338,500 4,035,500 1,303,000 405,100 222%

HHS/ASPE analysrs

The sum of the stales may not add to the total due o terntones and roundlng




Table 2
The Additional Cost of the Work Program and Associated Child Care
-Under the Senate Republlcan Leadership Plan
(Assummg the National Average Cost Per Work Participant

~ and Associated Child Care Slot in FY 2000)

Estimated Additional

Estimatod Additional '

"State work and child care costs are based an nahcmal averages. This analys:s assumes,

that their will be ne operating cost in the work program for those combining work and

welfare, those sanctioned and those leaving welfare for work. Likewise, the analysis
assumes no cost of related child care for those igaving welfare for work and those sanctioned,

Estimated Additional Estimated . Estimated Total

Operating Cost of the Additional Cost | Operating Cost of the Operating Cost Qperating Cost of the

Work Program to Meet For Related  '| Work Program Plus | of the Work Program | Work Program Plus

FY 2000 Participation Chitd Care Related Child Gare & Related Child Care Related Child Care

Rata Required in in the FY 2000 in the FY 2000 in the FY 2000 FY 1996 - 2002
the Senate Republican | Senate Repubtican | Senate Republican as a Percent of the Senate Republican
Leadership Plan . Leadership Plan- Leadership Plan Block Grant Leadership Plan
{in millions) {in millions) . (in miltions) - {in millions)
ALABAMA $23 ' $34 $57 70% $199
"ALASKA 58 $12 $20 44% 368
-ARIZONA 38 | 557 $34 54% 3327
"ARKANSAS $13 519 i . $32 71% $110
CALIFORNIA 3468 5711 $1,141 46% 54,015
COLORADO 523 335 } $59 59% 5204
(CONNECTICUT $35 $53 i £83 52% $302
DELAWARE 56 39 ’ B14 56% $50
DIST OF COLUMBIA $15 $23 337 57% 3128
FLORIDA 3132 $200 $333 75% 51,158
GEQORGIA $76 3115 | $192 0% - $663
HAWAII $12 $13 $31 48% $106
IDAHQ ~_§5 §7 |- $12 7% 41
ILLINGIS . $138 $209 $a47 86% $1,195
INDIANA $42 §64 3106 58% 5366
QWA $23 $34 $57 62% 5195
KANSAS $17 526 $43 . 56% 3149
KENTUCKY 343 " 366 $109 - 84% $378
LOUISIANA 545 368 $112 Q7% 5302
MAINE 314 $21 . $35 67% 5123
MARYLAND 345 $68 ! 3113 67% $392
‘MASSACHUSETTS $64 $97 3162 48% $560 :
[MICHIGAN §134 $203 $337 61% $1,169
:MINNESQTA 338 357 594 48% $327
MISSISSIPPI $28 $42 £70 105% $245 -

-MISSOURI $53 $80 $133 33% $459
{MONTANA 57 $11 518 54% $63
NEBRASKA 38 $12 20 47% $69
NEVADA §7 $10 17 &4°% $61
NEW HAMPSHIRE 57 $10 $17 58% $58
NEW JERSEY - $68 $103 $170 59% 591
NEW MEXICO $19 $29 348 48% $163
NEW YORK . 3261 $335 $656 41% - 2,256
NORTH CAROLINA $70 $106 5175 66% $607
NORTH DAKOTA &4 £5 . §9 50% £32
HOHIO 5137 $208 £345 65% $1,109
QKLAHOMA $27 $41 - $68 59% £233
QREGON $23 $34 $57 45% $198
PENNSYLVANIA $123 5186 $309 68% 31,085
RHODE |SLAND 513 | 520 534 53% $117
SOUTH CAROLINA $24 537 $61 78% $213
SOUTH DAKCTA 34 $5 39 54% 531
‘TENNESSEE $61 $92 $153 ¢ 97% 3526
TEXAS $153 $232 $384 99% §1.321
UTAH $10 - 815 $25 40% 388
VERMONT $6 | $9 $15 45%, 352
VIRGINIA KE] St $59 $98 73% $337
‘WASHINGTON \ : 558 | 588 5146 49% 3504
WEST VIRGINIA 323 335 $59 1% $203
WISCONSIN P42 $64 $106 46% $369
WYOMING 53 $5 38 48% 530
|TOTAL $2,734 $4,144 $6,378 58% $23,700
HHS/ASPE analysis.



- Tabled

The Additiona) Number of Children Requiring Child Care
Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan: Fiscal Year 2000

| Estimated Number of Increase in Percentage
State Children Receiving Number of Increase in
| | AFDC/JOBS Related | Children Needing Children Needing
Child Care’ AFDCIIOBS Related | AFDC/JOBS Related
FY 1994 Child Care Child Care
FY 1994-FY 2008 | FY 1994 . FY 2000

AL ABAMA NR 6.030 . NAS
ALASKA - 590 2150 246%
ARIZONA 5,640 14.100 250% i
ARKCANSAS 1,449 5.05G 351%
CALIFORNIA 16,840 150490 894% |
[COLORADO 3,750 6,250 167%
CONNECTICUT 950 10,890 1146% |
DELAWARE 1,i70 2020 173%
DIST OF COLUMBIA 240 5.040 2517%

IFLORIDA 15.940 34,150 51%
GEORGIA 19.640 25.090 128%
HAWAL 680 3,430 651%)

SEDAHO 1310 1,450 113%
ELINGIS 7.890 35220 497%
NDIANA 11.580 15,750 119%
TOWA 3,620 6,580 | %)

TKANSAS 15.480 3,160 20%

] CEY 3560 11,820 134%
LOUISIANA 4,730 © 15,480 337%
MAINE 3,630 3,980 110%
MARYLAND 10,300 16,530 160%

SACHUSETTS 9,670 22,080 218%

IMICHIGAN 16,250 31050 191%
IMINNESOTA. 6,190 12,7710 206%
NMISSISSIPFL 1.860 £.190 -~ 440%
MISSOURI 8,110 19,230 237%
MONTANA 1,160 1.840 159%
[NEBRASKA 7.000 (280) A%

VADA 1.140 2,600 238%

W HAMPSHIRE 2,240 1.610 7%

lmaw TERSEY 11.620 21,580 189%
INEW MEXICO 2,570 5.950 200% ]

W YORK 41.100 84.400 205%

ORTH CAROLINA 35280 14120 $6%

[NORTH DAKOTA 1.860 1.030 5
OHIO 25,150 37,140 147%
OKLAHOMA 8.770 10,130 116%
OREGON 6.070 3710 78%
PENNSYLVANIA 25.620 45,950 160%

ODE ISLAND 4.150 1,900 94%
SOUTH CAROLINA 2.420 - 8.090 334%[

SOUTH DAKOTA, 1,870 260 14%

TENNESSEE 13,650 20,250 169%
5180 $8.510 1130%

UTAH 5.490 (620 -11%) -
“IVERMONT 1,450 2,130 ’7%

YV IRGINIA 2,400 13.870 578%
WASHINGTON §5.850 15240 95%
WEST VIRGINIA 1.530 5,670 159%
(WISCONSIN 18.550 7760 41%
WYOMING 7,290 160 7%

0 [
JTOTAL 408,730 134,660 104%
Notes:

1. The number of children reeeiving APDCJjOBS child care in FY 1994 was estimated from

F¥ 1993 state-ceported data. Alabama had not rcponr.d FY 1993 AFDC/IOBS child care caseload

data in time for this analysis,

2. The increase ip aumber of children aseding child care in each state was determined using a

national averape of participant family size and a national average percentage of participants who
. use child care paid for by the federal government.

3. Mumbers may not 24d due to rounding,




{Millions of Dollars)
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Tabte 4'._

Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the

Senate Repubiican Leadership Plan

AFDC Immigrant Child & tood ~Total
State Block Provisions Other 881 Stamps Five Year
: Provisions (5. 904) Redyction
Alabama ($54) (813) ($134) (3285) (3536)
Alaska 850y ~ (816) ($4) {$32) ($103)
Arizona (3116) {$145) ($50) ($252) ($363)
Arkansas (330} N (5210} (3133) (3330)
California ($2,803) {$6,515) (3230) ($1.421) (310,769)
Colorado - ($66) ($79) ($29) ($166) ($340)
Connecticut ($18%) (594) (5283 ($144) ($454)
Delaware ($23) %8 [63)) (833) (§72)
Dist of Col (373) (g£z2n - ($12) © o (359) ($165)
Florida ($293) {81,350y (8213) ($833) ($2,689)
Georgia ($181) (§73) ($95) ($420) ($770)
- Guam (338) $0 30 * ($38)
Hawaii ($72) (5103) (82) (877) ($254)
Idaha (317 ($7) (837 (341) ($102)
. Wlinois ($444) (3433) 8374) ($842) . (82,112)
indiana (3173 ($20) (5145) ($284) (E621)
lowa ($102)- (517 ($46) ($112) ($277)
Kansas (585) (527) ($62) ($132) ($306)
Kentucky ($143) ($10) {8199) . ($287) {3640)
Louisiana ($108) (359) ($422) {$394) (8983)
Maine {$58) ($10) 3N S (3910) (3166)
Maryland. ($188) (3163) ($68) {$299) ($719)
Massachusetts ($371) "($434) - {$86) (3265) ($1,155)
Michigan ($613) ($169) (3315 ($647)_ ($1,744)
Minnesota ($218) ($90) (371) $198) {($577)
Mississippi - {344) ($8) ©(3218) ($252) (8522)
Missouri #177) ($26) (5146) (3347) (5696)
Montana ($23) {$2) 39 ($39) (373)
Nebraska (%46) B 3°) . (822) ($36) ($133)
Nevada . (318) ($46) sn . (861) (3132)
New Hampshire (832) S (36) (33) {344) {$83)
New Jersey ($317) ($535) (3122) (3$390) ($1,364)
New Mexico (365) _(865) (832) ~($123) ($286)
New York ($1,756) ($2,255) (8637) ($1,850) ($6,538)
North Carolina (3175) ($39) (8251) (&316) (3782)
MNorth Dakota (320 (21 (54). ($29) (854)
Qliio (8385) (385) ($263) (3878) (51,811
Oklahoma ($126) - (523) (541) ($195) ($385)
QOregon {$139) (%64} ($23) (5275) (3501
Pennsylvania (3501 ($172) (330N (3809) - (51,783)
Puerto Rico/d $59 50 $0 3410 $469
Rhode island {($70) (§70) (514) ($86) (3241)



o Tabie‘d

Estimated Five-Year State Losses Under the Senate Repubhcan
Leadership Plan -
- (Direct Spendmg)

» - This table illustrates the funding loss that each state would incur in FY 1996 - FY
: 2000 under the various titles of the Senate Republican Leadership Plan (relative to
current law). Overall, states would lose more than $48.9 billion in Federal funding
for AFDC related programs, SSI (for children and aliens) and Food Stamps over five
years. States would be forced to make up these losses from their own revenues, shift
the burden to local governments, drastically reduce benefits.

> The $11.7 billion in losses under the cash assistance provision accounts for expected
increases that states would receive from the populatlon adjustment mechanism in the
formula. Based on U.S. Bureau of the Census population projections, states would
receive slightly more than $800 million over the five years of the block grant, as a
result of this adjustment. . This additional funding is negligible when compared to the .
$11.7 million reduction in Federal AFDC related funding that states would -
experience. (Note that these estimates do not mclude offsets in Food Stamps

spendlng)

[S . The loss In SSI funding to individuals varies dramatically across states. States differ
" widely on the number of children receiving benefits who became eligible via an
Individualized Functional Assessment, Virtually all SSI savings result from the
elimination of t.he Individualized Functional Assessment.

Table 5

. Preliminary Estlmate of the Effect of the Repubhcan Conference Bill on the Food Stamp .
_ Program hy State for Fiscal Years 1996 - 2000

> Table Five provides greater detail on the effects of the Food Stamp provisions in the
- Senate Republican Leadership Plan. The table shows the total reductions in Food
Stamp Program spending that states would experience under the plan, and the
" concomitant percentage reduction. In five years, states would experience a total
reduction in Federal Food Stamp funding of approximately 11 percent.




!
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Tableifi

Estimated Five Yeai_* Stéte Losses Under the
Senate Republican Leadership Plan
{Millions of Dollars) .

AFDC Immigrant Child & Food Total
State . Block Provisions - Other 881 Stamps Five Year
- ‘ ’ ! Provisicns (S, 904} Reduction
South Carolina ’ $52) {($16) : {$38) (5186) ($343)
South Dakota ($14) 52) - ($15) - 331 ($62)
Tennessee (3104) ($18) . ($105) - ($432) ($659)
Texas ‘ (8256) ($1,213) ' ($322) ($1,438) ($3,228)
Utah {$42) (822 (326) {($70) ($160)
Verment ($38) S (34 (32) ($33) (377
Virgin Islands &4 $0 30 : * (34
Virginia ‘ ($88) ($139) ($183) (5318) ©($728)
: ]
Washington ($329) 152 , - (371) (54100 .- {$1,003)
West Virginia {$91) ($4) (355) (§153) ($308)
Wisconsin (3255) (369) (5178) ($133). ($685)
Wyoming {($12) {(§1) (10) {319) ($42)
Other Terr . * * {$2) * (52
Totals _ ($11,827) ($14,772) (86,049} (516,105) (548,753)
Unaltlocated L ! ‘ _ .
Miscellaneous/l ©o%88 $0 ($1,536) ($150) ($1,598)
Food Stamp Offsets/2 - e - ~ NA $5 200
‘Child Nutrition/3 e - - (52,610)
Child Support ' - ! - - (31,100)
Fina! Totals (511,739) ($14,772) .1 ($7,585) ($16,255) (548,861)

1/ Includes provisions for tribes and research activities (AFDC provisions), SSI for drug addicts
and aleoholics & Family support payments {351 provisions), and territory funding (Food Stamp provisions).
2/ 381 and AFDC Offsets assume current law food stamps. :
3/ Child Nutrition losses by state are not yet available. ' . B
4/ Puerto Rico's AFDC funding does not include losses to the Aid to the Aged, Blind and
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: Table 5 _ :
Preliminary Estlmate of the Effect-of the Senate Repubhcan Leadersh:p Plan’
- on the Food Stamp Program by State for Fiscal Years 1996 2000
' : (Dollars in rmlllons)

Program Costs o . Difference
State o . Current - Proposed - Total ~ Percent -
Alabama - - %293 .. %2651 . -%28 -87
Alaska .. - "o 316 284 C 320 e S10L
Arizona o . 2,505 ‘ 2,253 | - -252°. . -101
Arkansas - oo 1348 - s -133 . Th9.9
California | . e 14,028 12,608 | . ~1421 7 -10.1
Colorado ~ - _ . 1,443 - 1,277 T 166 - -115
Connecticut R 951 . 807 - 144 S -15.2
Delaware - S 305 . 272 L-33 - 10.8
District of Coliimbia - el 533, a74 | -59 - 161
Florida - - - - 8,421 . 7,588 -833 - 198
.,.'Georgla S oo 4288 - .- 3,338 - 420 =99
‘Hawaii . .. I 845 S 769 AR & LN - 3 B
~Idaho + C L 36T © 326 BT -11.2
1llinois IR 6,686 © 5844 ¢ -842 - 12.6
Indiana o 2,600 2,317 | <284 - -10.9
Jowa: . . S P L9358 - 823 -112 -120
- Kansas o ' , 898 - 766 | . -132 =147
" Kentweky . . . . S 2706 . o 2,419 | - -287 . -10.6
‘Louisiama -~ . - . . 4,150 - 3,756 | ... -394 S, . -95
" “Maine SR = 712 0 e | -er 7T -7
Maryland S e 2481 1,858 © - 299 - -139
" Massachusetts o 2,097 . ‘1,832 | "t-265 - 12.6
© Michigan . .. . | 5,428 4,781 =647 -119
‘Minnesota .. - - , o 1,536 0 h1,338 | - 198 -12.9
Mississippi . 2,620, . ©. 2,368 o, =22 .. -8.6
Missouri® - - .. . . . 3,029 L . 2,683 1347 <114
Montana- I 356 . . 3iIgt 0 -3¢ -108
Nebraska . . . = S 519 44| 0 <56 -107
" Nevada P 553 492 | -61 . -1ll
New Haropshire - - 295 . 251 | - - -84 -14.8 -
New Jersey - ! S 10 & 2,723 | .- 0 -390 0 -12.5
New Mexico ‘ 1,243 - 1,120 C-123 .99
New York - . 11,622 . L 9,732 . -1,80 - 16.3
North Carolina . _ C 3,001 : 2,775 -316 - 10.2
~ . North Dakota, 2% 207 . -29 C-123
Chio . T 1,074 6,196 | - 878 -12.4
Oklahoma _ : 1,889 1,693 | -195 -10.3
Oregon - C o522 T L246 | 2275 <181
Pennsylvania _ 6325 5515 | . -809 -12.8
Rhode Island o L4, 38T L =86 -18.2°



Program Costs Difference

State Current Proposed Total Percent

South Carolina 1,951 - 1,766 - 186 -9.5
South Dakota 281 251 -3 - 109
Tennessee 3,843 3,411 - 432 -11.2
Texas 14,289 12,851 - 1,438 -10.1
Utah 646 816 - 70 - 10.9
Vermont 255 222 -33 - 13.0
Virginia 2,864 2,545 - 318 -11.1
Washington 2,426 | 2,016 - 410 - 16.9
West Virginia 1,614 : 1,455 - 158 -9.8
Wisconsin 1,498 1,315 - 183 -12.2
Wyoming 173 154 -19 -1L.1
Total 147,928 ! 131,673 -16,255 - 11.0

Note:  Totals include Puerto Rico, terntories and outlying areas. The total difference inciudes the costs of
increasing the block grant to Puerto Rico, increased E&T funding, additional IV-D administrative costs
associated with requiring cooperation with child support enforcement, collections through the Federal
Tax Refund Offset Program and through recoupment of State Agency error claims, and the interactions

between provisions of the bill. Individual cells may'not sum to totals because of rounding.

