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This document provides preliminary Depattment of He~th and Human Services; Depattment of Agriculture; 
Depattment of Labor; Depanment of Housing and Urban Development; imd Social Security Administration analysis 
of The Work Opportunity Act of 1995 (S. 1120), the Senate Republican Leadership's Welfare Reform Plan. It 
summarizes 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 dollars into states, either to the state'sgovemment or to the residents 
of that state. . 
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SUMMARY IMPACT AN~YSIS OF S. 1120 

SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP WELFARE REFORM PLAN 


IMPACT ON WORK AND CmLD CARE 
, 

In theory, the Senate Republican Leadership Plan (S. 1120) imposes a very stringent work program - high 
participation rates, few allowable activities, 'and a substantiJu number of hours per week. However, because 
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 grant funds to meet the work requirements, and as a result, 
reduce benefits significantly; or ,.' , 

(3) 	 meet work requirementS without reducing benefits and as a result, spend a significant amount of state 
dollars on the work program (Le., 'an unfunded mandate). , 

o 	 The costly work program and stringent work requirements, coupled with the overall reduction in available 
fund~, could stifle stites' ability to meet program requirements or respond to economic and demographic 
changes or inflation. States would have fewer resources available to meet' competing demands for work 
program services, child care,-and benefits. 

• 	 As illustrated in tile 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 insteap accept a 5 perc~nt penalty rather than meet these 
requirements. 

t 

• 	 The table also shows that states would need to spend $6~9 billion more in FY 2000 than projected 
under cUlTent law in order to meet the work requirements ,but would receive $3.6 billion less in 
funding for tQe Temporary Family Assistance Bl<?ck. Over the seven year period, states would need 
to spend an additional total of $23.7 billion on work services and child care but would receive $21.2 . 
billion less in funding from the Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant. 

t 

Under S. 1120, child care services would not be guaranteed to children of recipients of public ~sistance 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 participants may have to reduce the child care assistance now provided 
'to low-income working families. ' 

., 	 Table 3 (in Section III) illustrates that an additiQnal 835,000 cmidren would need child care in FY 
2000 in order to meet the work requirements uild.er 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 penod, states would be required to 'spend an additional total of $6.1 billion on child 
care. States would have to'choose between providing child'care,enforcing work requirements, or 
ensuring a safety net for poor families. 

The work estimates in'the following table are based on caseload projectiOns under current law. The estimates 
do not reflect that the provisions. would require all recipients to participate fu 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 reduce the number of peoplen~eding'to be placed in work activities. 



Expenditures Required To Meet Work Requirements for Welfare Recipients in the 
Senate Republican Leadership Plan (S. 1120) , 

~ . 
All Dollars SVEAR 7 YEAR 
in Billions FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl FY02 TOTAL TOTAL 

Total Work $1.5 $1.5 $2.0 ~2.6 $4.3 $4.4 $4.0 $IL9 $20.3 
Costs 

'Total Child $1.2 $1.5 $2.0 $2.6 $5.7 $6.0 $5.4 $12.9 '$24.3 
Care Costs ,­

Total Gross Costs $2.7 $3.0 $4.0 - $5,2 $10.0 $10.4 $9.4 $24.8 $44.6 

Total Costs as a 
Percent of the Total /6% /8% 24% J/% 60% 62% 56% -­ --
BloCk Grant < 

Baseline Child Care 
Expenditures for $1.3 ' $1.3 $1.4 $1.5 $IS $1.6 $1.7 $6.9 $10.2 
AFDC Recipients : 

Baseline JOBS 
Expenditures . $1.5 $1.5 $1.5 $1.5 $1.5 $1.6 $1.6 $7.5 $10.7 

. for AFDC 
Recipients -, 

: 

Work Costs Above 
Current Law $0 $0 $0.5 $1.1 . $2.7 $2.8 $2.4 . $4.4 $9.5 

Child Care Costs 
Above Current Law $0 . $Oj $0.6 $1.1 $4.2 $4.4 $3.7 $6;1 $14.2 I 

Reduction in ~ 

Funding in the . -
Temporary ($1.1) ($1.8) ($2.3) ($2.9) ($3.6) ($4.3) ($5.1) ($11.7) ($21.2) 
Family Assistance 
Block Grant -
Compared to 
Current Law 

Note: Baseline projections equal expenditures under current law. Totals may not add due to rounding. Estimates are combined federal and state costs. 

" 
f""~ TJ., 
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IMPACT ON STATES 	 1 
. t 

I l : 

Cash Assistance 

Under the block grant provisions in S. 1120, federal aSsistance 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 ~om other areas. . 	 .. 

Block grants in this' proposal contain virtuaHy no adjuStments for irUlation, rec~ssion, or increases in 
child poverty within states. Federal cash assista.n.ce block grant funds would not be adequate to 
respond to increases in unemployment or populatiori in states. 

If ,the cash assistance blOCk grant had been enacted in FY1990, an historical 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 percentages illustrates 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 matching dollars, and because increases in cash assis~ce 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 
another 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 recipient. , 

'. The public assistance block· grant· provisions would make Medicaid, eligibility determinations more 
complex, resulting in an increased administrative burden on states. ·States would have to determine the 
eligibility of applicants for block grant assistance and separately determine the eligibility for Medicaid . 
on the basis ofpre-reform AFDC rules.: . 

Food Stamps 

• 	 Block grants shift the cost of serving new cases to the states. For example, under current law 
Alabama absorbs about 10 percent of the cost fo~ 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; if 
both programs are block-granted the state would b~ar 100 percent of the additional cost. 

, 

• 	 Implementing block grants to the Food Stamp program could end this program I 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 prograIns would cause for states in, coming 
years. . The Food Stamp program has· automatically expanded to meet increased need when the 
economy is in recession . and contracted when ,the. economy is growing, helping. to ensure that the 
nutritional needs of families are met. This feature:would end under a block.grant. 

I 

• 	 If the optional food stamp block grant, as propqsed in S. 1120, had been enacted in FY 1990, an 
historical analysis reveals that $43 billion less in benefitS to 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 of61 percent from the number of recipients served in FY 1994. 

http:assista.n.ce
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IMPACT ON CHILDREN AND THE SAFETY NET, 

Cash Assistance 

The reduction in funding for programs such as ~h assistance and food, stamps would erode the safety net for 
low-income families. Over 5 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 effon requirements in S. 1120"whichmay result iil 
funher 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 harsh time limits to discourage in-migration from other' 
states, encouraging a race to the bottom competition. 

• 	 As states implement the panicipation requirements, costs, of the program including child care will 
rise, and there will be less funding available in the block grarit for benefits. 

.If this bill were fully implemented, states 'would not be able to use fed~ral funds to suppon 3.9 
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 ~ 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 
chil~en would be d~nied assistance. 

• 	 When fully implemented, states would have the option of denying cash assistance to approximately 
300,000 children because they are immigrants. 

• ' 	 About 80,000 children would, be denied AFDC if all states took the option to deny AFDC to children 
born to unmarried mothers until the mother turns 18. Over 2.3 million children would be denied 
AFDC if every' state opts to impose a family cap. 

Child Care 
,/ ' 

• 	 The plan would repeal the entitlement nature (eliminating 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 ofthis size could have profound consequences for the nutrition, health, 
and well-being of millions of children, working families, and elderly. The plan reduces the purchasing 
power of more ~ 2S million low-income people, including nearly 14 million children. 

• 	 Due to the provisions in S. J 120, a substantial number of low-income ,Americans who are willing to 
work would lose their food sta.nip benefits if states are unable to provide sufficient work and training 
opportunities. 
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... 	 A Food Stamp blOC~ grant, even as a state option, ~ould eliminate the national nutritional safety ·net 
and would: sever the link between food stamps and nutrition; eliminate th~ ~conomic responsiveness 
of the Food Stamp program; eliminate national elig~bility and benefit ,standards;· and ult~tely divert 
support away from food. States that chose to implement a Food Stamp block grant would only be . 
required to use 75 percent of the block grant funds for nutrition assistance. This provisions could 
divert $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. 

SUJ).P1emental SeCuritY Income 

... 	 If the Senate Republican Leadership Plan had been in effect 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 denied SSI cash and Medicaid. 

... 	 For future applicants, approximately 21 percent, ot 226,000 children, who would have been eligible 
under current law would be ineligible under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan. 

IMPACT ON EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAMS 

The Workforce Development provisions under Title· vn ~ould reduce funding· for ~ucation and training 

programs by approximately 15 percent and eliminate targeting on individuals most in need - disadvantaged 


. individuals and out-of-scnool youth. Without a separate summer youth employment program, jobs available 

during the summer months would decline by one-third for African AIDerican youth and by one-fourth for 

Hisp~c youth. One in· four s~verely disadvantaged youth. that are now served would be denied Job-Corps 


. training. The proposal would repeal TAAINAFTA-TAA retraining services guaranteed to workers dislocated 
by trade policies, despite the commitment made when NAFT A was approved by Congress less than two years 
ago and again when GAIT was approved last Fall. , 	 . 

... 	 The Workforce Dev~lopment title fails to address ilie needs of migrant and seasonal farmworkers who 
traditionally have been served from the national level because of their unique migration patterns. 

... 	 The provisions wouldelimfuate 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 progm.n 
participants, and grievance procedures. i 	 • 

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

.' ~ 	 . 

The Workforce Development provisions under S.1120 would blur lines of authority and accountability by . 
creating a part-time board with the power to run anew Federal Workforce Partnership. The board and 
partnership would be outside both the Labor and Education Departments. This bureaucratic structural 
proliferation goes in the

l 
9Pposite direction from the needed streamlining of functions of federal agencies. 
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, ,. . . . 

The Workforce Development. provisions would virtually eliminate. the assurance of any significant role for 

localgovemmerits and community-based organizations in providing job training services. Unless Governors 


. decide to establish local workforce development boards, local elected official~, employers, and workers would 

have little influence in ma.k:qlg 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 (Reductions in Federal Spending in $ billions) 

ProvisiQns 5-Year Reductions 7-Year ReductiQns 

Title I TempQrary Family Assistance BIQck Grant -$11.7 -$21.2 

Title 11 . Supplemental Security Income -$7.6 -$12.4 

Title m Food Stamp Program , . -$16.3 -$24.1 

Title N Child NutritiQn Programs ..$2.6 -$4.3 

Title V NQn-Citizens -$14.8 -$25.2 

Title IX Child Support Enforceme\1t -$1.2 -$2.2 

Titles VI, VH,-VIII, and X not available . not available 

FQod Stamp Offsets frQm Titles I and n +$5;2 +$8.0 

Total -$48.9 billion -81.4 billion 

IMPACT ON IMMIGRANTS 

The-Senate Republican Leadership Plan (S. 1120) would eliminate SSI cash benefits·and Medicaid fQr 
over 600,000 legal i~migrants in FY 1998, including those with disabilities. 

The provisions would deny assistance tQ legal immigrant children that have been abused by their 
sPQnsor parents Qr guardians. 

The prQvisiQns may r~sult in I~rigthy litigatiQn due the CQnstitutiQnal issues raised by allQwing states to 
individually determine; without any guidance from the federal gQvernment, whether legal immigrants 
are eligible for block grant assistance." 

The immigrant provisiQns that impose new deeming and verification requirements in a number of 
discretiQnary funded, needs-based programs would result in an increase Qf administrative CQsts and 
would nQt yield additiQnal savings. This would further diminish the amQunt Qf resources states eQuid 
devQte tQ actual services or benefits. 

',. 
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, I 

Number of Legal Immigrants That Would be Denied SSI and Medicaid Assistance in Selected States , . 

California 291,916 
New York ' 93,303 
Florida 56,790 
Texas 50,930 
New Jersey 22,396 
Illinois 19,075 
Massachusetts 17,948 

IMPACT ON CHILD SUPPORTENFORCE:MENT 

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 pas's-through, potentially reducing income to po~r 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 families receive all, back-due child support owed to them prior to 
receiving public assistance. . ; ., . 
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Comparison of Major P:rovisions 
in the Senate Republican Leadership Plan (S. 1120) and the House Bill (H.R. 4) 

PROVISION THE HOUSE BILL (H.R.4) SENATE REPUBLICAN (S. 1120) 

Block Granting AFDC 
and Child Care 

, Block Grants AFDC, EA, JOBS into a 
capped entitlement to states. Also a , 
separate block grant for IV-A, At-Risk, 
TCC;and CCDBG child care prograrils. 

Block Grants AFDC, EA;JOBS, and IV-A 
. child care programs into a single capped 
entitlement to states (CCDBO 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 
Requirement. 

\ 1 
No state match or maintenance of effort 
requirements. 

Same as H.R. 4., 

Entitlement Status 
Entitlement for individuals would be 
repealed. States would have discretIon to 
set all rules pertaining to eligibility J 

Same uH.R. 4. 

Funding Levels 
, The AFDC block grant 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 AFDCblock grant would be $16.8 
billion for each 'year from Fys 1996 
through 2000. An additional supplemental 
grant($.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 

A state's required work participation rate 
would be set at 10% in 1996 rising to 21 % 
by 2000 and to 50% by 2003. For 2­
parent families the participation rate would 
be 50% in Fys 1996 and 1997, ahd90% in 
FY 1~98. . 

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 to 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 ' 
Families who have been on the rolls for 5 
cumulative years, or less at state option, 
would be ineligible for cash aid) , 
employrrient services,. and child ,care. 
States would be permitted to exempt up to . 
10 percent from the time limit. I 

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. 

'i , 

I' 
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PROVISION tHE HOUSE BILL (H.R.4) SENATE REPUBUCAN .(S.11Z0) 

Additional 
Requirements 

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 ' 
states. Also, unmarried minor parents 

, would be required to live with an adult and 
participate in educ3.tional 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, MC, and commodity distribution 
programs .with a block grant to states. 
Funding would be set at $4.606 billion for 
FY 19% 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 rising to $7.849 

. ,billion in FY 2000. 

These. provisions would result in cuts of 
$6.6 billion over five years. 

No block grants proposed. Contains 
program cuts amounting to $2.6 billion 

. over five years, principally by instituting a 
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. . 

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. H20 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. 
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. . PROVISION THE HOUSE BILL (B;R.4) SENATE REPUBLICAN (S. 112 

, 

SSI Provisions and 
Number of SSI 
Children Cut-OfT 

Non·Citizen Provisions 

Child Support 

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

With limited exceptions, non-citizens 
would be ineligible for SSI, Medicaid, . 
food stamps, and transitio~ assistance. 

I 
' I 

: 

Includes major comprehensive child ; 
support enforcement reform, . but eliminates 
$50 pass-through . 

, 

' 

Eligibility'limited to those children who 
meet or equal medical listing; IFA and 
references to maladaptive 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. 

Non-citizens would generally be ineligible 
for aid under SSI and, at state option, 
other public assistance programs. All 
federal needs-based programs must deem 
the income and resources of sponsors. 
Extends deeming for food stamps to 
citizenship. 

Same as H.R. 4., except does not give 
priQrity to families inall distributions. 

. Programmatic Impacts .... Pro~Reductions by Title Over 5 Years 

.., 
SENATE REPUBLICAN (S~ 1120)THE HOUSE BILi.. (B.R. 4)I~SIONS :' 

-11.7Cash Assistance Block Grant -11.4 " 
, 
IChild Protection Block Grant 0- 3.5 

(included under Cash Assistance Block Grant) Child Care Block Grant - 1.6 . , 
1 

Child Nutrition - 2.6- 6.6 .1 

-11.1Food Stamps (including offset) -16.0 
, 

Non-Citizens . -15.1 -14.8J 

SSI -13.4 - 7.6 

,I Child Support Enforcement - 1.2- 1.0 

1 

TOTAL ~.6 -48.9I I I I 

Note: Totals may not add due to ~ounding. 

, \ 
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The Work Opportunity . Act of 1995,(S. 1120) 
The Senate Republican ~dership Plan 

S1..lMMAItY OF PR()VISIONS 

August 7, 1995 

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANTS FOR TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES 

• 	 Block Granting of A.FDC and related prolrams:, The bill would eliminate all existing statutory 
language on the purposes, administration, and requirements of AFDC and related programs and 
replace them with a block grant. . Programs ~t are included in the block grant are (see Chan A): 

,., 

AFDC cash benefits, administration, and emergency assistance; 
Child care: JOBS aild work-related, at-risk, and transitional; and 
The JOBS ptogram. 	 . 

, . 

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 putpose' 
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 incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies. 

• 	 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 providmg cash assistance and 
work services to needy families. Separately, states would be'required to operate child support 
enforcement, foster care, and adoption assist8nce programs, and would be required to participate 
in the federal income eligibility verification system. 

• 	 Time Limit: States would be prohibited from usmg 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 tiDle limit up to 15 percent

I 

Qf their current adultcaseload on hardship grounds. States could use state funds to continue to 
provide assistance' to persons e:X:ceed~g. the time limit. 

• 	 Personal Responsibility Contracts: States would be required to enter into a personal 
responsibility' contract with individuals receiving ~sistance. 

• 	 Child Support Assignment: Applicants for aid would nofbe required (as under current law) to' 
assign their child support rights to the state.' . 

. 	 . I . 

• 	 Work Program: The JOBS program would be rep~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, wlIike the current law guarantees. Child care would not be 
guaranteed for mandatory work participants. . . 
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Participation Requirements: A state's required participation raie for adults in all adult-headed '• 
families to be placed in work program activities would "e set at: 

,25% in 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 families would be: 
- 60% in FY 1996 


75% in FY 1997 

75% in FY 1998 

90% in FY 1999 and thereafter. 


No exemptions from the participation 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 welfare for employment withfn 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. 

• 	 Defmition of Work Activities: ,Work activities would include unsubsidU:ed employment, 
subsidized employment, on~the-job training. copununity 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 inc;reasing 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 Prognims: 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. The$e 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 required ,to specifically 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 block grant. States 
would be able to reserve unspent funds for future use under this program. 

• State Allotment: E:L state would be allotted a fixed amount of the Title I fwids equal'to the 
, amount of payments ~:.~de 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 chi~d care. 

http:requirement.to
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• 	 Adjustments for, Populati~n IDcrease: An additional sUpplemental grant would be given to 
qualifying states with low benefits andhigh groWpt ra,.tes. 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 qualify for the supplemental granLif: 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 
state 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 Mississippi). A total 'of$878 million would be available from FY 1997 
to FY 2000. ' . 

• 	 Emergency Loan Fund: A revolving loan fund would be established to make loans to'states for 
emergency funding needs: The loan fund would: b~ set at $L7 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 annual grant amount. Fimds must be repaid, with interest, within three years. 

• 	 . Provisions for' IDdian Tribes: Over 500 Indian tribes would be newly eligible for tribal 
assistance grants. GrantS would, be funded based:an 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 uIitil FY 
2000, to Indiari 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 populatioq. ' 

• 	 Minor Parent Provisiom: 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 w6uldnot be eligible for assistance 
unless they: (1) live with a parent; legal guardian,or adult relative, or another adUlt-supervised 
setting; and (2) participate in educational or training activities. ' 

• 	 Eligibility for Foster Care and Adoption Assistan~ Payments: Techhical amendmeins to Title 
JV-E clarify that children who are eligible for cash assistance undercurrent IV-A nlies would 
continue to be eligible for federal foster care and adoption assistance payments under Title IV-E 
unless the sta~e changes its'cash assistance eligibility ,criteria. Should they enter foster care, such 
children would also be deemed eligible for Medicaip and for services under Title XX. C1!ildren 
and'families made ineligible for cash assistance by changes in a state's eligibility rules, however, 
would not be eligible for IV-I;: payments. For instance, if a state denies cash assistance to 'teen 

, . parents , the state may not claim IV-E reimbursement on behalf of a teen's ,children if they enter' 
. foster care. . 

• 1 

• 	 . 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 to 
provide benefits to all those who meet eligibility requirements, for instarice if funds fall short. 
States would be allowed:to use block grant funds in any manner that is reasonably calculated to 
accomplish the purpose of the bill. At the same time, the Secretary IS prohibited from regulating 
the conduct ofthe states or enforcing any provision,beyond what is specified in the bill. States 

.may pay benefits to interstate immigrants at the beqefit levels set by the state they moved from 
for up to 12 months.. States would set their own priorities in determining who would receive 
child care subsidies. 
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• . 	 Contracting Services To Religious, ~table, or Private Organizations: .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 inappropriately, the rilisspent 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, includingJailure to meet work participation arid 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 fmancial 
penalty assessed on block grant funds in th~ subsequent fiscal year. However, no single quanerly 
payment for any penalty could be reduced by more than 25 percent. . The Secretary may waive 
penalties 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, child care expenditur~, !ffid 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 to submit an annual report to Congress regarding such 
fmdings. 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 sample of 
recipients. 

• 	 Medicaid: Medicaid ·rules would remain. unchanged and eligibility for current welfare 
populations would be generally unaffected. That is, despite major changes ineligibility for 
AFDC and despiteb:road 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 eJigibility 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 ifthey 
are eligible for Medicaid on the basis of pre-reform AFDC rules. 

" 

·,Waivers: States may continue to operate 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 Fraudulently Misrepresented 
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 Ii) for a period of 10 
years following the date of hislher conviction for. making fraudulent statements for the purpose' 

, of receiving benefits under public assistance, Medicaid, Food Stamps, or the SSI program in two 
"or more states. 

• 	 Denial of Benefits for Fugitive Felons and Probation and Parole Violators: An individual in 
violation of parole or probation, or' after conviction for a crune would be ineligible to receive 
cash assistance or SSI benefits (under Title II).. The agency administering benefits would be 
required to provide relevant information to appropriate law enforcement officials. 

. 	 . ' , 

http:authorized.to
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. " 	 . 
TITLE II: SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME,' 

• 	 Drug Addicts and Alcoholics: Effective upqn enactment, no new SSI recipients would be 
"eligible 	for benefits if an addiction would be material to the fmding 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 td have a representative payee (whether or not the 
addiction is related to the disability). This extension of current representative payee requirements 

, ' 	 j 

would be applied immediately to new applicants and upon the first continuing disability review 
for current recipients., ' ! I 

• 	 Eligibility Restrictions For Children with Disabilities: The Individual Functional Assessment 
(IFA) for detennining disability would be repealed. Only children who meet or equal the Listing 
of Medical Impairments would qualify for SS!. The bill also directs SSA to eliminate references 
to maladaptive beha~ior in the domain of personallbehavioral functioning. 

