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The Family Reinforcement Act

104th CONGRESS
13t Seasion H . R .

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

House Republicans will introduce the foliowing bil

A BILL

Ta strengthen the rights of parenta.

Be it onavied dy the Sewots and Howse of Represeniotivas of tha [nited
Staies of Amerios 1w Congresr arzembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

Thin Act may be cited aF the “Family Reinforeement Art”,

TITLE I-ADOPTION ASSISTANCE

SEC. 181, REFUNDABLE CREDIT FOR ADGPTION EXPENSESR

() In GENERM.~-Tobpert C of part IV of subehapter & of chapter
1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating 1o refundable eradit) i
amended by redesignating section 35 ax section 36 sud by inserting aMer
seetion 34 the following ew section:
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“BEC. 3%, ADOPTION EXPENSES.

“{n} ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT. -5 the case of an individusl, there shall
he alivwed ay & credit againgt the 1ax imposed by this subtitle for the tax-
ahie yesr the smount of the gqualified adoption expenses paid or incurred
by the taxpayer during such taxable vear, '

o) LDOTATIONS -

“{1} DOLLAR LDMITATION ~The aggregate amount of qualified
adoptions expenses which may be taken into account under subsection
(a} with regpeet to the adoption of & child shall not exeeed $5,000.

() INCOME LIMITATION.-The amaont aliowshble ag s eredit
under snbesetion {a) for any taxahle vesr shall be reduced Omt aot
below zere; by an amount which bears the same retic 1o the amount
s sllowable (determined without regard 1 1his parsgraph bot with re
gard 0 paregraph (1)} &5—

14} the amount (if any) by which the taxpayers adjusted

gross income exeeads $60,000, tears 1o

“{R} $40,000. ‘

For purposes of this paragvaph, adjusted gross income shall be deter-

mined without regard to section 138,

(3} DENTAL OF DOTBLE BENEFTP e

“{a} IN GBNERAL N0 oredit aball be gllowed under mub”

sertion (a} for any opense for which s Jdednetion or credit In 8l-

lowable under any other provigion of this chapter.

*{B) GraNTs.—No credit shall be sllowed under subsection

{8} for axy expenses paid from any funds received under any Fed-

eral, State, or local program,

*{¢} QUALWFIZD ADOPTION EXPENSES...For purposes of thig section,
the term ‘qualified adoption expenses’ means ressonshble and necessary
adoption fees, conrt couts, attorney feed, and other expennes which are di
rectly related to the legal sdoption of a child hy the taxpayer and which
are not incurred in violation of State or Federsl law or in tarrying ont any
surrogate parenting srrangement. The term ‘qualified adoption expenses’
shail pot indude suy expenses in conpection with the adeptien by an indi.
vidual of » child who 18 the chiid of such individual’s spouse.”.

(B} CLERICal, AMENDMENT.—The sable of seetiony for sabpart C of
part IV of subebapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is amended by striking
the last iteta and inserting the following:

“Soe. 15 Adoplice apensek.
Uep, 36 ODumroaymest of ar”, \

ey Errsemve Date.~The amendments made by thiz section shall
apply 1o taxable vears heginning 8ﬁ{!r December 31, 1995
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TITLE II-ELDERCARE ASSISTANCE

SEC. 201, REFUNDABLE CREDIT FOR CUSTODIAL CARE OF CERTAIN
DEPENDENTS IN TAXPAYER'S HOME.

ia} Iy GesEran.—Subpars C of part IV of subchapter A of chapter
1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1586 (relating to refundable credits) is
amended by redesignating sectivn 36 as seetion 37 and by inserting after
section 35 the following new section:

“SEC. 36. CREDIT FOR TAXPAYERS WITH CERTAIN PERSONS REQUIR.
ING CUSTODIAL CARE 1N THEIR HOUSETHOLDS.

{8} ALLOWANCE 08 CREDIT. I8 the enoe of #p individusl whe main
18ing 8 household which ineludes ax & member one or more qualified per
song, there shall be allowsd 58 & cradit aguingt the tax impoeed by this chap-
er for the taxable year ao amount squsl to $500 for each such person,

*h DeFiaiTioNs.—For purposey of this section—

{1} QUALIFIED PERSGN —The term ‘qualified person’ means any
individual—

“{A) who ig & parent or grandparent of the taxpayer,

“(B) who has been certified by & physician as—

“{i} being wnable 10 perform (without substantal assist-
ance from another individaal} at least 2 serivitien of daily be
ing {as defined in parsgraph (23}, or

“{ii} having a simiar level of dissbility due 10 ooguitive
impairment, and
“¢CC) who has 28 his pripcipsl pisce of sbode for more than

half of the taxabie year the home of the 1axpayer.
“{2} ACTIVITIZS OF DALY LIVING.—For purposes of paragraph

{1), each of the following is an activity of daily living:

*(A) BaTHING.~The overall sowmples behavior of getting
water and cieanming the whole body, induding turning on the
water for a bath, shower, or sponge bath, getting to, in, and out
of & tub or shower, and washing and drying onesell

“{H} Dmzsgrve—The oversll somplex bebavior of getting
siothes from closets and drawers and then getting dressed,

“{C) TomeTING.—The it of golug o the todet room for
bowel and Wadder fanction, (ransferring on and off the toilet,
vleaning affer elimination, and arranging clothes.