These are preliminary USDA/FCS estimates based on the Senate Republican Leadership Plag as of
August 3, 1995 and are subject to change. They have not been reviewed by the Office of Management

and Budget.



Table 6

State Allocations and Spending Per Poor Child
Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan

This table estimates the Federal spending per poor child, by state, that would result
under the Senate Republican Leadership proposal in both FY 1996 and FY 2000. The
Senate Republican Leadership Plan would marginally increase the funding per poor
child in states which meet either of the following criteria:

eStates that currently have below average Federal AFDC related spending per
poor person and above average population growth; or -

eStates havé Federal AFDC spending per poor person that is below 35% of
the national average. Only Alabama, Mississippi and Louisiana would receive
additional funding under this criterion.

»Each state affected under this provision would have their allocation increased
by 2.5 percent. Note that only those states that qualify in FY 1996 would
receive additional funding. If a state did not meet either of these criteria in
FY 1996, but met one of them in a subsequent year, they would not be eligible
for enhanced funding.

In FY 1996, Federal spending per poor chlld would vary tremendously across states,
from a low of $331 in Mississippi to a high of $3,248 in Alaska (FY96 numbers not
shown). In five states, spending per poor child is less than $500. Spcndmg per poor
child exceeds $1500 in twelve states.

The allocation formula would do little to erase the disparity in Federal spending per
poor child across states. Those states bolded in the table are the only ones that would
receive additional funding. In Mississippi, for example, the AFDC spending per poor
child would rise from $331 in FY96 (not shown) to only $366 in FYQO. Tlns is still
well below the natlonal average of $1, 186

Because the block grant is not adjustad to keep pace with inflation, all states would
experience a decrease in the real value of their block grant, even those states which
qualify for the additicnal funding. California, Michigan, New York and Ohio all
would lose more than $100 million of Federal funding in real dollars over the five
years of the block grant. California is the biggest loser, suffering a $488 million rea]
dollar loss of Federal AFDC funding. (Estimates of real dollar loss were calculated
using administration estimates of inflation). :

3



State Al]ocatmns & Spending Per Poor Chlid

Table 6

Under the Repubhcan Leadershlp We]fare Proposal

"Puerto Rico

State FY9% T FYQ0 C'hange in Spending/
T Grant © Grant  Allocation Poor Child
: (Millions) * " (Millions) (Real Dollars) (Actual §, FY00)
:  Alabama - - B1G7 %118 ($5) $451
Alaska $66 ° $66 (59 $3,248
~ Arizena $230 '$254 s10) B1L,154
- Arkansas $60 $66 0 (83) $414
~ California $3,686 $3,686 - (%488) . - SL716
~ Colorado ~ $131 © 5144 (36) $it2s
Connetticut, © - $247 %247 (833) $1,650
Delaware . $30 $30 . (34) . 51,331
- District of Col %96 - 396 " (813) - $1,872
" Florida - "$582 %420 (825) - $749
Georgia " 8359 $396 7 (819). $1,023
- Guam 54 Y (81 “NA
Hawaii - $95 CRLO$95L T (81 ©$2,135
~. Idaho 834 s 3T ©GD 8622
 Iilinois $583 " $583 LI L 8869
Indiana $227 $227 . - (830) - - 8834
lIowa’ $134 $134 C($18) - - $1,458
Kansas | $1122 - - s112° (315) . 5981
;. Kentucky:. - “B188 . UR188 < (825) . -~ 8745
«... Louisiana . °_ - 5164 $168 - . . (318) © $400 .
" Maine $76 Co876 0 (B10) $1,193 -
" Maryland §247° . $247 7 ($33) © - . 31490
. Massachusetts | 487 . $487 - (865) $2,177
Michigan - - $807 - - - $807 < (8107) §1,432°
- Minnesota .$287° - $287 . ($38) $1,419°
" Mississippi 587 $96 - . (54)° . $366°
Missouri $233 - < $2337 . (331)- $873
Montana $45 350 - (52) $1,120
‘Nebraska 560 C%60 - (88) $895
Nevada " $36 $40 - $2) - 5741
. MNew Hampshire $43 - L (56) _ $1.430
"+ New Jersey ' %417 "$417 1 (855) . B1345
- New Mexico y T.5130 $14_a L (85). $1,162 .
‘New York o $2 308 $2,308 ($506) $2,036
North Carolina 8348° . $384 ($15) $1,133
North Dakota 26 %26 . (83) 51,027
' Chio | _ §769 $769 . (5102) $1,360
Oklahoma 3166 $166 CO(822) . 3785
Oregon 5183 L8183 L ($24) . S1428
Pennsylvania $658 S, 8658 - ($87) s1312
- $92 892 (512)

‘NA




Table 6

State Allocations & Spending Per Poor Child
Under the Republican Leadership Welfare Propesal

State . . FY98 FY00  Changein Spending/

_ Grant Grant Allocation Poor Child

{Millions) (Millions) (Real Dollars) (Actual §, FY00)

Rhode 1sland 393 £93 $12) 52,244
- South Carolina . 3103 - $114 {$4) $434
South Dakota - 823 $24 32 $726
Tennessee $206 $227 ($9) $759
Texas 8507 $560 #2h - $447
Utah $84 “$93 {$4) £1,020
Vermont $49 - $49 &7 82,275
Virgin Islands $3 $3 (50) NA
Virginia 3175 $193 (87} $927
Washington T $432 $432 {$57) $2,340
West Virginia $i19 3119 (§16y = $920
Wisconsin $335 $335 ($44) $1,589
Wyoming $23 F$26 ($1) $1,391

National Totals $16,795 $17,138 (81,9273 :

No Territories $16,696 $17,038 ($1,913) $1,186

* States in bold receive an increase in fundifig between FY 96 & FY00.

* Data for calculations provided by the Office of Financial Management,

"~ Administration for Children and Families, and are current as of
February 14, 1995, o

* Does not reflect spending under the Rainy Day Fund.

* Does not reflect spending for tribal organizations.

* These are preliminary estimates that havenot been reviewed by OMB.



Table 7

Comparison of State Allocations Under Various Formulae

This tables illustrates the state allocations for the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families Block Grant in FY 2000 under three formulae.

Under the formula approved by the Senaté Finance Committee, states would receive
the same amount in federal funding each year between FY 1996 and FY 2000 as they
received in FY%4. During times of economic hardships, states would be forced to
bear the entire costs of increased caseloads.

The Fair Share amendment, as originally proposed by Senators. Hutchinson and
Graham (Florida), would have allocated money based on the distribution of poor
children. The formula would also have provided 15 of the nation’s smallest states
with substantially. enhanced funding (for some states the allocation would have been
double what they would have gotten under the Senate Finance formula). The Fair
Share proposal wduld not increase the total funding ava:lable under the block grant.

The Republican leadershlp proposal is sntmlar to the Senate Finance Committee’s
formula, except that states with above average population growth and below average
Federal welfare spending per poor child would have their FY97 through FY0O0
allocations increased. This proposal would increase overall funding of the block grant
by $359 m11110n in FY 2000

In general, poorer states and smaller states are significantly favored by the original
Fair Share formula. Larger, wealthier states that have traditionally spent more per
poor child than the nanonal average are extremely disadvantaged by the Fair Share
formula. N




. Tabie7 |
Comparison of State Allocations Under
L Various Formulae

(Millions of Dollars)

i EIscal Year:

. 32 AL b bt BEs
State L : Senate: - Original Republican
' "~ Finance Fair Share Leadership

Alabama - , $107 . . . $258 . Bilg
Alaska o $66 $100 " 366
CArizopa Y U $2300 . 8256 $254 °
-Arkansas . ¢ 0 - $60° . 3149 - 366
© Califomia ©$3,686 . . '$2,495 $3,686
Colorado ‘ 8131 . T$149 144
- Connecticut -~~~ $247 . 3174, 3247
“Delaware .. $30 - %60 . 830 .
- District of Col <. $% .. 8100 . 39
~ Florida - [ . $582. . $997 %642
Georgia =+ . - - - 8359 - . 3450. . $396
.Guam .. 810 510 -4
Hawaii - _ $95 . 5100 $95
. Idaho - ‘ _ $34 869 - 837
CWinois . - 8583 -7 $780.° . §583 -
" indiapa - . - %227+ - 8316 .- 8227
lowa , S %134 s107 0 g4 0
Kansas . S8z T s132 . 0 sH2 L.
Kentucky T $188 . - ' 5294 . %188
Louisiana . . %164 %403 . . 3168
. Maine - - ..+ 876 - .8$100 376 -
- Maryland .. 8247 8193 . %247
‘Massachusetts .~ $487 . . %260 %487
Michigan | 3807 . $654 - $807
Minnesota - $287 .. $235 ' $287
Mississippi - - S 887 - 8224 -+ . 896
Missouri =~ $233 $309 ©-$233
Montana - - $45 - $90 - $50
Nebraska® = " $60 - $100 . $60
° Nevada L. 836 §72. 840
Néw Hampshire - . 843 - 885 $43
.. NewJersey . $417 Co%380 T T4
- New Mexico \ $130 - %143 - $143°
New York ‘ $2,308 -+ $1,317. ° $2,308 !
Notth Caroliria® $348  $394 $384
North Dakota T 826 $52 - $26- 7
Ohio S 8769t $657 L8769
Oklahoma .~ S166 ~  $246 - %166
Oregon.: $183 $149 $183
Pemnsylvania =~ . $658 ~ .- $583 - $658
Puerto Rico = - - $70 %70 . %92

. Rhode lsland - $$93°7 . S100 . 893 .




Table 7
Comparison of State Allocations Under
Various Formulae

(Millions of Dollars)

TR T T T A
) s et

rigihiscalaeand

State _ Senate Original  Republican
Finance Fair Share Leadership

South Carolina 5103 £253 5114
South Dakota $23 - $46 $24

" Tennessee $206- $348 $227
Texas $507° $1,230 $560
Utah $84 $105 $93

- Vermont " $49, $99 340
Virgin Islands - $5 i3 £
Virginia 5175 $242 $193
Washington 3432 3215 $432
West Virginia $119 $150 . $119
Wisconsin $535 $245 $335
Wyoming 823 347 526

National Totals $16,779 $16,779 $17,138

i



Table 8 through 11
Estlmated Impact on States of Block Granting AFDC

Tables 8 through ll estimate the likely 1mpact on states of an AFDC block grant. These
tables illustrate the primary impacts that states would experience as a result of an AFDC block
grant. In general, states would face a severely restricted flow of Federal AFDC related funding,
coupled with no requirement to maintain their FY 94 level of state spending. Additionally, the
lack of an adjustment to the AFDC block grant that reflects inflation, changes in poverty
population, or recessions would severely limit states’. ability to provide additional assistance to
needy children and families during times of increased need. Finally, the state option to block
grant Food Stamps would leave states especially vulnerable during economic hardshlps as states
would bear the entire costs associated with increased: caseloads,

Table 8 - Hypothetical Impact in FY 1994, if an AFDC Block Grant Similar to the Senate
Republican Leadership Plan had been Implemented in FY 1990

. The AFDC block grant as proposed l:ly in thc Senate Republlcan Leadership plan
does not represent economic reality, as it contains no adjustments for ‘inflation, times of economic
hardship or recessions, or increases of poverty within the states. Table 8 illustrates the Federal
AFDC fundmg reductions that states would have experienced had the AFDC block grant been
1mplcmented in FY 1990. Over five years, states would have borne a 29 percent reduction (34.4
billion) in Federai AFDC fundlng

Additional notes on Table 8:

> The funding reduction is primarily due to the; caseload increases ti_lat oceurred during the
recession of the early 1990’s. Without an adjustment for recessions, inflation, or rises in
poverty, any AFDC block grant would result in a tremendous reduction of Federal AFDC
fundmg :

> Only Wisconsin, Michiga‘n. and Mississippi would have gotten an increase in federal funds
under the block grant formula over what they. actually received in FY 1994. Louisiana
wou]d not have experienced a decrease.

> Six states -- Alaska, Arizona, Florida, Nevadz;, New Mexico and New Hampshire -- would
have scen a decrease of at least 50 percent in their Federal AFDC related funding in FY
1994 under the block grant formula. ! -

» This tabie accounts for the population adjuster in the Senate Republlcan Leadersh:p S
block grant formula


http:increas.es

Table 9- Block Grants Do Not Respond to’ Changmg State Needs 0ver Ttme ]

.. Wh]le the- block grant proposed is vmually flat, (therc are’ only small fundmg
increase over five years), many of the factors related to AFDC expenditures change dramatically
across states. Table 9 details different measures that can be used as indicators of changing 'state
need: As the data clearly indicate, there are no consistent patterns. Within.a five. year period,
there ‘is enormous variation in the amount of change across states-for all selected indicators:
AFDC caseload, AFDC expendltures, children receiving Food Stamps, child population and child
poverty. A block grant, even one with 2 small adjustment for increases in population, would not
respond to the broad d1ver31ty of changes in need experlenced by states over time.

: _Addztmnal notes on Table 9;

3 For example, the AFDC caseload mcreased by 1.4 percem nanonally between FY93
and FY94, but the range for the individual states varied from a high of 11.3 percent
(Hawaii) to a reduction of 11.8 percent (Wyoming). National AFDC expendltures
increased just 4 percent between FY92 and FY94, but the range was from an increase of
40 percent m New Mexnco to a declme of 19 percent in Wyommg

> 'States also experlence significant. changes in Chlld populatlon over short perlods of
time as well-as in the proportion of children .in need of and receiving assistance. :
" Nationally, the child population increased 6.1 percent between 1989 and 1994, but the
range of change varied from an increase of 35.7 percent in the child populatlon m
Nevada to a decrease of 29.2 percent m the District of Columbia. .’

> _Chlld poverty, whtch greatly affects AFDC expendltures, also varies dramatically by state.
" Between 1990 and 1993; child poverty increased nationally by approximately 15.3 percent.
" There was, however, much variation among the change in state level child poverty. For
. example, in Kansas, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, Washington and Wisconsin, child poverty
over this time period increased by more than 40 percent.- In Colorado and Hawaii,
' however, child poverty decreased by more than 30 percent S

P o
T
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“Table 10 TA Food Stamp B!ock Grant Means States Would Bear the Entlre Costs of
_Increases in Caseload : - , S . .

. A Food Stamps block grant would greatly compound the problems of an AFDC block
“grant. As Table 10 indicates, a Food Stamps block grant would shift to states the entire burden of
funding new cases, which may result from recessions or demographic shifts. ‘Under current law,
states spend a relative ‘small portion of the total Food Stamps-and AFDC costs for each case
(ranging from a low of 6 percent in Mississippi to a high of 38 percent in California). Under a
joint AFDC and Food Stamps biock grant, however, states would not receive additional funding as
caseloads rise. As a result, for each additional case, a state would bear 100 percent of-the costs.
This provides a strong incentive for states to change their eligibility policies during recessionary
- periods. This is exactly the time when state revenues are Iow and when welfare programs must
complete w:th other programs for hmltcd funds :

R .




Additional notes on Table 10:

> This table illustrates the percent of total cost:s that states will bear if caseload
increases occur under current law, under an AFDC block gramt with current law Food
Stamps policies, and under a combined AFDC & Food Stamps Block Grant.

> As the table indicates, states pay the smallest percentage of costs under current law.
Federal Food Stamps revenues protect states agamst the bearing the entire costs of
increases in caseloads.

> Under a combined AFDC and Food Stamps block grant, each state would assume the
full cost (100 percent) of all caseload increases. This leaves states extremely
vulnerable during times of economic downturns when more people are poor.

‘ . ;
Table 11 - Aggregate Federal and State Spending} o AFDC-Related Programs Under
Current Law - FY 1996 - FY 2000 for Programs Included in Title I of the Senate Republican
Leadership Plan o o .

* Under an AFDC block grant, there is no incentive for states to increase spending on
welfare programs. Under current law, states leverage Federal dollars by spending state dollars --
the amount of funding a state receives is based on the Federal matching rate, a per-capita measure
of wealth. For a state with a 50 percent match rate (the legal minimum), each additional state
dollar spent leverages an additional 40 cents in Federal funding, once the Food Stamps interaction
is taken into account. Under an AFDC block grant, each additional state dollar spent would result
in 30 cents less Federal Food Stamps funding. As a result, it is unlikely that states will continue
to spend their own dollars on welfare related programs

. Table 11 estimates what states would spend on AFDC related programs under current law,
With no maintenance of effort provisions, and no incentive to increase state spending to Jeverage
additional Federal dollars, states would likely reduce their significant investments. in welfare
programs. Under current law, states would have spent approximately $17.2 billion on their AFDC
programs. Any reduction in this spending would result in an enormous reduction in the safety net
for poor children and families.

. With limited fundlng, states are also likely to reduce their benefits or create harsh time
limits for poor children and families to discourage in-migration from other states. This would,
encourage a "race to the bottom" competition among states, where poor children and families
would expertence decreased assistance, especially during times of need.

Additional notes on Table 1]:

> Under current law, the Federal share of payments for programs included in the Title 1
Block Grant (AFDC benefits and administration, Emergency Assistance, the JOBS
program, AFDC work-related child care, transitional child care, and at-risk child care) in
FY 1996 would be approximately $17.9 bl“lOI‘l the state share of expenditures would be
approxlmately $14 9 biltion. !



This table illustrates what state and federal funding levels would be if current law remains
unchanged. . However, the AFDC Block Grant as proposed by the Senate Republican

« House Leadership does not contain a provision requiring states to maintain any level of
“state funding to support needy children and families: As a result, states.could choose to
drarﬁaticaliy reduce their level of assistance, relative to current law.