Those children currently receiving SSI based on the IF A criteria or on the maladaptive behavior 
reference in the personal/behavioral functional dpmain in the medical listing would continue to 
receive benefits through, 1996. SSA wo:uId be required to redetennine 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 eligible for Medicaid under other current eligibility 
criteria. ": ' ' 

• 	 Disability Reviews for Children with Disabilities:' In addition to cond1;lcting 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 combinafion of impairments may improve (or, at the 
option of SSA, is unlikely to improve); (2) low birthweight' children, one year after they start 
receiving benefits; and (3) every child turning age 18, using the adult SSI criteria. 

, 	 '. , . . 

• 	 Req~re Evidence of Treatment: During the review pro~s: for children under age 18 who 
have an impairment or combination of impairments which may improve (or, at SSA's option, are 
unlikely to improve) and for low birth weight bab,ies, the parent or guardian would be required 
to present evidence demonstrating that the child is and has been receiving medically necessary 
treatment for the child's condition. ' !' , 

• 	 Tight~ Representative PayeeRequireDi~ts: SSA may require representative payees to 
provide specific examples of appropriate expendinires of the child's benefits, and to explain the 
proper, role of a, representative payee. ' The provision also strengthenS the documentation of 
evidence requirement.' , 

I 

• 	 Dedicated Savings Accounts: A represe,n~tive payee could be p~d a lump sum benefit for a 
child that would be placed into ,a dedicated savings account to purchase education and job skills 
training, special equipment and/or housing mMifications, and appropriate therapy and 
rehabilitation. Savings in this acCount would be ejxcluded from resources used in determining 
eligibility. ' 
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• 	 , Studies Regarding SSI: SSA would be required toprepared an annual report to the Congress. 
The report would include infonnation such as a· comprehensive deSCription of the program, 
historical and current data on allo\\:,ances, denials, recipients and program costs, projections of 
future number of recipients, and the nuinber of redetenninations and continuing disability 
reviews. Also, not less that 60 days upon enactment, SSA would be J,"equired. to request 

. comments in the Federal Register on.improvements to the ~isability evaluation and detennination 
procedures for children under 18 years of age. Finally, the Conunissioner of SSA would be ' 
directed to contract. with the National Acac;lemy of Sciences, or other independent entities, to 
conduct ~ study of the disability determination process. . 

• 	 National Commission on the Future of Disability Programs: A National Conunission on the 
Future of Disability Programs would be established to conduct an in-depth review of federal 
disability programs and make recommendati~ns for improvement. 

• 	 Sta~e Supplementation, Program: '. The current law require~ent that states .tha~ make 
supplementary payments must either maintain th,e 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 
,requirement is state loss of itS Federat share of Medicaid payments. '. , . 

TITLE m: FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

• 	 Reauthorization: , Title.m would reauthorize the Food Stamp. Program and 'Puerto Rico's 
Nutrition AssistaDce Program funding through FY 2002.. 

• 	 Optional food assistance 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 offood stamp benefits, 
administrative 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 fuDds must provide benefitsthroug'hout 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 entitlement to assistance. At 
least)75 percent of block grant funds must be used for food assistance in the form of coupons, 
electronic benefit' ~ransfer (EBT), or commodities. No more than 6 percent' can be used for 
administrative expenses. That meansalmost.20 percent of block grant funds can be diverted 
away from food. Annual audits, including payment aCcuracy,are required. 

• 	 Simplified program: With the Secretary's approval, states would be able to operate aSimplified . 
Food Stamp Program in any politicaJ' 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 administrative requirements: A broad range of administrative requirements would' 
be simplified or eliminated, and states would be given broad flexibility in settiDg 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 pennitted 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 

http:meansalmost.20
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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 cnoose 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-harmless 
provision for FY 1996. Earnings of20- 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 inFY 2000. The 
plan disallows the use of an earned income deduction when determining the amount of an

I 	 . . 

overissuance, permits states to use a homeless shelter deduction equal to no more than $139 per 
month, permits states to 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 certification peri~,prohibits food stamp benefit. increases when 
households are penalized for noncomplianCe with other assistance programs, and p~rmits states _ 
to further penalize these households by reducing the allotment up to 25 percent. The plan would 
permit states to split issuances to households residing in institutions, truindate federal tax refund 
offset and/or federal salary offset to collect any over issuances. arid allow recoupment of state 
agency errors. 

• 	 Work Requirements: The" plan would adjust funding for the Food Stamp Employment and 
. Training program, permit the Secretary of· Agriculture to allocate funds. among states using a 

. I 

reasonable formula that takes the affected population into. consideration, and authorize reallocation 
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 requiroo to provide the state agency with information 
.necessary to deterinine employability.' If any such individual voluntarily reduced work effort to 
less tQan 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 to disqualify ali 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 offood 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 

conCerning an individual's participation, in the food stamp program would be eliminated. 

Voluntary employment and training program participants would no longer be given priority in 

receiving program services, .and participant reimbursements. . . ' . 
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• 	 New eligibility requirements: The Senate plan would establish a new requirement for work or 
panicipation 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 s~ months in any 12­
month period. These individuals are made ineligible for food stamps after six months unless t,hey 
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 activity. they become ineligible to receive 
benefits. . 

. I . 	 ' 

• 	 Other provisions: This title would. modify the· definition of a homeless individual and deem 
income for sponsored aliens for,five years or the length of the affidavit of suppon; V/hichever is 
longer. It ,would permit individuals disqualified for failing to comply with any federal. state or 
local·welfare law also to be disqualified from food s~s. The bill eliminates the federal matc;h 
for outreach activities. . 

• 	 Waivers: .USDA would be required to respond to state waiver requests within 60 d3.ys 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 resource 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 employed parti~ would be allowed as a state' option and would no 
longer r~quire a waiver. . . 

• 	 Child support, enforcement: SuiteS would have -the option to require cOoperation' with chlld 
suppon enforcement as a condition of eligibility for food stamp participation for both the 
custodial and non-custodial parent. States would be permitted to disqualify non-custodial parents 
with. child suppon orders who are delinquent in paying suppon. . 

. • , EBT: The plan exempts ElectronicBenefit Transfer (EBT) transactions from the Federal Reserve 
'Board's Regulation Egoverning electronic transactions. It permits states to charge program 
-participants for.replacement EBT cards and to collect the fee from the monthly, allotment. States 
would be permitted to require a photograph on an EBT card. ­
.' , . 

• Anti-fraud provisioos: 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 fleeing. to avoid 
prosecution or has information needed by the officer. States 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 pennarient debarment of. 
r:etailers who intentionally submit falsified applications. and expands crimin8l forfeiture for food 
stamp trafficking. . 
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TITLE IV: CIDLD NUTRITION PROGRAMS. 

• 	 Reimbursement rates: Tenninate additional reimbursements of two cents per lunch for lunches 
served in high free and reduced price particip,ation schools. In annually adjusting the value of 
federal conunodity assistance provided for each lunch served, round down the adjustment to the 
nearest c~nt. Round down lunch, breakfast and supplement cash reimbursement. rates in the 
National School Lunch Program and the Child and Adult. Care Food Program centers; delay 
indexation until July I, 1998.' Establish low~r 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. R~und dqwn Special Milk Program reimbursement 
rates to the nearest cent; delay indexation until July I,' 1991. Round down rates for free and 
reduced price breakfasts to the nearestcenf. : Set paid breakfast rates, equal to paia lunch cash 
rates. 

• 	 Lower reimbursement 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 ..Pro~ide $5 million in grant funds in FY 1996 to assist 
Family Day Care Homes in administering th~ new rate structure. Index reimbursement to the 
cpr for, food at home and round rates t<;> the lower cent. 

• 	 . Grant programs: Eliminate School BreakfastProgram and Summer Food Service Program start­
up and expansion grants. Change Nutrition ~ducation and Training Program funding from $10 
million to $1 million. ' 

• 	 Other amendments: Eliminate requirement for annual free and reduced price policy statements 
in die National School Lunch 'and School Breakfast Programs,unIess 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 programs! are reauthorized through FY 2002: conunodity 
distribution program, emergency food assistance program, soup kitchens program, national 
conunodity processing, and the Conunodity- Supplemental Food Program. 

TITLE V: NONCITIZENS 

I 

• 	 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 iitcome 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 lestablished by the affidavit, even if the immigrant 
became a naturalized citizen. All of a sponsor's income and resources would be deemed available 



·,.,' 

SUMMARy OF THE SENATE REPuBUCAN LEADERSHIP PLAN -,continued 	 Page 10 

to the immigrant (Le., there is' no allowance provided for the sp()nsor's subsistence). These new 
deeming rules would be effective upon enactment and would apply to sponsored immigrants 
currently receiving needs-based assistance. as well as new arrivals. ' 

-.;-,Exemptions: Programs that would be-exempted from the deeming 'niles would be: emergency 
Medicaid services; short-term emergency disaster relief; assistance or benefits under the National 
School 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 Secretary of Health and Human Services.'detertnines that such, 
testing and treatment is necess~. Immigrants that would be exempted from the, deeming rules 
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-:-eitizens - includmg those who become 
disabled after entry - would be ineligible for SS! except in liI;nited cirewnstances. Only the ' 
following non-citizens would be eligible: those that meet the quarters'of coverage requirements­
necessary to qualify for social secUrity insurance benefi~; those who are honorably dischargeq 

,veterans (and their spouses and children); refugees _orasylees during th'eir first 5 years in the 
U.S., after which time they would also need, to meet the quarter~of coverage ,requirement; and 
persons whose deportation has been withheld during their first 5 years in the U. S. For non­
citizens still 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 recipients would lose eligibility beginniIig January 1, 1997. ' 

, ' TITLE 'VI: CHILD CARE 

• Reauthorize the Child Care Development Block Grant Program (CCDBG): CCnBG would 
, continue to provide states with funds' for child care services for low and ,rpoderate income , 

families. States would be required to ensure a -representative distribution of ~ding among 
working poor and welfare recipients. .. 

• 	 Funding: The block grant would be authorized at $1 billion for FY 1996 and such sums as may 
, be necessary for FY 1997 throtigh2000. ,,' 

• 	 Eligibility: Income eligibility increases from 75 percent to 100 percent of state median income 
for parents needing child care in order to work or participate in education or training. 

• 	 Quality and SupPly: The set aside of funds to be u.sed to improve the qUality of child care and 
to improve availability is reduced (from 25 percent under current law) to 15 percent of the block 
grant; This would include child carer~ource 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 care, infant care, and care during 

, non-traditional hours. ' 

• 	 Early Childhood Development:' The requirement to establish; ,expand, and co~duct early 
childhood development programs and/or before and after-school care services would be repealed. 



, 
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• 	 Health and Safety Requirements: The health and safety provisIons are basically maintairuxl. 
It would' remove the registration requirement for providers not required to be licensed or 
regulated under state or local law and replace it with a directive for states to implement a 
mechanism to ensure appropriate payment. ' 

• 	 Transfer of Funds: Up to 30 percent of tCDBG funds may be transferred into Title I ' 
Temporary A~sistance for Needy Families Block Grant. 

TITLE VII: WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT ANDWORKFORCE 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 TAAlNAFTA T AA retraining legislation. 

• 	 Funding Levels: Appropriations wOlild be a~thorized at the level of $6.127 billion for each year, 
FY 1998 through FY 2001, with an additional authorization of $2. Lbillion 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, i~duding labor market informatio~, 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 would go to local educational agencies. 

: ' !, 	 • 

• 	 Allocation of Funds to the States: Funds' reserved for states would be allo~ted among states 
based on the state's proportionate share of $e following populations: 60 percent would be based 
on individuals 15;.65 years old; 10 percent on individuals inpoverty; 10 percent on persons that 
are unemployed; and 20 percent on recipients of the Temporary Assistance Block Grant. 

• 	 Job 'Corps: The Job Corps would be converted into 'a state grant program, maintaining current 
Job Corps centers, except for theeliIriination of 25 centers by September 30, 1997. At-risk youth 
programs would also be authorized, and jsummer youth jobs would be allowable, although a 

"separ!lte program would not be required. 

• 	 Optional Vouchers: In providing workforce employment activities, states would be allowed, but 
not required, to choose to provide skill grants as voughers to be used to pay the cost of training 
workers. 	 1· , 
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TITLE VIH:,' WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT -RELATED ACTIVITIES 

• ' 	 Vocirtonal Rehabilitation: This section makes minor changes to 'the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 to ensure that it: {l)interfaces smoothly with workforce development activities; (2) 
streamlines requirements 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: CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• 	 Centralized Support Order Registry and Collection Disbursement: States would be required 
to record all child support orders in an 'automated state, central caSe registry and collect and' 
disburse 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 also contain information on pending paternity 
establishment cases 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 (Le., W-4 form or equivalent 

, information) on each new hire to the state directory. 	 Failure to do so would result in less than 
a $25 penalty for each unreported hire, Each State Directory of New Hires must \ conduct 
automated matches of new hires against the state centraJ. support order registry. States must also 
report their new hire information to th~ 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 required to withhold wages for any employee for whom a ,match 
occurs. 

• 	 ,interState Child Support: States would be required to adopt, :with a few modifi~tions, the 
Uniform Interstate Family,Support Act (UIFSA). States are permitted to enforce interstate cases 
using an administrative process. The Secretary of HHS must issue unifon:n 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 efforts by providing 
specific identifying information about the noncustodial parent. The child support agency, rather 
than the IV-A agency;,' would determin~ the cooperation 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 procedures for voluntary establishmeI').t of 
'paternity and child support. 

• 	 Funding and Performance I,bsed Incentives: The existing system of.incentive payments would 
be replaced with a new system developed'by a committee including state IV-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: Tqe $5Q 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 ~ould 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 chailge 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 suppoq guidelines . .A National Guidelines Commission 
would be established to study child support guidelines and the appropriateness of a national child 

, support guideline. 
, 

• 	 Enforcement of Child Support Orders: In ~ddition 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 arrear ages occur. The Secretary ofDefense would be required to establish a , 
central personnel locator service that containS the address ofevery 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 visitations-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. . 
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• Sanctions Would Not Increase Housing Benefits: Families who have their benefits lowered 
under a 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 IHA Housing: The amendments affecting public housing would also apply to 
housing of Indian housing authorities. 



CHARTA 

ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS AFFECTED BY BLOCK GRANT PROVISIONS 

OF THE WORK OPPORTUNITJES ACT OF 1995 (S. 1120) 


Programs Affected Provisions Under S. 1120 Entitlement Status FundiIig 
Under Current Law Under ,Current Law 

, 
~ 

Title I - Block Grants for T~mporary Assistance for Needy Families 
I 

AFDC Individual Entitlement Uncap~ed! Federal Match 

I' Individual entitlement status for these 
I 

programs would be repealed. Capped, Federal Match JOBS State Entitlement 
: , These would be replaced by a single 

capped block grant entitlement to states 
Uncapped, Federal Match Emergency Assistance State Entitlement with no state match or maintenance of. 

, effon required. 
i 

. Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match AFDC/JOBS Child Care 

Transitional Child Care Individual Entitlement Uncapped, Federal Match 
i ,

Capped, Federal Match At-Risk Child Care State Entitlement 
, 
,I 

Title m - Optional Food stan:ip Assistance Block Grant 

Food Stamps fudividual Entitlement Federai Only, Uncapped Individual states could choose on a one­
time irrevocable basis whether to receive 

, food stamps as a capped block grant with 
no state match or maintenance of effon 
provisions. Under this option, the 
individual entitlement is repealed. 

, Title vn - Workforce Development and Workforce Preparation Activities 
, 

Individual entitlement would be repealed. 
Assistance 

Individual Entitlement Trade Adjustment Fede~1 Only; Uncapped 
Program would be incorporated intO a 
Workforce Development block grant. 
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SECTION III: 
State-by-Stat~ Effects . 

i 
I 
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I 

..J . 

. The Work OpportunitY Act of 1995 (S'. 1120)' 
. Senate Republican Leadership Plan . 
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Table 1: The Burden on States to Meet the Participation Requirements in Fiscal Year 
2000 of the Senate Republican Leadership Planl 

! 

.. . 	 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 FY2000': .According·to the Plan, however, those 
cOII\bining unsubsidized work with welfar~,those w~o are sanctioned, and those who 
leave welfare for employment would count towards each state's participation rate.' 
Even after iIicluqing these individuals, states would have to place 13 million recipients 
in'work by the year 2000. This represeIitp an increase of aIm:ost 900,000 recipients 
over current 1994 JOBS levels or an increa~e of 222 percent. 

, 	 . 

. 	 . . 
.. 	 Some states would have a particularly difficult time meeting the work. requirements. of 

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

. the number of individuals currently parti~ipating 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 participation that are five times greater than their current numbers of people in JOBS 
or work. . ! 

I 

.. 	 The 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 needy families and children, 

. 	 . I . 

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 llavein meeting the 
work requirements of the Plan. While cqlumn four shows the number of recipients 
participating i,n JOBS for 20 hours or 'more a week in 1994, most- of-the JOBS 
particip~ts shown in this column are in acti~ities thatwould not count toward . 
participation under .the Senate Republic~ Leadership Plan, e.g. education or training. 
Indeed, ii:t 1994, ther~ was less than 200,000 JOBS participants whose ac.tivities 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 will successfully be aole·to encourage more 
reCipients to combine woik and welfare. 'Only 4 % of the adult caseload .combined , 
work and welfare for 20 hours aweek or more in 1994 (over 158,000 recipients). This 
analysis more than doubles the 1994 rate of combiners to analysis 9% of the projected 
adult 9seload or 400,000 recipiel)ts. 



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 $6.9 billion more ill Fiscal Year 2000 for work and related child care 
than they spent in 1994 under cUrrent law.. ' Over $4.1 billion, or 60 percent of this 
increase in state costs, would result from additional child care costs alone. 

... • 	 ,.f • "-, 

... ',To meet the new requirementS, states, over the seven years between FY1996 and 
FY 2092, would have ~o spend nearly $24 billion more than what they would be 

.. projected to spend over the same tiine period. . ", 

... , 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 order to do this, they would 

,have to greatly reduce benefits, deny eligibility' to large numbers of families or spend 
considerably more. in state funds. , 

,'" Estimates 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 estimated to be required to be in the work program for each state urider the 

. S,enate Republican Leadership Plan. ' 

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

... 	 Table 3 show,s the increase in number of-children requiring child care due to work 
require~ents tlnder the, Senate Republican. Leadership Plan in Fiscal Year 2000. 
Across all states, 834,660 more children will need child' care as a result of the plan's 
AFDG work req~irements, a 204 percent increase over the 'number of children 
receiving AFDC/JOBS related child care under current law. . . . . .' 	 , 

... 	 The Senate Republican Leadership Plan does not provide any additional funding to 
cover the child care needs of tqese ~hildren. As a portion of the Temporary Assistance 
Bl,?ck Grant, the plan freezes funding for,AFDC'/JOBS related child care at Fiscal Year 
1994 levels. ' 



~tate by state estimates of numbers of children requiring child care" in Fiscal Year 2000 
were detennined by applying a national average for partiCipant family size and a 
national average percentage of participants who use child care paid for by the federal 
government to Fiscal'Year 2000 estimated'·numbers of WORK 'participants and AFDC 

. recipients 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 1991 in each state. 

t 

This analysis does not take into consideration the child care needs of individuals at risk 
of becoming' welfare dependent or of fo~er welfare recipients who have become 
employed but whose income remains below the poverty line. Both of these groups 

. receive child care assistance under cuiTen~ law. 
I 

.. 




Table 1 

The Burde~ on States to Meet TheWork Participation Requirements in Fiscal Year 2000 


", of the Senate Republican Leadership Plan 


i , Projected Projected Projected Number ,I Estimated 
Number Required Number of Required to actually 

Number 'I Percent Increase 
,in FY 2000 to Leavers, Combiners Participate in Work Participating Required to Meet 
Participate in and Sanctioners Program Under the In ~OBS the Participation 

Work Under the That Count Senate Republican, , for 20 hours I Rate Under the 

I 
Senate Republican Towards Participation Leadership Plan or more : ,Senate Republican 

Leadership Plan in FY 2000 in FY 2000 in 1994 Leadership Plan . (1) (2) (3) = (2) - (1) (4) (5) =,[(3)-(4)]/(4) 
ALABAMA 19,400 8,600 10,800 5,660' !11% 
ALASKA 6,800 3.000 3,800 890 327% 
ARIZONA 

~ 14m 17,900 2,110 748% 
ARKANSAS 4 ' 6,100 900 578% 
CALIFORNIA 177,700 223,700 41,260 442% 
COLORADO 20,000 8,900 11,100 4,160 167% 
CONNECTICUT 29,900 13,200 16,700 6,310 165% 
DELAWARE 4,900 2,200 2,700 680 297% 
DIST OF COLUMBIA 12,800 5.700 7,100 1,090 551% 
FLORIDA 113,000 50,000 63,000 12,480 405% 
GEORGIA 65,200 i 28,900 36,300 10.900 233% 
HAWAII 

10:600 I 4,700 5,900 1,190 ,396% 
IDAHO 1,800 2,300 ' '740 211% 
ILLINOIS , 52,300 65,800 24,040' 174% 
INDIANA 36,000 15,900 20,100 6,500 209% 
IOWA 19,400 8,600 10,800 2,400 350% 
KANSAS =i.i 6,500 8,200 5,970 37% 
KENTUCKY 16,300 20,600 8,440 144% 
LOUISIANA 17,000 

~ 
6,310 238% 

MAINE 12,100 5,400 3,120 115% 
MARYLAND 38,600 17,100 5.170 316% 

•MASSACHUSEITS 
1 
54 

,900 I 24,300 30.600 '~ 232% 
MICHIGAN 50.700 63.900 111% 

'MINNESOTA 14,200 17,900 4,270, 319% 
MISSISSIPPI 23,700 10,500 13,200 3.730 254% 
MISSOURI 45.300 20.100 25,200 5,800 334% 
MONTANA ' , 6.300 2.800 3,500 1.790 96% 
NEBRASKA 6.700 3.000 3.700 4.930 -25% 
NEVADA 6.000 2,700 3,300 720 358%' 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 5.700 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% 
NORTH CAROLINA 59.600 26,400 33,200 9,020 268% 
NORTH DAKOTA 3,000 1,300 1.700 ' 580 5:OHIO 117.200 51,900 65.300 30.110 
OKLAHOMA 23,000 10,200 12.800 1.550 
OREGON 19,400 8,600 10.800 6,490 66% 
PENNSYLVANIA 105.200 46.600 ' , 58,600 18,870 211% 
RHODE ISLAND 11,500 5.100 6,400 2,470 159% 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

. 
20,800 9,200 11,600 2.860 306% 

SOUTH DAKOTA ' 3,100 1,400 1,700 1,580 8% 
TENNESSEE 51,800 22.900 28.900 5.070 470% 
TEXAS 130,600 57,800 72,800 13'.640 434% 
UTAH 8,600 3.800 4.800 5,830 -18% 
VERMONT 

5,200 I 2.300 2.900 800 263% 
VIRGINIA 33 14, 18,500 4,630 300% 
WASHINGTON 22, 27,700 13,900 99%! 
WEST VIRGINIA 8,900 11.100 6,800 63%' 
WISCONSIN 36.000 15.900 20.100 12,360 63% 
WYOMING 2,900 1,300' 1,600 1,420 13% 

TOTAL 2,338,500 1,035,500 1,303,000 405,100 222% 

HHS/ASPE analysis , 

The sum of the states may not add to the total due to territories and rounaing. 