“{D} TraxsFEs.—The process of gutting in and out of bed
or 1o and out of & chair or wheelchair,

(B EATING~The process of getting food from & plate or
ity euivalent inte the mouth,
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“{3} PHYSICIAN.The term ‘physician’ mesns & doctor of medi-
eine of oetevpaty legally suthorized to practioe medicine or surgery in
the juriadietion in which he makes the determination under parsgraph
1).

“(d} BPECLAL RULES w-For purposes of this 5e0ticrim

“{1) MAINTAINING & SOUSEBOLD.—AS individual shall be treated
83 maintaining 8 bousehold for any period if over half the cost of main-
taining the household for such period is furaished by such individual
{or, I such individual ig married during such period, by such individual
and hig spouse),

“{2) MABRRIED COUPLES MUGET FILR JOINT RETURN.—If the tax-
payer i8 mamied at the cloee of the taxable vear, the eredit under subs
seetion {2} shall he allowed only if the raxpayer and Bis spouse Sle »
Joint retura for the taxabie year.

23} MaRITAL FPATDY.-—An individual legally separated from his
spouse under 8 decree of divorce ar separate maintenance shall pot be
songidered a8 maried. :

"{4) CERTAIN MARRIED INDIVIDUALS LIVING APARY —[f—

“fA) an individasl who B marriad and who flen n separate

reti T

“£1} maintsing & household which inciudes 55 &8 member
gae or more qualified persons, and
“(4) fornishes over half of the somt of maintaining such
household during such tamble year, and
“{B) during the iast 6§ months of such taxable year such indi-
vidual's spouse is not & member of gueh haugehold,
such individual shall not be conmidered a8 married
“{e) REGULATIONS.~The Secretary shall preserthe such regualstions a8
may be necessary 1o parey oot the purposes of this section.”
by CLERICAL AMENDMRNT-The labie of sections for sobpart € of
part IV of subchapler A of chapter ] of soch Code is amended by striking
the itam relating 10 seetion 36 and inserting the following:
“3ee. 38, Cradit for taxpayers with certain persous requiring suatodisl mre
in their households.
“See. 3T, Overpaymesty of ar™
(¢} EFFRCTIVE DatR.The amendments made by this section shall
apply to taxable years heginning after December 31, 1965,
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TITLE III-CHILD PROTECTION

SEC. 303, INCREASED PENALTIES FOR USE OF A COMPUTER N SEX.
Ual CRIMES AUGAINST CHILBREN,

The Untted States Sentencing Commission shall amend the sentenving
goidelines applicabie o section 2252 of title 18, Toited Statey Code, 0 in-
crease the offense Jevel by 2 levels if & computer wax used in the transport-
ing or shipment of the visual depiction.

SEC. 302, MANDATORY MINIMUM SBENTENCE FOR PROSTTTUTION OF
CHILDREN.

Section 2423 of title 18, United States Code, is amended by siciking
“or imprisooed tot more than ten years, or both.” and inperting “and im.
prisoned not lesa than 3 nor more than 10 years.”,

SEC. 303. SENTENCING GUIDELINES RELATING TO PROSTITUTION OF
CHILDEEN,

The United States Sentencing Commission shall amwend the sentencing
guidelines applicable to Section 2423 of title I8, United States Code, to an.
sure that an increase in the sge of the shild who & the vietim of the offense
does oot result in & lighter punighment,

SEC. 304. INCREASE [N PENALTY FOR SEXUAL ABLRE OF A MINOER,

Section 2243(s) of ttle 18, United States Code, ¥ amended by insert
ing “less than 3 nor' after “imprisoned pot”,

SEC. 303, INCREASE IN PENALTY FOR SEXUAL ABUSE OF A WARD.

Section 2243(h) of title 18, United States Code, & mnendad by gtriling
“more th&n coe year' and inmerting “ises than 3 mor more than 15 yeam”.

TITLE IV-FAMILY PRIVACY
PROTECTION

SEC. ¢61. FAMILY PRIVACY PROTECTION,

{a} Notwithstanding any other provision of law, no program or astivity
fonded in whole in or part by any Foderal department or sgeney shail re
quire & minor to submit to 2 survey, analysis, or evaluation that reveals in
formation copcerning:

(1) parental politicel affiliations;

{(?) mental or peychological problems potentially emberrassing to
the minor or his family;

(3} sexusl behavior or attitudes;

(4) illegal, anti-social, self-incriminating, or demeaning behavior,

(5) appraisals of other individusls with whom the minge has & fa-
milial relationship; ’

{8} relationships that sre legally recognized 83 privileged, soch as
those with lawyers, physicians, and members of the clergy;
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{7} the minot’s household income, other than information required
by law to determine elighility for participation i & program or for re-
cerving financial assistance from & program; or

{8} religious beliefs,

without the written consent of &2 least one of the minor's parents or guard-
ians or. in the case of an emanvipated minoe, the prios consens of the mingy
himsatf.

(b} Subgection {a) shall not apply fo te=s intendad 1o measnre aca.
demic performance except ¢ the extent that such tests wonkd require a
minor 0 revesl information listed i parsgraphs (1) through {8} of subw
saction {8),

SPC. $62. NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES.