Table 8:

" Hypothetical Inpact In FY 1994, if an AFDC Block Grant Similar to the Senate
Republican Leadership Plan Had Been Implemented in FY 1990

(Millions of Dollars)

“State Hypothefical FY 1994 Difference ~ Percentage
: Block Grant  Actoal Change
Allocation, FY94  Expenditures :

ALABAMA $60 88l ($21) -26.3%
ALASKA $30 $62 (831) -50.6%
ARIZONA §79 208 ($128) - 61.9%
ARKANSAS 850 . 851 (51 2.6%
CALIFORNIA $2,267 : $3,481 {$1,213) -34.9%
COLORADO $75 boS112 (836) 32.5%
CONNECTICUT $124 " $224 ($100) -44,4%
DELAWARE " St6 . 4 ($8) -33.4%
DISTRICT OF COL - $53 og87 ($34) ©38.8%
FLORIDA $245 $529 © (5284) -53.6%
GEORGIA $220 $307 ($87) .28.3%
GUAM $3. i810 ($7) 723%
HAWAL $48 Y (340) . 45.3%
IDAHO $18 i $28 ($10) -35.0%
ILLINOIS $448 . $518 (370} -13.5%
INDIANA $120 © $196 (576) -38.5%
1OWA $104 C$119 (315 123%
KANSAS 360 $95 ($35) -36.5%
KENTUCKY 114 5159 ($45) -28.3%
LOUISIANA $137 $137 50 0.0%
MAINE $58 870 (512) -17.7%
MARYLAND $148 | 5208 (560) -28.9%
MASSACHUSETTS $336 $428 ($92) 21.5%
MICHIGAN $778 ' $724 $54 7.5%
MINNESOTA $206 - $251 (849) -17.9%
MISSISSIPPI 381 sT2 39 12.8%
MISSOURI Yos137 5200 {$63) 31.3%
MONTANA - $30 340 ($10) L25.4%
NEBRASKA ' §38 846 (38) 17.1%
NEVADA $14 ' $52 ($18) -56.3%
$13 | $36 ($23) 63.6%

NEW HAMPSHIRE


http:1994,.if

Table 3 .

Hypothetlcal Impact In FY 1994 if an AFDC Block Grant Slmllar to the’ Senate '
Repubhcan Leadershnp Plan Had Been Implemented in Y 1990

 (Millions ofDallars) : _ o S
- Statc - H}potheucal T EV.I994 merence “Percentage
o ' .Block Grant '~ - -Actual o . Change
Allocation, FY94  Expenditures I
NEW JERSEY Co $310 - $367 ($56) - 0 -15.4%
NEWMEXICO -~ = .. 850 . . 811D o869 . 576%
'NEW YORK | s 81295 ° 0 82,168 C@E87T)  403%
NORTHCAROLINA ~ ". - '$I180 ' ~$267 ($86) . . -324%
NORTHDAKOTA  ~  ~ "§I6 . .~ .$2 . ° (36) -28.8%
OHIO o sS4 . 3666, $142) © 21.3%,
. OKLAHOMA.- .~ 896 - . 813  (340) - 292%
" OREGON Lo sz . T sise ($40) - 26.5%
 PENNSYLVANIA © 5490 $565 ... (576) . -134%
PUERTO RICO L 8T 862 L (ES) 3%
RHODE ISLAND - . 8S1.vses - (832) -38.7%
SOUTH CAROLINA o887 L %92 L (56) 6%
SOUTH DAKOTA -~ T s 530 (54) L 176%
CTENNESSEE . . SLO- . 5166 . ($56) | -33.7%
. TEXAS -~ . v .- 5250 $417 - (S167Y. - -40.1%
_ UTAH S sse T see L (58) 12.7%
VERMONT - - - " 830 s 1 (812) 284%
VIRGIN ISLANDS © N B 8y U -36.8%
VIRGINIA . T 1Y C$147° . ($28) . 19.3%
| WASHINGTON - S8 §378 . (S140) 37.0%
WESTVIRGINIA, > 5 ;885 " . s102 . (817 -16.5%
WISCONSIN ..~ . . - -.$3l6 . $291 - © . 825 | 8.5%
WYOMING . = US4 - o SI9 T {85) . --26.7%
© National Totals . $10,622' $14,974 ($4352)  -29.1%

. * Hypothetical Block Grant Amount equals the amount of Federal dolars each state received in FY 1988 .
. for the following AFDC related provrams AFDC benefits and administration, FAMIS Emerﬂency
Assistance, and JUBS. : :
* Although JOBS and Child Care programs are mcludcd in the Senate Finance's AFDC block grant,
Jthese programs did not existin FY88. To avoid overstating the effect of a block grant, therefore, these
. programs are also omitted from this analysis. ‘
© *+ "Data for calculations was provided by the Office of Fmam:lal Manaoemcm Admmlstranon for

- "’ Ghildren and Families and is current.as ofMay 22, 1995.

* These are prehmmary est:mates that have not been rav:ewecl by OMB




Table 9 -

BLOCK GRANTS DO NOT RESPOND TO CHANdING STATE NEEDS QVER TIME

Selected Indicators of Changing Need

2-year I 2-year S5-yaar Change in
1-yoar Changa in ) Change in Change tn Chikdren in
Change In AFDC Children Child Poverty
AFDC . Expenditures i Receiving . FPopulation 1987-89 avp
Casalond {million dattara) Food Stampw ; (unetar 18) compared to
Jurisdiction 199394 1992-94 .  1991-93 1959-94 (1) 1991-93 avg
Alabama “24% 9.2% 9.7% -2.5% -21.3%
Alaska 52% 17.2% ' 57.2% : 16.4% 0.2%
Arizona 2.8% 11.1% 23.6% 16.0% 10.2%
Arkansas 2.1% 24% 12.7% . =1.5% 18.6%
California 58% £.6% vAa04% 125% 37.3% .
Colorado 2.2% -3.6% ] 11.6% 12.3% -11.7%
Connecticut 3.3% 5.9% . + 20.0% 3.8% 88.5% (2)
Delaware 0.68% 4.7% ‘ . 39,6% 25.9% -B.4%
Dist of Col. 9.4% 24.6% 19,6% -260.2% 56.6%
Florida 2.7% 17.8% : 47.5% | 13.8% 49.5%
Georgia 0.1% 3.2% 19.5% ' 5.3% 10.3%
Hawaii 11.3% 27.1% 20.7% 5.68% ~11.6%
{daho 9.3% 18.6% 1 25.6% ) 11.5% 11.5%
llinots 3.9% 5.7% ' 71% 3.5% 3.4%
Indiana 1.1% 5.6% . 27.8% 0.9% 14.4%
lowa 7.9% 5.7% i 8.4% 4.0% -16.8%
Kansas -0.3% 13.1% - 12.5% 4.7% 38.7%
Kentucky -3.6% £.0% 0.7% 0.4% 31.7%
Louisiana 4% -71% : F14% -3.0% 3.6%
Maine 3.9% -8.5% S 111% 0.3% 34.1%
Maryland 0.1% 4.6% . 24 0% B8.8% 14.3%
Massachusetts 2.3% -2.3% 10.9% - t . BA% 32.8%
Michigan -2.5% -3.1% 28% : 33% 24.1%
Minnesota -1.8% -0.4% L 21.8% 9.9% 18.6%
Mississippi -$.5% -11.9% 9.6% -1.7% o 7.8%
Missouri 2.5% 6.8% 17.9% - 5.6% 26.4%
Montana 1.4% 10.2% ) 18.0% 9.7% - -12.0%
Nebraska 4.8% -7.0% . 20.6% 42% _<79%
Nevada 8.0% 21.9% . 65.6% 35.7% 55.6%
New Hampshirs 4.1% 19.2% 43.8%- 4.7% 53.5%
New Jersey -2.8% 2.3% 9% . 53% 40.0%
Now Mexico 7.5% 39.8% . +45 9% 8.7% 0.0%
Neévw York 51% 0.3% a.a8% - 3% 20.4%
Morth Carolina 0.4% 7.4% 31.7% . BA% 23.9%
Narth Dakota -8.5% -5.0% . . 5.3% -3.9% -5.5%
Ohio 3.0% 0.0% - 0.7% 1.3% 6.3% -
Oklaboma 3.1% -3.8% 118.3% . 32% 7.4%.
Oregon -1.1% £.2% 21.9% 12.3% 21.9%
Pennsylvania 23% 3.0% 11.2% 2.0% T6%
fhode Island 2.1% 14.5% 18.0% 29% 79.2%
South Carclina -2.6% -2.9% 24.8% -0.3% 15.8%
South Dakota -3.9% 0.3% , 9.5% - B1% 2.3%
Tennessee 2.7% 57% 271% 3.3% 2.5%
Texas 1.8% 16.1% 24.2% 7.0% - 4.7%
Ltah -3.5% 3.2% 14.8% £.5% 37.9%
Vermont -1.3% -1.7% T 27.0% 3.5% 38.2%
Virginia - 1.6% 11.9% . 33.5% 8.2% £.7%
Washington 1.6% 3.7% ' 13.6% 15.8% 31.3%
Waest Virginia -1.6% 4.9% 768.5% . -7.3% 9.5%
Wisconsin -3.5% -4.7% 6.0% 73% 40.1%
Wyoming -11.8% -19.1% 13.6% 0.7% -69%
Minimum value -11.8% -18.1% . 0.7% -28.2% -21.3%
Maximum value 11.3% 39.8% 76.5% a5.7% 79.2%
Median value 0.1% 4.7% 18.3% . AT% 14.4%
Mational Average 1.4% 4.0% . . 16.8% 6.1% 16.2%
Total States 65,425 1,000 . 2,243 910 3339000 1,983 362

{1) State level CPS date in the smaller states are subject to a relatively large sempling eror and should be interpreted acéu‘diﬂgw.
{2) 1983 to 1633 detn are ASPE estimates based on unemplayment rates and AFDC recipiciency.
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. Table'10

A Food. Stamp Block Grant Means States Would_ -
Bear the Entire Costs of Increases it Caseload =

Percentage of Costs Borne by States Under Various
_Block Grant Scenarios - - L

., 20% -

State .. Current . AFDC Block Combined
"~ Law = Gramt & FSP AFDC & FSP
. : Entitlement Block Grant

" “Alabama - 10% - 36% . - 100%
Alaska 40% - 80%. '+ 100%
Arizona 19% 57% . 100%
Arkansas . 10%-. 41% - 100%
California . 38% % 100%
Colorado . 26% 58% 100%.
Connecticut - 40% . Bl% - 100%
_Delaware 28% . 56% - 100%

.. District of Col ©32% . 64% 100%
Florida L 24% L 53% 100%
‘Georgia 1% . 50% 100%
-Hawaii TU33% . 65% 100%
Idaho . 16% 54% 100%

- Itinois - L 30% 59% - -100%
Indiana 19% 51% 100%
lowa - 4% 64% - 100%
Kansas 25% 63% . 100%. -

"Kentucky 13% ' 43% 100%
Louisiana 10%.. 39% - 100%
Maine - - 24% . 64% 100%

" Maryland $29% 58% 100%
“Massachusetts ' 38% - 5% - - 100%

" Michigan C29% - 67% 100% . .

- Minnesota’ ©33% - T2% - 100%
Mississippi: © 6% L 29% 100%

_ Missouri 20% . ©51% 100%
Montana - 18%.; 63% 100%

- Nebraska - 22% . 59% © 100%

. ‘Nevada 28% - 57% 100%
New Hampshire ' 37% 73% 100% -
New Jersey . . U 32% 63% . 100%
New Mexico . 16% §0% - 100% |
New York - 37%, 4% 100%
North Carolina C 1% 49% 100%

* Nerth Dakota 19% 65% 100%

" Ohio 21% 54% 100%.
Oklahoma 16% - 55% - 100%
QOregon T 24% T 64% 100%

" Pennsylvania 29% 64% . 100% -
Rhode Island 32% 70% 100%
‘South Carolina 12% - 0% 100%
South Dakota . 65%

- 100%

L33
A
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Fable 10'

A Food Stamp Block Grant Means States Would
Bear the Entire Costs of Increases in Caseload

Percentage of Costs Borne by States Under Va nous
Block Grant Scenarios

f

State Current AFDC Block Combined
‘ - Law  Grant & FSP AFDC & FSP

. ' Enhtlement " Block Grant
Tennessee 13% 39% 100%%
Texas . C14% 39% 100%
Utah =~ 16% 63% 100%
Vermont ' 32% o 79% 100%
Virginia 29% L 58% 100%
Washington 32% % 100%
West Virginia 11% 47% 100%
Wisconsin - 28% _ 1% 100%
Wyoming L20% 58% 100%
49 State Median 22% 59% 100%

*T}us table illustrates the percentage of total Food Stamps and
AFDC payments that a state would bear for each additional case,
under various scenarios. The first column assumes current law; the
second column assumes an AFDC biock grant similar to the one in
the Senate Finance Committee Bill and Food Stamps remaining an
entitiement; the third column-assumes a combined AFDC/Food

expenditures.

' Stamps block grant, with state allocatmn based on hlstoncal

1/ Assumes that the new case is a one-parent family of three, with
no eamnings. AFDC Benefit is state maximum, with corresponding
Food Stamp grant. The Food Stamp granticaloulation assumes an
excess shelter cost deduction of 50% of the allowable maximum.

* These are prehmmary estimates that have not been rewewed by

OMB.



Budget Autharity, {(Millions of Dol]ars)'

Table 11

Aggregate Federal and Statc Spending Under Current Law,

FY 1996 - FY 2000, for Programs Inchuded in Title X of the Senate Republican Leadership Plan

i Child Care includes Transitional child care, At-Risk child care, & JOBS/IVA, child care. -
*Thesc are preliminary estimates that have not been reviewed by OMB.

*+ Dataon FY 1994 were provided by the Office of Financial Management, Adminisiration for Children and Familie’s,_and are current as 6fMay 22,1995,

FY 1996 — FY 1997 _ TV 1905 . FY 19990 - FY 2000 .

Federal State Federal Statc _' Federal Stafe ’ Federal : State - Federal State
AFDC Benefits $12,028  $10,978 $13,475  $11,195 $14,024 11,651, $14,565 $12,100  $15,115 ,$12,557_. _
AFDC Administration $1,770 $1,743 $1,835 - $1,524 81,899 $1,578 $1,964.  $1,632- - §2,027  $1.684 |
Emergericy Asst. $974 $833 $1,042  $866 $1,008 $837 $1,051 . $873 $1,118° $929 -
JOBS | $1,000 $566 $1,000 ~ $831 - $1,000 - $831 $1,000 - $831 $1,000. - $83]
Child Cavesl - $1,254 $772 $1,318 $1,095° $1,377 $1,144 $1,429°  $1,187 $1,483 $1,232
Totals $17,926  $14,892 $18,670. $15510 519,308 - $16,040 $20,009 - $16,623 $20,743  $17,232




SECTION 1V:
Impact on Children and Families

The Work Opportunity Act of 1995 (S. 1120)
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Tables 12 through 14

Number of Children/Individuals Atfiected' by Various Provisi;)ns
: Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan

Tables 12 through 14 estimate the number of children/mdividuais denied assistance due
to various provisions in the Senate Republican Leadership Plan. Under this Plan, states
determine all eligibility rules and the individual entitlement to benefits would be eliminated.
States would not even.have to provide assistance to all families they deem eligible. These tables
assume that states will continue under existing AFDC rules and show the number of children
eliminated by various provisions. In general, the tables depict a conservative estimate of the
number of children that could be denied assistance, -

{
I
i

Table 12 Prehmmary Estlmate of the Number of Children Denied AFDC Due to the 60
Month Time Limit in the Senate Republican Leadershlp Plan

> The Senate Republican Leadership Plan requires states to impose a 60 month time limit
' on AFDC receipt. Table 12 shows the number of children that would be denied
_ assistance due to t.he five year time limit.
> Even after exempting 15% of the caseload, 3.9 million chxldren would be denied benefits
due to the time limit at full implementation. |

> The number of children denied assistance would be particularly high in certain states.
For example, over 800,000 children would be denied assistance due to the time limit in
California and over 300,000 clnldren would be denied assistance for the same reason m
New York.

Table 13: Preliminary Estimate of the Number of Children Denied AFDC

If States Accept Various Options Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan

. Table 13 illustrates that many more children could be denied assistance than estimated in
Table 12 if all states accept certain optional provisions offered under the Senate
Republican Leadership Plan.

. About 77 thousand children would be demed AFDC if all states deny AFDC to cluldren
borm to unmarried mothers until the mother turns 18.
> Over 2.3 million children would be denied AFDC if every state imposes a family cap.



+ " Under the Republican plan, states can deny aséistance to ﬁeédy families and children after
24 months instead of 60 months} If all states select this option, 9 million children would
be denied assistance. This presumes that states do not provide 2 hardship exemption.

. All estimates depict independent effects at full implementation. As some children will be
affected by more than one provision, one cannot sum the effects of separate provisions.

Table 14: Preliminary Estimate of Food Stamp Part:lcxpants Affected by the Senate
Republican Leadershlp Plan '

. This table estimates the number of participants who would either lose eligibility for
Food Stamp Program benefits or receive lower benefits as a result of the provisions of
the Senate Republican Leadership proposal.- The number of children and elderly
participants who would receive lower benefits are illustrated separately by provision.

» . InFY:1997, the first full yeaf of implementation, 725,000 participants ages 18-50
would lose their eligibility for food stamps after six months unless they work half-time
or part1c1pate ina work or trammg program

»  Nearly 14 million children would receive Iower benefits as a result of reducuons in the
maxunum allotment levels to 100 percent of the Thrlfty Food Plan.