Table 2· 

The Additional Cost of the Work Program and Associated Child Care 


. Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan 

t I " 

(Assuming the National Average Cost Per Work Participant 
and Associated Child Care Slot in FY 2000) 

Estimated Additional Estimated Estimated Additional 
Operating Cost of the Additional Cost Operating Cost of the 
Work Program to Meet For Related \ Work Program Plus 
FY 2000 Participation Child Care Related Child Care 

Rate Required in in the FY 2000 in the FY 2000 
the Senate Republican Senate Republican Senate Republican 

Leadership Plan ' Leadership Plan' Leadership Plan 
(in millions) (in millions) , (in millions) 

ALABAMA $23 :ji34 $57 
ALASKA $8 $12 $20 

I ARIZONA $38 $57 $94 
ARKANSAS $13 $19 , $32 
CALIFORNIA $469 $711 $1,181 
COLORADO $23 $35 , $59 

i CONNECTICUT $35 $53 1 $88 
'DELAWARE $6 $9 $14 
I DIST OF COLUMBIA $15 $23 $37 
FLORIDA $132 $200 $333 
GEORGIA $76 $115 $192 

I 
$12 $19 $31 
$5 $7 $12 

$138 $209 $347 
$42 $64 $106 
$23 534 

:itKANSAS 517 $26 
KENTUCKY $43 566 
LOUISIANA $45 $68 $112 
MAINE $14 $21 $35 
I MARYLAND $45 $68 , $113, 
, MASSACHUSETTS $64 $97 $162 
IMICHIGAN $134 $203 $337 
MINNESOTA $38 $57 $94 

, MISSISSIPPI $28 $42 $70 
MISSOURI $53 $80 $133 
MONTANA $7 $11 $18 
NEBRASKA $8 $12 , . $20 
NEVADA $7 $10 $17 
NEW HAMPSHIRE $7 510 $17 
NEW JERSEY $68 $103 $170 
NEW MEXICO. 519 $29 $48 
NEW YORK $261 5395 $656 
NORTH CAROLlNA $70 $106 $175 
NORTH DAKOTA $4 $5 . $9 

~ 
$137 $208 , $345 
$27 I . $41 $68 
$23 I $34 $57 

VA 

$ 
123 

1 
$186 $309 

ISLA $20 $34 
A L $37 $61 

SOUTH DAKOTA $4 $5 $9 
ITENNESSEE $61 $92 $153 
I TEXAS $153 $232 ., $384 
UTAH $10 $15 $25 
VERMONT $6 $9 $15 
VIRGINIA $39 • $59 598 

=TON 
\ $58 $88 $146 

GINIA 

~ 
$35 $59 

, CONSIN $64 I $106 
WYOMING $5 . $8 
TOTAL $2,734 $4,144 $6,878 

HHS/ASPE analysis. ,., • . 
'State worK and child care costs are based on national averages. This analysis assumes. 
that their will be no operating cost in the worK program for those combining won( and . 
welfare. those sanctioned and those leaving welfare for worK. Ukewise, the analysis 
assumes no cost of related child care for those leaving welfare for worK and those sanctioned. 

. Estimated Total 
Operating Cost 

of the Work Program 
& Related Child Care 

in the FY 2000 
as a Percent of the 

Block.Grant 

• 

-

59% 
48% 
41% 
66% 
50% 
65% 
59% 
45% 
68% 
53% 
78% 
54% 
97% 
99% 
40% 
45% 
73% 
49% 
71% 
46% 
48% 
58% 

Estimated Additional 
Operating Cost of the 

Work Program Plus . 
Related Child Care 

FY 1996 - 2002 
Senate Republican 

Leadership Plan 
(in millions) 

$199 
$68 

$327 
$110 

$4.015 
$204 
$302 

$50 
$128 

$1,158 
, $663 

$106 
$41 

$1.196 
$366 

=!i 
$392 
$123 
$392 
$560 

$1,169 
$327 • 

~ 
5591 I 
$163 I 

$2,256 I 
5607 
$32 , 

51,199 
$233 
$198 

$1,065 

~ 
$526 

51,321 
$88 
552 

$337 
$504 
5203 
$369 
$30 

$23,700 

o. 



. Table3 

The Additional Number of Children Requiring Child Care 

Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan: Fiscal Year 2000 


Estimated Number of Increase in l Percentage 
State Children Receiving Number of Incrasein 

AFDCIJOBS Related Children Needing Children Needing 
Child Care AFDCIJOBSRelated AFDCIJOBS Related 
. FY 1994 Child Care Child Care 

FY 1994 - FY 2000 FY 1994 • FY 2000 

if 
NR 6.030 NA 

SKA ' 890 2.190 246% 
ONA 5,640 14,100 250% 

SAS 1.440 5.050 351% 
CALIFORNIA 16.840 150.490 894% I 
COLORADO 3.750 6,250 167% 
CONNECTICUT I 950 10.890 1146% 
DELAWARE 1.170 2.020 173% 
DIST OF COLUMBIA 240 6.040 2517% 
FLORIDA 16.940 44.150 261% 

GEORGIA 19,640 25,090 

~ HAWAll 680 4,430 
IDAHO 1.310 1.480 
ILLINOIS 7,890 39,220 
INDIANA Its80 13,790 

IOWA 3.620 6,180 I~SAS 15,480 3,160 
iKENTUCKY 3.560 11,880 
LOUISIANA 4,730 15,480 
MAINE 3.630 .. 3.980 11 

MARYLAND . 10,300 

~ 
160% 

~SETTS 9,670 228% 
16,290 191% 

MINNESOTA 6,190 206% 
MISSISSIPPI 1,860 I 8,190 -::::­ 440% 

MISSOURI 8.110 19.230 237% 
ANA 1,160 1.840 159% 

tASKA 1000 (280 -4% 
A 1.140 2,600 

!HAMPSHIRE 2,240 1.610 

JERSEY 11,620 

~MEXICO 2,970 200%0' 
YORK 41,100 20S%H 

CAROLINA 25,280 14,\20 56% 
DAKOTA 1.860 1,050 56% 

25,190 37.140 147% 
OKLAHOMA 8.770 10,130 116% 

B= 
6.070 4.710 78% 

25.620 40.950 160% 
4,150 3.900 94% 

soum CAROLINA 2.420· 8,090 334% 
soum DAKOTA 1.870 260 14% 
TENNESSEE 13,650 '20,290 149% 
ITEXAS 5.180 58,510 1130% 

.~. 5.490 (620) .11% 
2.450 2.130 87% 

IVIRGINIA 2.400 13.810 
WASHINGTON 15.850 15,240 

WEST VIRGINIA 1.580 5.670 3 
WISCONSIN 18.990 7,760 
WYOMING 2.290 160 

0 0 
·ITOT.t. 408,730 834,660 204% 

Notes: . 
I. The 'number of.chi1dren receiving AFDCIJOBS child care in FY 1994 was estimated from 
FY 1993 stale-repor!ed data. Alabama had not reported FY 1993 AFDC/JOBS child Care caseload 
data in time for this analysis. 
2. The increase in number of children needing child care in each $tale was detmnined using a 
national average ofparticipant family size and a national avi:rage percentage of participants who 

. use child care paid for by the federal government. 
3. Nwnbers may not add due to rounding.o 
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Table 4. 
: .; ':; ~ .. 

Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the 
Senate Republican L~adersbip Plan 

(Millions of Dollars) 
AFDC Immigrant Child & Food Total 

State Block Provisions Other SSI Stamps Five Year 
Provisions (S.904l Reduction 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist of Col 
Florida 

Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 

Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York' 
North Carolina 

North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 

Puerto Rico/4 
Rhode Island 

($54) 
($50) 

($116) 
($30) 

($2,803) 

($66) 
($188) 

($23) 
($73) 

($293) 

($181 ) 
($38) . 
($72) 
($17) 

($444) 

($173) 
($102) 

($85) 
($143) 
($108) 

($58) 
($188) 
($371) 
($613) 
($218) 

($44) 
($177) 

($23) 
($46) 

' ($18) 

($32) 
($317) 

($65) 
($1,756) 

($175) 

($20) 
($585) 
($126) 
($139) 
($501) 

$59 
($70) 

($13) 
($16) 

($145) 
($7) ,, 

($6,315) 

($79) 
($94) 

($8) 
($21) . , 

($1,350) 

($73) 
$0 

($103) 

($7) 


($453) 


($20) 
($17) 
($27) 
($10) 
($59) 

($10) 

($165) 


, ($434) 

($169) 


($90) 


($8) 
($26) . 

($2) 
, ($9) 
($46) 

($6) 
($535) 

($65) 
($'2,255) 

($39) 

($1 ) 

($85) 


, ($23) 

($64) 


($172) 


SO 
($70) 

($184) 
($4) 

($50) 
($210) 
($230) 

($29) 
($28) 

($8) 
($12) 

($213) 

($95) 
$0 

($2) 
($37) 

($374) 

($145) 
($46) 
($62) 

($199) 
($422) 

($7) 
($68) 
($86) 

($315) 
($71) 

($218) 
($146) 

($9) 
($22) 

($7) 

($3) 
($122) 

($32) 
($637) 
($251) 

($4). 
($263) 

($41) 
($23) 

($30 I) 

$0 
($14) 

($285) ($536) 
($32) ($103) 

($252) ($563) 
($133) ($380) 

($1,421) ($10,769) 

($166) ($340) 
($144) ($454) 

($33) ($72) 
($59) ($165),­

($833) ($2,689) . 

($420) ($770) 

* ($38) 
($77) ($254) 
($41). ($102) , 

. ($842) , ($2,112) 

($284) ($621) 

($112) ($277) 

($132) ($306) 


. ($287) ($640) 

($394) ($983) 


($91) ($166) 
($299) ($719) 
($265) ($1,155) 
($647) ($1,744) 
($198) ($577) 

($252) ($522) 
($347) ($696) 
. ($39) ($73) . 

($56) ($133) 
($61) ($132) 

($44) ($85) 
($390) ($1,364) 

-($123) ($286) 
($1,890) ($6,538) 

($316) ($782) 

($29) ($54) 
($878) ($\,811) 
($195) ($385) 
($275) ($501) 
($809) . (~1,783) 

$410 $469 
($86) ($241) 



"Tabie4 


Estimated Five-Year State Losses Under the Senate Republican 

Leadership" Plan 


(Direct Spending) 


~ 	 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 population adjustment mechaitism in the 
fonnula. 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. (~ote that these estimates do not include offsets in Food Stamps, 
spending). 

~The loss in SSI fundblg 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 the Individualized Functional Assessment. 


Table 5 

. Preliminary Estimate of the Effect of the Republican Conference Bill on the F~d Stamp 
"~ogram by 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. 



;' 'I 

'. 

Table 14, 
I 

Estimated Five Year State Losses Under the 
Senate Republican Leadership .Plan 

(Millions of Dollars) 

, 
State 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 

AFDC 
Block 

($52) 
($14) 

($104) 

Immigrant 
Provisions 

($16) 
($2) 

($18) 

Child & 
Other SSI 
Provisions 

($88) 
($15) . 

($105) 

Food 
Stamps 
(S.904) 

($186) 
($31) 

($432) 

Total 
Five Year 
Reduction 

($343) 
($62) 

($659) 

Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 

($256) 
($42) 
($38) 

($4) 
($88) 

($1,213) 
($22) 

($4) 
$0 

($139) 

($322) 
($26) 

($2) 
$0 

($183) 

($1,438) 
($70) 
($33) 

* 
($318) 

($3,228) 
($160) 

($77) 
($4) 

($728) 

Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
Other Terr 

($329) 
($91) 

($255) 
($12) 

* 

($192) 
($4) 

($69) 
($1)

*. 

($71) 
($55) 

($178) 
($10) 

($2) 

($410) 
($158) 
($183)· 
($19) 

* 

- ($1,003) 
($308) 
($685) 

($42) 
($2) 

Totals ($11,827) ($14,772) ($6,049) ($16,105) ($48,753) 

Unallocated 
Miscel laneousl I 
Food Stamp Offsets/2 
Child Nutritionl3 
Child Support 

$88 . $0 
I 

i 
! 

.·1 
($1,536) ($150) 

NA 
($1,598) 
$5,200 

($2,610) 
($1, 100) 

Final Totals ($11,739) ($14,772) 
, 

".'1 ($7,585) ($16,255) ($48,861) 

II Includes provisions for tribes and research activities (AFDC provisions), SSI for drug addicts 
and alcoholics & Family support payments (SSI provisions), and territory funding (Food Stamp provisions), 
21 SSI and AFDC Offsets assume current law food stamps, : 
31 Child Nutrition losses by state are not yet available. I 

41 Puerto Rico's AFDC funding does not include losses to.the Aid to the Aged, Blind and 
.' 	 ~ 

I 



, ,. '"' 

. '" 

, , August. 6; 1995, 
, , ., 

, "Tabl~'5 
Preliminary ~stimate of the Effect 'of the' Senate Republican Leadership Plan' 
" on tbe Food stamp Program by State'for Fiscal Years 1996 - 2000 .. " 

(Dollars in millions)
'., " 

,'..; Prog~ Costs' , Difference' 
" " " ," " 

State Current, Proposed Total Percent, 

Alabama '$2,936 , $2,651 - $285 -,,9.7 
,-132 .Alaska ·316 284 ·'.i" -10.r 

Arizona 2,505 2;253 - 252', - 10.1 
,Afkansas 1,348 1,215 '" -133 ' ";'-9.9 

" .,' .... 
Califorma 14,02~ 12,608 ,-1,42~ '-10.1 
polorado 1,443 1,277 " -166 - 11.5 
Connecticut. 951 807 - 144 - 15.2 
Delaware ,305 272 -33 - 10.8 
District of Columbia ". , " ".533 ( ·474 - 59' -1.1.1 
Florida ' 8,42.1 " 7,588 - 833 .:. 9;9 

,'Georgia ,4,258, 3,838 '- 420 ,-9.9 
'Hawaii 845 769 • -,77 - 9.1 
Idaho· 367 326 - 41 -11.2 
IllinOIS 6,686 5,844 - 842 - 12.6 
Indiana 2,.600 2,317 <284 - lQ~9 
Iowa' ,,935 823 - 112 - 12.0 
Kansas 898 766 '- 132 -)4.7 
Kentucky' 2,706 2A1.9 , - 287 - 10.6 

'" ':1Louisiana 4,150 ' 3;756 - 394 ' , - 9.5 
J ... 

. 'Maine 712 621 - 91 - 12.7 
Maryland '.' " 2;151, ; 1,858 - 299 ' - 13.9 

..Massachusetts 2,097' . 1,832 -,265 - 12.6 

Michigan 5,428 , ,'h7.81 - 647 - 1.1.9 


" ,'Minnesota 1,536' 
" , 

'1,338 - 198 - 12.9 
, Mississippi 2,620 ',,, ;,2,368 - 252 -9.6 

~, , 
'Missouri ' 3,029' , .. 7;683 ,- 347 -11.4 

Montana' 356 318 ,- 39 - '10.8 
Nebraska 519 ,464 -56 ':' 10.7 

. Nevada 553 492 - 61 -11.1 
N~w Hampshire ' 2~~. 251 -44 - 14.8 
New Jersey 3,113 2,723 ' :·390 - 12.5 
New Mexico .1,243 1,120 - 123 - 9.9 

,,New York 11,622 .. 9,732 - 1,890 - 16.3 .. 
North Carolina 3,091 2,775 - 316 - 10.2 

North Dakota 236 207 - 2~ - 12.3 
.. 
Ohip 7,074' . ·6,196 .:. 878', - 12.4 
Oklahoma 1,889 1,693 - 195 - 10.3 
Oregon 1;522 1,246 - 275 - 18.1 
Pennsylvania, 6,325 5,515 - 809 -12,.8 
Rhode Island ': 473:,,;, 387 - 86 -,18.2 

.', " 



State 

, 

Progr$ Costs Difference 
, 

Current Proposed Total Percent 

South Carolina 1,951 , 1,766 - 186 - .9.5 
South Dakota 281 , 251, - 31 - 10.9 
Tennessee 3,843 3,411 - 432 -11.2 
Texas 14,289 12,851 - 1,438 - 10.1 
Utah 646 576 - 70 - 10.9 
Vennont 255 222 - 33 - 13.0 
Virginia 2,864 , 2,545 - 318 - 11.1 
Washington 
West Virginia 

2,426 
I 

2,016
I

1,614 1,455 
- 410 - 16.9 
- 158 - 9.8 

Wisconsin 1,498 1,315 - 183 - 12.2 
Wyoming 173 154 - 19 -11.1 

Total 147,928 ! 131,673 -16,255 -11.0 

Note: 	 Totals include Puerto Rico, territories and outlying areas. The total difference includes the costs of 
increasing the block grant to Puerto Rico, increased E&T funding, additionalIV-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 Plan as of 
August 3, 1995 and are subject to change. They ha~e not been reviewed by the Office of Management 
and Budget. 

. ,I 

j' 
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Table 6 

State Allocations and Spending Per Poor Child 

Under the Senate Republ~can Leadership Plan 


This table estiIriates 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 foilowing criteria: 

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

-States have 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 critepon. 

-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 child would vary tr~mendously 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. Spending 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 AFDCspending per poor 
child would rise from $331 in FY96 (nqt shown) to only $366 in FYOO. ,This is still 
well below the national average of $1,186. ' 

... 	 Because' the block grant is not adjusted io 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 additional funding. California, Michigan, New York and Ohio all 
would lose more than $100 million of F.ederal fundhtg in real dollars over the five 
years of the block grant. California is the biggest loser, suffering a $488 million real, 
dollar loss of Federal AFDC funding. (Estimates of real dollar loss were calculated 
using administration estimates of inflation). 

, ' I 

! , 
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State Allocations &SpendingPer Poor Child 
Under the ~epublica~ Lead~rship Welfa~e Proposal 

~:. ; , 

State ' ,FY96 , FYOO Change In Sp,endingl 
Grant Grant Allocation Poor Child 

(Millions) , (Miilions) (Real Dollars) (ActUal $, FYOP) 
Ala~ama , $107 ,$118 ($5) .$451 

Ala~ka $66 ':' $66 ($9) $3,248 " 

Arizona '$230 $254 ($10)$\,154
..... ' $60'Arkansas $66 ($3) $414 ' 

California $3,686 $3;686 ' ($488) $1,716 
, ' 

Colorado " $131 ;,$14'4 ($6) $1;12s' 

Conriecticut, ' $247 " $2't7 ',,($332 ' $1,650' 


Delaware , $30 $30 ($4) $1,331 

District of Col , $96, $96 , ($13) $1,~72 


Florida .. "$582 , $642:' '($25) $749 


Georgia $359 $396 , "'(~i5), $1,023 

Guam .$4 , '$4 ($1), NA 

Hawaii $95 "': $95',', ($13) $2,135 


,," $37' , $6,22" idaho $34 ' ($1) 
" Illinois '$583' $583 ($77) , , $86~' 

Indiana, $227, $227 " ($30) 

Iowa, ' $134 $134 ($18) $1,4:59 

Kansas $112, $112' , ($15) $'981' ' 


KentuckY", '$188 .. $1'88 
, ' 

,'" ($25), ";, $745 

.. " .", Louisiana $164 , $168 ($18) " $400 

, ' Maine $76 . '$7§ ($10) $1,193 
, Maryland $247' $247, ($33) $(490 
, Massachusetts , $487 ' $487 ' ($65) $2,177 

Michigan' , , $807 , $807 ($1'07) $1,43~ 

Minnesota ,$287 ' " $287 ($38) $1,419
" 

Mississippi \,,$87 $96 ($4)' , $366' 
Missouri $233; '$233 ' ($31) , $873 

"Montana .$45 $50 ($2) , $1,120 
" Nebraska ,,$60 , '$60 , ($8)' $895 

Nevada , $36 '$40 ($2) $741 
" 

New Hampshire : , $43 $43 .,\ ($6) " ' $1,430 
" ,,New Jersey': ' $417 '$417 ($55) ,$l,345 

',+ " 

New Mexico ' ,;$130, ,'$'14~" ($5), ' $1,162, 


New York , "'" $2,308 ' $2,308 ($306) $2;036
, , ! '. • ' 

North Carolina " $348 ' ,P84 ($15) $1,133 
'J 

North Dakota '$26 $26 ($3), ~1,027 
'Ohio .' $769 '$769 , ($)02) $1,360 

, " ,$785Oklahoma $166 $166 ($22) 

Oregon , .. 