A department or sgency which, in whole or in part, supirts & progrizo
or activity iowoiving any survey, analysia, or evaloation of minors shail es-
tablish provedures by which the department or agency, or its granteeg, shall
notify minors and their parents of their rights under this tite.

SEC. 403, EFFECTIVE DATE.

This title shall take effect 30 days afler che date of the enastment of
this At. :

TiTLE V-CHILD SUPPQORT

ENFORCEMENT

SEC. 501. ENFORCEMENT QF CHILD SUPPORT CGRIDERS

(8) in Govenal ~Secton 1738A of title 28, United Siates Code, i3
amended-—

(1) in subsection {a) by ixverting “or child sopport order” after
“waild rustody determination”;

{2} in subwection (B

{A} by redesignatiog paragrapha (2} through {8) s pars-
graphs (3} through (9), respectively; and

(B) by inserting after parsgraph (1) the following new pars-
graph:

2y ohild suppoert onder’ means s judgment, deeree, or order of
a court requiring the payment of money, whether in periodic amounta
or hump sum, for the support of s child and incindes permanent and
temporary orders, nitial orders &nd modiffeatices, on-going support
aad arrearsges;’’;

{3) in subgection (g}

(A} in the firat sentence hy inserting “ar child support order”
after “child cusiady determination’™; and

{B) in paragraph {2)(D)(i) by isserting “or support” after
“determise the custody™; S
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{4] in subsection {d), by striking ont "the requirement of sub-
seetinn (6)(1] of this gection contitues to be met and”; and
{31 ic mubmection (N}{Z), by inserting “as deserbed under gub-
seetion (d) of this section,” affer “*uo longer has jurisdietion,”.
(b} TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.~{1} The heading
for section 1738A of titde 28, Usited States Code, & amended 1o resd ay
foliowy

“SEC, 1738A. FULL FATTH AND CRERIT GIVEN T4 CRILD CUSTOLY DE.
TERMINATIONS AND CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS.",

(2} The table of sections for chapter 115 of title 2B, Dnitad States
Code, s amended by striking out the item relating to soction 1738A and
inserting in liev thersof:

"ITSEA. Ful fith and eredlt given to chiM enatody deverminstions and shild 2pport orders.’”.

(¢} Errgorrve DATE. —The amendmests made by this section shall be
effective oo and gfter the date of the enactment of thig Aot
SEC. 304, UNIFORM TERMS [N ORDERS,

(s} In GeNERALSection 452(x3 of the Social Security Aet (42
U.8.C. 652{a)} iy amended—

{1} in pargraph (9}, by swriling “and” after the semicolon;

(2) in paragesph (10, by striking the period at the end of the Jud
sentence and ingerting ; and”; and ’

33 by adding &t the end the following:

“£11} dewslop, In conjunrtie with State exseutive sod judicial on
gunizations, & uniforen abstract of a child support order, for use by sl
State courts to record in each chiid gupport ordepe

“(AY the date support payments are 1 begin nnder the order;

“{B) the circumstances upon which support payments are to
end under the order;

“€) the amount of child support. payalle porguant to the
order expreseed 48 & sum certain to be paxi on & monthly basis,
arrearnges txpressed as A sum certain #8 of & certain date, and
any paybeck scheduie for the arrearages;

{1} whether the order awards suppert in 8 hump sum
{aonallocated} or per child;

“(E) if the award is in & fomp sam, the event asusing »
change in the support sward and the amonm of any change;

{5 other expenssg vovered by the ondes;

“(¢4) the pames of the parents subgect to the orden,

“(H) the social security acopunt sambery of the pareats;
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i “(I) the name, date of Lirth, and social seeurity acomunt sum-
2 ber (if any) of =ach child covered by the orden
3 (K} the identification {FIPS sode, name, and address) of the
1 eourt that issued the order;
hi “{L} any information on health eare support reguired by the
6 order and
7 (M) the party W contact f sddivonal information ig ob
3 tained.”,

9 SEC. 303. WORK REQUIREMENT FOR NONCUSTODIAL PARENTS WITH
10 CRILD SUPPORT ARREARAGES.
11 {8) In Gexgran.—Section 466{8) of the Social Seenrmty Amt (42
12 .84 666()) m amwaded by inserting after parsgraph {11} the following:
13 “{12) Procedures requiring that—
14 “{A} upan 8 determination by the Stale agency referved o in
is saction 4020233} that the noncustodisl parent of any child who
6 18 applying for or receiving e under the State plan approved
i7 under part A owes child support (a8 defined in section 462(b})
18 with respeet to the child, is in arreary in the payment of such sup-
{9 port o an amount that & not i than twice the amount of the
20 monthly child suppert obligation, i not incapscitated, and 8 not
2 subject 1 & conrt-approved plan for payment of such arrearape,
22 the State sgeacy referred 20 in section 40Z(sX3) send w the
23 noneustodial parent 8 letter notifing the noncustodial parent that
24 1he noncustodisl parent—
25 «{1) i8 required to pay ¢hild support with respect to the
2% child; and
bt “{ii) 18 suhject to fines and other penaltics for failure fo
28 pay the full amount of such support in w timely manger; and
29 “(B} ¥, by the end of the 30-day period that begins with the
3 dute the letter in sent pursuant to subpsragraph {A), the ameunt
3 ﬁ%m@wmbya:kaaammnm
n amount specified by the State agency, the State seek a court order
33 requiring the noneustodial parent-w
n “f1) to participate in & job search program established by
35 the State, for not less than 2 weeks and not more than 4
k. weeks; and
3 “{ii) o, by the end of the J0-day period beginning on the
38 date the order is entered the amount of the arrearsge has
- 39 not deerensed by st least & percentage gisoumt speeified by
40 the State spency, io participets in & work program estabe
41 fished by the Swuate, for not less than 30 hours per week {or,