. Benefits would also be reduced for 11.5 million children due to an annual $2 reduction
in the standard deduction avallable to all households. :




!
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Table 12
Preliminary Estimate of the Number of Children Denied AFDC
Due to the 60 Month Time Limit in the Senate Republican Leadership Plan

[
'

Percentage of

Projected - Number of _
Number Chiidren _ Children Denied
‘ of _Denied AFDC AFDC
State Children . Because Because
on AFDC " the Family ‘the Family
in 2005 - Received AFDC | Received AFDC
Under - for more for more
CurrentLaw | than 60 months | than 60 months
ALABAMA 122,000 37,000 30%
ALASKA 30,000 8,000 - 27T%
ARIZONA 170,000 46,000 27%
ARKANSAS 63,000 20,000 " 32%
CALIFORNIA 2,241,000 - 807,000 36%| -
COLORADO 101,000 28,000 28%
CONNECTICUT 136,000 41,000 30%
DELAWARE 28,000 8,000 29%
DIST OF COLUMBIA 56,000 21,000 38%
FLORIDA 605,000 156,000 26%
GEORGIA 348,000 116,000 33%
HAWAII 48,000 15,000 31%
IDAHO 17,000 4,000 24%)| -
ILLINOIS 598,000 203,000 34%
INDIANA 177,000 "~ 56,000 - 32%
IOWA 82,000 25,000 30%
KANSAS 73,000 22,000 - 30%
KENTUCKY 187,000 59,000 32%
LOUISIANA 235,000 81,000 - 34%
MAINE 55,000 19,000 35%
MARYLAND 185,000 59,000 32%
MASSACHUSETTS 256,000 82,000 32%
'MICHIGAN 553,000 217,000 39%
MINNESOTA 155,000 50,000 32%
'MISSISSIPPI 153,000 53,000 35%
MISSOURI 218,000 73,000 33%
MONTANA 28,000 7,000 25%
NEBRASKA 39,000 12,000 31%
NEVADA 30,000 9,000 30%
" INEW HAMPSHIRE 24,000 7,000 29%
|NEW JERSEY 302,000 100,000 33%
NEW MEXICO 72,000 19,000 26%;
NEW YORK 917,000 303,000 33%




NORTH CAROLINAl 281000 _ ~ 88,000 31%]

'~ |INORTH DAKOTA . 15,000 5,000 - 33%!| -
" |OHIO . - ' - 597,000 | - 171,000 - . = - 29%
OKLAHOMA - 111,000 - 37,000 - 33%
OREGON .. %7000 30,000 3%

|[PENNSYLVANIA .. 517,006 - 194,000 38%
|RHODE ISLAND ' -~ 52,000 16,000 | 31%
SOUTHCAROLINA | 135,000 37,000 - 2T%
|SOUTH DAKOTA o 18,000 . 6,000 : 33%
TENNESSEE | .. 246,000 | 75,000 30%
TEXAS , | . 670,000 _ 185,000 28%
UTAH = : 45,000 - 12,000 27%
VERMONT - I 22,000 .. 7,000 o 32%
VIRGINIA - 166,000 | 50,000 : -30%
WASHINGTON - . . 237,000 _ - 75,000 : 32%|
WEST VIRGINIA |- 93,000 33,000 _ 35%
WISCONSIN - 205,000 61,000 - 30%
WYOMING - 14,000 | - 4,000 , 29%|
TERRITORIES - 173,000 | ° 47,000 - 27%)|
' TOTAL - 12, 000 000 3,900,000 . 33%

HHSIASPE analyms States may not sum to total due to roundlng
The analysm shows the impact at full 1mplementat|on
Tt assumes states utlllze a 15% hardshlp exemption from the tlme |1m[t as permltted under. the bill.




Table 13

Prel:mlnary Estumate of the Number of Children Denied AFDC

If States Accept Various Options Under the Senate Republican Leadershlp Plan

Projected -Denial of * Number of .. | Number
Number AFDC to Children Denied of Children
o of - ~ Additional AFDC Because They Denied AFDC
State “. Children - Children - Were Born to Because
' ~on AFDC Born to Unmarried The Family
in 2005 Current Mothers Before Received
Under Recipients the Mother AFDC for more
. Current Law of AFDC Turned 18 than 24 Months
'ALABAMA 122,000 24,000 1,840 85,203
ALASKA 30,000 5,000 120 16,624
ARIZONA 170,000 WAIVER 21,370 "~ 96,015 |
'ARKANSAS 63,000 WAIVER 190 46,549
CALIFORNIA, 2,241,000 i 512,000 13,250 1,758,675
1GOLORADO 101,000 19,000 570 61,380
CONNECTICUT 136,000 29,000 1,170 104,712
DELAWARE 28,000 WAIVER 240 19,506
DIST OF COLUMBIA 56,000 14,000 620 47 886
|FLORIDA 605,000 110,000 6,130 307,410
GEORGIA 348,000 WAIVER 2,570 279,278
HAWAI! 48,000, 10,000 10 36,031
IDAHO 17,000 3,000 150 9,166
ILLINOIS 598,000 163,000 4,880 539,240
INDIANA 177,000 WAIVER 1,150 135,605
IOWA 82,000 18,000 490 60,593
KANSAS 73,000 - 15,000 380 47 682
‘KENTUCKY 187,000 40,000 1,720 150,698
'LOUISIANA 3 235,000 54,000 650 180,546
IMAINE 55,000 12,000 470 45,300
MARYLAND 185,000 41,000 1,050 146,468 |
'MASSACHUSETTS 256,000 52,000 2,120 199,475
‘MICHIGAN 553,000 149,000 2,310 498,573 |
" MINNESOTA 155,000 32,000 560 123,374
'MISSISSIPPI 153,000 37.000 1,100 127,565 |
MISSOURI 218,000, 50,000 1,890 174,012
MONTANA 28,000, 4,000 50 12,399
NEBRASKA 38,000 WAIVER 230 31,019
" INEVADA 30,000 - 8,000 200 18,533
'NEW HAMPSHIRE 24,000 4,000 - 120 16,206
NEW JERSEY 302,000 WAIVER 1,870 248,852 |
'NEW MEXICO 72,000 12,000 320 36673
NEW YORK 217,000 182,000 4,630 710,342 |
NORTH CAROLINA 281,000 60,000 2,110 209,800 |
NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 3,000 150 10,799
JOHIO 587,000 135,000 2,800 430,890
OKLAHOMA 111,000 22,000 500 81,124
OREGON . © 87,000 19,000 1,000 65,319
PENNSYLVANIA 517,000 131,000 < 2,730 441 197
(RHODE ISLAND 12,000 - 140 44 402

52,000

1
1

7
‘




[SOUTHCAROLINA | 135000] 28,000 | 1,410 704,396

SOUTH DAKOTA 18,000 4,000 70 13,225
. TENNESSEE 246,000 : 48,000 - 2,330 147,279
TEXAS - 670,000 . 121,000 ‘ 5,260 383,440
UTAH - ' - 45,000 : 8,000 130 . 27,694
VERMONT 22,000 | . 4,000 : - 30 15,840
VIRGINIA - - 166,000 | . 34,000 3 800 | - 120,125
WASHINGTON - 237,000 45,000 ‘ , 1,010 - 170,867
WEST VIRGINIA - .- 93,000 ' - 20,000 ' 360 73,977
WISCONSIN . 205,000 -~ WAIVER| - 1,310 L 149,867
WYOMING 14,000 ‘ 2,000 : ' 140 ' - 8,022
TERRITORIES 173,000 29,000 2 .- 340 ' 133,146
TOTAL - 5 .-12,000,000 | - 2,322000 | .- 77,000 9,012,000

" HHS/ASPE analysis. States may not sum to total due to rounding
- The table shows the independent effects of each provision at full implementation. -
‘The analysis assumes no behavioral effects. "Waiver" indicates a state that has
already received a waiver from the federal governmerd prior to impose a family cap.
- The option to impose a famil_y cap would have no impact on these states.




: ‘ Table 14
Prelunmary Estimate of Food Stamp Participants Affected by the
Senate Republican Leadership Plan

August 6, 1995

(in thousands)
: . Participants with Lower Benefits
Participants . <
Provision Losing
Eligibility Total =~ Children  Elderly
Require those 21 and under living with a parent to 250 140 100 5
be part of the parent’s household
Option to establish alternative hold definitions - 135 45. 20 5
Limit allotments to 100% of the TFP 0 25,080 13,800 1,800
Count all energy assistance as income iO 6,660 3,175 800
Reduce the standard deduction i0 20,500 11,500 1,600
Permit States to mandate SUAs 10 863 485 190
Index the FMV Limit from $4,550 5 0 0 0
Deem tncome . of sponsored aliens for five years or 33 0 0 o
the length of affidavit of support '
Treatment of disqualified individuals 2 0 0 0
-Optional cooperation with CSE: 1 .
Custodial parents 7 0 0 v}
Noncustodial parents 2 0 0 ,- 0
Disqualification of non-custodial parents not paying. 3 -0 0 0
child support :
Work requirements for able-bodied adults with no 125 0 0 0
dependents' |
Repea) provision indexing $10 minimum allotment’ 0 670 30 3%
‘Reinstate 'promlioﬁ- of benefits at recertification 0 130 65 10 -
AFDC penalty for noncomplianée with work 0 2 0 0
capnot result in food stamp benefit increase ’
Total 25,080 13,800 1,800

1,170

! This is the number affected in Fiscal Year 1997, the first full year of implementation. The number
of able-bodied adults made ineligible by this provisicn is esnmated to fall to 420,000 by Fiscal Year 1998,

* The effects of this provision are expected 10 be seen in F;sca! Year 1998,

Estimates are based on the Senate Republican Leadership Plan as of August 3; 1995.



Table 15

Estlmated Reductmn in Child Ehglblhty for SSI Benet'ts
under the Senate Repubhcan Leadershlp Plan

* This table illustrates the stite by state effects of the Senate Republican I.cadershlp
Plan on children who were receiving SSI beneﬁts in December 1994,

If the IFA is rcpealed all chﬂdren on the rolls by virtue of an IFA would be reviewed
within one year to determine if they have a dlsabxhty that meets or equals the listings.
An estimated 157,437 children -- 18 percent of the current $SI caseload -~ would lose
cash and medical benefits following that redetermination and would no longer be
~eligible for any benefits under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan.

Of the 1,075,000 children who are expected to be new SSI recipients between the FY
1996 and FY 2000 under current law, approximately 849,000 would remain eligible
for cash benefits because they would meet or equal the listings and 225,750 would be
ineligible for benefits because they would not meet current criteria without the IFA.

1
1
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' T;hle 15

 Estimated Reduction in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits Under the Senate Republican Leadership Proposal

Childfen Receiving

iiercenténge of —é]l_

~FY 1506 - FY 2000

Percentage of all

|

| SSIin FY 1994 |Children Receiving} Children Whe Will | | Children Who Would
| Whe Would Lose | SSIin FY 1994 Not Be Determined ~ Have Been S51
State All SSI Benefits |. Who Will Lose _ Eligible for .. | Eligible (FY96-FY00)
IN FY 1997 - All Benefits SS1 Benefits | Who Will Be Denied SSI
Alabama 4792 .. - 18% 6,869 2%
Alaska 117 16% 167 19%

|Arizona 1,291 12% 1,851 15%

- |Arkansas 5,478 29% 7,852 - 35%
California - 5,987 9% 8,582 1%
Colorado 152 9% 1,078 | 10%
Connecticut 739 | 15% 1,060 |2 o 18%
Delaware 205 | 10% 293 | 11%
Dist. of Columbia 306 12% 439, 14%

{Florida 5,543 | 11% 7,946 13%
Georgia 12,482 10% 3,557 1%
Guam . NA ‘ * NA
Hawaii 46 5% 66 6%
Idaho 966 . 28% 1,384 - 34%
Illinois 9,736 2% - 13,955 25%
[ndiana 3,776 21% 5,413 | 25%
lowa 1,196 17%| 1,714 21%

{Kansas 1,625 2%, 2,320 | 25%
Kentucky 5,184 26% 7,430 | 31%
Louisiana - 10,994 " 28% 115,759 33%
Maine 170 | - 1% 243 8% -
Maryland 1,774 15% 2,543 18%

 |Massachusetts 2,230 L 16% 3,197 19%
Michigan 8,211 2% - 11,769 2%
Minnesota 1,850 | 19% 2,652 . 23%
Mississippi 5,672 23% 8,130 |, Y 28%
Missouri 3,803 19% " 5,451 23%
Montana 241 12% 346 14%|
Nebraska 561 14% 805 | 16%
Nevada 187 8% 268 S%




Table 15

i

Estimated Reduction in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits Undef the Senate Republican Leadership Proposal

Children ﬁéceiving Percentage of all FY 1996: FY2000 Percentage of all
SS1in FY 1994 | Children Receiving | Children Who Wil Children Whe Would
Who Would Lose SSIin FY 1994 Not Be Determined Have Been SSI
State AlI'SSI Benefits | Who Will Lose Eligible for Eligible (FY96-FY00)
IN FY 1997 All Bepefits SSI Benefits Who Will Be Denied SSI
New Hampshire ' 79 5% 113 6%
New Jersey 3,172 16 % 4,547 19%
New Mexico 845 13%, 1,211 16%
New York 16,589 | 2%, 23,778 26%
[North Carolina | 6,547 25% . 9,384 29%
North Dakota | 109 9% 156 11%
Ohio . 6,841 15% 9,806 17%
Oklahoma 1,056 10% 1,513 | ~ 1%
Oregon 600 9% 361 : 11%
Pennsylvania 7,847 a 20% 11,248 | 23%
Puerto Rico * o NA * . NA
Rhode Island = | ‘ 365 14% 54 17%
ISouth Carelina 2,294 | 14% " 3,288 17%
Sonth Dakota - 396 15% 568 18%
Tennessee 2,736 | | 12% ' 3.921 14%
Texas. 8,372 16% 12,000 ) ' 19%
Utah 672 16%] 963 : 19%
Vermont ' 55 , 4% T8 5%
Virgin Islands ‘ * NA _ o NA
[irginia 4,752 24% 6,812 28%
Washington 1,859 18% 2,665 21%
West Virginia 1,439 18% 2,062 22%
Wisconsin 4,628 2% ‘ 6,634 27%
Wyoming 271 | 25% 388 30%
O[her i *:Ik:k EE 1] L LT . LEE]
Totals 157,437 18% 225,750 | 21%|

* Approximately 25% of the FY 1994 caseload are children who became eligible via an Individualized Functionat Assessment (IFA)
- Of these children, approximately 7.56% are assumed to meet a medical listing and will therefore remain eligible for 55| benefits.

About 30% of the FY96-FY0Q current law child entrants are presumed o be determined eligibie viz an IFA, About 30% of these ar

also befieved 10 be eligible under a listing.

* Note that current IFA children will not lose cash benefits until FY 1997,

* Guam, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands do not have child $8I pregrams. :

" "Other ingludes the Northern Martana Islands, Federal DDS cases, International Cases and cases with invalid DDS coding Data

are unavailable to determine the distribution of these 58I children.

Number in columns and rows may not add due to rounding and discrepancies with the “other” category.

* Approximately 5% of the non IFA children were granted eligibility via a determination of maladaptive behavior. Because the

distripution of these children across states is unknown, these children are not represented in this lable.

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



SECTION V:
Federal Program Effects

* The Work Opportunity Act of 1995 (S. 1120)
Senate Republican Leadership Plan



Table 16

5 YEAR T YEAR

06-Aug-85 esnm‘reu SEVEN-YEAR PROGRAM REDUCTIONS UNDER THE SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN
07:27 PM {l.oss per Year In Billlons of Doltars)-.
_ 1096.0 1487.0 1998.0 4999.0 2000.0 2001.D ' 2002.0 TOTAL TOTAL
SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN , : .
TITLE CASH ASSISTANCE .1 18 .23 28 36 43 54 7 -21.2
TITLE I SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS 0.1 44 A7 20 24 .22 .26 T8 124
DENIAL OF BENEFITS FOR DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLIGS 02 04 0.4 04 05 05 058 1.9 29
RESTRICTIONS FOR CHILDREN . 02 A8 14 A6 4.9 47 21 5.0 98
MEDICAID EFFECTS 00 01 0.1 01 - -01 01 -01 0.4 0.7
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 03 01 0.1 014 01 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.9
TITLE I FOOD STAMP PROGRAM CHANGES 28 33 a2 a5 a7 _'-3.8 40 163 . -24.4
MINORS INCLUDED (N HOUSEHOLD 02 02 02 .02 02 02 03 14 18
SET MAXIMUM ALLOTMENT OF TFP AT 100% 08 098 .10 1.0 A0 1 -1 48 8.9
STANDARD DEDUCTION 0.2 .04 D6 08 A0 10 10 28 -48)
ENERGY ASSISTANCE 06 06 06 08 06 06 06 -3.0 4.2
DEEMING FOR FOOD STAMPS FOR ALIENS 003 003 004 004 004 .01 0.1 0.2 4.3
WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR CHILDLESS ABLE-BODIED ADULTS 06 A0 08 06 07 07 07 35 49
‘REMAINDER OF PROVISIONS - 0.1 0z 02 02 - 02 02 02 09 4.3
ITLE®V . CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM CHANGES 0.1 05 08 07 0.7 08 -09 28 .43
- ITLEV - -SSIRESTRICTIONS ON IMMIGRANTS — = = - R 28  -38 T -40 T 44 4B 57748 -252]
$5| RESTRICTIONS : 0.1 22 31 3.4 A7 41 44 126 214
MEDICAID RESTRICTIONS 0.1 04 05 086 06 07 13 22 42
TITLE IX CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORMS 02 02 02 02 03 05 06 .2 2.2
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 02 02 01 02 043 04 N4 D 13
MEDICAID EFFECTS _ 00 000 -002 -0.04 01 -0.1 0.1 0.2 04
TOTAL FOOD STAMP QFFSETS FROM OTHER TITLES 0.4 ue 1.2 1.4 14 1.4 1.4 52 8.0
|GRAND TOTAL OF SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN 89 104 119 36 151 175 4BY9 614

NOTE:

a. Those are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewad by OMB,

4.0




Table 17
" The Effect of the Optional Block Grant Proposal on Food Stamp Program Costs if All States Choose a Block Grant
(Dollars in million)

I ‘ _ e | . Fiscal Year .
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 . TOTAL
| Current Law: | 26,120 27,347 28,551 29,707 30,876 142,601
| Proposed Law: | 24394 | 24,394 24,394 24,394 24,394 121,970
Difference 1,726 2,953 4,157 | 5313 6,482 20,630
_ “ Percent Difference : 6.6% -10.8% -14.6% -17.9% -21.0% ~-14.5%
I

- Notes: The corrent law level is the current serviccs estimate in the 1996 President’s Budpet.