, ,
$183 $18} ($24) , ,$1;428 

Penqsy1val!ia $658 $958' ' ($87) "$1,312' , 

Puerto Rico $92 $92 ($12) 
,,' 

';. 
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Table 6 

State Allocations & Spending Per Poor Child 

Under the Republican Leadership Welfare Proposal 


State FY96 FYOO Change in Spending! 
Grant Grant Allocation Poor Child 

(Millions) (Millions) (Real Dollars) (Actual $, FYOO) 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 

Texas 
Utah 
Vennont 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 

Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

National Totals 
No Territories 

$93 
$103 
$23 

$206 

$507 
$84 
$49 

$3 
$175 

$432 
$119 
$335 
$23 

$16,795 
$16,696 

$93 
$114 
$24 

$227 

$560 
'$93 
i$49 

$3 
$193 , 

$432 
$119 
$335 
; $26 

$17,138 
$17,038 

($12) 
($4) 
($2) 
($9) 

($21) 
($4) 
($7) 
($0) 
($7) 

($57) 
($16) 
($44) 

($1) 

($1,927) 
($1,913) 

$2,244 
$434 
$726 
$759 

$447 
$1,020 
$2,275 

NA 

$227 

$2,340 
$920 

$1,589 
$1,391 

$1,186 

* States in bold receive an increase in funding between FY96 & FYOO. 
* Data for calculations provided by the Office of Financial Management, 
Administration for Children and Families, and are current as of· 
February 14, 1995. 
* Does not reflect spending under the Rainy Day Fund. 
* Does not reflect spending for tribal organizations. 
* These are preliminary estimates that have1not been reviewed by OMB. 
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Table 7 

Comparison of State Allocatio~ Under Various Formulae 
j,, 

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

1 

.. , 	 Under the fonnula approved by the Senate Finance Committee, states would receive 
the same amount in federal funding each year between FY 1996 and FY 2000 as they 
received in FY94. 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 ~d 
Graham (Florida), would have allocated rp.oney based on the distribution of poor 
children. The fonnula 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 fonnula). The Fair 
Share proposal would not increase the total funding available under the block grant. 

". . 	 . 

The Republican leadership proposal is similar to the Senate Finance Committee's 
fonnula, except,that states with above average population growth and below average' 
Federal welfare spending per poor child :would have their FY97 through FYOO 
allocations increased. This proposal would increase overall funding of the block grant 
by $359 million in FY 2000: " 

.. 	 In general, poorer states and smaller states are significantly favored by the original 
Fair Share fonnula. Larger, wealthier states that have traditionally spent more per 
poor child than the national average are :extremely disadvantaged by the Fair Share 
fonnula. i' 

, ! 



, "Table 7 

Comparison of State Allocations Under ' ' 
Various Formulae 

(Millions of Dollars) , ,'; 
t~~~,,~~;1~1?tlfu'Biscal:~teat;i2000i~~'f'~~~~1~ ...~>"."·,,,,;,,,,;,.,,,,,~,__,~._':,,...._=,,, ..i.1;ii;. ........::t..Ji.'«~..,..,~1.t::&:7~t.~ 

State Senate,' , Original Republican' 
Finance' Fair Share Leadership 

Alabama, 
,Alaska 
Arizona, 

, Arkansas 
California 

, Colorado 
Connecticut '" 

"Qeiaware 

" ' 
, District ofColi~\' 

Florida'
";,' 

" 	 ", 

Georgia '., 

,Guam, 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
IIlinoi~ 

" " 	Indian'a 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
,Louisiana 

", 'Maine, 
Maryland ,', 

"Massachusetts 

Micihigan 

Minnesota 


Mississipp'i , 

Missouri 

Montana, 

Nebraska " 

Nevada ... ,', 


' .. , . 

New'l:{ampshire.... 
New Jersey, 
New Mexico 
New York 
North C!lroliria' 

North Dakota 
,Ohio 
Oklahoma " 

,Oregon. : 
, Pennsylvania 

, Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island" , 

$107, $258 $118 

$66 $100 ""'$66 ' 


$230 ' , $256 , $254 
$60 $149, $66 

, $3,686 ,'$2,495 $3,686 

$131 $149. $144 
$247 " $174, $247' 


$'30 $60 $30 ' 

,$96 $100 $96 


~,:$582, $997 $642 
,I 

'$359 $450, $396 

: ~1O $10 , $4 


$95 $100 $95 

$34 $69 ,$37 ' 


$583 ' $780, ' $583 

I '. .' 

' $227, $316 $227, 

$134 $107 $134' 


'$112,: ' '$132 '$112 

"$188 ' ' $294 $188 

$164 $403 " $168 

, $76, ' $100 ·$76 
' " 

$247 $193 $247 
$487 . , $269 $487 

, ' 

$807 $654 $807 
$287 

" 

", $235 $287 

$87 ' $224 " $96 

$233 $309 '$233 

'$45' $90" $50 

$60 $100 $69 


' $36 ' $72 $40 


$43 $85 $43 

$417. , $36,0 .' $417 

,$130 $143 $143 ' 


$2;308 $1,3'17 , $2,3Q8 
, 


$348 $394 $384 ' 


" $26 $52 $26 ' 
$?69 , $657 $769 ' 

$166 ' $246 $166, 

$1'83 $149 $183' ' 

$658 $583 $658 : 


• l' • 

$70 $70 $92 

;$93 $100 ,$93 " 
, 

11" • 

'( , 
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Table 7 


Comparison of State Allocations Under 

Various Formulae 


(Millions of Dollars) 

~j,~Ill"~~';4I§~!.lIll~E~iJ1 
State Senate Original Republican 

Finance Fair Share Leadership 
South Carolina $103 $253 $114 
South Dakota $23· $46 $24 

. Tennessee $206, $348 $227 

Texas . $507' $1,230 $560 
Utah $84 $105 $93 
Vermont $49; $99 $49 
Virgin lslands $3 $3 $3 

Virginia $175 $242 $193 
Washington $4321 $215 $432 ..:c 
West Virginia $119' $150 $119 
Wisconsin $335 $245 $335 
Wyoming $23 $47 $26 

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

I 
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Table 8 through 11 

Estimated Impact on States o~ Block Granting AFDC 

Tables 8 through 11 estimate the likely impact on states of an AFDC block· grant. These 
tables illustrate the primary impacts that states would experience as a result of an AFDC ~lock 
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, f the 
lack ofan 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 especiallyvuh~erable during economic hardships, as states 
would bear the entire costs associated with increased; caseloads. . 

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

• The AFDC block grant as proposed by in the Senate Republican Leadership plan 
does not represenreconomic reality, as it contains nqadjustments fof'inflatiori, times of economic 
hardship or recessions, or increases of poverty within thestates. Table. 8 illustrates the . Federal 
AFDC funding reductions that states would have experienced had the AFDC block grant been 
implemented in FY 1990. Over five years, states would havebome a 29 percent reduction ($4.4 
billion) in Federal AFDC funding. :. 

Additional notes on Table 8: 
. 

II> 	 The funding reduction is primarily due to the' caseload increas.es that occurred 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 
funding. 	 .. 

II> 	 Only Wisconsin, Michiga:n, and Mississippi ~ould have gotten an· increase in federal funds 
under the block grant fonnulaover what they~ actually received in FY 1994. Louisiana 
would not have experienced a decrease. 

I 

Six states -- Alaska, Arizona, Florida, Nevada, New Mexico and New Hampshire -- would 
have seen a decrease of at least 50 percent in .their Federal AFDC related funding in FY 
.1994 under the block grant fonnula. 

This table accounts for the population adjuster in the Senate Republican Leadership's 
block grant fonnula: . 

, 
··1 

I, 
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Table 9 -:Block Grants Do Not Respond to Changing State N~ds Ov~r Time 

'.' f , 	 " 

" 	 ,~ 

. ..• Whilethe.'block grant proposed is virtually flat,{there are'only small funding 
"increase" over five years), many of the factors telattxl to AFDC expenditures. change dramatically' 

,) 	across ~ta~~. Tlflble 9 details"different measures that can be used as ind1,cators of shanging "state 
need: As the data clearly indicate, there are no consistent patterns. Within.,afiv¢, year period, 
there 'is enormous variation in the' amount of ch~g~ across states' for ,all selected indicators: 
AFDC caseload, AFDC expenditures, children receiving'Food Stamps, child population and child 
poverty. A block grant, even one with a small adjustment for increases in population, would ~ot 
r~spond to the broad diversity of changes in need experienced by states over time. 

,Additional notes on table 9: ' ,I 	
" .'" 	 , 

.. . For example, the AFDC caseload increased by 1.4 percent nationally between FY93 
and F'Y94, but the range'for the individual states varied from a'high of 11.3 percent 
(Hawaii) to a reduction of I.L8 ,percent (Wyoming); National AFDCexpenditures 
increased just 4 percent between FY92 and FY94, but the range was from an 'increase of' 
40 percent in New Mexico to a decline of 19 percent in Wyoming. 

, • 	 ,t ,', " . ,."" , 

. 	 , ' . ; ~.", ."" 'r . ' ~, 

.. , ' 'States' also experience' significant "changes" in J~hild population over sho!1 periods of 
time as well·asin the'proportion of childrenJn need of and receiving assistance .. 
Nationally, the child' pdpulati'on increased 6.1" percent between 1989,and 1994, but the 
range of ch8Ilge varied from an increase of 35.7 percent in the child population in 
Nevada to a decrease of 29.2 percent in the District of Columbia. " 

.. 	 . Child poverty~ which greatly affects AFDC. e~penditures, aiso varies dr~atically 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, Okiahoma, Rhode Island, Washington and, Wiscol}sin, 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~, 

.,', ~. 

.'." 

'Table 10 -'A Food Stamp Block Grant 'Means States:Would Bear the Entire Costs of 
Increases in Caseload 

'I., . 

" 	 ,", . 

• A Food Stamps block grant would greatly compound.the p;ob~em~ ofan AFDC block 
, "grant. As Table 10 indicates, a Food Stamps block grant would shift to states ~e entire burden of 

funding new cases, which may result from recessions or demographic shifts. Under current law, 
states spend a relative 'small portion.ofthe.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 block grimt, however, states would not receive additional funding as 
cl!Seloads 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 exa~tly the time When state revenues are .low, ~d when w,elfare programs must 

complete with other programs for limited funds., ' . ,'.'" . 


" ., 	 . , " '1 , .' 

. ,,' . , . 

,-." ,..' ;'1 , 



Additional notes on Table 10: 

. I 

~ 	 This table illustrates the percent of total costj) that states will bear.if caseload 

increases occur under current law, under an AFDC block grant with· current law Food 

Stamps policies, and under a combined AFDC & Food Stamps Block Qrant. 


~ 	 As the table indicates, states pay the smallest percentage of costs under current law. 

Federal Food Stamps revenues protect states against 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. 

r 
Table 11 - Aggregate Federal and State Spending: on AFDC-Related Programs Under' 
Current Law - FY 1996 - FY 2000 for Programs[nCZuded in Title I of the Senate Republican 
Leadership Plan .' 

• Under an AFDC block grant, there is no incer;ttive 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 

I 
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 inc~ntive to increase state spending to leverage 
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 

. I 	 . 

for poor children and families. 

• With limited funding, 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 experience decreased assistance, especially during times of need. 

Additional notes on Table 11: 
, 

~ 	 Under current law, the Federal share of payments for programs included in the Title I 
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 billion'; the state share of expenditures would be 
approximately $14.9 billion.: . 



'Thi~ ta~le il.lustrates what state' and Jedenll funding levels would he if current la~ remain~ 
unchanged. ,Howeve~, th~ AFDCBlock Grant 'as proposed by the Senate Republican 

., House Leadership doeS not contain.aprovjsion requiring ~tate's to rraintain any level of 
, state funding to supp6rtneedy children and families.. As a result, states . could choose to 
dramatically reduce their level of assistance, relative to current law. 

,.',". '. J 

I' 

:, 

•. 'I, 

, ." 

:, " 
.' 

,"', " 

," .'.', 

," . 
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Table 8; 

Hypothetical Impact In FY 1994,.if an AFD'CBlock Grant Similar to the Senate 


Republican Leadership Plan Had Been Implemented in FY 1990 


~Millions of Dollars) 
State Hypothetical i FY 1994 Difference Percentage 

Block Grant ' Actual Change 
Allocation, FY94 Expimditures 

ALABAMA $60 $81 ($21) -26.3% 

ALASKA $30 $62 ($31) -50.6% 

ARIZONA $79 $208 ($128) -61.9% 

ARKANSAS $50 $51 ($\) -2.6% 

CALIFORNIA $2,267 ~ $3,481 ($\ ,213) -34.9% 

COLORADO $75 t $112 ($36) -32.5% 
-

CONNECTICUT $124 $224 ($100) -44.4% 

DELAWARE $16 $24 ($8) -33.4% 
IDISTRICT OF COL $53 $87 ($34) -38.8% 

FLORIDA $245 ! $529 ($284) -53.6% 

GEORGIA $220 $307 ($87) -28.3% 

GUAM $3. .j $10 ($7) -72.3% 

HAWAII $48 $87 ($40) -45.3% 

IDAHO $18 $28 ($\0) -35.0% 

IILLINOIS $448 $518 ($70) -\3.5% 

INDIANA $120 $196 ($76) -38.5% 

IOWA $104 $119 ($15) -12.3% 

KANSAS $60 $95 ($35) ~36.5% 

KENTUCKY $114 ~ $159 ($45) -28.3% 

LOUISIANA $137 $137 $0 0.0% 

MAINE $58 $70 ($12) -17.7% 

MARYLAND $148 1$208' ($60) -28.9% 

MASSACHUSETTS $336 $428 ($92) -21.5% 

MICHIGAN $778 ; $724 $54 7.5% 
I 

MINNESOTA $206 . $251 ($45) , -17.9% 

MISSISSIPPI $81 ' $72 $9 \2.8% 

MISSOURI $\37 ,$200 ($63) -31.3% 

MONTANA $30 $40 ($10) -25.4% 

NEBRASKA ' $38 $46 ($8) -17.\% 

NEVADA $14 i $32 , ($18) -56.3% 

NEW HAMPSHIRE $13 I $36 ($23) -63.6% 

,I . 
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Table 8 . 

Hypothetical Impact In FY ~994" if an AFDC'Block Grant Siniila~ tothe'Senate 
,Repubiic~n Leaq~rship Plan Had Been Implemellted in FY 199,Q 

. ' ". 

(Million
State 

s of Dollars) , 
Hypothetical 
, Block'(;rant 

Allocatio~;FY94 

' . 
. FY1994 

,Actual 
Expenditures 

, Difference Percentage 
Change 

NEW JERSEY 

NEW MEXICO 

··NEWYORK 

NORTH CAROLINA ~, 

$310 

$50 

.$1,295 

'$180 

$367 

$119 
. $2,168 

, $267 

($56) 

($69)
I 

($873) 

($86) 

" -15.4% 

-57,6%.' . 

-40.3% 

-32.4% 

NORTH DAKOTA 

OHIO 

.OKLAHOMA, 

.OREGON 

' .. PENNSYLVANIA " 

$16 

$524· 

$96 

$,H2 

$490 

$22 

$666" 

$136 

,$153 

$565 

, ($6) . 

($142) 

($40)· " 

($40) .. 

($76) 

-28.8% 

-21.3%, 

-29.2% 

-26.5% 

,,13.4% 

PUERTO RICO $57 $62 ;,. ($5) -7.3% 

RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA, 

TENNESSEE 

$51 

$87 

$17 , 

$110 

$83 

$92 " 

$20 

$166 

($32) 

($6) 

($4) 

($56) 

, " 

-38.7% 

-6.1% 

. -17.6% 

-33.7% 

TEXAS 

'UTAH 

VERI\1QNT· 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 

. VIRGINIA 

,. 

" $250 

$58' 

,$30. 

$2 

$119 

$4)7 

$66 

$42, 

$3 

$147 

($ 1 f,7} , 

" ($8) 

, ($12) 

($1) 

($28), 

-40.1% 

-12.7% 

-28.4% 

-36.8% 

~19.3% 
. " 

WASHINGTON 

WEST VIRGINIA, . 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

' . 

.. $238 

. $~5 

$316 
, $14 

$378 

$102 

$291 

$19 

($140); 

, ($ J.7) 

$25 

($5) 

-37.0% 

-16.5,% 

8.5% 

.. -26.7% 

National Totals $10,622 $14,974 ($4,352) -29.1% 

* 'Hypothetical Block Grant AmOunt equals the amount ofFederal dol\a~seach state received, in FY 1988 
. for the following AFDC ,related programs: 'AFDC benefits and admi~istratlon, F AMIS, Emergency 
Assi'stance, and JOBS. .., . 
* Although JOBS and Child Care programs are included in the Senate Finance's AFDC block grap.t, , 

. these programs did not exisrin FY88. To avoid overstating the effect ofa block grant, therefore, these 
programs are also omitted from this analysis. . • .' ' •. 'I 

* 'Data for calculations was provided by the Office· of Financial Management, Administration for 
'Children and Families and is currentas of May 22, 1995. . 

., * These are preliminary estimates that have not,been reviewed by OMB,. 

'I; 
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Table 9· 

BLOCK GRANTS DO NOT RESPOND TO CHANGING STATE NEEDS OVER TIME 

Selected Indicators of Changing Need 

Jurisdiction 

1-year 
Change In 

AFDC 
Csaaload 

1993-94 

2-Ye8r 
Chango In 

AFDc 
Expen4ltures 
(million dollars) 

1992-94 

2-Yll8r 
Change In 

Children 
, Receiving 

Food Stamps 
1991-93 

S-Yll8r 
Change In 

Child 
Population 
(under 18) 

1989-94 (1) 

Change In 
Children In 

Poverty 
1987-89 avg 
compared to 
1991-93svg 

Alabama 
AlaSka 

-2.4% 
5.2% 

9.2% 
17.2% 

9.7% 
57.2% 

-2.5% 
16.4% 

-21.3% 
0.2% 

Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 

2.8% 
-2.1 % 
5.8% 

11.1% 
-2.4% . 
5.6% 

23.6% 
12.7% 
30.4% 

16.0% 
-1.5% 
12.5% 

10.2% 
-18.6% 
37.3% 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist of Col. 
Florida 

-2.2% 
3.3% 
0.6% 
9.4% 

-2.7% 

-3.6% 
5.9% 
4.7% 

24.6% 
17.8% 

11.6% 
20.0% 
39.6% 
19.6% 
47.5% 

12.3% 
3.8% 

25.9% 
-29.2% 
13.6% 

-11.7% 
68.5% (2) 
-8.4% 

56.6% 
49.5% 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

0.1 % 
11.3% 
9.3% 
3.9% 
1.1% 

3.2% 
27.1% 
18.6% 
5.7% 
5.6% 

I 

I 

19.5% 
20.7% 
25.6% 
7.1% 

27.8% 

5.3% 
5.6% 

11.5% 
3.5% 
0.9% 

10.3% 
-11.6% 
11.5% 
3.4% 

14.4% 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

7.9% 
-0.3% 
-3.6% 
-3.4% 
-3.9% 

5.7% 
13.1% 
-6.0% 
-7.1 % 
-8.5% 

8.4% 
12.5% 
0.7% 
1.4% 

11.1% 

3.0% 
4.7% 
0.4% 

-3.0% 
0.3% 

-16.8% 
38.7% 
31.7% 
-3.6% 

34.1 % 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

-0.1 % 
-2.3% 
-2.5% 
~1.8% 
-5.5% 

4.6% 
-2.3% 
-3.1 % 
-0.4% 

-11.9% 

24.0% 
10.9% 
2.8% 

I 21.8% 
9.6% 

8.8% 
. 6.5% 
3.3% 
9.9% 
-1.7% 

14.3% 
32.8% 
24.1 % 
18.6% 
-7.8% 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

2.5% 
1.4% 

4.8% 
8.0% 
4.1 % 

6.8% 
10.2% 
-7.0% 

21.9% 
19.2% 

17.9% 
. 18.0% 

20.6% 
.65.6% 
. 43.8% 

. 5.6% 
9.7% 
.4.2% 

35.7% 
4.7% 

26.4% 
. -12;0% 

-7.9% 
55.6% 
53.5% 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

-2.8% 
7.5% 
5.1 % 
0.4% 

-9.5% 

2.3% 
39.8% 

0.3% 
7.4% 

-5.0% 

9.7% 
,45.9% 

8.8% 
: 31.7% 
• 5.3% 

5.3% 
. 9.7% .. 3.7% 
6.9% 

-3.9% 

40.0% 
0.0% 

20.4% 
23.9% 
-5.5% 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

-3.0% 
-3.1 % 
-1.1% 
2.3% 
2.1 % 

0.0% 
-3.8% 
6.2% 
3.0% 

14.5% 

0.7% 
:18.3% 
21.9% 
.11.2% 
18.0% 

1.3% 
3.2% 

12.3% 
2.0% 
3.9% 

6.3% . 
7.4% 

21.9% 
7.6% 

79.2% 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

-2.6% 
-3.9% 
2.7% 
1.8% 

-3.5% 

-2.9% 
-0.3% 
5.7% 

16.1 % 
3.2% 

24.8% 
, 9.5% 
27.1 % 
24.2% 
14.8% 

-0.3% 
6.1 % 
3.3% 
7.0% . 
6.5% 

15.8% 
-2.3% 
-2.5% 
4:7% 

37.9% 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

-1.3% 
1.6% 
1.6% 

-1.6% 
-3.5% 

-11.8% 

.1.7% 
11.9% 
3.7% 
4.9% 
4.7% 

-19.1% 

27.0% 
33.5% 
13.6% 
76.5% 

6.0% 
13.6% 

3.5% 
8.2% 

15.8% 
-7.3% 
7:3% 
0.7% 

38.2% 
-6.7% 

31.3% 
9.5% 

40.1 % 
-6:9% 

Minimum value 
Maximum value 
Median value 
National Average 

-11.8% 
11.3% 
-0.1 % 
1.4% 

-19.1% 
39.8% 

4.7% 
4.0% 

0.7% 
76.5% 
"8.3% 
18.8% 

-29.2% 
35.7% 

4.7% 
6.1 % 

-21.3% 
79.2% 
14.4% 
16.2% 

Total Stat88 66,425 . $1,000 2,243,910 3939000 1,983.362 

(1) State level CPS date. in the smaller states are subject to a relatively large sampling error and should be interpreted acca'dingly. 
(2) 1988 to 1993 date. are ASPE estimates based on unemployment rates and AFDC recipiclency.. 
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Table'lO 

,A Food S~amp Block Grant Means States Would 
Bear the Entire :Costs of Increases iii Caseload 

}>ercentageofCosts Borne by States Under Various 
Block Grant Scenarios ' ' 

State Current AFDCBlock Combined 
Law Grant & FSP AFDC&FSP 

Entitlement Block Grant 
Alabama 10.% 36% 100.%, 

Alaska' 40.% .. 80.%, 10.0.% 

Arizona 19% 57% 10.0.% 

Ari<:ansas 10.%" 41% " 10.0.% 

California 38% "77% 10.0.% 


, , 

, 
Colorado 26% 58% 10.0.% 
Connecticut' 40.% 81% 10.0.% 
Delaware 28% 56% ' '10.0.% 

" .' Disiric(ofCol 32% ,64% 10.0.% 
Florida ,24% " ,53% 10.0.% 

; 

,Georgi~ 19% 50.% 10.0.% 

,Hawaii 33% ,65% 10.0.% , . 