Saptamber 23, 1994
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The Personal Responsibility Act

104th Congress :
1st Session H* R'

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

House Republicans will introduce the following bill

A BILL

T'o restore the Amerizan family, reduce illegitimacy, control weifare spending
and reduce welfare dependence.

Be it enoeied by the Senole ond House of Representatives of the Unidad
Blater of Amerion in Congress assembled,
SECTION L SHOET TITLE.

This Act may be eited &2 "The Personal Responshbilfly At
SEC. 2 TABLE OF CONTENTS,

The table of coutants for thig Act s 25 follows;

o WA B W Ry e

Set. 1. Set tithe.
See. 2. Table of eoniznte. _
TYTLE I—REDUCING [LLEGITIMACY

See. 100. Seome of the Covgreas.
Heo. 101, Radostion or denial of AFDC for eertam children whoms paternity o not satahiished,

1

September 23, 1994
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Bee. 102, Teeny receiving AFINC eoquired 0 Gve a2 boma

Bee. 103, Barlier patuenity setablinhunent effurta by Scacm,

Bec. 104. Tocreass in paternity eetablishment prroentags.

Bex. 105 Denial of AP0 for cevtain children born outeolomndlonk,

Bec. 105, Denisl of AFDC for additions] ehildrea,

Bec. 107. State option to deny AFDC benefitn to dbildren born owt-of-wedlosk to individusla
aged 18, 19, or 20, wnd to deny moch benefits and bousing henefits to such individ-
e,

Bee. 108, Grants 0 Btaizior amintanes 1o children bora mnt-af-wedlosk.
Boe 108 Removel of harviers (o irderethnie sdoption,
TITLE TBEQUIRING WORE
See. 201, Pindiogs: iatent: sasement of purposs.
Ser. 202 Work progeass.
Bre. 2405, Wark mpnismentation progean smendisents.

Boe, 204, Praymeons o Risten Sr cotam mdividunis reenmiving ood semistance from the State
whe prefors work ou helisif of the State.

TITHE F—-LAPPING THE AGDREGATR ORQWTE OF WELFARE SPENDING
Bee. 305 Cap 2u growth of Pederal spending oo certain wellsre peograms.
See. 302, Converedon of fading wndtr comthin wiifare progoami.
See. 302, Savinga from wellare peoding Hnite to be axad br &feckt roduetion,
TIER WwBESTRIOTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS
. Tochgidlity of slnex for public welfare andistance.
£02. SWMWMWQMMMQMMMMM
geation sod NatmeaSaation Servios,
TIPS Ve EONBOLIDATING FOOD ARSIRTANCE PRUOGRAME
. Food sssixtenos blodk grast progrem.
, Aveilability of Federsl eonpon yywiem to Siaten
. Aotricy 1o il Fedes) moplon commodition.
- Dedinitioam.
. Repealers; smoendments.
. Bffective dates application of repealers and amendmenta.

TILE V-EXPANDING BSTATUTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES

g

mmwmwmmWw&mmm@g aee]
enployehility, or reisted to self-employment.

Soe, 808, Gption %o remiee stisndanse at parentisg sad money manapement clumen, asd
prior spprovs] of sny setivn tast would result In & change of schoid for & depends
wat dhiid,

TLE ¥I1.DRUQ TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTA

flee. 101 AFDC recipients vequived 1o nnderpe vaomsry sabstancs shoge tregtment s % Skr
dition of reoeiving AFDC.

TN VEI—EFFECTIVE DATR
Bre. 8031, Effective data.

TITLE I-REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY
BEC. 100, SENESE OF THE CONGRESS.

it i the senge of the Corgress that—

{1} marviage & the foundation of a suceesaful yociety;

{2) marriage is an essentinl social institution whith promotes the
mterents of children amd society at large;

{3) the negative sonsequences of an ont-of-wedlock birth on the
ehild, the mother, and scciety are well documented g5 follows:

-
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{A) the lllegitimacy rate among black Americans was 26 per
cent in 1965, but today the rate is 68 percent and elimbing;

(B} the llegitimary rate among white Americans has nisen
tenfold, from 2 28 percent in 1960 19 23 percent today,

{C} the total of all sut-of-wedlovk births beiween 1570 and
1991 hasvisen from 10 peroent to 30 percent and if the eurrent
trend eontinues, 5¢ perceat of all births by the year 2015 will be
out-of-wedlock; o

(D) % of legitimate births among whites are to women with
a high school education or less