The block gra.nt level in cach year in the sum of each State's share of total benefits in 1994 {or the average over 1992 - 1994, if higher) and each Slate s share of total
administrative costs in 1994 (or the averape over 1992-1994, if hagher) The esumales assume all States opt for a btock grant in 1586,


http:Proposal.on

Preliminary Estimate of the Effects of the Senate Republican Leadership Flan on

Table 18

ood Stamp Program Costs

August 6, 1995

' _ 5-Year  7-Year
Section  Proposal . 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total Total
- Title 1lI-Food Stamp Program
30?2 " Includes minors in parent’s ousehold -195 -205 -215 -220 230 =240 =250 -1,065 ‘ -1,555
303 Permits States to establish alternative - -55 60 60 -65 65 70 -70 -305 ;445
’ household definitions' :
304 Reduce maximum sllotments - 195 945 015 -1,010 . *1,040 -1,070  -1,100  -4,765 . 6,935
308 - Counts all energy assistance . -605 -605 -6G5 -605 -605 -605 605 -3,025 4,235
309 Reduces siandard deduction ' -195 =360 -555 =755 950 985  -1,020 2,815 4,820
310 -Reduces limit on vehicles -5 .45 -50 -535 ~60 60 60 218 335
31 ' Lenglﬁens deeming of sponsor’s ‘ -30 -30 ~-35 -315 -35 -60 -80 . ~165 -3G5
.- income for aliens®.-- — - . - .- —_— S e A TR - -
316 Gives States the option to require
cooperation with CSE: _ '
Custodial parents a .5 -15 -30 -35 ~35 40 -85 -160
Noncustodial parents . 8 -5 -5 - .10 -15 -1 ~20 ~15 -70
IV - D Administrative Costs . A S 10 20 25 30 To3s 60 125
317 Permiits States to disqualify : a -5 -1¢ -15 -25 -30 -40 -55 <125
noncustodial parents with child support
orders in arrears
319 Requires work of able-bodied, C o -820 995 -600 628 -650 -680 70 . 3,490 -4,880
childless adults after participating for 6 :
months in any 12-month period®
321 Repeals indexation of minimum benefit 7 0 0 -35 -35 -35 -35 -165 -175




- ' o 5-Year  7-Year
Section  Proposal 1996 1997 - 1998 1999 . 2000 2000 2002 Totat Total
322 Reinstates proration of benefits at~ 25 30 30 30 30 35 . 35 o145 215
- recertification o : ' '
332 Allows recoupment of State Agency 35 -35 -35 -40 40 - -40 45 . -185 270,
-errors? - . ) :
341 NAP funding 0 40 80 125 165 165 165 - . 410 740
© 343 State block grant option® n/a n/a n/a nla nfa nfa  .n/a )
| All Other Provisions 20 55 7 70 65 60 .65 65 270 -400 .
" Title ITT Total . -2,580 -3,335 "-3,205 -3,450 -3,685 -3,830 -3,975 -16,255 -24,060
| Interactions with other title¢® 400 800 1,200 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 5,200 8,000
Total effect on Food Stamp Program 2,180 2,535 2,005 2,050 -2,285 2,430 2,575 . -11,055 -16,060 .
- expenditures . ' Lo .
Title IV-Child Nutrition Programs - _
401 Terminates additional benefits for -6 -40 41 41 4l 41 -41 -168 249
lunches served in high free or reduced ‘ ' ' T
price participation schools o
403 Rounds down cash reimbursement " -25 -47 -65 - -83 -B0 -81 -81 301 -462
rates in the NSLP and CACFP centers :
~and delays paid indexation
404 Lowers SFSP reimbursement rates -24 =27 -30 -33 -36 -38 4 -149 -228
423 . Establishes a lwo-tiefed reimbursement -55 -339 -403 .‘-472_ 546 -620 594 ~1,816 -3,130 -
structure in FDCHs . o ' '
All Other Provisions -15 32 -38 -49 - -41 -40 -41 =176 - -;258
Title IV Total -125 -485 -877 678 <744 -820 898 2,610 4,327
‘Tota 2,305 3,020 -2,582 2,728 3,020 3250 -3,473  -13,664

-20,387




Notes to Tahle 18:

! These estimates assums that States with 20 percent of the caseload will opt to use a more inclusive household definition and that the more
inctusive definition affects only 20 percent of all households in those States. If all States chose the most inclusive definition possible, the five-year |
savings would be $7.7 billion. '

2 These estimates assume enactment: of immigration legistation requiring al} affidavits of support ta cover immigrants at least until
citizenship. [F not enacted this provision would save $155 million over five years and $240 million over seven years.

3 " "While this provision is effective October 1, 1995, the bill’s language ensures that no one will lose food stamp elligibility before Apﬁl 1,
1995; thus, savings in the first year are roughly half of the anticipated full year savings. These savings do not include the effect of any waivers
granted to States where area unemployment rates exceed 8 percent or the Secretary determines sufficient jobs are not available.

4 This estimate is.based on informatio-n_ de\félopefl by the Genelral Accounting Office,

s For an estimate of the impacts of this pmVisioﬁ if all States opt for a block grant in 1996, please refer to Table 17.

8 Titles I, Il, and IX of the bill lead lto offsettiné increase-s in Food Stamp Program costs by reducing the income of some food stamp
participants.

a Minirmal sa\.rings or costs

-+ These are preliminary FCS estimates based on the Senate Répuﬁliéan:l,eadmérs'hip PI}aﬁ as of Augilél 3, 1995 and are subj;c't to -cﬁange.
They have not been reviewed by the Office of Management and Budget. Sums of columns may not equal totals due to rounding.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
| WASHINGTON, D.C, 20503

August 5, 1595 (SENI)
{Senate)

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PoLICY

{THIS STATEMENT {IAS BEON COQRDINATED TY OMB WITH THE CONCHRNED AGENCIES.)

Vs

‘(Dole (R) KS arid 31 cosponsors)

The Administration opposes 5. 1120 in its current. form because it
falls short of the central goal of real welfare reform -~ moving
people from welfare to work. The Administration strongly
supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that
promotes the basic values of work and responsibility. The
Administration, therefore, strongly supports S. 1117, the
Daschle~Breaux-Mikulski substitute, which meets these objectives.

Over the past two and a half years, the President has been
fighting for the basic principles of work and responSLblllty

Last year, the President proposed a swWeeping welfare reform
package that would: establish tough work requirements while
providing child care for working people; impose tough child
sypport enforcement measures; regquire teen mothers to live at
home, stay in schoel, and identify their child's father; increase
State flexibility and accountability; and provide basic
protections for children. His economic plan expanded the earned
income tax credit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes
for 1% million worklng families.

Last February, the President lssued an Executive Order to crack
down on Federal employees who owe child support. The
Administration also has approved welfare reform experiments in 32
states and has pledged fast-track approval for other State
demonstraticns that pursue specified reform strategies. Such’
strategies include: (1) strengthening work requirements backed
with e¢hild care; (2) limiting recipients' duration con welfare and
cutting off people wheo refuse to work; (3) making parents pay
child support or go to work; (4) requiring meothers who are minors
to live at home and stay in school; and (5) using welfare and
Food Stamp benefits as subsidies for employers whe hire welfare
recipients. The President has also directed that Federal
regulations be changed to ensure that welfare recipients who.
refuse to work do not receive increased Food Stamp benefits to
offset the decreases made in their welfare checks.

f

|
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The welfare reform debate has come a long way in certain kay -
areas since this Congress first took up the issue. Not so long
ago, some in Congress were promoting orphanages as the solution
to out-of-wedlock teen births. Now, £. 1120 includes provisions
from the President's proposal requiring mothers who are minors to
live at home and stay in =school. Earlier this year, some in
Congress wanted to exclude child support enforcement from the
welfare reform debate. Now, there is bipartisan agreaement on the
toughest child support enforcement proposal ever, and both the
House-passed H.R. 4 and S. 1120 include the President's major
child support enforcement provisions. In additien, S. 1120
adopts the Administration's positieon that child protection
programs for abused children must ke protected and includes an
important provision from the President's walfare reform plan
requiring welfare.recipients to sign personal responslbillty
contracts as a condition of asslstance.

The key to successful welfare reform is moving people from -
welfare to work. S. 1120, however, does not put work first. It
does not .provide the level of child care resources necessary to
support the imposition of tough work requirements, Indeed, it
repeals critical child care programs now serving 640,000
children. ‘It does not provide incentives for States to promote
work. Instead, by -allowing States te no longer contribute any of
their own resources, the bill gives States an incentive to throw
people off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. It
further undermines the goal of requiring work by shifting an
anormous cost burden to States and/localities and putting them at
even greater risk during an economic downturn. No safeguards are
provided for ¢hildren whose familiés lose assistance through no
fault of their own. More families may have to make do with lass
food on the table, if States opt for a Food Stamp block grant and
then spend Food Stamp .block grant funds on other programs.
Finally, House and Senate Republican plans cut low-income
programs too deeply, compromising their ability to protect
children and promote work. The Administration supports real
reform that saves taxpayer dollars by promoting independence ~-
moving people off welfare rolls and into work -~ not by simply
sending the welfare problem to the. States with more mandates and
.less money.

-The Administration’s most significant concerns are discussed
.below. As the Administration continues its review of S. 1120, it
may lildentify other troublesome issues and will work with cOngress
to address those conceéerns as well.

Moving People frem Welfare to Work

Welfare reform w1ll succeed only if its central goal is work.

Werk has always been at the heart of the President's approach to
welfare reform. - Work has provided the foundation for the welfare
reform waivers the Administration hasg granted, including

$0'd 200 ON 0Z:¢Z  G6,90 9Ny ' 8719-56¢-202:d1
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innovative welfare—-to-work programs in Oregon, Iowa, and dozens
of other States. If a welfare system ig to provide work-based
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adequate resources
for child care, training, and work must be available. Stata
bureaucracies have to be rewarded for getting people into the
workforce or preparing them te enter the workforce -~ not for
cutting them from the rolls.

ﬁglﬁa:g;:é_ugxk .To promote'work the b;ll should be changed to:

» : .
welfare to work. 8. 1120 would neither require nor
encourage States to contribute resources to welfare reform.
Many States could be expected to withdraw thelr own funds,
cut benefits, purge large numbers of current recipients from
the rolls, and aveid the burden of helping people become
self-sufficient. In sum, there is a real danger that States
would "race to the bottom" to save State dollars or to deter
migrants from other States.

. ELQxidQ4Qhild_QﬁI2_&Q*m9Xi_DﬁQElﬁ_ﬁ:ﬂm_ﬁﬁlfﬁxﬁmtg_ﬂglk_ﬁnd
) : 2o K and

It makes no sense to deny child care to people trying to
leave Walfare and to working people who are trying to satay
off welfare, By aggregating funding for cagh benefits,
child care, and employment assistance into one.klo¢k grant
and cutting it across-the-board, S. 1120 provides no
guarantee that States will put any money into child care and
work programs that move peoople off welfare. The
Administration recommends that the bill be modified to:

(1) fund employment and child care for welfare recipients
separately from cash benefits; and (2} ensure that people
whe can work, do so, and have the child care when they do.

¢ Provide incepntives that reward Stateg for putting more
' ‘ f£. S. 1120 gives

States an incentive to save money by throwing people off the
rolls. To change the culture of welfare, the bill should be
modified to reward success instead of the status quo. The
Administration supports a performance bonus that would focus
the welfare bureaucracy and reclplents on the central goal
of moving from welfare to work.

risk. In contrast to current funding mechanisms, funding
for temporary assistance to needy families under S. 1120

- ¥ d €007 0N 1Z2:2C £6.80 5Ny - 3r19-56£-202:(Q1



would not adjust adequately to cushion the impact of
unemployment and economic stagnation. States in recession
would encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads.

S. 1120 would provide a "rainy day" loan fund that would
allow States to borrow additional money during economic
downturns. In addition, extra funding would be available to
States projected to have high population growth that meet
certain criterja. There is no guarantee, however, that the
finite amount that such Stateg receive will be adequate.

And if there is population growth in a majority of States,
each will get a diminished share of the fixed dollars. The
Administration recommends that the bill be changed to adjust
for shifts in economic condition and population.

The training provisions in 8. 1120 include the consolidation of
approximately 90 training programs. Given the need to bulld a
comprehensive workforce development system to serve all Americans
and the concerns expressed belew, the Administration believes it
is inappropriate to consider these provisions in the context of
welfare reform leglslatlon. Of paramount concern is the bill's
ingsufficient funding for the consolidated programs. While the
President's FY 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for
training by $1 billion over FY 1995, S. 1120 would cut funding by
15 percent. Not only is the plan's funding insufficient for the
Nation's workforce needs as a whole, the consolidation of these
programs means that billions of dellarsg less will be available to
help people stay off welfare and to help otherg tranaition from
welfare to work. : :

In addition, S. 1120 would not ensure proper accountability for
$8.2 billion in Federal training and vocaticonal education funds.
If the bill were adopted, the Federal Government could not assure
taxpayers that States were spending Federal funds to achieve the
national goals of improving workers' skills, facilltating
individuals'® transition from school to work, and helping severely
disadvantaged pecple enter the education and work mainstream.

Unlike the President's job training proposal, S. 1120 would not
require the use of skill grants for adult training. Thus, there
would be no guarantee that training resocurces would be put
directly into the hands of dislocated workers and low~income
adults, sc that they could make informed training choices. Other
concerng about S. 1120 include its: (1) failure to target '
resources oh those most in need; (2) devolution of the successful
Job Corps program to the States, (3) elimination of the Summer
Jobs, Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA and NAFTA~-TAA} training,
Employment Service, and Senicor Community Service Employment
programs; (4) failure to assure permanent local workforce
development boards with authority for local decision~making;

(5) failure to provide a national reserve teo aid victims of mass
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layceffs and national disasters and for other purposes; and

(6) creation of a complex new bureaucracy under the direction of
a part-time board with uncertain accountability as the Federal
governance gtructure.

In addition, the Administration supports the deletion of the
provislon in S. 1120 that modifies Davis-Bacon labor standards
protections. - Overall, Davis-Bacon reform {s the appropriate
avenue for addressing what changes should be made to Davis-Bacon
requirements. _ , ' ' :

Exe&gghingwshilﬁzgg

Reduced spending for low~income programs is possible while still
protecting the most wvulnerable. The Administration has proposed
$38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare
programs over seven years; however, the magnitude of the cuts
assumed in the congressional budget regolution -- approximately
$110 billion over geven years -- compromises the ability of these
programs to protect children and promote work. This is
exacerbated by the absence of maintenance-~of-effort requirements
on the States. It is not realistic to expect the States to
compensate for the reduced Federal spending from their own
revenues. Many will ultimately pass on the drastic cuts to
children and families, who will endure future cuts or even losses
in benefit eligibility. The proposal also eliminates benefits
for approximately four million children even if their parents
have done everything possible to find work.

The Administration supports thas retention of Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) cash benefits for eligible children
provided by S. 1120. The plan, however, would apparently deny
SSI benefits to morse than 370,000 disabled children over the next
five years. In addition, the bill would estaklish a mandatoxry
five-year cut off of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
without regard to their circumstances. The bill would not :
provide any protection for children when their parents are unable
to work due to illness, disability, the need to care for a
disabled child, or high local unemployment. The Administration
believes that such provisions are unduly harsh. '

The Administration is pleased that S. 1120 includes a number of
provisjons proposed by the Department of Agriculture to combat
Food Stamp fraud. The Administration, however, opposes the
Republican leadership plan to include an optional Food Stamp
block grant. Providing the option of a Food Stamp block grant in,
ite current form jeopardizes getting food to people who need it.
It would sever the link between Food Stamps and nutrition;
eliminate the program's economic responsiveness; end natlonal
eligibility and benefit standards; and ultimately divert support
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away from food. The bill requires only 75 percent of the block
grant funds to go to food assistance, a provision that could

" divert $23 billlion worth of food from children and familles over
the next five years. Furthermore, any State that exercises the
block grant optlon will see its food assistance declirne
dramatically in the event of recession or population growth. The
block grant option would threaten the natiopal nutriticnal
framework that has successfully narrowed the gap batween the
diets of low- 1ncome and other families.

The Adminlstratlon is concerned aboul the severity of the cuts to
- the Food Stamp program in $. 1120. The Administration supports

requiring Food Stamp recipients without children to go to work cor

train for work in return for their assistance. S. 1120 does not

provide States with the resources to accomplish this goal

Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the

nutrition safety net,

$..1120 should support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The
Administration supports tlghtenlng sponsorship and eligibility
rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legal immigrants.
to bear greater responsibility for those whom they encourage to
enter the United States. The Administration, howaver, strongly
opposes the Republican leadership bill's unilateral application
of new eligibility and deeming provisions to current recipients,
includlng the disabled who are exempted under current law.
(“Deeming” is the requirement that gponsors' income be counted
when determinlng 1mmigrants' eligibility for benefits.) The
Administration alsoc is deeply concerned about the bill's
application of deeming provisions to Medlcaid and other programs
where deeming would adversely affect public¢ health and welfare.

DQaQhlﬂ:EIQﬂgﬂ:ﬂikﬂlﬂki_nﬂlglm_ﬁtgEQ&AI#::TEQQL_EQLKQIE_BQfQImI

The Senate has the chance to enact real bl-partisan welfare
reform. The Administration strongly supports S. 1117, the
welfare reform proposal offered by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and
Mikulski. Instead of maintaining the current welfare system --
which undermines our basic values of work, responsibhility, and
family =-- this plan sends people to work so they c¢an earn a
_paycheck, not a welfare check. Unlike 5.°1120 and the House-~
passed H.R. 4, this proposal provides the. child care for those
transitioning from welfare to work and for those trying to avoiaq
welfare in the first place. It holds State bureaucracles
accountable for real results, and rewards them for putting people
to work, not just removing people from the welfare rolls. It
saves money by moving people to work, not by expecting the States
te handle more problems with less money. It allows these
programs to respond automatically to recessions, population
growth, inflation, and other damocgraphic changes. The
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Administration urges Congress to agrea on a bipartisan bill that
addresses these c¢ritical elemsnts of real welfare reform.

5., 1120 would affect direc¢t spending and receipts; therefore, it
is subject to the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990. The Office of Management and
Budget's scoring estimate is currently under development.