Idaho 16% 54% 10.0.%
~. ~, 

,,' 
Illinois' 30.% 59% 10.0.% 

Indiana , " 

19% 51% 10.0.% 


Iowa 24% 64% 10.0.% 
Kansas 25% 63% ,10.0.% 

'Kentucky 13% 43% 10.0.% 
Louisiana 10.0/.:, .. 39% .10.0.%'. , ,,' Maine 24% 64% lQO.% 

, Maryland '29% 58% 10.0.% 
Massachusetts -38% 

" , , 75% . ~ -; 100.% 
',Michigan 29% 67% 10.0.% ' 
, Minnesota' 33% 72% 10.0.%' 
M,ssissip~i: ~ , ·6% ' 29% 10.0.% 

Missouri 20.% 51% 10.0.% 
Montana ., " 18%. 63% 10.0.% 

"Nebraska 22% 59% 10.0.% 
''Nevada 28% ,57% 1()0'% " : 

New Hampshire ' 37% 73% 10.0.% ' 

New 'Jersey ,32% 63% 100.% 
Neyv Mexico 16% 60.%' 10.0.% 
New York 37% 74% 1'0.0.% 
North Carolina ,17% 49% 10.0.% 
North Dakota 19% 65% 10.0.% 

Ohio 21% 54% 100.%, 
,Oklahoma ',' 16% "55% 10.0.% 
,Oregon : 24% ' , 64% ' 10.0.% 

" Pennsylvania 29% 64% 100.% ' 
Rhode Island 32% 70.% 10.0.% '.' 

South Carolina 12% 40..% 10.0.% 

South Dakota 20.% 65.% 10.0.% 
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Table 10 
1 

A Food Stamp Block Grant ;Means States Would 

Bear the Entire Costs of Increases in Caseload 


Perceotage of Costs Borne by States Uoder Various 

, Block Graot Sc~oarios 

State Curreot 'AFDCBlock Combioed 
Law Graot& FSP AFDC&FSP 

,Eotitlemeot . Block Graot 
Tennessee 13% 39% 100% 
Texas 14% 39% 100% 
Utah 16% 63% 100% 

Vermont 32% .79% 100% 
Virginia 29% 58% 100% 
Washington 32% 71% 100% 
West Virginia 11% 47% 100% 
Wisconsin 28% 71% 100% 
Wyoming ,20% 58% 100% 

49 State Median 22% 59010 100% 

"'This table illustrates the percentage ofto~1 Food Stamps and 
AFOC payments that a state would bear for each additional case, 
under various scenarios. The first columri assumes current law; the 
second column assumes an AFOC block grant similar to the one in 
the Senate Finance Committee Bill and F,!od Stamps remaining an 
entitlement; the third column'assumes a combined AFOClFood 

. Stamps block grant, with state allocation based on historical 
expenditures.. 
11 Assumes that the new case is a one-parent family of three, with 
no earnings. AFDC Benefit is state maximum, with corresponding 
Food Stamp grant. The Food Stamp grant,calculation assumes an 
excess shelter cost deduction of50% of the allowable maximum. 
'" These are preliminary e~tjmates that have not been reviewed by 
OMB. . 

c:\packwood\fsp_bg.wb2 



Table II 

Aggregate Federal and State Spending Under Current Law, 
FY 1996 - FY 2000, for Programs Included in Title I oftlte Senate Republican Leadership Plan 

Budget Authoritv. (Millions of Dollars)-
FY1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY.1999 -.­ FY 2000 

Federal State Federal State Federal State Federal Stale . Federal Slule 
- --', 

AFDC Beuellis $12,928 $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 $1,899 $1,578 . $1,964 $163i., -' $2,027 $1,684 _ 
Emet'gellcyAs~t; $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. $831 
Child Cn rei! $1,254 $772 $1,318 $1,095' - $1,377 $1,144 $1,429 . $1,187 $1,48'3 $1,232 

-­ . . 
Totals $17,926 $14,892 $18,670 $15,510 .$19,308 . $16,040 $20,009 $16,623 $2(),743 $17,232 

I: Child Care includes Transitional child care, AI-Risk child care, & JqBS/IVAchild ~are. 
'These a~e preliminary estimales Ihat have nol b.een revi.ewed by OMB . 

•• Data on FY 1994 were provided by the Office of Financi~1 Managemenl, Adminislration for Children and Families, and are current as ~fMay 22, 1995. 
. ''­

.. ­
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SECTION IV: 
. ' 

Impact on Children and Families 

The Work Opportunity Act of 1995 (S. 1120) 

Senate Republican; Leadership Plan 




Tables 12 through 14 

, 

Number of ChildrenlIndividuals Aff~cted, by Various Provisions 

Under the Senate Republic.n Leadership Pla~ 


Tables 12 through 14 estimate the number of children/individuals 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 ~xisting AFDC rules and showthe number of children 
eliminated by various provisions. In general, the tabies depict a conservative estimate of the 
number of children that could be denied assistance. 

Table 12: Preliminary Estimate of the Number of Children Denied AFDC Due to the 60 
Month Time Limit in the Senate Republican Leadership 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 the five year time limit. 

• 	 Even after exempting 15% of the caseload, 3;9 million children would be denied benefits 
due to the time limit at full implementation. I 

• 	 The number ofchildren 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 children would be denied assistance for the same reason in 
New York. 

Table 13: Preliminary Estimate of the Number JfChildren Denied AFDC 
. IfStates Accept Various Options Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan 

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

• 	 About 77 thousand children would be denied AFDC if all states deny AFDC to children 
born to unmarried mothers until the mother ~s 18. 

i 
• 	 Over 2.3 million children 'would be denied AFDC if every state imposes a family cap. 

I 
. I 

! 

) 



• 	 Under the Republican plan, states can deny assistance to needy families and children after 
24 months instead of 60 months~ Ifall states select this option, 9 million children would 
be denied assistance." This presUmes that states do not provide a-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 Participants Affected by the Senate 
Republican Leadersbip 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. 

In FY '1997, the first full year of implementation, 725,000 participants ages 18-50 
would lose their eligibility for food s~ps after six months unless they work half-time 
or participate in a work or training program. ' 

• 	 Nearly 14 million children would receive lower benefits as a result of reductions in the 
maximum allotment levels to 100 percent of the Thrifty Food Plan. 

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



Table 12 
. Preliminary Estimate of the Number of ,Children Denied AFDC 

. Due to the 60 Month Time Limit in the Senate Republican Leadership PI~1n 
", 

State 

Projected 
Number 

of 
Children 
onAFDC 
in 2005 
Under 

Current Law 

. Number of 
Children -

, Denied AFDC,, 
Because 

' the Family 
' Received AFDC 

for more 
' tt1an 60 months 

Percentage of 

Children Denied 


AFDC' 

Because 


·the Family 

Received AFDC 


for more 

than 60 months 


122,000 . , 37,000ALABAMA 30% 
30,000ALASKA 8,000· 27% 

,170,000 I 46,000ARIZONA 27% 
. 32%20,000ARKANSAS 63,000 

,2,241,000 807,000 36%CALIFORNIA 
101,000 28,000COLORADO 28% 

CONNECTICUT 136,000 41,000 30% 
DELAWARE 28,000 8,000 29% 

. , 

38%DIST OF COLUMBIA 56,000 : 21,000 
156',000,FLORIDA. 605,000 26% 

'GEORGIA 348,000 116,000 33% 
HAWAII 48,000 15,000 31% 

4,000 24%IDAHO 17,000 
'ILLINOIS 598,000 203,000 34% 
INDIANA' 177,000 56,000 32% 

, . 25,000 30%IIOWA 82,000 
,30%KANSAS 22,00073,000 

KENTUCKY 187,000 59,000 32% 
'LOUISIANA . 81,000235,000 34% 
iMAINE 19,00055,000 35% ,
'MARYLAND 59,000185,000 32% ,

' 256,000MASSACHUSETTS , 82,000 32% 
MICHIGAN 217,000 ,39%553,000 
MINNESOTA 155,000 50,000 32% 

! MISSISSIPPI 153,000 53,000 35% 
, , 33%MISSOURI 218,000 . 73,000 
I•MONTANA I 7,00028,000 25% 

12,000 31%NEBRASKA 39,000 
30%9,000NEVADA 30,000 

7,000 29%NEW HAMPSHIRE 24,000 
100,000. NEW JERSEY 302,000 33% 

I 19,00072,000 26% .NEW MEXICO 
917,000 303,000 33%NEW YORK 

' 



· 


· 


NORTH CAROLINA 281,000 88,000 31% 
NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 5,000 33% 
OHIO .. 597,000 171,000­ '. 29% 
OKLAHOMA, 111,000 37,000 33% 
OREGON 97,000 30,000 ·31% 
PENNSYLVANIA 517,000 I 194,000 38% 
RHODE ISLAND ~ 52,000 16,000 31% 
SOUTH .CAROLINA 135,000 37,000 27%' 
SOUTH. DAKOTA ·18,000 6,000 33% 
TENNESSEE 246,000 ·75,000 ;. 30% 
TEXAS 670,000 185,000 28% 
UTAH 45,000 12,000 27% 
VERMONT· 22,000 7,000 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% 

· HHS/ASPE analysis, States may not sum to total due,to rounding 

The analysis,shows.the impact at full implementation, 

. . It,assumes states utilize a 15% hardship exemption trom the time limit as permitted under the bill. 

,. " 
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lable 13 


Preliminary Estimate of the Number; of Children Denied AFDC 

If States Accept Various Options Under the Senate Republican Leadership Plan 


Projected . Denial of . Numberof Number 
Number AFDCto Children Denied of Children 

of' Additional AFDC Because They Denied AFDC 
State " Children . Children . Were Born to Because 

onAFDC Born to Unmarried The Family 
in 2005 Current Mothers Before Received 
Under Recipients the Mother AFDC for more 

Curren~ Law ofAFDC 1 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 ,1,370 96,015 
ARKANSAS 63,000 WAIVER 190 46,549 
CALIFORNIA 2,241,000 512,000 13,250 1,758,675 

. COLORADO 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 
HAWAII 48,000, 10;000 10­ 36,031 
ilDAHO 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 15,000 360 47,682 
'KENTUCKY 187,000 40,000 1,720 150,698 
LOUISIANA .., 235,000 54,000 650 ,190,546 
MAINE 55,000 12,000 470 45,300 
,MARYLAND 185,000 41,000 1,050 146,468 i 

MASSACHUSETTS, 256,000 52,000 2,120 199,475 , 
'MICHIGAN 553,000 149,000 2,310 496,573 
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 39,000 WAIVER 230 31,019 
'NEVADA 30,000 6,000 200 19,533 
,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 36,673 
'NEWYORK 917,000 182,000 4,630 710,342 
NORTH CAROLINA 281,000 60,000 2,110 209,800 
NORTH DAKOTA 15,000 3,000 150 10,799 
OHIO 597,000 135,000 2,800 430,890 
OKLAHOMA 111,000 22,000 500 81,124 
OREGON, 97,000 19,000 1,000 65,319 
PENNSYLVANIA 517,000 131,000 ' 2,730 441,197 
RHODE ISLAND 52,000 12,000 . 140 44;402 



. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 135,000 28,000 1,410' 104,396 
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 " 800 120,125 
• WASHINGTON 237,000 45,000 1,010 170,867 
I WEST VIRGINIA, " 93,000 20,000 360 73,977 
WISCONSIN 205,000 WAIVER 1,310 149,867 
WYOMING ' 14,000 2,000 140 8,022 
TERRITORIES 173,000 ' 29,000 340 133,146 
TOTAL· ' 12,000,000 2,322,000 , ,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 govemment prior to 'impose a family cap. 

, The option to imp9se a family cap would have no impact on these states. 

.; 
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August 6, 1995 

Table 14 . 


Prelimina'ry Estimate or Food Stamp Participants Affected by the 

Senate Republican Leadership Plan 


(in thousand~) 

: 

Provision 

Require those 21 and under living with a parent to 
be part of the parent's household 

Option to establish alternative hold definitions 

Limit allotments to 100% of the TFP 

Count all energy assistance as mcome 

Reduce the standard deduction 

Permit States to mandate SUAs 

Index the FMV liinit from $4~550 

Deem income of sponsored aliens for five years or 
the length of affidavit of support 

Treatment of disqualified individuals 

Optional cooperation with CSE: 
Custodial parents 

Noncustodial parents 

Disqualification of non-custodial parents not paying. 
child support 

Work requirements for able-bodied adults with no 
dependents' 

Repeal provision indexing $10 minimum allotmentZ . 

Reinstate proration" of benefits at recertification. 

AFDC penalty for noncompliance with work 
~ot result in food stamp benefit increase 

Total 

Partibipants 

LoSing 


Eligibility 


250 


135 

I 


.0 

;0 
I 

10
, 

10 

I 

I 


~5 

35 


2 


;7 

2
,, 
I 


13 


725 

I 


0 
, 
,0 

0 

1,170 

I 


Participants with Lower Benefits 

Total Children Elderly 


140 100 5 


45. 20 5 


25.080 13,800 1,800 


6,660 3,175 800 


20.500 11,500 1,600 . I 
.. 

865 485 190 


0 0 0 


0 0 0 


0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0J . 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

670 30 390 


130 65 10 


2 0 0 


25,080 13,800 1,800 

. 
I 
 This is the riumber affected in Fiscal Year 1997. the first full year of implementation. The number 

of able-bodied adults made ineligible by this provision is estiinated to fall to 420,000 by Fiscal Year 1998. 
I 
, 

2 
 The effects of this provision are expected to be ~n in Fiscal Year 1998. 

Estimates are based on the Senate Republican LeaderShip Plan as of August 3, 1995. 
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Table 15' 

Estimated Reduction in Child Eligibility for SSI Benefits 
under the Senate Republi~ Leadership Plan . 

.. 	 This table illustrates the stlite by state effectsiof the Senate Republican Leadership 
Plan on children who were receiving SSI beIJ.efits in December 1994. 

.. If the IFA is repealed, all children on the ro~ls by virtue of anIFA would be reviewed 
within one year to determine if they have a disability that meets or equals the listiIlgs. 
An estimated 157,437 children -- 18 percent.ofthe current SSI caseload -- would lose 
cash and mediC8I benefits following that redetermination arid 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 recipient$ 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. 

! 
I 

. ) 



, Table 15 


Estimated Reduction in Child' Eligibility for SSI Be~efits Underth~ Senate Republican Leadership Proposal 

" ' ". . 

i
" " 

Percentage 0 J:' J. ~,.,.o - ~'Y~UUU , Percentage of all 
SSI in FY 1994 

Children Receiving 
Children Receiving Children Who Will Children Who Would 

Who Would Lose' Not Be Determined Have Been SSI 
State 

SSI in FY J994 
Eligible (FY96-FYOO) 

IN FY 1997 
Who Will Lose Eligible forAll SSI Benefits .'~ 

' All Benefits Who Will Be Denied SS! 

Alabama 

SSI Benefits 
' 21 %6;86918% 

-;' 
' 4,792 

n 19% 

Arizona 

117, 16716%Alaska 

' 1;291 15% 

Arkansas 

1,85112% 

35%7,8525,478 29% .­
r 

11 % 

Colorado 

8,5825,987 9%California 

1,078 10% 

18'% 
752 9% 

" 739 .~1,06015%Connecti9ut 

11%293205 10%Delaware 
: 

14% 

Florida 

439306 12%Dist. of Columbia 

13% 

Georgia 

7,946.5,543 11% 

3,557 ' 11 %2,482 10% . NANAGuam ** 
6% 

Idaho 

6646 5%,Hawaii 

,966 " 34% 

Illinois 

28% 1~384 

' i3,955 25% 

Indiana 

9,736 21% ' , 

5,413 25% 

Iowa 

3,776 21 % 

1,714 21%17%, 1,196 
. ' 

25%2,329" 1,625Kansas 21% 
, 31 % 

Louisiana 

7,4305,184Kentucky 26% 

. 15,759 33% 

Maine 

10,994 28% 

170 7% 243 8% 

Maryland ,15%1,774 2,543 18% 

Massachusetts ,'2,230 3;197 19%16% 
" 

11,769Michigan 8,211 ' , 22% 27% ' 

Minnesota ,19% 2,652 23%1,850 
.. 

5,672 ' 23% 8,130 \ 28%Mississippi ., 
" 5,451 23% 

Montana 

3,803 19%Missouri 

i,12% 14%346241 .. - " 
Nebraska, 561 14% ,805 16% , 

Nevada 9%18%187 268 



Table 15 


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


, 

, 

State 

Children Receiving 
SSI in FY 1994 

Who Would Lose 
All SSI Benefits 

IN FY 1997 

Percentage of all 
Children Receiving 

SSI in FY 1994 
Who Will Lose 

All Benefits 

J;"'Y 1996 - FY2000 
Children Who Will 
Not Be Determined 

Eligible for 
SSI Benefits 

Percentage of aU 
Children Who Would 

Have Been SSI 
Eligible (FY96~FYOO) 

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 22%! 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 11 % 

Oregon 600 9% 861 11% 

Pennsylvania 7,847 20~ 
; 

11,248 23% 

Puerto Rico * NA * NA 

Rhode Island 365 14% 524 17% 

South Carolina 2,294 14% 3,288 17% 

South Dakota 396 15% 568 18% 

Tennessee 2,736 12% 
I 

3,921 14% 

Texas, 8,372 16% , 12,000 19% 

Utah 672 16% 
; 

963 19% 

Vermont 55 4~ 78 5% 

Virgin Islands * NA * NA 

Virginia 4,752 24% , 6,812 28% 

Washington 1,859 18% 2,665 21 % 

West Virginia 1,439 18% 2,062 22% 

Wisconsin 4,628 22% '6,634 27% 

Wyoming 271 25% 388 30% 

Other *** *** , *** *** 

Totals 157,437 18% 225,750 21% i 

• Approximately 25% of the FY 1994 caseload are children who became eligible via an Individualized Functional Assessment (IFA) 
, Of these children, approximately 7.5% are assumed to meet a medical listing and will therefore remain eligible for SSI benefits. 
About 30% o'f the FY96-FYOO current law child entrants are presumed to be determined eligible via an IFA. About 30% of these ar 
also believed to 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 SSI programs, 

• 'Other in~ludes the Northern Mariana Islands, Federal DDS cases, International Cases, and cases with invalid DDS coding Data 

are unavailable to determine the distribution of these SSI 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 vi,a a determination ofmaladaptive behavior. Because the 

distribution of these children across states is unknown, these children are not represented in this table, 

These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB, 
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SECTION: V: 
Federal Program Effects 

,.' 


The Work Opportunity Act of 1995 (S. 1120) 

Senate Republican Leadership Plan 


, 



• 
/ 

Table 16 


06-Aug-95 ESTIMATED SEVEN-YEAR PROGRAM REDUCTIONS UNDER THE SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN 

07:27 PM (Loss per Year In Billions of Dollars). 

SYEAR 7 YEAR 
1996.0 1997.0 1998.0 1999.0 2000.0 2001.0' 2002.0 TOTAL TOTAL 

SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN 

~'TlEI CASH ASSISTANCE -1.1 -1.8 -2.3 -2.9 -3.6 -4.3 -S.1 -11.7 -21.2 

ITLE" SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS -0.1 -1.4 -1.7 . -2.0 -2.4 -2.2 -2.6 -7.6 -12.4 
DENIAL OF BENEFITS FOR DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCOHOLICS -0.2 -0.4 -0.4 -0.4 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -1.9 -2.9 
RESTRICTIONS FOR CHILDREN -0.2 . -1.0 -1.4 -1.5 -1.9 -1.7 -2.1 -6.0 -9.8 
MEDICAID EFFECTS .0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.4 ·0.7 
ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.7 0.9 

[TITLE III FOOD STAMP PROGRAM CHANGES -2.6 -3.3 -3.2 -3.S . -3.7 ·3.8 -4.0 -16.3 -24.1 
MINORS INCLUDED IN HOUSEHOLD -0.2 . -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 . -0.2 -0.3 -1.1 -1.6 
SET MAXIMUM ALLOTMENT OF TFPAT100% -0.8 -0.9 -1.0 -1.0 -1.0 -1.1 -1.1 -4.8 -6.9 
STANDARD DEDUCTION -0.2 ~0.4 . -0.6 -0.8 -1.0 ~1.0 -1.0 -2.8 -4.8 
ENERGY ASSISTANCE -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -3.0 -4.2 
DEEMING FOR FOOD STAMPS FOR ALIENS -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 '-0.04 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 
WORK REQUIREMENTS FOR CHILDLESS ABLE·BODIED ADULTS -0.6 -1.0 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 -0.7 -0.7 -3.6 -4.9 
REMAfNDER OF PROVISIONS' -0.1 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.9 -1.3 

~'n.EIV CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAM CHANGES -0.1 -O.S -0.6 -0.7 -0.7 ·0.8 -0.9 ·2.6 . -4.3 

. ITLEV SSI RESTRICTIONS ON IMMIGRANTS-~ .. ;'4>:2 ~2.6 .3:6 -4.0 - 4.4' - -4.8 '.5.1'­ -14.8 -2S.2 
SSI RESTRICTIONS -0.1 -2.2 -3.1 -3.4 -3.7 -4.1 -4.4 -12.6 -21.1 
MEDICAID RESTRICTIONS -0.1 -0.4 -0.5 -0.6 -0.6 -0.7 -1.3 -2.2 -4.2 

~ITLE IX CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT REFORMS -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.3 -O.S -0.6 -1.2 -2.2 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT -0.2 -0.2 -0.1 -0.2 -0.3 -0.4 -0.4 -1.0 -1.8 
MEDICAID EFFECTS 0.0 -0.00 -0.02 -0.04 -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.2 -0.4 

TOTAL FOOD STAMP OFFSETS FROM OTHER TITLES 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.4 1.4 S.2 8.0 

GRAND TOTAL OF SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADERSHIP PLAN -4.0 -8.9 -10.4 -11.9 -13.6 -15.1 -17.5 -48.9 -81.4 

NOTE: 
a. These are unofficial estimates which have not been reviewed by OMB. 
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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) 


--_.... _.. ­

Fiscal Year 

1997 '1996 1998 1999 2000 TOTAL-

' 142,60126,120 27,347 28,551 29,707 30,876Current Law: 

24,394 24,39424;394 24,394 24,394 121,970Proposed Law: 

-1,726 -4,157Difference -2,953 -5,313 -6,482 -20,630 

Percent Difference -6.6% -14.6% -17.9% -14.5%-10.8% -21.0% 

,Notes: The current law level is the current service.s estimate in the 1996 President's Budget. 