{E} the one-parent family s gix times more lkely 0 be poor
than the two-perent tamily; A

{F} children bors into families recsiving weifare assiztance
are three timey mere likely to be on welfere when they reach
adulthood;

(3] tesnage single parent mothering is the gingle biggest oon.
teibuter 16 low birth weight babies,

{H) children born sut-of-wedliock are more Hikely 1o experience
low verbal cognitive attainment, child abose, and negleet;

{I)ymngpqep!eﬁvmsingiepmtarmppmt&mﬁieam
twe to three times more likely to have emotional or behavioral
problems than those from intact families;

{J} young white women who were raised in a single parent
family are more than twice a8 likely t have children outofiwed.
toek and to become parents as teenagers, and almost twite s like
Iy ta have their marriages end in divoree, as are children from 2-
parent families; :

{K) the younger the single parent mother, the less likely ghe
i3 to finish high sehook

{L} young women who have children before Suishing high
school are more Hkely 0 receive welfare ssvistance for 8 Jonger pee
riod of time;

(M) between 1985 and 1950, the poblic cost of births 1o teen~
age mwothers under the aid to families with dependent ehildren pro-
gram, the food stamp program, und the medicaid program has
been estimated at $120,000,000,000,

{N} the sheence of & father in the life of a child has & neps.
tive affoct on achool performance aad paer adjustment;

{0 the lkelihood thal & young Mack man will sngage in
eriminal artivities doubles if he is raised withont a father and tri-

Gakt &Y
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1 ples if be lives iv a neighborhood with a high coneeatration of sin.
2 ¢le parent families; and
3 {P} the grealer ihe incidence of single parent families iz 2
4 aeighborhood, the higher the incidence of violent erime and bur
s glary, and

6 {4} in Hght.of this demonstration of the erisis in our Nation, the
- b reduction of cut-of-wedlock births is an lmportans government inferest
8 and the poliey contained in provisions of this title address the ersis.
9 SEC. 101, REDUCTION OR DERIAL OF AFDC FOR CERTAIN CHILDREN

1o WHOSE PATERNITY 18 NOT ESTABLISHED.
1 {8) Ix CGENERral~—Section 402(n) of the Socia! Security Act (42

12 U.B.LC 602(n)} s amended—

. 13 (1) by striking “snd” st the end of paragraph (44);
i4 {2} by striking the period at the end of paragraph (45) and insert-
15 . ing* end”; and
% {3;@%@&&&%&{%}%&%@
17 “{48} provide that—
12 “(A) exeept as provided in subparagraph (B), aid under the
19 State plan shall not be payshie w0 & farily with respoct o & de-
20 pendent chid whose paternity has not been established, unless-—
21 “(i} the child waa conceived a8 8 result of rape or incest;
22 or
it “(ii} the State determines that efforts to establish mch
24 paterpity would result in physical denger to the relative
25 aiming such aid;
*%’ “{B}ifthepamweiad&pmd&t&:ﬁdmmtb&ﬁm
21 fished, the relative claiming soch aid alleges thal any of pot more
8 than 3 named individuals may be the bislogiesd father of the hild
" 29 and provides the address of each of the named individuals.(or, if
- 30 the relative is not sware of the address of sach 2 mamed individ
' 3 ual, the address of the immediate relatives of the named individ-
32 ual), and the State has not disproved the allegation, then
33 “(i) aid under the State plan shall be payable to the
X 34 family, and the needs of the dependent child shall be dis.
38 regurded in determining the amount of such aid; and
3% T} the entire family shall be eligible for medical assists
37 ance under the State plan approved vader title XTX; and
. (0} the redative claiming such aid shall kave the burden of
- 39 ‘proving any allegation of paternity of & dependent child by an inr
30 dividual who is decessed, in scoordanee with procedures esisb-
41 lished by the State in consuitation with the Seeretary.”.

Sepomber 23, 1994
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{b) No Erreer ON ELIOBRMTY POR FOSTER CARE MAINTENANCE
PavMENTS —Section 472{834HB} of sueh Ast (42 U.SC. 672080045 iy
amengadom

i1} in clauee {i}, by inserting “and section 402{a}{48) were npt
applied to the child” before the soaupe; and

{2} in slams+(id), by inserfing *, section 482{a)(46) were not ap-
plied to the child,” before “and application”.

{¢} No ErreCT OF ELIGIBIUITY FOR ADOPTION ASSISTANCE Pav
HENTS.—Saction 4738 H2HBHI) of sush Aet (42 LA 8734a)(2)(Biiin
s amended—

(1) in subclanse {1}, by inserting “and section 402(a)(48) were not
applied to the ehild” before the comma; and
{2} in gubolanse {II}, by inserting “, section 402(a){48} were not
applisd to the child,” before “and spplication™.
SEC. 102 TEENS RECEIVING AFDC REGUIRED TO LIVE AT HOME.
Section 402(a3{43) of the Bocial Sesurity Act (42 U.B.C. 602{a}{431
iz amended.
{1} by striking “at the option of the Btate,”; and
{2} by striking “18” and inserting *“18™,
SEC, 195, EARLIER PATEENITY ESTABLISHMENT EFFORTS BY STATES.