* h k & % &k @
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Tho Democratic Leadership Council Friday, August 3, 1995

., ..|Democrats took an important first step yesterday toward seuzung the initiative on welfare reform.
1" "|'Senate Democrats introduced the "Work First" welfare reform bill, which borrows heavily both in
= } substance and name from the Progressive Policy Institute's proposal. Backed by the White House,
- |"work first" is the type of welfare reform overwhelmingly supported by the public: It would move
welfare recipients info private-sector jobs, meeting the test of real reform.

S i The welfare debate opens in the Senate today, and Republicans remain badly split. Moreover
- {none; of the approaches they offer meet the test of real, work-based reform. -

Democrats thus have the Opportumty to gain the upper hand on this politically potent issue.
Starting today, we should press our advantage on welfare at every turn, umhng behind the Senate
Democratlc bill. Here are its key elements:

1. It makes government assistance contmqent on full cooperation and rapid progress

toward getting a private sector job, reinforced by time ||m|ts

2. It gives states _rhuch rmore tlexibility but holds them accountabie for the only resuit that
matters: getting recipients into private sector jobs. Bonuses and sanctions for states
are keyed strictly to success in placing weltare recipients ih real private-sector work.

s i 3. It would change the culture of the welfare system, by changing its basic incentives. It
- permits states to try various models, such as using vouchers and private services to
build a competitive market for job placement and support, or turnmg welfare
bureaucracies into employment agencnes

4. it makes work pay through child care funding and transitional health care benefits. This
1'is a critical step because unless work is made more attractive figancially than weffare,
- reform is impossible, Because of this key feature, its is tar more likely to actually move
- welfare recipients into the workforce than GOP bills.

B. It addresses two key causes of welfare dependency through tough new éhild

enforcement laws and provisions to reduce out-of- wedlock births that do not punish
chlldren ‘

As you talk up this' bill, we ui'ge you to make the'following comparisens with the Republicén bills:

* Damocrats offer a radical but responsible plan that will move welfare recipients into
private sector work while the Republlcan proposals abandon real work-based welfare

Senate Democrats Introduce .
“Work First” Welfare Alternative
I
|
E
|
!

-: 1 reform for budget cutting.
AU L : -~ more - -

This update is a special release of the weekly D1C Fax,
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Work First Cont'd.

* Damocrats impose tough work requirements, and put the mechanisms and funding in

: tplace so states can meet the requirements without cutting other needed programs.

| : Republicans block grant impose similar work requirements without offering states the
mechanisms and money to meet them—they pretend to pay for work requirements by
shifting funds. from the food stamp program and job trammg programs for the American
 worker. :

" Democrats offer fmancral incentives in the form af a bonus lto states for placing and :
'keeping recipients in work. Republicans offer states a disincentive to meet work
requirements by making it cheaper for states to swallow penaities for failing to meet work

‘requirements than for actually putting recipients to work.

« Democrats "make work pay" by guaranteeing child care and extending health care benefits
to those who work so no one who has left welfare for work is forced to return because of a
shortage of child care or health care. (Making work pay more than welfare is a prerequisite
to reform.) Republicans offer no real money to ‘make work pay" for welfare recipients
through child care and health care benefits, - |

* Democrats require recipients to engége in work activities as soon as they begih receiving
_temporary-assistance. Republicans don't require recuplents to work until 24 months have
ik " passed.

' * Democrats expand and continue to support the Earned-Income Tax Credit (a tax credit
~ designed to supplement the wages of the working poor) as a means of encouraging work
: and lifting working-poor families up to the poverty line. Republicans discourage work by
- ' demandmg significant cuts in the EITC, prowng they are not serious about work. ‘

-f ‘Democrats offer teen mothers from unsafe or unstable homes a new beginning in
supervised group residences called "Second Chance Homes" while they and their children
attend school. Republicans, by allowing states to cut unwed teen mothers and their
_ children off welfare don't grve those teen mothers and their children a second chance

* Democrats make welfare payments temporary and contingent on rapid movement toward
full-time, unsubsidized work. Democrats abolish the JOBS program, and in its place create
an employment system linking welfare recipients to private labor markets and using private
sector orgamzations in competmon with the government,

* Democrats fund their "Work First' program entirely through savings created from cuts in
existing welfare spending. Work First is cost-effective, saves $15 billion over seven years
for deficit reduction and henefits everyone concerned: recipients transition from welfare to

" work and, as weifare rolls decrease, states and taxpayers save money:

Among the key sponsors of “Werk First”— Sens. Daschle, Breaux, Mikulski, and Lieberman.

N
L : S - : :
1| Toiorder any PPl welfare selection, including the Work First Policy Briefing, contact the
- - . DLC-PPI publications desk at (202) 546-0007 or field@dlcppi.org. :

Thls update isa spemal rele&se of the weakly DLC qu
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| :WQIfara Rafarm Talking Polnts: DOLE BILL
August 1985 -

"... 88 | understand It, {Dale] also proposes a flat block grant with no requiremant for

L gtates maintaining their present (avel of affort, or ne maintenanca of effort

requirement of any kind. As I said, maybe it’s just bacause | have been a governor,
| think this Is & very bad idea. | don’t think we shoauid do this because thia pragram,
atter all, is called Ald to Famllies With Dependsnt Chlldren, nat ‘ald to states with '
terribla budget problama created by Congress.'” '

/Gnming up short on wark. States mugt, have.the necessary raspurces for qhnd gare.

training, and work in order to Mmove ‘people into jobg. But'the Dold il undaresisthe
ahility of states to move recipients from weifare 10 work by reducing the funding they
naed to get the job done.” Whan CBO analyzed an earlier version. of the Dole bill, it
sald 44 out of 50 statea would fail to meet the wark requirements. Tha Dols bill fails
to glva states the resources thay nead to succeed, and it undermines our obligatien

to hold state waifara burestcracies accountabie for results.

Lacking sssentlal child care. Despite tha critical link between child care and work, ths
Dole bill wauld repaal thrse federal programs that provide dirsct chiid care assistance
for poor and low-Incoma working families. By combining resourowes for cash beneflts,
child care, and amployment agsistance intd one bleck grant, the Dole bill provides no
guarantee that statec will Invest any monsy in the child cere that’s necessary to help

- mova people off welfara,  The bill would also reduce current child care spending,

despite a huge increase In work requirements imposed on states. And it would
rastrict broadly supported incentives to improve child care quality. It defles common

‘sanse ¢ take away child care and keep paople from golng to work.

Shnfting costs to statn. The Dele biil shlfts enormnus costs 1o statss, making it
impossible for them 1o move peopie to work. It confusss welfars reform with budgst
cuts - Including deep reductions to help pay for a huge tax cut for the wealthy.
Without the neeesaary resources, states will either have 10 raise state taxss or feil to
mova people inte the workforce. We won't have welfare reform gf stats flombahty if
Congrus just gives states more mandates and fawer resources.

The wrang inoentives. The Dole bill glves states an incentiva 10 cut psople off --

Instead of shaking up the burssucracy by rewarding states for thair success In moving
pecple from weifare to work. It also sends states 2 blank chack, without requiring
them to put up a dima of their own money. States should be rewarded for moving
people anto private payrolls -« not for cutting them from tha welfars rolls. That's why
the Democrats’ plan includes ‘a performence banus for states that exceed job-
placemsnt targets -- and penalties for those who do not. Walfare reform should not
be a race to ths bottom, it should be a race to indspandences.

" A basis for bipartisan raform. The Damocrmé""Work First™ plam sonds psaple to waork

so they can garn a paycheck, not a welfare check. It provides the child care peopls
need to mova from welfara to wark, and to enable them to stay off welfare in the first
pisce. It holds state bureaucracies accountebla for real results, and rewards states

for putting peopls 10 wark, not Just cutting psaple off. It saves taxpsysrs manay by .

moving pecple to work, not by shipping the states more problems and lesa monsy.
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ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
DIST OF COLUMBIA
FLORIDA
GEQRGIA
HAWAII

IDAHO

ILLINCIS
INDIANA

IOWA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA -
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA

NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NORTH CARCLINA
NCRTH DAKOTA
CHIO
OKLAHOMA
CREGON
PENNSYLVANIA
RHODE {SLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

UTAH
VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCONSIN
VWYOMING

TOTAL

NOTES:

Anaiysis provided by staff of the Demecratic Policy Committee based an data provided by HHS/ASPE.

UNFUNDED MANDATES
UNDER REVISED SENATE REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN, S. 1120

(% in Millions)

Additional 7 year cost
passed on to states to
comply with 5. 1120

$195.6
367.4
§322.8
$108.8
34,002.5
$200.5
$299.1
3494
31277
$1.136.9
$853.7
31058
3409
$1,182.3
$360.9
$193.8
$147.5

$371.5

$384.8
$121.3
$386.9
$551.7
$1,150.8
$322.1
$239.3
$453 5
$62.6
$67.4
360.2
$57.1
$582.1
$161.2
$2.231.8
T $598.4
$31.1
$1,177.6
$230.4
$194.8
$1.053.4
$115.2
$208.8
$30.9
$519.2
$1,307.2
$86.4
351.8
$332.7
$498.5
$200.1
$262.3
$29.2

$23,4289

Estirnates assume that states maintain the number of panicipants prajects under current law in JOBS

that meet the 20 hour rule and those warking 20 hours or moere per week. Hours per week go up to 25 in
fy99, 30 hours per week in 2000 and 2001, and 35 hours per week in 2002.

WO \;\

Estimated net costs per person per year: $1,640 FY88; $2, 540 $FY39; $5,300 FY2000; $5,530 FY2001; §5,440 FY2002

FY95 has negligible cost increase.
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UNFUNDED MANDATES
UNDER REVISED SENATE REPUBLICAN WELFARE PLAN, S. 1120

{$ in Millions)

Additional 7 year cost

passed on to states to

comply with S, 1120
CALIFORNIA . : $4,002.5
FLORIDA $1,136.9
GEORGIA $653.7
ILLINCIS $1,182.3
MICHIGAN $1,150.8
NEW YORK $2231.8
NORTH CAROLINA $558.4
OHIO : $1,177.6
PENNSYLVANIA ) $1,0583.4
TEXAS $1,307.2

$23,428.9

NOTES: .

Analysis provided by staff of the Democratic Policy Committee based con data provided by HHS/ASPE.
Estimates assume that states maintain the number of participants projects under current law in JOBS
that meet the 20 hour rule and those working 20 hours or mare per week. Hours per week go up to 25 in
fy89, 30 hours per week in 2000 and 2001, and 35 hours per week in 2002,

Estimated net costs per person per year: $1,640 FY88, $2,540 §FY99; $5,300 FY2000; $5,630 FY2001; $5,440 FY2002
FY986 has negligible costincrease.
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The Burden an $iates to Meet The JOBS and Work Parlicipation Raquirements
in e Sensta Finance Committee bill over FYa8-FY 2002

E F [¢] J
Towt MNymber Required  Number Required Mumber Required
Number in Fr98 1o work in FYS9 1o wirk in FY2000 o work
in JOBS or Work  under Dote, 8 1120 under Dols, 5 1120 under Dole, § 1120
FY 1884
Under Currant Law

T ALABAMA 5.996 6,100 7,200 10,800
ALAS KA 2016 1,800 2,560 3,800
ARIZONA 4,258 5.300 12,000 17,300
ARKANSAS 1,068 3.200 4,000 E.100
CALIFORMIA 88,38 103,300 148,800 223,700
COLORADO 6,147 6,100 7,400 © 11100
CONNECTICUT 7,089 8,400 15,100 16,700
DELAWARE 774 1,500 1,860 2,700
DIST OF COLUMEIA 1,094 3200 4,800 7100
FLORIDA 22,608 35,100 41,900 63,000
GECRGLA 13,453 19,300 24,100 36,200
HAWAR 1,713 2.800 3,900 5,900
IDAHO 1.000 1,100 1,500 2,300
ILLINCES 33,120 33700 43,800 65,800
INDIAMA 7,555 10,600 13,300 20,100
1OWA 5,810 5,300 7,200 10,800
KANSAS 6.537 4,200 5,500 8,200
KENTUGKY 10,931 11,400 13,700 20,600
LOLISIANA g.aa1 11,800 14,2060 21,300
MAINE 3,446 3,700 4,500 6,700
MARYLAND 5,656 11,300 14,300 21,500
MASSACHUSETTS 10,131 16,500 20,400 30,600
© MICHIGAN 41,764 34,400 42,500 63,800
MINNESOTA 8,087 8,800 11,9060 17,900
MISSISSIPPI 6,152 7,700 8,500 13,200
MISSOURI 6,368 12,900 16,800 25,200
MONTAMA 2,138 1,800 2,300 3,500
NEBRASKA - 5,324 2,100 2400 3,700
HEVADA 787 1.800 2,200 3,300
NEW HAMPSHIRE 2.028 1,700 2,100 3,200
NEW.JERSEY 12,472 17,400 21,500 32,300
NEW MEXICO 3682 4,500 8,000 5,000
NEW YORK 46,242 63,400 82,500 124,200
NORTH CAROLINA 24,455 17.800 22,100 33,200
NCRTH DAKQOTA a0 1,000 1,100 1.7C0
QHID 15277 36,100 . 43,400 65,200
OKLAHOMA 3,003 6,700 8,500 12.B0D
OREGON 7,818 5,900 7,200 10,800
PENNSYLVANIA 21,198 25,500 38,000 £B, 600
RHODE ISLAND 3,083 3.300 4,300 5,400
SOUTH CARDLINA 4,241 8,400 7.700 11,600
SOLTH DAXOTA 1,938 200 1.1 1,700
TENNESSEE 10,280 15,100 19,200 28,500
TEXAS 15753 35800 48,400 72,800
uTAH 7154 2700 3,200 4,800
VERMONT a1 1,500 1,90 2,800
VIRGINIA 5,380 9,500 12,300 16,500
WASHINGTON 15,718 14,200 18,500 27,700
WEST VIRGINIA 6,905 5,800 7400 11,100
WISCONSIN 15,906 11,100 13,300 20,100
WYOMING 1,948 200 1,100 1,600
TOTAL 563,584 672 500 866,800 1,302,500

NOTES:

Analysis provided by staff of the Damocratic Policy Commitlaa based on dala provided by HHS/ASPE.
Estimates 2ssume tha! slates mainiain the number of parictpants projects under curment law in JOBS
{hat meet 1he 20 haur nile and those working 20 hours or mers par weak. Hours per week go up to 251n
fy@3, 30 hours per weak in 2000 and 2001, and 35 hours perwaak in 2002.

Estirmatad net cosis per persan par yaar: §1,640 FY99; $2,540 $5Y09; $5,300 FYZ000; $5.630 FYZ001; §5,440 FY2002
FY96 has negligibla cost increase,

N
Numbar Required
in FY2001 to wak
under Oole, § 1120

28,200
71400
4,700

18,200
27,200
10,900
19,700

1,277,900

o]
Mumber Reguirad
in F¥2002 to work
under Dole, § 1120

8,300
3,200
15,500
5,200
192,600

14,300
2,400
6,200

54,200

31,300
E00
2,000

56,600

17,200
9,300
7,100

17,700

18,400
5,800

18,500

26,400

55,000

15.400

11,400

21700
3,000
3,200
2,900
2,700

27,800
7700

106,800

28,600
1.500

56,200

11,000
8,300

50,500
5500

10,000
1,500

24,800

62,6800
4,100
2,500

15,900

23,900
9,600

17,300

p
F* §1.640
Work &
Child care
Net Esimate
(FY98 Costy

10004000
2852000
15252000
5248000
169412000
10004000
13776000
2456000
5248000
57564000
31652000
AS22000
1804000
55268000
17284000
8662000
66888000
1BE96000
19352000
BOGS000
18532000
27060000
56416000
15744000
12828000
21156000
2952000
3444000
2552000
2788000
28538000
7380000
103976000
29182000
1640000
58204000
10288000
9676000
48872000
5412000
10456000
1476000
24784000
80352000
4428000
2480000
15580000
23768000
89512000
18204000

1,400 1476000
1120800 =seesssessivsess

Q
Gt 32540
Wark &
Child Care
Net Estimate
(FY99 Costy

17640900.00
6126000.00
29400000.00
9800000.00
354560000.00
18130000.00
2718500000
4410000.00
11760000.00
102655000.00
5904500000
9555000.00
367500000
1072310000.00
32585000.00
17640000.00
1347500000
33565000.00
34790000.00
11025000.00
35035000.00
45580000.00
104125000.00
29155000.00
21560000.00
41160000.00
5635000.00
6125000.00

S390000.00 .