The block grant level in' each year in the sum of each State's share of total benefits in 1994 (or the average over 1992 - 1994, if higher} and each State's share of total 
administrative costs in 1994 (or the average over 1992-1994, if higher). The estimates assume all States opt for a block grant in 1996. 

1 
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August 6, 1995 
Table 18 

Preliminary Estimate of the Effects of the.Senate Republican Leadership Plan.on Food Stamp Program Costs 

5-Year 7-Year 
Section Proposal 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 . 2001 2002 Total Total 

Title III-Food Stamp· Program . 

302 Includes minors in parent's household -195 -205 -215 -220 -230 -240 .-250 -1,065 -1,555 

303 Penruts States to establish· alternative -55 -60 ·60 -65. -65 -70 -70 -305 -445 
household definitions· 

304 Reduce maximum allotments -795 -945 -975 -1,010 . -1,040 -1,070 -1,100 -4,765 -6,935 

308 - Counts all energy assistance -605 -605 -605 -605 -605 -605 .:(j05 -3,025 -4,235 

309 Reduces standard deduction -195 -360 -555 ~755 -950 -985 -1,020 -2,815 -4,820 

310 Reduces limit on vehicles -5 -45 -50 -55 -60 -60 -60 -215 -335 

311 Lengthens deeming of sponsor's -30 -30 -35 -35 -35 -60 -80. -165 -305 
income for aliens2--. 

316 Gives States the option to require 
cooperation with CSE: 

Custodial parents a -5 -15 -30 -35 -35 -40 -85 -160 

Noncustodial parents a -5 -5 -10 -15 "'15 .-20 -35 -70 

IV - D Administrative Costs a 5 10 20 25 30 35 60 .125 

317 	 Permits States to disqualify a -5 -10 -15 -25 -30 -40 -55 -125 
noncustodial parents with child support 
orders in arrears 

319 	 Requires work of able-bodied, -620 -995 -600 -625 -650 -680 -710 -3,490 -4,880 
childless adults' after participating for 6 
months in any 12-month period3 

321 	 Repeals indexation of minimum benefit 0 0 -35 -35 -35 -35 -35 -105 -175 



5-Year 7-Year 
Section Proposal 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total Total 

322 
, 

Reinstates proration of benefits at 
recertification 

-25 -30 -30 -30 -30 -35 -35 -145 -215 

332 Allows recoupment ofState Agency 
, errors4 

-35 -35 -35 -40 -40 -40 -45 -185 -270 

341 NAP funding 0 40 80 125 165 165 165 . 410 740 

343 State block grant opt'ion5 nfa nfa , nfa nfa nfa nfa ""nfa 

All Other Provisions -20 -55 -70 -65 -60 -65 -65 ~270. -400 

Tille III Total -2,580 -3,335 . -3,205 ' -3,450 -3,685 -3,830 -3,975 -16,255 -24,060 

Interactions with other titles6 400 800 1,200 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400 5,200 8,000 

Total effect on J:ood Stamp Program 
e~renditures 

' -2,180 -2,535 -2,005 ~2,050 ' -2,285 -2,430 -2,575 -11,055 -16,060 

T,itle IV-Child Nutrition Program~ 

401 Terminates ,additional benefits for 
lunches served in high free or reduced 
price participation schools 

-6 , -40 -4'1 -41 -41 -41 -41 -168 -249" 

403 Rounds down cash reimbursement' 
rates in the NSLP and CACFP centers 
and delays paid indexation 

-25 ' -47 -65 -83 -80 -81 -81 -301 -462 

404 Lowers SFSP reimbursement rates -24 '-27 -30 -33 -36 -38 -41 -149 -228 

423 Establishes a two-tiered reimbursement 
structure in FDCHs 

-55 -339 -403 :472 -546 -620 ~694 -1,816 -3,130 

All Other Provisions -15 -32 -38 -49 -41 -40 -41 ' -176 ' -258 

Title IV Total ·125 ·485 -577 ·678 ·744 -820 ·898 -2,610 -4,327 


Total . -2,305 -3,020 -2,582 -2,728 -3,029 .:3,250 ·3,473 ·13,664 .20,387 


,.", '. 



6 

,. (:, . 
Notes to Table 18: 

These. estimates assume that States with 20 percent of the caseload will opt to use a more inclusive household definition and that the more 
inclusive definition affects only 20 percent of all households in those States. If all States chose the most inclusive definition possible, the five-year 
s~vin~s would be $7.7 billion.· . 

Th~se estimates assume enactment· of immigration legislation requiring all affidavits of support to cover immigrants at least until 
citizenship. If not enacted this provision would save $155 million over five years and $240 million over seven years. 

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

This estimate is based on information developed by the General Accounting Office. 

For an estimate of the impacts of this provision ifall States opt for a block grant in 1996, please refer to Table 17. 

Titles I, H, and IX of tbe bill lead to offsetting increases in Food Stamp Program .costs by reducing the income of some foOd stamp 
participants. 

a Minimal savings or costs 

These are preliminary FCS estimates bll.soo on the-Senate Republican Leadership Pian as of August 3, 1995 and are subject to change. 
They have not been review~ by the Office of Management and Budget. Sums of columns may not equal totals due to rounding. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
'OFFICE. OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WAS.~INGTON.D.~. <10603 

August 5, 1995 (S&N'J!) 
(senate) 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 

(THIS STA"I"HMEN"l' lIAS OIIDN COOr.tDI'NATP.D llY OMB wrrH nm CONCERNED A9F.NCIES.) 

I' 

s. 1120 - WQrk Opportunity Act of 1295 
, '(Dole (R)KS arid 31 cosponsors) 

The Administration opposes S. 1120 in it~ current, form because it 
falls short of the central goal of real welfare reform -- moving 
people from welfare to work. The Administration st:rongly , 
supports enactment of real and effective ,welfare reform tha~ 
promotes 1::he ba,sic values of work and responsibility. Tho ' 
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 be,en 
fighting for the basic principles of work and responsibility. 
Last year, the President proposed a sweeping welfare reform 
package that would: establish tough work requirements while 
providing child care for working people; i~pose tough child 
support emforcement measuresi require teen mothers to .l.ive at 
home, stay in school, and identify their child' s fat,he,r i increase 
State flexibility and accountability; and provide ba!!:>ic ' 
protections for children. His economic plan expanded the earned 
income ,tax credit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes 
for 15 million working families. 

Last February, the President issuedan'Executive,Order, to crack 
down on Faderal 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 ' 
demonstrations that pursu~ specified reform strategi~s. Such 
str~tegies include: (1) strengthening work requir~ments,backEld 
with child caro; (2) limiting recipients' duration on welfare and 
cutting off people who refuse to work; (3) mpking parents pay 
child support or go to work; (4) requiring ~others who are minors 
to live at home and,stay in schooliand (5) using welfare and 
Food stamp benefits as subsidies for employers who 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 b~nefits to 
offset the'decreases made in their welfare checks. 

GO'd GOO'oN OG:£G S6.90 ~nCl 817t9-S6£-GOG:OI , 
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The welfare reform debatahas come a long way in cert~in key 
areas since this Congress first too1C up the issull. Not so long 
ago, sOIlle in Congress werepromqting orphanag~s as the solution 
to out-of-wedlock·teenbirths. NOW, S. 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 agreement on the 
toughest child support enforcement proposal ever, and both the 
Rouse-passed H.R. 4 and S. 1120 include the President's m~jor 
child support enforcement provisions. In addition, S. 1120 
adopts the Adm.inistration's position th~t child protection 
.programs for abused children must ce, protected and includ~s an 
important provision from the President's welfare reform plan 

. requiring welfare· recipients to sign per~'onal responsibility 
contracts as a condition of assistance. . 

The key to successful welfare refo~m is moving people from 
welfare to ,work. S. 1120, however, does not put work first. ~t' 
does not ,provide the level of child, care resources nocessary to 
support the imposition of' tough work requirements. Indeed, it 
repeals critical child care programs now serving 640,000 
children. . It does not provide inc~ntives for States to promote 
work. Instead, by allowing states to no longer contripute any of 
th,eir own resources, the bill gives States ~n incentive to throVi 
people off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. It' 
further undermin'es the goal of req~iring work by shifting an 
enormous cost burden to States andilocalities and putting them at' 
even greater risk during an economic downturn. No safeguards are 
provided for children whos~ famili.s lose assistanbe through no 
fault of their own. More families may have to ma~e do witt). le,ss 
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 Ad~inistra:tion supports real 
reform that saves taxpayer dqllars'by promoting independence 
~oving people off welfare rolls and 'into work -- not by simply 
sending the welfar.e problem to the, States with more mand,rt;Bs a.l1d 

. less ~oney. ­

The Administration's most significant concerns are discussed 
,below. As the Administration continues its review of S. 1120, it 

may identify other troublesome,issues and will work with Congress 
to addross those concerns as well. . 

M,oy~ng People fr_om We.1farA' to .lfsu:k 

Welfare reform will'succeed only if its central goal is liQ.t:.k. 
Work has always b.en at the heart ~f the President 1 s appr6ach t6 
welfare reform. Work has provided the foundation for the welfare 
reform waivers the Administration has granted, . including 

£O'd ZOO'oN OZ:~Z S6.90 9ntl $17t9-:-S6£-zoz:or 
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innovative welfare-to-work programs in Oregon, Iowa, and dozens 
of other states. If a welfare system is to provide work-based 
incentives for states and welfare recipients, adequate resources 
for child care, training, and work must be available. state 
bureaucracies have to be rewarded for getting people into the 
workforce or preparing them to enter the workforce -- not for 
cutting them from the rolls. 

Unlike the Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski substitute (S.1117), which 
the Administration strongly supports,· the Republican leadershig 
bill would· not end welfare as we know it by moving people frOID 
welfare to work.·· To promote work, :the bill should be changec:i to: 

• 	 Require States to maintain thQir stake in moVing people ft"om 
welfare to work. S. 1120 would neither require nor . 
encourage states to contribute, resources to welfare reform. 
Many states could be expected to withdraw their. own funds, 
cut benefits, purge large numbers of current recipients from 
the rolls, and avoid the burden of helping people become 
self~suf!icient. In sum, there is areal danger that st~tes· 
would Urace to the bottom" to save state dollars or to deter 
migrants from other States. . 

• 	 Proyige child care to move.peQple from welfare to work and 
to keep people from going- on welfare in the first place. . 
It makes n6 sense to d~ny child care to people tryini ~o 
leave welfare and to working people who are trying to stay 
off welfare. By aggregating funding for cash benefits, 
child care, and employment assiistance into one block grant 
and cutting it across-the-boar'd, S. 1120 provides no 
guarantee that states ,will put any, money into child care and 
work program$ that move people off welfare. The 
Administration recommends that the bill be modified t,o: 
(1) fund employment and child care for welfare recipients 
separately from cash benefits; and (2) ensure that people 
wbo can work, do so, ,and have :the child care when they do. 

• 	 .Provide incentives that reward states for gutting more 
people to work, not for cutting-them off. 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'in!3tead, of ,the .status quo. The 
Administration supports a performance bonus that would focus 
the welfare bureau~racy and recipients on the central goal 
of moving from welfare to wor~. 

• 	 Protect states and families in the event of economic 
downturn .. so thatwelfar9 reform does nQ~ shift a h,u,g,il 
burden· onto state and local taxpaye~s, ·aJ'ldStates can.a,ffp:qi 
to put people' to work instead 'of puttins pOQrfami-lies at 
:dJii.k. In contrast to current 'funding 'mechanisms; funding 
for temporary assistance to needy families under S. 1120 

S6.90 9nt; 8t7T9-S6£-(;Q(:: ar 
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would not adjust adequately to cushion the impact of 
unemployment and economic stagnation. state!:? in recession 
would encounter reduced revenues and incr,eased 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 criteria. There is no guarantee, however, that 1;:he 
finite a~ount that such states receive will be adequate. 
And if there is population growth in a majority of states, 
each will get a diminishod share of the fixed dollars~ The 
Administration recommends that the bill be changed to adjust 
for shifts in economic condition and population. 

~~4iniJlg people tQrtheFuture 

The training provisions in S. 1120 include the consolidation of 
approximately 90 training programs. Given the. need to build a 
comprehensive workforce c;levelopment system to serve all Americans 
and the concerns expressed below, ~he Administration believes it 
is inappropriate to consider these provisions ,in the context of 
welfare reform legislation. Of paramount concern is the bill's 
insufficient funding for the consolidated programs. While the 
President's FY. 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for 
training by $1 billion overFY. 1995 , S. 1120 would cut funding by 
15 percent. Not only is the plan's fundinginsutfici~nt for t~e 
Nation's workforce needs as a whole, the consolidation of these' 
programs means that billions of dollars less will be available to 
help people stay off welfare and to help others transition from 
welfare to work. . , . 

In addition, S. 1120 would not ensure proper accountability for 
$8.2 billion in Federal training and vocational 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, facilitating 
individuals' transition from school to work, and helping severely 
disadvantaged people enter the education and WOr}{ mainstream. 

Unlike the President'sjob training proposal, S. 1120 would not 
require the use of skill grants for adult training. Thus, there 
would be no guarantee that training resources would be put 
directly into the hands of dislocated workers and low-income 
adults, so that they could make informed training choices. Other 
concerns about s. 1120 include its~ (1) failure to target . 
resources on those most in need; (21 devolution of the ~uccessful, 
Job Corps program to the states; (3) elimination of tha SUmmer 
Jobs, Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA and NAFTA~TAA) training; 
Employment Service, and Senior Community Service Employment 
prQgrams; (4) failure to assure permanent local workforce 
development boards with authority for local decision-making; 
(5) failure to provide a national reserve to aid victims of mass 
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layoffs and national disasters and for other purposes; and 
(6) creation of a complex new bureaucracy under the direction of 
a part-time bo~rd with uncertain accountability as the Federal 
governance structure. 

In addition, the Administration supports the deletion of the 
provision in s. 1120 that modifies Davis-Bacon labor standards 
protections. Overall, Davis-Bacon reform is the appropriate· 
avenue for addressing what changes should be made to Davis-Bacon 
requirements. 

Pr9te~tlngChildren 

Reduced spending for low-income programs is possible while still 
protecting the most vUlnerable. The Administration has proposed 
$38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare· 
programs over seven years; however, the magnitude of the cuts 
a~sumed in the congressional budget resolution -- appro~imately 
$110 billion over seven 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 ultim~tely 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 appro~i~ately four million children even if their parents 
have done everything possible to find work. 

The Administration supports the retention of supplemental 
security Income (SS1) cash benefit~ for eligible children 
provided by S. 1120. The plan, however, would apparently deny 
5SI be~~fits to more than 170,000 disabled ehild~en over the n~xt 
five years. In addition, the bill would establish a m~ndatory 
five-year cut off of Temporary Assistance for Needy Familie~ 
without regard to their circumstances. The bill would not 
p~ovido any protection for children.when their parents are unable 
to work due to illness, disability, the need to car~ for a 
disabled child, or high local unemployment. The· Administration 
believes that such provisions are unduly harsh. 

Ereseryinq the Health and Nutrition of· Adults and Children.' , . -" ,_. -. . - '.. , - -. "- " 

The Administration is pleased that S. 1120 includes a number. of 
provisions proposed by the Department of Agriculture to combat· 
Food Stamp fraud.. The Administration, however, opposes the 
Republican leaderShip plan to inclUde an optiopal Food Stamp 
block grant. Providing the option of a Food stamp block grant in. 
its current form jeopardizes getting food to people who need it. 
It would sever the link between Food stamps and ~utriti~n; 
eliminate the program's economic responsivenessj end national 
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 foo,d assistance, a provisifon that could 
divert $23 billion worth of food' from children and families over 
the next five years. Furthermore, any State' that exercises the 
block grant option will see its food assistanco decline 
dramatically in tne event of recession or population growt,h. The 
block grant option would threaten the national, nutritional 
framework that, has successfully narrowed the gap between the 
diets of low-income and other families. 

The Administration is concern~d about the severity o~ the cut~to 
the Food stamp program in S. 1120. The Administration supports 
requiring Food stamp recipients without children to go to work or 
trairi for work in return for their assistance. s. 1120 does not 
prov~de states wi.th the, resources to accomplish this goal. 
Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the 
nutrition safety net. 

iroyisioDS Affecting NO»:-citizeu 

S., 1,120 should support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The 
Administration supports tightening sponsorship and eligib~lity' 
rule,S for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legal immigrants, 
to bear greater responsibility for those whom they encourage to 
enter the united ,states. ,The Aqministration, however" strongly 
qpposes the RflPublican leadership billts unil~teral 9.pplication 
of new eligibility' and deeming provisions to current recipients, 
including the disapled who are exempted under current ,law. 
("Deeming" is the requi1:ementthat, sponsors I income b,e cpunted 
when'determining immigrants' eligibility for benefits.) The 
Administration also is deeply concerned about the bill's 
application of deeming provisions to Medicaid and other programs 
where deeming would adversely affect public health and welfare.' 

DAsohle-ireaux-Mikulski 
", ,-- --

Reform - , 
prgposal

.' 
--

- .. - . ','-' , 
Real Welfare Re!2rm 

,. -.,' .. ,- , . '-. ,. ., " ',', ;'-:' .' 

The Senate has the chance to enact real bi-partisan welfare 
reform~ The Administration strongly supports S. 1117, the 
welfare reform proposal offered by senators DCl:schle, Breaux" and 
Mikulski. Instead of maintaining the current welfare system 
which undermines our basic values of work, responsibility, and 
family -- tAis plan sends people to work so they can earn ~ 

,paycheck, not a welfare check. Unlike- 6.1120 and the HOll,se­
passe4 H.R. 4~ this proposal provid~s the child care for those 
transitioning from welfare to work and 'for those trying -to avoid 
v/elfare in the first place. It holdS state bureaucracies 
accountable for real results, and rewards them for putting peopl~ 
to work, nO,t' just removing' people from thewelfa're rolls.' It 
saves money by moving people to work, not by expecting the states 
to handle more problems with less money. It allows thes,e 
programs to respond automatically to recessions, population 
growth, inflation, and other demographic changes. The 

,i 
£6. 90 ~mtl 817!9-£6£-(;0(;:Qr 



7 

." ~. 

Administratlonurges Congress to agree on a bipartisan bill that 
addresses these critical elements bf real welfare reform. 

pay-As-YOU-GO sooriDi 

S. 1120 would affect direct spending and receipts; therefore, it 
is subject to the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliat~on Act of 1990. The Office of Management "and 
Budget's scoring estimate is currently under development. 

• * • * * * * 
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SPECIAL WELFARE 
UPDATEThe DlC Fax·· 

The Democratic Leadership Council Friday, August 4, 1995 

, 
f 

Senate Democrats Introduce 
"Work First" Welfare Alternative 

Democrats took an important first step yesterday toward seizing the initiative on welfare ref~rm. 
:Sen~te 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 firstll is the type of welfare reform overwhelmingly supported by the public: It would move 
welfare recipients into private-sector jobs. meeting the test of real reform. 

The welfare debate opens in the Senate today, and Republicans remain badly split. Moreover, 
nonei::Qf the approaches they offer meet the test of real, work-based reform. 

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

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

1. It makes government assistance contingent on full cooperation and rapid progress 
toward getting a private sector job. reinforced by time limits. 

2. It gives states much more flexibility but holds them accountable for the only result th~t 
matters: getting recipients into private sector jobs. Bonuses and sanctions for states 
are keyed strictly to success in placing welfare re,cipients in real private-sector work. 

j';1ijh' a::~ 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 turning welfare 
bureaucracies into employment agencies. 

4. It makes work pay through child care funding and transitional health care benefits. This 
(] 'is a critical step because unless work is made more attractive fiQancially than welfare, 

reform is impossible. Because of this key featlJre, its is far more likely to actually move 
, welfare recipients into the workforce than GOP bills. 

I , 

5. It addresses two key causes of welfare dependency ,through tough new child 
enforcement laws and provisions to reduce out-of-wedlock births that do not punish 
children. . 

As you talk up this bill, we urge you to make the following comparisons with the Republican bills: 

• Democrats offer a radical but respons,ible plan that will move welfare recipients into 
private sector work while the Republican proposals abandon real work-based welfare 

. reform for budget cutting. 
,! ' •. more·· 

This upch;tte is a special release of the weekly DLe Fax. 

c/o The DLe Fax, Democratic Leadership Council, 518 C Street NE, Washington, DC 20002 
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Work First Oont'd 

,~ Democrats impose tough work requirements, and put the mechanisms and funding in 
, II place so states can meet the requirements' without cutting other needed programs. 

: Republicans block grant impose sfniilar 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 training programs for the American 
worker. 

" 

'" Democrats offer 'financial incentives in the form of a bonus to 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 penalties 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 ca~e benefits. ' 

• Democrats require recipients to engage in work activities as soon as they begin receiving 
, temporarY'assistance. Republicans donlt r.equire reCipients to work until 24 months have 

' Li 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 

, demanding significant cuts in the,EITC, prOVing they are not serious about work. 
, ' ' ­
I 
:+'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 l!nwed teen mothers and their 
children off welfare, don~ give those teen mothers arid 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 organizatioris in competition with the governm,ent. 