{8} IN GENERAL,~Sestion 466(a}(B)(C) of tie Social Secarity Act (42
.80, B68{a}5HOH v amended by redesignating oiguses (i) and (i) es
clauses (i) and {ili) and by inserting before clpuse (i) (as 5o redesignated)
the following: “{§) s requirement that, 42 soon 22 an offiver or employee of
the State becomes aware, i the performance of official duties, of 4 preg-
nant, unmarried individuai, the officer or employee (I} inform the individual,

srafly and in writing, that ghe will be meligible for aid under the State play -

under part A unless ghe informs the Btate of the identity of the prospective
father and, after the child is bora, cooperates in antablishing the paternity
of the ¢hild, and (IT) encourage the individual to urge the prospective father
to acknowlodge peternity,”.

h} CoNPORMING AMENDMENTR ~Section 466{a}{8) of such Act {42
1.8.C, 666(a)5)) & amended in each of subparsgraphs (D) and (B} by
striking “(C){i)”* and inserting “(C){Hi)".

(¢} Sevse oF TEE Conomess.—The Congress encourages the States
to_— N

{1} develop procedures in public hogpitals and ofinies to facilitate
the acknowiedgemsnt of patersity; and

{2} estsblish legal procedures that permit the establishment of pa.
ternity as quickly snd easily as possible,

-

-
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SEC, M. INCREASE IN PATERNITY ESTARLISHMENT PERCENTAUE,

Section 452(g)(1) of the Social Becurity Act (42 US.C. 65%(gH1) i
amended by striking all that follows " and inserting the following:

“{A) 90 pereent;

*{B} for & Siate with & paternity estshlishment percentage of not
iess than 50 pemseat but less than 80 percent for mueh figeal yesr, the
patermty sstablishment percentage of the State for the ummediately
preceding fincal year plus 8 percentage points; or

“(C} for a State with a paternity establishment percentage of less
than 50 percent for such fiscal year, the paternity establishment pers
centage of the State for the immediately preceding fisesl year plug 10
peroentage points.”.

SEC. 105, DENIAL OF AFDC FOR CERTAIN CHILDREN BORN OUT-OF-
WEDLOCR.

{8} DENAL OF AFDC —

(1) I¥ GENERAL.—Bection 402{a} of the Bocial Security Aot (42
US.C. 602(a)), as amended by section 161(a) of this Aet
amepded.

{A) by siriking “and” st the end of paragraph (45}

{B} by striking the period st the end of paragraph {46) and
ingerting ; and”; and

{C) by inserting after parapraph (46} the following:

“(47) provide that aid under the pinn shall oot be payable with
respeet 1o a child born out-of-wedlock to an individual whe, at the time
of such birth, had not attained 18 years of age, unless, after the birth
of the child— . 4

“{A} the individual marries an individoal who the State detes
mites i the bislogicnl father of the ohild; or

“(B) the biclogical parent of the child hes Jegel custody of
the child and marries an individval who legully adopts the chld.”.

(%) LDOTATION ON APPLICABILITY.~The amesdments made by
paragraph (1) shall not apply to a child born before the effective date
of this Art who is & memher of a family whose mosgt recent application
for atd to families with dependent chiliren under & State plan approved

“under part A of title IV of the Sovial Security Act was made before

such effective dpte,

{b} No EFFECTr ON ELIGIBILITY FOR FOSTER CARE MAINTENAKCE
PaymurTS ~Section 472(8){4)(B) of such Act (42 US.LC. 672(a){4)}, a8
amended by section 101¢b) of this Aet, is amended in each of clavsss (i)
sod (i} by striking “seetion 402(8)(45)” and inserting “paragraphs (46)
and (47} of sectionp 40208},

!
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{€} No Frrect oN BLIGIBILITY FOR ADGPTION ASSIBTANCE PAT-
MENTS —Section 473{a3(23{B){i) of sueh Art (42 U.B.C. 673ay2)(Bii)
it amended in eash of subcauses (I} and (JI) by siriking “‘section
402{a)}(48)" and inserting “parsgraphs {46} and {47} of seetion 402(a)".
SEC. 108. RENIAL OF AFDC FOR ADDITIORAL CHILDREN,

Secting 402(a)™3f the Socinl Security Ast (42 USC €02(a)), as
amended by sections 101{a) and 1058(s3(1} of this Aet, is amended—

(1) by striling “and” at the end of paragraph {46}
{23 by striking the period at the end of paragraph {471 aad inserts
ing *; and"; and
{3) by inserting after paragraph (47} the foligmng:
“{48) provide that aid under the plan shail not be paynble with
respet to & child born to—
“¢A) a recipient of aid under suy Stete plan approved under
this part; or
“i1} an individusl who reccived aid under any such Biate
plan a¢ any time during the 10-month period ending with the birth
of the child.”.
SEC. 1% BTATE OPTION 10O DENY AYDC BENEFITS 1O CHILDREN
BORN OUT-OFWEDLOCK 1O INDIVIDUALS AGED 18, 18,

QR 20, AND TO DENY SUCH BENEFITS AND HOUSING
BENEFITS TO SUCH INDIVIDUALS.