§145000.00
52675000.00

1470000000 _

202370000.00
54 145000.00
2685000.00
10633000000
20825000.00
17640000.00
95550000.00
10535000.00
185655000.00
2695000.00
47040000.00
118580000.00
7840000.00
4655000.00
30135000.00
45325000.00
18130000.00
3258500000
2695000.00
2,123,660.000

2123660000

R
J* §5,300
Work &
Chitd Care

3
N * $5.630
Work &
Child Care

T
Ot 55440
Work &
Child Care

U
Total
Py QeR+G+T
{Additional Cost

et Eslimate  NelEstimate Nel Estimate Called for unter

(FY2000 Cost) {FY2301 Costy (FY2002 Cost) Dole bitl, 5 1120)

57240000
20140000
$4870000
32330000
1185610000
S8830000
BE5S 10000
14310000
37530000
333900000
192380000
31270000
12190000
348740000
108530000
S7240000
43460000
10918000
112880000
35510000
113950000
1621803G00
338670000
94870000
6SOB0000
13356000
18550000
19610000
17450000
15960000
171150000
47700000
658280000
175560000
2010000
346090000
7840000
57240000
310580000

33220000 -

61480000
2010000
183170000
385840000
25440000
15370000
9E050000
146810000
SE830000
106530000
8480000
5,905 370,000

6905370000

SGTR000
20831000
9902000
317060
1235222000
51367000
91765000
15201000
39410000
MFHM000
200478000
32854000
12386000
363135000
110611000
50678000
45040000
113726000
117667000
37158000

9571000
169320000
401582000

28461000
15764000
102466000
153136000
51367000
110911000

008000

7.194.577,000

TAQ45T 7000

50582000
17408000
84320000
28280000
1047744000
£2224000
T77L2000
13056000
33728000
284848000
170272000
27744000

10BBOGO0

307204000
92566000
S0582000
28624000
86268000

100096000
31552000

100640000

143616000

255200000
83776000
62016040

T 118048000
16320000
17408650
15778600
14688000

151232000
418880040

581538000

155584000

8160000

305728000
59840000

. 50592000

274720000
29920000
54400000

8160000

134512000

340544000
22304000
1360000
BE4S8000

130015000
52224000
54112000

7816000
6.102.582.000

' 6102592000

195154000
87456000

| BE2930000
108883000
4002548000
200555000
259942000
49437000
127776000
1155901000
653787000
105815000
ADYB5000
NB2IST000
3609TR000
193842000
147487000
371465000
384795000
121312000
386950000
551736000
1150845000
22070000
2IPISA000
453548000
62595000
67418000
50187000
57034000
562104000
181212000
C22IBTEON0
558419000
31076000
1177672000
230431000
194826000
1053447000
115256000
208850000
30972000
519215000
1307208000
BE473000
51849000
332727000
498575000
200063000
362342000
29275000
23,429,099,000
23429039000

H
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DEPARTMENT QOF HEALTH & HUMAN SB!‘VIC £s - for Logislation
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TO: MARY JO BANE 401-4678
NAOMI GOLDSTEIN 650-7383
BRUCE REED 456-5557
CAROL RASCO 456-2878
EMILY BROMBERG 456-2889
ANN ROSEWATER 401-4678
WENDELL PRIMUS 690-6562
SUSAN BROPHY - 456-6220
PAUL CAREY 456-2604
JANET MURGUIA 456-6221
KEN APFEL 395-5730
S JEREMY BEN-AMI - 456-7028
: MELISSA SKOLFIELD 690-5673
JOHN MONAHAN 650-5672
RAHM EMANUEL " 456-6423

FROM: HHS/ASL STAFF (Yim Hickman 690-7627)

- DATE: August 14, 1995

PAGES: = 3(inchuding cover)

SUBJECT: Congressional Record Summiary of Majority Leader Dole’s modifications
) to 5. H20. NOTE: ‘Ihe Congressional Record: text is the only text of the

modifications. -
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512510 CONGRESSIONAL RICORD-—SIINATE Awgust 11, 1995

(4) REPORT N CHANGER.—-Not latar than
December 31, 1996, and gach December 3
wnerenfrer. each Secretary refarred o in
pAragramh (2) sha)i Prepare 84 SUVMIL Lo Ltae
relevant Commitiees dascribed in paragraph
(33 & rePoYT concerpipy sy chaoges with re.
apect to the decerminations made -under sube
section (¢} {or the year to which Lhe reoort is
bc[ng submitted,

| (¢] DETERMINATIONG. —Not later toan De-
: cemhcr 31, 1995, each Secretary referred toin
subeecuon (b)(R) shall determine—

g (1) the mamber of full-time equivealens ;‘nﬂi- ’

tions. required by the Dopartment {or the
Fodern! Partnerdbil estoblished under sec-
tian 711} headed by sueh Secretary to carry
out the covered activitles of the Dapartment
(er Fadsral Partnership), a5 of the day before
t.ha date of soactmant of chis Aet:

[ (%) the oumber of puch poeftions requirsd
by the Department {or Federal Perinership)
tn corTy our e aativitice, ar of the appro-
prin:a effective Aalo for the Department (nr
Feoderzl Partoersaip) and

{8) the differonce obtainsd by aubmwuae
- tho humber referred ta o MIAgTsSDh (2) from

e nunber refertsd to 10 PATAgPODR (1),

(4) AcTioNs.—Not jater thap 30 dayn after
the appropriate sffective date for the Depatt
mant lpvelvad, esch Secratary referrad to u
sebsection (bX2) shall take such astions ag
mey be necessary.. including reduction 1o
force aotions, oonslstent with gsotions 358
sad 360 of citle 5, United States Cods, to ke
dice the gumber of posicions of persoansl aof
ths Depaatmaent by ot lonot tho diffcronct re-
farred to 1g subseation (EX3).

{0} CONBIETENCY .~

{1} EpucaTiox.-—The Semwy of Edw-
cation shall carry out this section 0 a man-
ner CHAT PRADIAS Loe SaCrerary Lo moet the
roquiremnents of -this section end seotion
ISR

. (2} LABOR.—The -Secretary of Labor shall
ATV, ut Lhiy section (o 4 manner that an.
sblee the Secrstaty to meet the raquire-
ments of this section and section TIRIXD).
. | (3) REALTR AND HUMAN 8RRVICES.—Tha Sac-
ratary of Health sand Hurnan Services ohall
oalTy out thic pootidn it » manner that e
ables ths Selretury to meet the roquire-
ments of this sectloz and section 1207,

(N CALCULATION.=I2  getarmiiilng, udder
submcuon (c}. the number of full-timse eguiv-
ieDt Positlons required by A Deparumeat to
::.u-ry out & covered aetivity, @ Secrétary re-
- ferred to in sulmectlon (BX2). shall Include
r.heunnmbar of such poaitions oteupled by
personzel eArTYing out PIOFTIVT functions ar
othar funztions (incloding budgetary. logls-
lative. admiplatoative. planning. evaluation,
434 Jegal fanetlons) related to the activity,

() GENRRAL ACTouamg OFFICE RRPORT,—
Not labor than Jaly 1. 1890, o Coiupleolicr
General of he Unlwed Btates shall epare
and submit to the committopy gescrided In
aabsaction (HXKI), & report concerzing the de-
terminationn Tade by coch Bocretary under
sukseotlon (c). Such report abell contain axm
analysis of the gaterminaticss inade by esch
Sceretary wndor subasotion () and & detsr-
minatfon o4 to whether fyrther redections In
fil-tima eantealant peeitions are eppee-
priata.

BREC. 1. DEFARTMENT OF mm AN m
BERYICES.

{8) IN QENERAL.--The Secratary of Health
aud Bwnea Servicod aball BEe 406D actiops
u ‘msy be pecessary, inciuding redaction g
rc-rca actions, consisbeat with sections 32
aaa 3586 of uitle 5. United Statea Code— .

‘1) o eliminate at least 65 veTment of fll
time squivalent positions that relate to a
coversd ackivity: and
© (2) to olimipate 100 percent of MUl time
equlvalent positions that ralate to & covered
nativity decoribod n pubseotion (WD),

{5 DEFLUTION OF COVERED Ac.'nvrrr.—-i‘or
pursoses of thiz section. the term ‘covered
activity” meams—

{1} AT ACCIVILY RUCLGLLZPD 1O be CAITIEQ OUL
under part A of the Scfis] Security Act!{d2
U.5.C, 801 et seq.) w3 in clfect prier ta the
date of the ennctment of this Act; and

123 a5 activity autharisad th b AArTiRA- OUL
upder pirs F of such Act (12 U.5.C. 682 et
s£q.). as in affect prior to such date.

Mr, DOLE. Mr. President. this Tues-
day we degided to move to appropria-
tieas dliis. and | think we did an oxcel-
lent job on both sides of the gisle in
paooing thiee major appropriaticns
bills and reaching an agreement 08 &
DOL aLtAOTizAtiOn bill.

Wa decided at that timme to set aside
the Work Oppartunity Act of 1995

-whith was the so~called leadership bill

iabrodeved vn Whis side, and Senator
DASCRLE lald Jown = substitute—the
Democratie bill.

We now have sort of definped the pa-

rameters of welfare reform or work op~-

portunity, wkatever the title may be.

Since Tusesday, st stafl level and
Member-to-Member level, we have been
digewavting modifications, That is wha.t
the modification 1'sent to the desk re-
flects. T do pot know how many pages—
it {8 yather extensive becanss we have
a number of modiffantiong

We also Bad the aesistance of two of
America's outstanding Governors. Gov,
Tommy Thormnpeon of Wisconaln apent 8
good part of & day with us here op
Wednesday, and tiday Governor Weld
of Mussachusetts spent s couple of
hours with os talking to Mambers and
membors of the stafl and others about
how the Governore viewed the peed .bo
change thig failed, failed systam.

Whsat the- Goverpors asked 13 that
they be given mere flexibility. They do
not Wil to come 10 Washinglon every
time they have s problem and they
waTnt to try a new program and have to
get a walver from the Federal Govern-

ment. They want t¢ Jdu (L &6 Ll Bul.-.-.-
level, working with the State legisla-
ture or through the executive branch
{n every Stata,

That 8 what wo bave atitompted to
do in the pe-called jeaderahip bill intro-
duced on this alde of the alsle whichiis
aupported by Setator Bavcws of Mon-
tane, ot least cme Dernoerat, and I be-
lieve before (¢ is over. a mumher of
other Damocrats.

In addition; I as¥ the following addi-
tional Mombars be added as norponesia:
Sanator GRAMS of Minpesota, Senator
McoCommil of Kentucky, Senstar Do-
MENIGE of New Mexico. snd Senator

KEXPrHEORNES of Idaho. There may ba.

cther additions, but thay have indi-
cated they are cosponsors. There may
bp other Mambers who wish o Soapon-
agr. ‘

1 nave talked %o a nurmber of Mem-
bars who may net cospensor on this
side of the aisle but who have indicated

they feel good about the leadership bitl .

and vhey Intend to vore [or it.

My view is we are very clase te hav-
ing the voles we need and to have a
good, complote overhaul of this system

- that bad ebviously falled.

We put the emphaais on “work —the
Work Opportunity Act of 1995, That is
the title of anr bille-tha Werk Oppor.
tunity Ac¢t. My view (8 if people have
the opportuniby to work, if they are
meaningful  epportunities,  they will
take advantagno of them and get out of
the wellare cycle. .

Geuting back te the modilications
made. title [, which was the Lemporary
assistance t0 needy [amilies block
grant, there ars a total of 21 ¢changes.
Thoss will be available. Wg have &
summary. We are still in che process of
making these miner changes. -

It gues from vut-cf~wedlock goa]s to
religious providers, effective date,
child support and paternity ostablish-
ment, State option to doeny benefito—s
sumber of areas {n which we Lave Lud
suggestions by Members on thls side.

I do not know how maty Membars’
views are reflected in these changes. ]
puesH as many 28 15 or 20,

T4tle TII on food stamps, there {3 ouly
abe- change. Title V on nohelzfzens,
there is ohe change with the 5-yaar bag
on providing most federally magna.
tested deneflts o any non¢ltizen who
entera the country aftef the enactment
date. We also make technical corrac
tions, Then title XX, ¢hild support an-
forcament, only one tochnical sorrec-
tion. :

20 there 18 a total of. I think, 24. Also
title XTI, CAPTA, which i3 a prégrars,
bhe Cllld Abose Frevention asd jreat-
ment AGT, suDported by Sanator CoOATS

of Indians. Thero {4 one change 1o tde

Tislo XiIL roductions in TFederal staiff,
As we repegl the jobe program and ssnd
AFDC fromn the Fedora] Governmant to
States, it seems there should npot de
any need for amployees in Wazhingten.

We are trying o fake those changes.
We ere trying to enswre that all excons

Fodeyand  stafl processts are {dentified

and ellminated when we start ta
streamline thase programs.

Now we have sent a rmodification to
the desk. Thore are s3lll some—1I d8 pot
5ay disputes—but seme difference of
opiniea on how maybe Foderal employ-
o8 may De needed, even though AFDC
goes to the States and you repeal the
jobe program. So 1T may be hedessary
for further rennemant of that ares, but |
for all practical purpeses, I think we
made o step In e right direction,

1 ask unanimous consant to’ have
printed 18 the RECORD a sununary of
the modificatigne.

There beittg o objection, the sum-
mary of modifications is ordored to o
printed in the RECORD. as followe:

TITLE [—TENFPORARY ABSISTANCE TO NIPDY
FAMILIER BLOCK GRANT : .

(1) Out-cf-wedinek gnals. AAA to erpepe of
the Bl (section 401, page 10} that apoual
goals should be et (of redusing out-uf-wed-
lock pregnnsacies, with & apecfal emphasis ¢o
oo preguancies.

(8y Annual ranking of Stater busad on Uedr
work program. Clarify that the Secretary of
HHS will take Into ascount reducing case-
loads aod 3 Stste’s eucceas jo diverting fpdl-
viduals {rom ever going ou wellsro when
FABKIDE B STLATe'S WOIK preframs.

] ‘ 1 Ol i
MODIFICATIONS 10 LRADERSEDF WRLFARE BIIT =
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(J) Anmml ranking a)' S:aus based on out-of-
wed:ock Pirths, AQd & provisian that would
rank Stites accotditg o the ineresse or de-
crease of out-of-wediocek b:r:ns e recipisnts
af asglatatics.

(4) Religiouy prwider: Extenas provision to -

pronibit discrimipation agalnst religious
providors  in specific nrog‘m.m outside of
Tn:!e .

- [5) State Plan, Add a pro\riaroa that & State
plan must be given to the privete saudicor se-
jocted o audit the Siste'y program and
summary of tha Stata plan must ba ma.da
syallolis W e pubHue.

(8) Efféerive dale. Allow States the aption of
soptinwing ewrrant AFDC program for nine
moaths -after the- effective date(bill cur-
rently pive aix monthn) No change In block
grant fpnding for FY

{7) Ckild support cnd mmw establishment.
SteteE may oPtaln az admission of paternity
feony zha father through o jodieisl or admin-

- ,iuraun pneuane

{8 CinssanDats mmmdmm Braresy of
‘tha- can.aus will: ‘bogin collscting wdata. on

groadparents whe' are (¥ PEUmAYY care

givers for their grandchil@ren. A’ shidy will
e douws. vy b wfMeot of walfkiwe nurqnm Wi
gran toran TF-care givers.
that provides wogaid cild careiservices to
caynt &8 a- wark-ectivity for pumm of eal-
culating wark. participaticn rategr

(10% Modify. vacaricy provisions. Makes tech-
mcn.lj|:.hsms o the d.isnl.n.:ed workerprovi-

Hob¥ .
1% State option to denv benefits: Clariten
that States heve the:oplion of denying. bese-

Ntz wo reciplonts as long &s'liig oot jnoon-
slstont with Title 1. .

< (12) Diznlosure of the ose of Padefai funds,

Raguives the-disolamury of the wor of Pediral .

[uods wiegeveran organization accapts:Fed-
arn] funds and mmakes asy. communicstion
that I8 any way fatends ko promote public
support or opposition o any policy of 3 Red.
‘arsl, State.:oriocal governmenc. . .

(13) Filling. vapgnt: positions. 4 Addd-siptes
mant thal nothing fo'this Act shall preempt
or puparsade any provision of . Stite. ar-local

law that grovidoy mater-pmbeeuona ror em--

Ployoes from dlapiscemant.: .
». Clortfles that po adult rectplsnt.ma.y be

assig’aad to 4 pOsition whedr the ernployer has

tarminated the emplaymant of'a regular tm-
nlégaein arder bey T rhnvnnnnﬂy - :
{14} Partidipation . of. leeml gouvermmends,
Smm Lfust. wark. with local govermments
and privna ‘sector offanlzations regerding

the plsn and deslyp of wdfare servioss % be

wovidod iz the Gtate,

{15) Enhonced quromation. Changes the ra-
porting date from, “befare May 1. 1985 to
won or before May 11995

(16) Asrignnwrnt of. ehild rupporl Frovides
the Staxed wpe ODEIOA OL. roguiring: cash re-
ciplenta/applicanta to sasign-child suppors.

1’11}‘ Walyer:: Clarifiss that Statez may.
choose which walvers they want to odntinue

and whlsd walvers thoy waot to.and,

18)) Technicaly. Makes warfous r.ubnicsl

{19)' Foster care abigibitity. A Stale may ro-
colve roimbarsemant for foster care or adop
Hon asgintancs anly If sush lndividypal would
have Beon ecligible w0 receive assistance
under the Stata plan iz eftect on June 1, 1895,

(B0} Maintenance of effort. For the fret two
yexrs. Stateo must spend 1§ percest of what
;;;'ztnea opent ofn AFDET casl beuctflis in FY

(21) State eptton on foonitler with child under
age 1. Stakes dave the optlon of exstpting
familiex with a chi)d under ags ! from the

| work participation tates,

TITLE (I—FJQD STAMP REPORM

(1) Food Yumps. Requires S0% of optlonal
food 3tamp blook granc to e epenl op figtri-

pritna
(9) Child vare prowvider. Allows s.. mclpienr.r

. TQ
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vion (up fTom 5% in the bill) and makes var-
jous technical changes %o opt.ional stata food
assiaunoe block grant,

- YITLE Y—~NONCITIZENE .

48 Nom‘ﬁzm. & year Yaa on providing any
{cderaily meang-tected benefits o &Ny
noncitizen whe enters the coupntity after the
enactrment date. Makes techatoal CIrrac-
LIons.

TITLE X—CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

{1} Child suppert technicals. Makes varicus

tochnical corractions to child support title. |
TITUE AF-CQHILD ABUSE PREVENTION anly
TREATMENT ACT (SAPTAY

{1} CAPTA. Tucludaes 8. 918 as reporied out
of lLabot Committee. This Wil 5. Srosm-
ltnhee CAPTA'e Stato plap and reperting ré«
quirernents;.b. Consolidates 3 programs inte
one Community snd Family ‘Rescurce agd -
Buppart Orant: ¢, Repeals 2 programs; d.-Re:

T subhorites programs: and &, Provides addi

v1onal HexbiMEY. ‘
TITLE KE-REDUCTIONS IN FEUERAL STAPF-
(1) ELIMINATION GF £XCESS POSITIONS.

Easared tint all-excess-federal atef! posltdns
2w identified And: elimioated -das o BEToND-
iining of mm

KABSEBAUM EUBSTITUTE AMENUMANT 10
. TITLES VI axNp VII1 oF 8. 1120
“The ¥assebaum sudspitute to titlea VI and.