• 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 benefits everyone concerned: rec'ipients transition from welfare to 
I! work and. as welfare rolls decrease, states and taxpayers save money: 

Among the key sponsors of "Work First"- Sens. Daschle, Breaux, Mikulski, and Lieberman. 

, 

i ' . 


TOi'order any PPI welfare selection, including the Work First Policy Briefing, contact the 
, ' , DLC~PPI publications desk at (202) 546-0007 or field@dlcppi.org. , ' , 

This update is a special release of the weekly OLe Fax. 

mailto:field@dlcppi.org
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"Welfare Reform Talking Points: DOLE BILL 
Au;ust , 9SS . 

. i;"·1l 88 IlJn~er~t~nd It, [~oral also proposes a flat block grant with no requirement for 
'states maintainIng their present level of effort, or no maintenanc., of effort 
req~lrem~nt ~f any kind. As I Ilid, maybe it's just because I have been a governor, 
I think thiS Is a very bad Idea. I don't thInk we should do this because this program, 
after all, is call~d Aid to Femlllal Wrth Dependent Children, not 'aid to states with 
terrible budget problema created by Congress. In 

! ,: •.,', :Q~ml"!lll!-, AJ't"rf: .,'" wftrk..State. mll~t.My~:uh~ " ..t;-=$I.uJY....r.uQUTC.•• :for c.hfrd care. 
treining, ancf w"rk T.,'order"to"'movE. 'peo~le 'nto Jobs~' ·S"uf'the·O-ole', 6i1rurid.H!'ati'"l~e 
ability of states to move recipient. from welfare to work by reducing the funding they 
nled to get the job done.' When CSO analyzed an' earlier version, of the Dole bill, it 
Bald 44 out ~f 60 states would fail tomlat the work requirement •• The Dole bill fails 
to give states the resources they need to succeed, and It undermines our obligatIon . 
to hold state welfare bureaucracies accountable for results. .,."... 

lacking essential child care. C""ite the crincallink between child care and work, the 

Oole bill would rep••i three faderal programs that provide direct chUd care assistance 

for poor and low-Income' working families. Bycoinblning re80uroes for cash benefIts, 

child care, and employment. asal8t.ance into one block grant., the Oole biflpravides no 


Ii!i guarantee tha18tates wlJllnveat any money in the chUd care that's necessary to help
II 

move people off welfare. The bill would also reduce current child care spending, 
despite a huge increase In work requIrements imposed on states. ' And It would 
'rA8'rict broadly supported IncentIves to improve ohlld eire quality. It defies oommon 
sense to take away child care and keep people from going to work. 

Shifting coati to Itatel. Tha Oole biU shifts enormous costs to states, making it 
impossible far them to move people to work. It confuses welfare reform with budgst 
cuts -- Including deep reductIon. to help pay for 8 huge tax cut for the wealthy. 
Without the necesaary resources, statsl will either have to raise state taxIS or fail to 
move people Into the workforce. We won't heve welfare reform .Q[ atate flexibility if 
Congr••• just glve8 lilt•• more mlndates and fawer relourCIS. 

The \Nlong Inoentives. ,The Oole bill gIves states an incentive to cut 'people off-­
Instead of shaking up the bureaucracy by rewarding states for,thei,r success In moving , . .
people from welfare to work. It also sends sta~es a blank check, without requiring 
them to put up a dime 'of their own money. State. should, be rewarded for moving 
pClople onto prIvate payron••• not for cutting them from the welfare rons. That's why 
the Democrats' plan Include. '. parformencebonul for atates that exceed job­

i: lill .I . :.i placement targett •• and penaltIes for.those who do not. Walfara reform should not 
I be e race to .the bottom, 11 should be a race to independence. 

. A basla for bIpartisan reform.·"'. Dem,ocrats', "Work First'" plan lands peoplato work 
so they oan earn B paycheck, not a welfare check. It provides the chUd care people 
need to move from welfare to work. and to enable them to stay off welfare in the first 

:1 piece. It hold a state 'bureaucracies accountable for real results, and rewards states 
'I for I)utting people to work, not just cutting people off. It savea taxpayers money bV 

movIng people to work. not by s"ipplng the states more problems'snd lesa money • ..,.&._ "'A'__ I.. I!!' __... U _1 __ ~ ____ __ _____..I!... _&._~.I.t 1....... L.AAt_ .;... ~ ~.___ ... ""_8........."
I l 



DT: 817195 

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

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 
CALIFORNIA 
COLORADO 
CONNECTICUT 
DELAWARE 
DIST OF COLUMBIA 
FLORIDA 
GEORGIA 
HAWAII 
IDAHO 
ILLINOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KENTUCKY 
LOLIISIANA 
MAINE 
MARYLAND 
MASSACHUSETTS 
MICHIGAN 
MINNESOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA 
NEBRASKA 
NEVADA 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY 
NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO 
OKLAHOMA 
OREGON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
TENNESSEE 
TEXAS 
UTAH 
VERMONT 
VIRGINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIRGINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYOMING 

TOTAL 

NOTES: 

($ in Millions) 

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

$195.6 
$67.4 

$322.9· 
$108.8 

$4,002.5 
$200.5 
$299.1 
$49.4 

$127.7 
$1,136.9 

$653.7 
$105.8 
$40.9 

$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 
$60.2 
$57.1 

$582.1 
$161.2 

$2,231.8 
$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 
$51.8 

$332.7 
$498.5 
$200.1 
$~62.3 
$29.2 

$23,428.9 

Analysis pro\lided by staff of the Democratic Policy Committee based on data pro\lided 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 more 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. 

Estimated net costs per person per year: $1,640 FY98; $2,540 $FY99; $5,300 FY2000; $5,630 FY2001; $5,440 FY2002 
FY96 has negligible cost increase. 



DT:817195 

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 
ILLINOIS $1,182.3 
MICHIGAN $1,150.8 
NEW YORK $2,231.8 
NORTH CAROLINA $598.4 
OHIO $1,177.6 
PENNSYLVANIA $1,053.4 
TEXAS $1,307.2 

$23,428.9 

NOTES: . 

Analysis provided by staff of the Democratic Policy Committee based on 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 more 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. 


Estimated net costs per person per year: $1,640 FY98; $2.540 $FY99; $5,300 FY2000; $5,630 FY2001; $5,440 FY2002 

FY96 has negligible costincrease. 
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The Burden on Siaies to Meet The JOBS and Wor!< PartJdpation Requirements 
in the Senate Finance Committee bill over FY96-FY2oo2 

N 0 P Q R S TE F G J 
Total Number Required Number Required Number Required Number Required Number Required F' $1,640 G' $2,540 J' $5,300 N' $5,630 O' $5440 

in FY98 to wor!< in FY99 10WOr!< in FY2000 to war!< In FY2oo1 to wor1< in FY2oo2 to war!< Wor!<& WoI1<& WoI1<& WoI1<& Work & Number 

in JOBS or Work under Dole, S 1120 under Dole, S 1120 under Dole, S 1120 
 under Dole, S 1120 under Dole, S 1120 Child care Child Care Child Care Child Care Child Care 

Net Estimate Net Estimate Net Estimate NelEstimale NelEstimate 

(FY9BCost) (FY99 Cost) (FY2ooo Cost) (FY2oo1 Cost) (FY2oo2 Cost) Dole bill. S 1120) 


FY 1994 
Under Current Law 

7,200 10,600 	 10,600 9,300 10004000 17640000.00 57240000 59676000 50592000 195154000
ALABAMA 	 5,996 6,100 

1,600 2,500 	 3,800 3,700 3,200 2952000 6125000.00 20140000 20831000 17408000 67456000
ALASKA 	 2,016 

4,268 9,300 12,000 17,900 17,600 15,500 15252000 29400000.00 94870000 990B6000 64320000 322930000
ARIZONA 

4,000 6,100 5,900 5,200 5248000 9800000.00 32330000 33217000 28288000 108683000
ARKANSAS 	 1,068 3,200 

103,300 148,800 	 223,700 219,400 192,600 199412000 364560000.00 1185610000 1235222000 1047744000 4002548000
CALIFORNIA 	 88,916 

6,147 6,100 7,400 11,100 10,900 9,600 10004000 18130000.00 58830000 61367000 52224000 200555000
COLORADO 

7,081 8,400 11,100 16,700 16,300 14,300 13776000 27195000.00 88510000 91769000 77792000 299042000
CONNECTICUT 

1,500 1,800 	 2,700 2,700 2,400 2460000 4410000.00 14310000 15201000 13056000 49437000
DELAWARE 	 774 

6,200 5248000 11760000.00 37630000 39410000 33728000 127776000
DIST OF COLUMBIA 	 1,094 3,200 4,800 7,100 7,000 

63,000 61,800 54,200 57564000 102655000.00 333900000 347934000 294648000 1136901000
FLORIDA 	 22,608 35,100 41,900 

19,300 24,100 	 36,300 35,600 31,300 31652000 59045000.00 192390000 200426000 170272000 653787000
GEORGIA 	 13,453 

5,800 5,100 4592000 9555000.00 31270000 32654000 27744000 1058150002,800 3,900 	 5,900 
2,300 2,200 2,000 1804000 3675000.00 12190000 123B6000 10890000 40935000HAWAlI 	 1,713 

IDAHO 	 1,000 1,100 1,500 
33,700 43,800 	 65,600 64,500 56,600 55268000 107310000.00 348740000 363135000 307904000 1182357000

ILLINOIS 	 33,120 
7,555 10,600 13,300 20,100 19,700 17,200 17364000 32585000.00 106530000 110911000 93568000 360978000

INDIANA 
7,200 10,600 	 10,600 9,300 8692000 17640000.00 57240000 59676000 50592000 193642000

ICMlA 	 5,810 5,300 
4,200 5,500 	 8,200 8,000 7,100 6885000 13475000.00 43460000 45040000 38624000 147487000

KANSAS 	 6,537 
20,600 20,200 17,700 18896000 33565000.00 1091eoooo 113726000 96288000 371455000

KENTUCKY 	 10,931 11,400 13,700 
14,200 21,300 20,900 18,400 19352000 34790000.00 112890000 117667000 100096000 36479500011,800 
4,500 6,600 5,600 6068000 11025000.00 35510000 37158000 31552000 121313000LOUISIANA 	 6,891 

MAlNE 	 3,446 3,700 6,700 
21,500 21,100 18,500 18532000 35035000.00 113950000 118793000 100640000 386950000

MARYLAND 	 5,696 11,300 14,300 
16,500 20,400 	 30,600 30,000 26,400 27060000 49980000.00 162180000 168900000 143616000 551736000

MASSACHUSETTS 	 10,131 
62,600 55,000 56416000 104125000.00 338670000 352438000 299200000 1150849000 . MICHIGAN 	 41,764 34,400 42,500 63,900 

11.900 17,900 17,500 15,400 15744000 29155000.00 94870000 98525000 83776000 3220700009,600 
7,700 8,800 13,200 13.000 11,400 12628000 21560000.00 69960000 73190000 62016000 239354000

MINNESOTA 	 6,087 
MISSISSIPPI 	 6,192 

25,200 24,800 21,700 21156000 41160000.00 133560000 139624000 118046000 453548000MISSOURI 	 6,868 12,900 16,800 
1,800 2,300 	 3,500 3,400 3,000 2952000 5635000.00 18550000 19142000 16320000 .62599000MONTANA 	 2,139 

2,500 	 3,700 3,200 3444000 6125000.00 19610000 20831000 17408000 67418000NEBRASKA 5,324 2,100 	 3,700 
3,300 3,300 2,900 2952000 5390000.00 17490000 18579000 15776000 60187000NEVADA 	 797 1,800 2,200 

1,700 2.100 	 3,200 3,100 2,700 2788000 5145000.00 16960000 17453000 14686000 57034000NEW HAMPSHIRE 	 2,026 
31.700 27,800 28536000 52675000.00 171190000 176471000 151232000 582104000NEWJERSEY 	 12,472 17,400 21,500 32,300 

6.000 9,000 8,600 7,700 7380000 14700000.00 47700000 49544000 41886000 161212000NEW MEXICO 	 3,683 4,500 
63,400 82,600 124,200 121.800 106,900 103976000 202370000.00 658260000 685734000 581536000 2231876000NEW YORK 	 48,242 

33,200 32,660 28,600 29192000 54145000.00 175960000 183536000 155564000 598419000CAROLINA 	 24,455 17.800 22,100 
1,100 1,700 1,700 1,500 1640000 2695000,00 9010000 9571000 8160000 31076000DAKOTA 	 805 1,000 

35,277 36,100 43,400 65,300 64,000 56,200 59204000 106330000.00 346090000 360320000 305726000 1177672000
OHIO 

12,600 .12,600 11,000 10988000 20825000.00 67640000 70936000 59840000 230431000OKLAHOMA 	 3,003 6,700 8,500 
5,900 7,200 10,800 10,600 9,300 9676000 17640000.00 57240000 59678000 50592000 194826000OREGON 	 7,816 

50,500 48872000 95550000,00 310580000 323725000 274720000 1053447000PENNSYLVANIA 	 21,198 29,800 39,000 58,600 57,500 
6,400 6,300 5,500 5412000 10535000.00 33920000 35469000 29920000 115256000RHODE ISLAND 	 3,063 3,300 4,300 

6,400 7,700 11,600 11,300 10,000 10496000 18865000.00 61480000 63619000 54400000 208860000SOUTH CAROLINA 	 4,241 
900 1.100 .1,700 1,700 1,500 1476000 2695000.00 9010000 9571000 8160000 30912000SOUTH DAKOTA 	 1,936 

28,900 28,300 24,800 24764000 47040000.00 153170000 159329000 134912000 519215000TENNESSEE 10,280 15,100 19,200 


TEXAS 15,753 36,800 
 48,400 72,800 71,400 62,600 60352000 118580000.00 385840000 401982000 340544000 1307298000 
2,700 3,200 4,800 4,700 4,100 4428000 7640000.00 25440000 26461000 22304000 86473000 

2,900 2,800 2,500 2460000 4655000,00 15370000 15764000 13600000 51649000UTAH 	 7,154 
VERMONT 	 901 1,500 1,900 

18,500 18,200 15,900 15580000 30135000.00 98050000 102466000 86496000 332727000VIRGINIA 	 5,360 9,500 12,300 
18,500 27.700 27,200 23.900 23286000 45325000.00 146810000 153136000 130016000 498575000WASHINGTON 	 15,718 14.200 

6,905 5,600 7,400 11,100 10,900 9,600 9512000 18130000.00 58B3OOOO 61367000 52224000 200063000WEST VIRGINIA 
20,100 19,700 17,300 18204000 32585000.00 106530000 110911000 94112000 362342000IMSCONSIN 	 15,906 11,100 13,300 

1,100 1,600 1,600 1,400 1476000 2695000.00 6480000 9008000 7616000 29275000WYOMING 	 1,948 900 
563,584 672,500 866,900 1,302,900 1,277,900 1,121.600 ................ 2,123,660,000 6,905,370,000 7,194,577,000 6,102,592,000 23.429,099,000 


TOTAL 
23429099000 

2123660000 6905370000 7194577000 6102592000NOTES: 

Analysis provided by staff of the Democtatic Policy Commillee based on data provided by HHSIASPE. 

Estimates assume that states maintain the number of partJdpants projects under current law in JOBS 

that meet the 20 hour rule and those working 20 hours or more 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. 


Estimated net costs per person per year. $1,640 FY98; $2,540 $FY99; $5,300 FY2ooo; $5,630 FY2OO1; $5.440 FY2002 

FY96 has negligible cost increase. 
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JEREMY BEN-AMI 	 456-7028
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MEUSSA SKOLFIELD 690-5673 

JOHN MONAHAN 690-5672 

RAHM EMANUEL 456-6423 


fROM: 	 HHS/ASL STA.F:f (Jim Hickman 690-7627) 

i:DATE: 	 August 14. 1995 

PAGES: 	 3(including cover) 

SUBJECT: 	 Congressional Record sumnl3ry of Majority Lead~r Dole's mOdifications 
to S. 1120. NOTt::: The Congressional Record: text is the' only text of the 
modifications. .' 
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U) iU:PORT (;:1 CH....fJOE~.-Not. latet t.h.t.n 
Dcetml>er 31. 1996. and each December 31 
t!'tere.o.rter. e'llell StCfetary rtfllffeQ. to in 
pa.raiTlUI:tI (2) ShaH p:'e~re lIooQ SUUn'Ut. t.() tile 
NteV&nt. COmmittees df!~I:!'i~<I In paragra.pll 
(3i. Il report eoncc~itll\' aoy chaD,e; wlt.h M\' 
apect to thedetermlnat!one made'under eu.b­
sectloD (C) [OT the year In whicb tile reDOrt is 
be'IIl&' &U\:1m! er.ed. , ' . 
'I eel Drn:lUdlN,,"I'lortS.-NQt Ia.t.et Ulan De· 
ce'i1i~r .n. 1995. "cll Secreus,ry rererre(\. to ill 
8~beeet.l.On (b)(3) Bh&l1 determine- •.
,i (1) ~e IIllmbcr or r....I1-t.im.. <>q"lvalCIl' p::>a1' 
tioga; requIred ~y the Depaztmellt (or t.he 
Feder&l Pa.:-taenh.lp e&tabltshe(\. ullder sec· 
tiOD 7'11) beaded by sucb Secretary to carr: 
Q-Qt the COVlll'eci activities of tlle Depa.rtment 
(or Ff>4eraJ. Ps.r'tDerehlp). u or the 48.)' before 
tile (late or enactmeIn; ot tbJs Act; , 

1 (~) ~e Zlumber or such positions nqLtlre4 
by, tile D9P1U'tmont {or Fedel"lll' P~l'lersb1P)
ti:> ,('.~ Clut ~ ..."t.iviti.II..... lOt ~b.. appro· 
~a'te etrect;,lve date for· the Department. (or 
FeaeraJ Pa.rUlers~lp); ~Q4 , . 
, (9) the dU't'erence obtained by aubtmetlng 

t.hl! nwn:ber referred t.o III ~J)h (2) !rOm 
!.be .&:111.111 wr rererIe(! t.o ui p&rIlifll.PII (U 

«\.) AcnoNS.-Not. la.ter tban :so day; after 
tbe approprtate eITecti'l'e date lor the Depart;. 
meD\: IIIvol"4. eacll Seerets.:'y .referred to III 
subl!ec","on (bX2) sbaU take such &e","ODS u.s 
mll3' be neeellUlY.. iIlciucliog reductiQD In 
torce aoUoD8. oonai.steot wit.b seot;,loDB asoa 
lIJl4 3!8!i of title S. Unite(\. sta.tea Code. to re­
Cl.Il.Cfl me Dwn:ber or poeitlOZl8 of Ptn\Onl:lel of 
t:a. PeJIG.rtnuII:ot by ..t 1""",~ tho 4lacrclllu~e reo­
fem!4 to 1n .ubseotlon (eX3). 

(e) COI'I~ImiJfCY.- • 
(1) EDUeA1'tOH.-T'be 'Seere'l4tJ' of Edu· 

ea.tIOD llball C&l'I:T out this lJeet.l.OI:I 111 a 1ll&II. 
Der Qft.r. enaOle!! tlle SeCl"81:A:1'l' to,moe'l: the 
requirements Of' this 8ectlOU aud. sectJOll 
776(1)(2). 

, i (2} LAaOR..-The ,$e<::retan' or L&.bor BhaJI 
~,OQt Ws section 10 a mM"''''' tlulI; ..n. 
abIes !:be Secre1:&tY to meet tl:Ie' reQulro· 
mel:lte or th1s 8ecr.IOZl &.114 _tieD "6(1)(2).
'! (1) HliW."nl ANti HI:IM~ 81mvn:&:a.-TlIs Sec·

rec.&rt of Healtb and Human Servloes alWl 
0II0ft7 ..... ~10 Goc .. IOA hi .. m ....ner d>Ac; ou­
a'blee the See:etaz'y to mee!; tile requ1rEt­
mOllw of .b1I MCUOIl an4 seetioD 120':1. 

CO CALclIt.A.TlQII.-la .4elerrnill1Ilg. under 
sil.bMct1on (c). the Dumber of Ml-tims *!qui,,· 
&.ien. 'POSlt.1.0118 required tlJ' a. Oepa.rtmeQt to 
Wry Ollt a covered acti\'1t,.. a. SecritaO' reo 
ferN!1 to in subsection (bX2)., llbal1 Inclu4e 
tbe"Dw!n\ler of such poeltioM oecQpled 1>,. 
PBrsoDDel ca.rnrll:!r out prwrarn fUn~r.l...na "I" 
other fI:IiletSOlJ1I (1nciad.1a; bad.getaO'. 11ll'1a­
l&Uve. adnilolat:at1l'8. plazmlDf. eftluatlon. 
&.ZI41egai fUllCt;,lOtl8) relt-ted to fohe aeUv1t)'. 

Ci) O~ AccoUJr1l'lio OFf1CZ RltPQaT.­
No.. ,1..r.or t.b.61:1 J ..l::r 1. ,-,. Ul:o C..mo\l... · ...l1c. 
General 01 the UnIted StataS Shall FBpare 
IUId submit to the: commltteea 4escribed In 
8lll:l&eCUOD (b)(3); a. report ooD091"1.111l.S' the de· 
r.ermlllaUona 'riIa.4e by eACh Seel"9ts.:'y uZl4er 
SUDaeOt.1OA' (c). Sucb report lI~tJl eonwn u 
ull.l,ysla or the ,Cl.Gt.cI:I'l1IaatioDl _de by ea.cll 
Seereta.r.v u.ucSer 81.lbseOCloD (cl &Il4 a 4eter­
ml:uu:loll u to wbether I'IIrCher nlCillCtiOUS to 
I'IIll-tlme 1!!'I1I1t'ltl..nt. r-11':tClD9 AN ~peo-
pnate. ' 
8BC. t.a. DIl'AIl'I:M&HT OF BKALTII AM:l JRDIAH 

8B9VIC£& 
(a) l1f Q~-ne Secretary of He&l1Oh 

......t Hl.I.I.ns.D SOrvtC8B sll.aU l:AU .!lath IIoCtiODS 
ail :ma7 be Deeessa.r,.. iDcludlng re4llct.ioll In 
forCe 'e.cUon8. oonsistent 111'1 t.b secfJ.O.QS 36Q2 
iJl4 35S6 of Utle 5. United States (:gile- . 

i(l) to ellmJn&te at least 6S 1X::rC9Dt or f"l1 
time eq!Uva.lent. posl.loTls that rela.te to a 
e¢venl4 a.ctlvity: and 

(2) to oliminate 100 //'Creent of fUll time 
eqllivalen posltJona ;ba. rela~ to a covered 
o.etlll'tty <!ncrilood. iD ~U.booo1:l.0D (b)(lI), 

(b} DUU;ITlOIi 01" COVnED AC'l'IVlTy,-ror 
Plltposes of tbl~ sectIon. the term 'covered 
activIty' means-. 