(a) Dewuar oF AFDC
{1} IN GENERaL~-Section 402{8} of the Social Sevurity Act (42
U.8.C. §02(a)}, a8 amended by seetions 101(s), 105(a)(1}, sod 106 of
this Art, is amended— 7
{A} by striking “and” at the end of paragraph (47X
{B} by wirikiog the period at the end of parngraph {43) and
inserting % and”; and
{C} by tnserting after paragraph (48) the following:
(49} a1 the option of the Staie, provide taafe
“{A} aid under the plan shall not be payuble with respect to
& ¢hild born outof.wedlock to an individual who, at the time of
such birth, had attained 18 years of age but bad not attained soch
age not exceaxling 21 years s the State may determing; and
“{B} aid under the plan shall a0t be paysble with respect to
an individual who has borne a child out-of-wedlock after sttaining
18 years of age but before attaining 21 years of age, unless—
“{i} after the birth of the child-—
“(I) the individual mamies an individual who the
State determines iy the biclogieal father of the child; or

&M!{M’awi ?
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*“{I1} the biologiea! parent of the ehild has legal sus-
tody of the child and marvies an individusl who legally
adopts the child; or
“{ii) the individual i8 & biclogiea! and custodial parent of

another child who was not bom out-of-wedlook.”.

{2} LonTTTION ON APPLICABILITY - The amendments made by
parszraph (1) shell not apply @ & child born before the effective date
of this Act whe s a member of 2 family whose most recent applivation
for gid to families with dependent childres under o State plan approved
under part & of title IV of the Social Secunty Act was made before
such effective date,

{b} Housivo BENEFITS.~— :

(1) PROFEIBITION OF ASSIBPANCE.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, a household whose head of household s an individusl
who has borne a child out-of-wedlock after attaining 18 years of age
but bafore attaining 21 years of age may not be provided Federal houg.
ing asgistance for & dwelling unit located o & covered State, unlessom

{A} after the birth of the childew

@i} the individual marries an individual who has been de-
termined by the relevant Biate to be the biological father of
the child; ar

{ii} the biolngiesl ‘varent of the chiid has lagal custody
of the child and mairies an individual who legaily adopis the

(B) the individual is a biclogical and custodial parent of an-
other child who wat rot born out-ofvwsdlock; or ’

{C) oligikility for such Federal housing assistanos i based in
whole or in part on any disability or handicap of a member of the
household, .

{2} CovERED STATES-—A Staie shall be considered 8 covered
State for purposes of thix subeection only during the period thate

{A} beging upon certification, wade by the chief exscutive of-
ficer of the State {al the option of the Stale} 8 the Secrelary or
Housing and Urban Development and the Secretary of Agri-
culture, that the State is a covered Stata for pumeses of thiz sub-
gection; and .

© (B} enda upon submission of written notice {at the option of
the State}, by the chief executive officer of the State w such Seo.
retaries, that the State is not & covered State for purposes of this
subsestion.
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(3} NoTFearion OF ROURING PROVIDERR~Upon certification
under paragraph (2)(A) for & State and periodically thereafter during
the period that the State is & covered State, the Seeretury of Housing
and Urban Development and the Secretary of Agricvltare shall provide
written notice that the State is 3 covered State for purposes of this
subsechion tomsme

{A} each public bousing apency whose area of jurisdiction is
located in whole or part within the State; and
{B) the semer or mansger of sash ouvered prgient,

{4) DermvroNs —For purposes of this suhsection, the following
definitions shall apphy:

(A} Covenen pRoGRAM—The term “ecvered program™

ORISR w— - .

(i} the program of renial sseigtanee on behalf of lowin.
come families provided under gection 8 of the Uuited Btates
Housing At of 1937 {42 UB.C. 14370

{ii) the public bousing program under title I of the Unit
od States Housiog Aet of 1937 (42 UB.C. 1437 of se.);

(iii) the progras of rent sapplement payments on behalf
of gualified tenants pwsusnt o contracts entersd into under

. section 101 of the Bouging and Urban Deselopment Ast of
1865 {12 UB.C. 17018}

{iv) the program of interest redoction payments purgn-
ant 10 eontracts ensered into by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development under section 236 of the Nationad Hous-
ing Act (12 US.C. 17152-1}; ’

{v} the program for morigage W provided purse.
ant 1o gections 221{dH3I) or (4) of the National Housing Act
{12 U.S.C. 1715H{d) for weltfamily howsing for Tow- and
moderate-inecme famities;

{vi} the raral bousing loan progrem uader seetion 502 of
the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1472

{vi5) the rursl bousing loan gosrantes program under
gsoction 502(h} of the Flousing Act of 1948 {42 UBC.
1472(h))

{viii} the lan and grant pograms uader seetion 504 of
the Housing Act of 1848 (42 U.BC. 1474} for repairg and
improvements to rersi dwellings;

{ix) the program of loanz for reatal and eooperstive rurad
heusing under seetion 516 of the Fousing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1485

77

07
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1 (X} the program of rental assigtance pavmenis pursuant
2 1 contracts entered into under section 521{x}{2}A) of the
3 ‘Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.8.0, 1490a(a}{Z}(A});

4 {xi} the loan and sssistanse programs uander gections 514
5 and 516 of the Housing Act of 1849 {42 UB.C. 1484, 1486)
& for hotaing for farm lsbor;