V. of ‘the Work Opportunity :Ach rmakes -
techrlcal changes to §.-143 as reporned by

REED P.@3/@3

512511
know all, probably. with the excepticn
of ¢ of those. will be very. very dif-
ficult, We need to do zll that, go ta
" chnference. get the conforgnze raports
to the Prasident prior to October 1. 8o
wa are going to have 2 very busy tlmc
in Ssptember.

" But ‘it sesmg O {Ng Wwe Ale on the

‘:rizh: teack. [ thank the Democratic

JJeader for hia cooperation with ref-
‘erende to the DOD agreement and for
‘al} the. asslawnée we had in the appro-
- frtations. process:

1tkizk wo just bave one or two other
' Yttle iters that are hanging:things up
| here. We will sée what happens:

[ sugeroat theabRencs of & quorwm.

" The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk wiil call.the roll, ° .

The le.gisla.bive clerk” procoeded t.o
ca.‘ll theroll: |

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr:' President, T ask
QnANMOoUs conssnt that: the-order for
the quoran vall be rescinded. -
" Tha PRASTMING OFPIORR: WHtrout

objection,. It t5so orderad:

Mr. DASCHLE "MP.: Pnslden:.. what
is the pending business
The FPRESIDING . OFRIOER. The
ponding business.ts B.R_ 4 .
KODIFEATIONS 10 sMENDMENT NG, 250
Mr. 'DASCHELE. Mr.-President, I sermd

the Labor and Humaxn Resourses Commiltee.” oyme mndifications to the dask ander a

Thes olranges feflsol sgrosments. oF JmUod
vhat wore  reised; but not udicesced, at.the

' ccmrm:tae.mulup

Ths substitute gmends:-the patiopsl govw -
ernaDoe strueture of the Sl to.clarily the

roles bf 'the Secfotariey of Educatlon and .
Labor. the Natlonal Workforoe Development iy
Board, and the Podoral Partaersnip. Io Teal- -
" thorizes the . Natiomal'- Titerncy - Act and -

vrioge adninistmtion of that abt-under the:

direction of the National. Board The: suds. "

situte Algo. ‘clarifies the role af community °
colloges 1o . planning: .and - sdministeriog

workforee edycation faods, lists permigetble .

utate workfores- adusaticn ~agtivitlen, adda

yetarans to the ist.of populations-for which- '

states must devalop- sposiiie danthumarks..
adds & 20 pervent cap op workforce smplog-
ment’ adrinigteative expensey,: farther de-
fines SCACOI-U0-WOCE ' $#CUVICISET: ClAriles
SLste governancd ismues, aad sdfssau GAdis
tlom.l waiver option dering tas tmnsmcn

ripd.
Plnaur tae substitute adda mmm clar-
fying toet FUTA funde can:enly be used fur

activitied’ currently autnanm nidor 'r.‘ne ot

Wagner-Payeer. Ack.. :

. Let the sa,y-ﬂwlbh reference

o wel&\n: Tefurra. it was:my hope to

come. back on.the 5sh of Septamher and ..
start on wolfare roform.” -

Now. because we have the' DDD an

thorization sonsent ngrosrent, we. will

+ div that .oh the B We will gtdft on

wel!’a.re ml‘orm ‘then, oz ﬁhe’ !'ol.lwing
day.

Ai'n.in ik -{a my hnpn that wg fhirtd .

bave: serlous debate. good debate.we-
had 2 dayn. of opering’ staaamsnt-s ghat

I thought wers sxsellent on doth sidas.

even thouzh there wos not total agree-
ment—and that we ¢an complete action |
on welfare reform within § logislative
days: that would be Wednesdsy, Thurs- .
day. Friday. and maybte the next Moxn-
day or Tuesday, because we nced Lo

- move very quickly, then., on the addi-

ticpal appropriations bills. We have
completed 7. We have 6 remaining. 1

.

‘previous agreement.
- The medification’ to the amendment
(No, 2e82) is we follows: .

In Title-1, on page 3, line m strike ‘7.5 par-
wont* and ingert “# porognt

m Title I, on page.s, Une"n. gtiske “'sole-

hl Ticte L.on pege:5,.line 5. mrike “sub-
paregraph (A}~ and:lhsert. “suepatagranh
(A) oF duc o the tmposition of & pepslty
‘upder-subpareigrepl (B)-or (D) of ssction.
CAO3(eM "0

Iz Ticle 3. deginuing-on: pige 9. Iins 21,
strike sll through page S, lioe 2, n.n& 1a%art
The following: |

- "(e) NONDIAPLACEMRNT ~ --

“(1) It orNEaAL. — NG fusds provided unhder
this Act sball ba:used .in a marzer that
would resalt a.--

“'(A)'Tha displacement.of eny. cnmmr .
ployed. worker . {inclnding partial- displacs- -
- rment. suck & & redoction $h.wages. hours. of
. copovertime work. or emplaymens benefits),
-or:the iroairmentsof existing ooutracts.for
servides or coliaetive Mmmi:xag‘reemem

. (B} the amployment or a.!s:ig‘nmant of a
Jclent. oo O & Doafeidn Whege ' .

) 4y otbar porvdn fuon layelf fromt she .
Samme-or & a‘absmnun.llr equivalent~ posmon .

o

MY the amplore:' kaa termilnated f.ha 4l
ploymeat ol any-other -employos or othar-
~wise roducad -the smployss's -wurkiorow 1o .
oflier 0 1l the vacangy so crna:ed with-&
allent.

“G3) EnrontG m—bta?ucmmr PROTEC-
TIONS,~

LAY &RISVMCB w&&-—il'ho utats

.shall establigh mod msintain. (pursuant to
mgulu_.':lons isared by the Secretary of Lador)
& grievance procedure for rssclving com-
' ptalota allexing viclations of auy of the pro.
hibitlons or requirermenta aof paragrapn (1). .
| Such procedure shall tociuds an apportunity
Jfor & beariog and sholl ba compioted not
-iateér thop B0 dzys from thse date of the com-
platnb, by which time the complaineant shall
‘b provided a written decislon by the State.
(A decision of the Stats under such proce-
-dure, or a fallurs of a State-to {szua & decl-
‘slon not later than %0 days from zuch date,
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'FEDESAL STAFFING IMPLICATIONS OF DOLE BILL
(TITLES I AND IX)

Currently, 327 federal staff in Washington, D.C. and the Regional
Offices work on welfare -- BAFDC/JOBS programs.~ ' :
Federal staff represent less than one percent of the total
staff -administering welfare employed at the Federal State

cand local. level.

Federal administrative costs account for less than one one-
thousandth of total Title IV«A and IV-F expenditures.

There would be 51gn1f1cant changes in Federal staff
responsibilities under the Dole bill. ;

CURRENT ROLE IN WELFARE/WORK PROGRAMS :

Federal staff currently : L
* Develop and analyze p011C1es, regulations and issue

guidance.
¢  Monitor State activities for compllance and accountablllty
‘. ‘Provide technical assistance to States. ,
* Compile and publish program data.
* Monitor State compllance with anti- fraud regulatlons

PROPOSED;NEW RESPONSIBILITIES (UNDER DOLE BILL)

¢ Provide technical assistance . to hundreds of Tribes to design

. and 1mplement new cash asgistance programs.
* Gather, compile, evaluate and digseminate data on a larger
scale and greater case specific variables.
+ Assume new program analysis and dissemination of 1nf0rmat10n
respon51b111t1es

REQUIRED STAFFING FOR THE WORK PROGRAM REMAINS LARGELY UNCHANGED :

o HHS must continué to measure participation rates.
o . HHS must continue to evaluate successful programs.

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

'There would be a number of very smgnlflcant new Federal

responsibilities, including: 1) a vastly expanded Federal role in
providing policy and technical assistance to States, localities
and/or courts; 2) expansion of Federal Parent Locator Services
(FPLS); 3) expanded systems support (e.g., for new hire
directories and a central reglstry), and 4) interface with new

State programs
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STATE AND FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION
~_FOR AFDC AND JOBS

STAFFING FOR AFDC AND JOBS PROGRAMS

At the Fedcral level, there are only 327 Federal full-time staff positions devoted to
administering IV-A AFDC and IV-F JOBS activities in Washmgton, D.C. and the
. ten Reglonal Offi ces . : o

States report that over 50,000 staff at the state and local level administer Title IV-A
welfare. (This estimate understates the actual level because California and Missouri
did not file reports.) Based on these figures, Federal staff represent less than one
percent of the total staff administering welfare employed at the Federal, State and
local level. Staffing levels in selected states of various sizes are as follows:

 State Staff in IV-A and IV-F agencies
Delaware o 200
Indiana -~ 1500

Texas . - : v 3000

FUNDS SPENT ON ADMINISTRATION:

. Federal administrative costs account for less than one one-thousandth of total
Title IV-A and IV F expendltures :

Tltle IV-A program (no admlmstratlon) o $25.87 billion

Title IV-F JOBS program (no administration) ) i.25|billion
State Administrative costs | $ 3.80 billion
Federal Administrative costs $ 0.03 billion
Total spending on Title [V-A and IV-F . $30.95 billion

Contrary to recent statements, it is not true that 70 percent of welfare monies go to

bureaucracy, not benefits. In fact, only about 12 percent of the $31 billiop a year

spent for IV-A and IV-F activities at the Federal, State, and local level is attributable
- to administration. The rest goes for benefits and services to welfare recipients.
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COMPARISON OF CURRENT FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES WITH THOSE IN DOLE'S BILL

TITLE I

CURRENT RESPONSIBILITIES

DOLE BILL

Technical Assistance to State:

= Assist States 1n‘progrnm develapment

- Clarify policy . ' -

- Issue program. 1nstructions (Information Memoranda & Action Transmittals)..
-~ Facilitate program coordimation (e.3., JPTA Child Care, Food Stamps)

- share information . -

Techmcar ASS?SE&RCE to States )

- Digseminate informaticn to States through Rescurce Center, technology
transfer and training on: innovative employment approaches:; succéssful work
programs; caseload changes; reductions in out-of-wedlock births; state
demonstration programs (§ 410¢d)y’ ' .

- Respond to State inquiria:s re program and polacy gu1dance

- Develep pertnership end- ollaboration 1n1tiatives for culture change and
service integration--

- Interpret law

Tribal

SSUES L
- Review and approve JOBS Plang (:urrently 76)

- Providé technical assistance

- Collect Limited data

- Provide palicy guidance

‘Tribal Issues ‘

- Support Tribel efforts in des1gn1ng assistance programs (§ 414) . .
- Review and approve Teﬁporary Ass1stance Plans (potentlally 535 plans)
(5 414(cH2N

Collect and evaluate same data as collected from States {§ 414(h))
-Determine tribal grant e younts {(§ 414{b))-

Negotiate time [imits, work stendards end sanction policies-{% 414(d>)
Provide . poLicy guidance

LIPS T B}

ata Coliection-& Eva?uatfon

= Gather, compile, analyze and disseminate data on:

+ AFDC Participant tharacteristics
JOBS: Participant Characteristics
AFBC 'State.Plan Characteristics
State JOBS Participation Rates : O -
Quality Control Errer.Rates = o : ]

L I I B

Data Coliectron & Evaluation:

- Gather, compile, shalyze and disseminate congresslonally mandated data on:
_ + Employment and Earnings (§ 409{a}}

Erant Deductions (§ 409(a)).

Amount of Cash and Other Assistance’ (% 409(3))
buration of Assistance (§ 409(a))

Job Placements (% 409(a)}’

Monthly Work Rates (& 407(a)) .

Monthly Participation by Compaonent (§ 409(3))

work Participation by Ron- -Custodial Parents (8 409(&))
Welfare Diversions (§ 410(e)). : .
State expendituras, (§ 409(d), § 402(a)) .

Expendi tures cn transutuonal services (§ 409(h))
Administration costs (§ 409(&))

Cverhead Costs (§ 409(c))

Case Closures (§ 409(a))

Cut-of-Wedlock B1rthslPregnanc1es (§ ﬁDQ(a))
.- = Age/Race/Education (§ 409(a)) e

- Collect & compile tnformation cn- State program charactertst1cs trom State .

Plans (§ 402) - .

P S A I I S

N

"Policy and P?annrng - R

- Write'& issue regulat1ons : - )

- Review & spprove State Plans

- Monitor. State 1115 waivers ‘

- Establish reporting requirements

- Revleu ) approve Emergency Assistance Plans

Eolicy and Planning

- Review State Plans (§ 402)

* - Review phasing out of waivers {(§ 411)

- Develop data reperting guidelines

- Write and issue regulation on welfare diversions (§ 604(b)(3))
- Eliminate/repeal other regulations:{Sec. 101{a)(2)) .




Accointabl ] itz

P ; © Menitor State activit{es. for- compl i ance

- Operate Quality Control system to ensure payment accuracy
- Determine JOBS participation compliance/penalty
- Monitor State fraud & ebuse programs

AC‘COU-“PMD”H[

- Review State and Tribal audits (8 414¢f), § 408(c))

- Review & rank State performance (§ 410(e) & (f))

- Establish penalties & adninister appeals process ¢§ 407¢c), § 417)

- Develop program outcome measures (Implementation of GPRA & § 410¢g))

Program Administration :

- Pravide day to day direction on program operations

.~ Pravide administrative, perSomnel and budget suppert services

- ‘Receive and coordinate replies to all publ'lclcongressional/Federal inquiries

Program Aavmmstrauo
- Provide day to day direction on program operatwns

= Provide administrative, personnel and budget support services
- Recefve and coordfnate replies to all public/congressional/Federsl inqumes

TITLE 1X

——

CURRENT RESPONSIBILITIES

DOLE BILL

Pro tations

- Operates FPLS, Federal 1ax offset program, and IRS 1099 program

- Operates National ‘Computer Center which supports FPLS, tax offset, and 1099 program
- Méintains and develops software to support FPLS, tax offset, and [099 program

~ Supports improved State practices with projects & special initiatives

- Provides netional direction & coordination State child suppont operations

- Promotes operational best practices through development of publications

- Assists in planning & installation of State automated systems '

~ Provides consulting services and assistance to States on APDs on State systems

- Reviews, evaluates, and approves requests for chcral malchmg funds for CSE systems
- Conduets reviews of State installations

- Establishes standards and provides technical assistance in cornputcr design, development, and
maintenance of State CSE systems

- Operates OCSE's management information system

- Operates and maitlaing Interstate Referral System

Program rations
- Establish and operate a National State Case Registry and New Hirc Directory (expanded FPLS)
- Operate expanded National Computer Center to support Case registry and New Hire Directory
+ Design and develop systems soBware to implement Case Registry and New Hire Ditectory
- Responsible for implementing cost atlocation and recovering user fees for the expanded FPLS
- Incorporate Federal agency new hire information into National New Hire Directory
- Develop and maintain directory of multi-state employers
- Develop new standardized reporting forms, pilot forms and implement nationally .
- Undertake netivitics survounding the impicrmnentation of UIFSA
- Implement additional Network requirements for interstate sdministrative enforcement,
- Implement a system to deny passports .
~ Imposes new avtomation rcqmmmems on State child support sysu:ms. including the development of an
interface with & National sysiem
- Necessitates: :
- Revised systems certification requirements
- Additional systems compliance réviews
+ Implement EFT nationally




Policy and Planning

- Develops & anelyzes policies, regulations and guidance
- Develops procedures for State plan review and approval -
- Reviews recommendations for State plan disapproval
- Develops tong-range plans and objectives for agency
- Conducts stetistical analyses and research projects -
- Develops, coordinates, and conducts evaluation studies
= Designs statistical reporting rcquuemcnts und methods for sharing data

o

Policy and Planning

" - Requires numenous new State plan elements and policies:

- develop State plan pre-prints

- issuance of guidance _
- issuance new statutorily mandated ragulations
- reviews of plan conformity )

- maintenance of plan amendments

"~ Provides new measures of program effectivencss and revised performance based incentive structure

- Provides demonstration authority for new program rescarch and access and visitation programs
« (rversees reseerch, demonstrations and special projects of regional and national s1g.mf icance rclaung 0 -

the opcration of State programs

Technical'Assistanc.e and Training,

- Operates National Training ‘Center which dcvelops materials and offers trammg and tcchmcal
assistance .
- Provides technical assistance to States :

- Provides assistance to State agencics in developing S:atc plans

- Conducts GPRA activities

Technical Assistance and Training

- Vastly expanded federal role in pmvidmg technical assistance a.nd training

.« Megnified technical assistance, training, and cutreach needs based on new State mundatcs

- Assist States in implementing UIFSA

- Provide technice! assistance for lmplcmenm:on of administrative enforumcnt, paternity outreach,
cooperation, and license suspcnsmn

- Expanded GPRA responsibilities for numerous special projects

- Agsist States in passing mandated legislation

« Conducts staffing studies

Acwunlabiligr' and Performance Measures

_« Conducts program audits to determine program effectiveness and compliance

- Makes recommendations regarding penzlty imposition

"« Develops end conducts administrative cost and other special aud:ts

- Develops guidance conceming audit procedures and standards

Accountability and Performance Measures

~ Shifts audit focus—from process to outcomc

-'Increases emphasis on Adminisrative Cost and Financial audit respnns:b:llty

- Devetop performance measures to evaluate State performance and results ‘
- Develop memodologlcs for a State incentive structure based on work of Committee of [V.D Directors as
required by the law

Consumer Setvices

- Provides direction and Ieadarshlp for consumer affairs activities
+ Provides advice on strategies and approaches to improve public und:rstandmg of and access
¢hild support programs and policies

-- Promotes best practices to the public Y

- Advises tesdership on the impact of child support policy and program on consbmers
» Provides a focal point for consumer relations and consultation e

Consumer Services

- Requires a significant education effont zimed at the public and child support community alike
~ Markets key changes and undertakes an nggresswe paternity outreach campaign on order o opumlze
their potenua[ effects




Propram Administration

- Provides day to day operations .

- Coordinate & plan activities to maximize program effectiveness

|| - Formulates & executes program & salaries & expense budgets

- Provides administrative, personne]l & data processing support services

Frogram Adminisation

- Vastly expands chitd support program and systems responsibilities