U) an II.ctl~·it.Y auCo.Qn~f'd to til! carnec 'Out 
undllI pa.rt A or tht SoCial S~curity Act:(42 
U,S.C. SOl et seq.) as in cHllct prior tQ the 
<1ll.tAl of the eDa.c:t.ment of torus Act; lion" 

(2} a.n a.etlvlt.y lLlltll<'lrfMd to t"l <!lll'I'fl'ltl,Qut 
uDd9r pa.n F 'Of such ACt ('12U.S.C. 682 et 
seq.). !lain effect prjor to auch da.te. . 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President.. thls Tues. 
day we c1eqided to move to appropz:ts.­
tlOlLS b11l6. a.nd 1 think we <1iet a.n excel­
lent job on both sicies of tbe aiBle in 
passIng, tb.ree major appropna.tlons 
bills and reaching a.n a.gyeement OD a 
DOD aueorlza.tton el1l. 

We decided a.t tba.t. time to eet asid.e 
the .Work Opportunity Act of 1995 
which was the so-called lea.dersb.tp blU, 
ij!"l'V<lU.~~ till 1J11l5 IOl<1e. !l.ml 5ena.tor 
DASCHLlt'lald. down a. 8ub6tltu~the 
Democratic bill. 

We now have sort of defined. the p&­
... 

I:'a.meten'l o£ welraooo r'ororm or ""Or'A opo . 
portunity; whatever the title ma,y be~'

SiIlce Tuesday. at ata!f level and. 
Memberato-Member level. we h&ve been 

1

d.1geuul~ mod.ifica.t::1ollB. ThlJ.t 1s w~a.t::
the mo41fieatioD '1 sent t\i) the desk re-
fleets ..Ido not know how ma.ny pa.gea-­
It Ie ra.tbereitteu31ve beCAuse we h.l;ve 
a. numMT nf mnnff'!....Atll'll'l!l 

We also ha4 tbe asslst&:llce or two of 
AmeriCA', outst8.nd.1ng Governors. Gov. 
Tomm.:r Thompson of Wiscona!n spent.. 
good pa.rt of a. da.Y with us· hereon 
Wednead.a3, and. tOd.s.y Governor Weld 
of Massacb.usette spent a. eO\lPle of 
hoUl"8 With a8 talking to Members and 
members of the stalf' and others about 
how the Q<)vernors viewed the need;to 
change ,this !a.uec1. tsJled system. 
. What the,Ooverno1'6 asked 1a th&t 
they be riven mo/:'$ tleld.bility. 'I'li.e,y do 
110; WL1lt to come to Wa.sI:l.1DgtOn every 
t1methey haTe a. problem and they 
wut to try a. oew program a.nd have to 
ret & wa1.ver .from the Federal Cove.r!l­
mCllt. They W&Dt t<I Il.;, 1\. iIo\. 1.1.1.<: Sw..I.e, 
level. working With the State leg1sla­
ture or through the executive bn..noh 
in every State, 

That 18 whAt '111'0 b.I:I.ve Qttempted to 
do in the so-ea.lled lea.dershlp bUl intro­
du,," Oil thts s1de or the sJ.slewb1ob:1. 
8Upporte4 'l>1Se:aa.tor BAm:trs of Mon­
taDIl. at'leut 011.0 Democrat. &lid. I be­
lleve beCo/:'$ It Is over. a nUmber ,or 
other Democrats. 

In addition; I as1!:the CollowiD&' add.1­
tiona! Membenl M R.t!tlp.n A.,!( t'.M,ZY.'I"",ioI;: 
Sena.tor GRAXS of Minnesota., SeuatOf 
MOCO!Ol'&ttl.. of KentuckY. SenatOr Do-
1IlI.NIQ of New Mexico. and Senator 
KDltPTBORJm 01' Id&ho. There ma., be· 
other a4d1tions. but they baveindl­
eate4 the)" a.re cosponsors. Tbe/:'$ ma;v 
be other Members Who Wish r.o eoapon­
sor. . 

1 Mve talked to a number of Mem­
bers who may not cosponsor on this 
side of the &1s1e but who ha.ve iDd1CA~ 
they feel good a.'bout the leadership bill 
and 'tihet ln1;el:l.C1 to vote. for it. 

My view Is we are very close to ha.'I.'­
ing the votes we need a.nci to have a. 
good. complete o·.erhaul or this syst.em 
tlut-t bAD ol:n.1owoI,y .D:1I.u..'tl. 

We PUt the emphaals Oil "work"-the 

Work Opportunity Act of 1995. That. is 

th~ title ('J[ our hill-.-r.n'i' WQrk: Oppor.

tunity Act. My view [S if people ha.ve 

the o:ppOrtunity to work. if they are 

meanin"'ful 0,p.......r~unities., the~" will 


",",Y " 

ta.ke advant&2'o of them and ~~t ou.~ of 
the welfare cycle. 

Getting 'tIaelr. to the modiCiCAtions 

made. title I. which wa..s the temporary 

assistance to neeclY r.am.uies block 

grant. tllere ate a total of 21 cbaDges. 

Those win be a.va11able. We ba.ve a. 

summary. We are stUlln tbe prOC8s,s of 

making these minor changes. ' 


II. IIu~ (lOUIn IJI.1!<-QC-weCUock goals to 

religious preV1ders. etIectlve date. 

ehUd support a.nd paternity esta.bl1sh­

mellt. State. option to dony beDefU.3-& 

DWTlOer' of ilIoCCAIS i.n whIch ""tI luI.... e lmI1 

SUGGestil>DS by Members on this,.8ide. 


I do not know bow ma.uy Members' 

views are renected In tQese cha.llgea.I 

B'\tl!>'IIlI as mAft,)' lUI IS or ,20. ,


Title m on food. stamps. there 18 ol:lly 

oDe. ch.......... 'Inle v on noilctttzeDa.
-¥ 
there i8 on. charlge With the 6-:ya8r baJ1 
0.11 prov1d.i!lQ" most federally mtw:IA­
tested benefits'to ~y noneU;lzen who 
entel"8 the country a.!ter the enactment
date. We also ma.ke tecb.nleaf co~ 
tloJlB. Then title ,lX. child &uppof't; en· 

.foreement. only one technical correc­
tiS':; there 18 atotal of. I think. 24. Also . 
title Xl. CAPrA. which 1s a. ~. 
I.lu: Chlld 4base P're'venUon au4. 'It'9&v­
ment Act, 8lU1POrted by Se:aa.tor CoATS 

__ ...A ....... 


:~~d1a.na•.""ere i8 one c_.. 1n title 
'rUle TalI. roc:lUOtioDS III. I"o4er&l 1It.&a. 

All we reped the jobs P1"OI'f8lll and. 86m!. 
AFDC from the Federal (lQvernment'~ 
Sta.te8. it seems there shoul4 not 'be 
,,-n,y II.~ tOI:" employoor; 111. W~'Q, 

We are ~ to .make thoee -changes. 
We a.re tnitl&' to e.neure that &l1 ell:eet8 
,Feee.:a.1. st&Cf processes a.re idellUned 
&ad. el1m1nated when we start 'CoO 
atrea.mJ.1ne tb.ese programs. 

Now we ha.ve· sent a mod111eation 'CoO 
tJ:le <le8k. There are atm som_I do !lot 
say d!sput.ea---but some cUfi'erelice of 
opinion Olio how maybe Federal, employ­
ee8 ma.y be needed, e...en tholli'hAFDC 
gOes to the States. &.Ad YOll repeal tlae 
jobs progyam. So 1t.. may be D.ecessary 
rorrurt.l:l.er rellnemant of that; &re8., but. 
(or all praatical purposes. I th1D.k 'll'e 
made a step In the right direction. 

1 ask Una.D1mOIlS CODstmt to:'Dave 

prilltdd in the ~JUI '" awnma.ry ot 

t3l.e moc11fieat1Il~. 


There being no objection, the 'BU%l:r 
mary or modlfieatlons 18 ordered to be 
prlDtad. lD the R'2CONI. 44 tollo_: .... 9ol....£' 
MODl'.F'Ri.r.ncnnj '!'O L~HIP Wlil!'..FAJUt stIJ: 

1Tl'toK I--'%'1Qa'ORART ASSlS1'NfCB '!O Iit1I.1l':DY t 
P'A.KII..lE8 m.oex 0&\1'1'1' 

(1) OV£.of·Uledl.DcI: (lntIlll. A~" tn I'1T~ <::<r. ' , 
the b1l1 '(aaction 401. ~ 10) tbat a.tIZlUal 
rroal$ should bI) ee' Cor rca:ucl~ out-of-'IiI'ec1­
look prernaDC1es. wl!:b a special emphallls OIl 

~~ ~:r':'!e:i.;", 0/ $tQ.&c.J bGUtl ",n '1W:lt 

IIiOTk prog'fam. Clarify tbat the Secret&rr o[ 

HHS will take i'llto' accouDt niduc1ag cue. 

10841!i acd: a State'S BIl.CCI!1!II in dIvwtiDg Il)dj. , 

vidusJs from '1:_ going' on weUate wileD 

raZUtlCB; a St&'CII'S 'lll'or" Pt'OI!T'8me. 


http:awnma.ry
http:rorrurt.l:l.er
http:ln1;el:l.C1
http:b.I:I.ve
http:Wednead.a3
http:lea.dersb.tp
http:U.booo1:l.0D
http:secfJ.O.QS
http:1nciad.1a
http:t.iviti.II
http:Pa.:-taenh.lp
http:8~beeet.l.On
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'FEDERAL STAFFING IMPLIcATIONS OF DOLE BILL 
(TITLES" I AND IX) , 

Currently, 327 federal staff in Washington, D.~. and the Regional 
Offices work on welfa~e -- AFDC/JOBS programs. ' 

i 

Federal 'staff. represent less than one percent o~ the.total 
sta~f'administering welfare employed at the Federal, State 
and local,level. 

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

There would be signif'icant changes in Federal staff 
responsib:llities under the Dole bill. ' 

CURRENT ROLE IN WELFARE/WORK PROGRAMS: 

Federal staff currently:: 
• 	 Develop and analyze policies, regulations and issue 


guidancE!. 

• 	 Monitor State activities for compliance and accountability. 

t •. 'Provide technical assistance 'to States. 
• 	 Compile and pUblish program.data: 
• 	 Monitor St~te compliance with anti-fraud regulations. 

PROPOSED.NEW RESPONSIl\'ILITI;ES (UNDER DOLE BILL): 

• 	 Provide' technical assistance ,. to hundreds of Tribes to design 
and implement new cash assistance programs. 

• 	 Gather, .. compile, evalu?tteand disseminate data on a larger 
scale and greater case 'specific variables. 

• 	 Assume:q.ew program· analysis and dissemination' of information 
respons~bilities. 

REQUIRED STAFFING FOR. THE WORK PROGRAM REMAINS LARGELY UNCHANGED: 

o HHS must continue to measure participation ratc?s. 
0' HHS must continue to evaluate successful programs. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

'There would be a number of very significant new ~ederal 
responsibiiities, inctuding: 1) a vastly expanded Federal role in 
providing policy 'and techn:lcal.as'sistance to States, localities 
and/or courtsj ~) 'expansion of' Federal Parent Locator Services 
(FPLS); 3) expanded systems support (e.g., for new hire 

directories and a central registry) i and' 4) i~terface with new 

State programs. 


\ 


http:Assume:q.ew
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STATE AND FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION 
. "FOR AFDC AND JOBS 

STAFFING FOR AFDC AND JOBS PROGRAMS: . 

At the Federal level, there are only 327 Federal full-time Staff positions devoted to 
administering IV-A A.FDC and IV-F JOBS activities inWasbington, D.C. and the.' 

. ten Regional Offices. . '. 

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 ~ese fIgures, Federal staff represent less than one 
percent of the total staff administering welfare employed at the Federal, State and 
local level. Staffmg levels in selected states of various sizes are as follows: 

Staff in IV-A and IV-F agencies 

Delaware 200 
Indiana .1500 

.,~ , 

Texas " .. ,3000 

FUNDS SPENT ON ADMINISTRATION: . 

Federal admin'istrative costs· account for' iess than one one-thoUsandth of total 
Title IV-A and IV-F expenditures: 

Title' IV -A program (no administration) $25.87 'billion 
Title IV -F JOBS .prog1fU11 (no adJp.inistration) . $ 1.25 billion 
State Adm.i.$trative costs $ 3.80 billion 
Federal Administrative costs $ 0.03 billion. 
Total spending on Title IV -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 billiog a year 
spent for IV-A and IV-F activities at the Federal, State, and Jocanevel 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 

·1 Ii : CuRRENT RESPONSIBILITIES 	 DOLE BILL II 

Technical Assistance to States 
- Assist States in program development 

- Clarify policy' " . ,. 

- Is~ue program.instructlons (Information Memoranda & Action Transmittals),' 

-. Facfl itate program coordination (e,g., JPTA, Child Care, Food Stamps) . 

~.Share information 


Tribal Issues 
- Review and approve JOBS Plans (currently 76) 

- Provide fechnlcal assistance . 

- 'Collect limited data 

- Provide policy ,guidance 


.:.­

Data Collection·j Evaluation. 
_. Gather,. c~ile, analyze ,and, eli ,seminate data on: , 

• AFDC Participant Characteristics 
'. JOBS, Par.ticipant· Characteristics 

• AFDC"State,Plan Charac'teristics 
• S'tate JOBS 'Participation Rates 
• Quality Control Error.Rates 

i;
I! 

'Policy and Planning 
- Write-& issue regulations 

... 

- Review & approve State Plans 
- Monitor,State 1115. waivers 
-. Establ ish 'reporting requirements 
- ~evlew & approve.Emergency.Assistance Plans 

Technical ASSistance to States 
- Disseminate information to States ·through Resource Center, technology 

transfer and training on: innovative ~loyment approaches; successful' work 
programs; caseload changes; reductions in out-of-wedlock births; state 
demonstration programs (§ 410(d»' , 

-' Respond to State inquiri!s re program and policy. guidance 
- Develop partnership and :ollaborafion initiatives for culture change and 

service integration' . 
-	 Interpret law 

Tribal Issues 	 . 
-	 Support Tribal efforts in designing assistance programs (§ 414) . 
-	 ~evlew and approve' Temporary Assistance Pla~s (potentially 535 plans) 

(§414(c)(2» ..' .'. '-. 
-	 Collect and evaluate same data as collected from States (§ 414(h» 
-	 Determine tribal grant e lOunts .(§ 414(b» , ' , . 
-	 Negotiate time limits, w.)rk standards and sanction policies.(§ '414(d», 

Provide pol icy guidance" 	 .. 

Data Col1ection & Evaluation. 
-	 Gather, compile, anal yze.and di sseminate congressi ona~ l y mandated da~a on: ­

• 	Employment and Earnings (§409(a» 
• Grant Deductions (§ 409(a». 
• 	AmOunt of Cash and Other Assistance'(§ 409(a» , 
• Duration of Assistance (§ 409(a» , . 
'. Job Placements (§ 409(a»" 


, • Monthly Work Rates (§ 407(a» 

• Monthly. Participation by Component (§·409(a» 
• 	War,k Participation by Non-Custodial Pare!1ts (§ 409(e»' 
• 	Wel fare Diversions (§ ·410(e»,., ' ' .', . 
•,State'expenditures, (§ 409(d)', § 402(a» 


,,~ Expenditures on transitional services (§ 409(h» 

• Administration costs (§ 409«(:)'} 


, • Overhead Costs (§ 409(c» 

• CasecClosures (§ 469(a» 

~ Out-of-Wedlock Births/Pregnancies (§'409(a» 

• Age/Race/Education (§ 409(a» . 

-	 Collect'; corripile information on,'State program characteristics fr.omState 
Plans (§ 402) ,. ' /;" 

polii:i/and Planning 
- Review State Plans (§ 402) 

" Review: phasing out of waivers (§ 411) 
-	 Develop data reporting guidennes 
-	 Write and issue regulation on welfare diversions (§ 404(b)(3» , 

Eliminate/repeal other regulat ions' (Sec~ 101(a)(2» 
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Accountabt1 ity , " 

• Monitor State activities for cCllrpll,ance 
· Operate Quality Control system to ensure payment accuracy 
• Determine JOBS participation cCllrplfance/penalty " 

· Moni tor State, fraud & abuse programs 

Accountabf 1tty 
· Revi,ew State and Tribal 'audits (§ 414(1), § 408(c» 
· Review & rank State performance (§ 410(e) &(f» 
,~ Establ hh penalties & aanlnlster appeals process (§ 407(c), § 417) 
· Develop program outcome measures (Implementation of GPRA &§ 410(g» 

-
Program Administration . 
• Provide day to day direction on program operations 
• Provide adninistrative, personnel and budget support services 
. Receive and coordinate replies to all publ'ic/congressionallFederal inquiries 

, ; 

Program Administration 
· Provide day to day direction on program operations 
· Provide adni~istrative, personnel and budget support services ' 
· Receive and coordi~ate replies to all public/congressional/Federal inquiries 

, 

TITLE IX 

, ! 


,CURRENT RESPONSIBIUTIES DOLE BILL 

Program Operations Program Operations 

• Operates FPLS, Federal tax offset program, and IRS 1099 program • Establish and operate a National State Case Registry and New Hire Directory (expanded FPLS) 
• Operates National Computer Center which supports FPLS, tax offset, and 1099 program " Operate expanded National Computer Center to support CaSe registry and New Hire Directory" 
• Maintains and develops software to support FPLS, tax offset, and 1099 program • Design and develop systems software to implement Case Registry and New Hire Directory 
• Supports improved State practices with projects &. special initiatives ' • Responsible for implementing cost allocation and recovering useffees for the expanded FPLS 
" Provides national direction &. coordination ,State child support operations " Incorporate Federal agency new hire information into National New Hire Di~ctory 
", Promotes operational best practices through development of publications • Develop and maintain directory of multi-state employers 
" Assists 'in planning&. installation of State automated systems , ' " DevelOp new ,standardized reporting, forms, pilot fOrrllS and implement nationally, 
• Provides consulting services and assistance to States on APDs on State systems • Undertake activities surrounding the implementation of UIFSA' , 
" Reviews, evaluates, and approves requests for Federal matching funds for CSE systems • Implement additional Network requirements for interstate administrative enforcement 
" Conducts reviews of State installations • Implement a system to deny passports 
• Establishes standards and provides technical assistance in Computer design, development, and • Imposes new automation requirements on State child support systems, including the development of an 
maintenance of State CSE systems interface with a National system 
" Operates OCSE's management information system · Necessitates: 
• Operates and maintains Interstate Referral System • Revised systems certification requirements 

• Additional systems compliance reviews 
• Implement EFT riationally 

, 




Policy and Planning 

- Develops &. analyzes policies, regulations and guidance 

- Develops procedures Cor State plan review and approval 

• Reviews recOmmendations C~r State plan disapproval 
• Develops long-range plans and objectives Cor agency 
• Conducts statistical' analysC';s and research projects ' 
• ,Develops, coordinates, and, conducts evaluation studies 
• Designs statistical reporting requirements and methods for sharing data 

i 
j! 
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Technical Assistance and Training 

~ Operates National Training"Center which develops materials and offers training and technical 
assistance ' 
• Provides technical assistance to States 

- Provides assistance to State agencies in developing State plans 

- Conducts aPRA activities 


Accountability and Performance Measures 

, - Conducts program audits to determine program effectiveness and compliance 

~ Makes recommendations regarding penB!ty imposition ' 


, • Develops and conducts administrative Cost and6ther special audits 

• Develops guidance concerning audit procedures and standards 

Consumer Services 

• Provides direction and leadership for consumer affairs activities 
• Provides advice on strategies and approaches to improve public understanding of and access to 

child suppOrt programs and policies ' 

,. Promotes best practices to' the public " 

• Advises leadership on the impact of child support policy and program on consilmers 
• Provides a focal point for cOnsumer'relations and consultation 

co' 

PolicY and Planning 

• Requires numerous new State plan elements and policies: 
• develop State plan pre-prints 
• issuance of guidance 
• issuance new statutorily mandated regulations 

- reviews of plan conformity 

• maintenance of plan amendments 


- Provides new measures of program effectiveness and revised performance based incentive structure 

• Provides demonstration authority for new program research and access and visitation programs 
- Oversees research, demonstrations and special projects of regional and national significance relating to 
the operation of State programs , 

Technical Assistance and Training 

- YastJy expanded federal role in providing technical assistance and training 
, - Magnified technical assistance, training, and outreach needs based on new State mandates 

- Assist States in implementing UIFSA ' 
• Provide technical assistance for implementation of administrative enforcement, paternity outreach; 

cooperation, and license suspension 

• Expanded aPRA responsibilities for numerous special projects 

- Assist States in, passing mandated legislation 

- Conducts staffing studies ' 


Accountability and Performance Measures 

- Shifts audit focus,..from process to outcome 
• 'Increases emphasis on Administrative Cost and Financial audit responsibility 
'~ 'Develop performance measures to evaluate State performance and results 
- Develop methodologies Jor a'State incentive structure based on work of Committee of IY·O Directors as 
required by the law 

Consumer Services 

• Requires a significant education effort aimed at the public and child support community alike 
- Markets key changes and undertakes an aggressive paternity outreach campaign on order to optimize 

their potential effects ' 
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Program AdministrationProgram Administration 

- Vastly expands child support program and systems responsibilities- Prov ides day to day operations 
• Coordinate & plan activities to maximize program effectiveness 
- Formulates & executes program & salaries & expense budgets 
- Provides administrative, personnel & data processing support services 

.. 
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