7 {xii} the program of grans and loans for mutual and
8 self-help bousing and lechnical sssistance under section 523
9 of the Housing Ant of 1948 (42 U.8.C. 1430c)

10 {xiiij the program of granta for preservation and rebse
13 bifitation of housing under section 533 of the Hmmg Act of

A 1649 (42 U.8.C. 1490m); and
i3 (xiv) the program of zite loans under section 524 of the
’ 14 Honsing At of 1949 (42 USC, 1450d),

15 {B)} COvERED PROJECT~The term “eoversd projent” mesans
i6 any bousing for which Paderal housing assistanee i provided that
17 iz atiwched to the prajeet o7 spenific dwelling units in the praject,
1% {C) FEDERAL BOUSING ASRIRTANCE.—The term “Fodoral
15 honsing assistance” meany-— '
20~ ' . {iy assigtance provided ander a cowred prgmm in the
21 form of asy confract, grant, loan, sabsidy, cooperative agree-
22 ment, AN or mortEage gusrantee or insuranse or other B
23 naneial assistanes; or

2% (i} ooonpsney in 2 dwelling anit that g

fa (I} provided asaistance under & covered program; or
%6 {{Z}mzedin&wm;mjectandwb.m%m-
27 paney lmitations under & covered program that are
28 : based ou income. ’

26 (D} PURLIC HOUMNG AGENCY—Theé term “public housing
0 agency” hap the meaning given the term in section 3(a) of the
K3 iinitad States Housieg Ast of 1937,

32 {E) 814TE.~The term “State” meany the States of the Unite
11 ad States, the Digtriot of Columbia the Commonweaith of Puerto
34 Rico, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Istands, Guars,
35 the Virgin Islands, Americsn Samos, and any other termtory or
3% possexzion of the United Slates,

37 (5} LDarrATIONS ON APPLICABHLETY.~-Paragraph (1) shall noy
38 apply to Federal housing sssistance provided for o household pursuant
¥ w0 an application or request for sueh assistance made by soeh house-
40  hold before the effestive date of this Act,

Sagtarnbor 23, 1984
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] BEC, 108, GRANTS TO STATES FOR ASSBISTANCE TO CHILDREN BORN
2 OUT-OF-WEDLOCK "
3 {a} Iy GenEna.Title IV of the Social Security Act (42 USC. 601
4  obsen) s amended by inserting after part B the following:
b “PART C--GRANTS FOR ASSIBTANCE TO CHILDREN BORN QUT- )
& - GFWEDLOCK
B 7 “SEC 440, PURPORE, .
” 3 fa} Iv OQpvepat.—The purpese of this part is 1o grant a qualified
9 Stata the fexibility and rescurces necessary to provide such services and ae-
0 ivities &9 the Riste deems apprepriate to discourage cut-of-wedlock birtha
11 and care for children born cut-of-wedloek,
12 “{by Quararizn State DerivED.—For purposes of this part, the
13 term ‘qualified State’ means & State whiche
1% “(1} kag o plan approved under section 402; and
B3 (23 has vertified to the Seerviary that-—
16 “(A} the payments made to the State under this part will be
17 used by the State in socordance with this part; and
i3 “(B) not less frequently than every 2 years, the State will
19 andit the expenditures of the amounts paid to the State under this
20 part. ‘
21 “SEC. 441. USE OF GHRANT FUNRS, .
22 (a) Iy GENERAL.~Kxoept as provided in subsection (b}, sach qualified
23 State that receives grant funds under this part shall use guch funds—
el *1) to establish or expand progrsms 0 reduce out-ol-wedleck
25 preguancies; ‘ .
26 2} to promote sdoption; ) ' ‘
7 “(3} ta establish and operateorphansges, |
3 “{4) to establish and operste dosely supervised residential group |, roor eormares
2% homes for unwed mothery; or R
X wﬁ{&}mmmﬁammm&mwﬁﬁewm~
3 plish the purpose of this part
n by Progmroons oF Uss oF Povoge—
33 “£1) No pEovinnal. PATMENTR--A qualified Btate that receives
3 graat funds under this part shall uot, directly or indirestly, use such
kL “fands for providing payments to an individual who is the parent of a
3% ¢hild bore out-of-wedlock and such child ¥ the parent and the child
37 five— ’
a8 “£4) | a household hesded by such parent;
- B (B} in the houschold of arelative) or
0 “(C) in any other conventional residential or (UAEGEIY BE) 7
41 gg

Sepleraber 23, 1334
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=2} No FONDS DHED POR ABORTION.—No grunt funds received
by & qualified State under this part shall be used for making sbortion
available as & method of family plannieg or for any counseling or advis
ing with respect o abortion,

‘ife) PENALTY rOR MISUSE o Funpa—If & quaifisd Stawe fils o
comply with subgeetivd (b) in any fiseal year, the Seeretary shall reduce the
smount 1o be paid ©0 suek Stare under this part for the sucoeeding figeal
year by an amount equal to the amount of funda misuged by such State.
SSEC. 442, AMOUNT OF GRANT. '

{a} In GENRRAL~The Secretary shall make 5 payment to each quali-
fied State for eseh Boeal yesr in o amount egual 1o the Pederal savinge
amount for the State determined under subsection ()1} for the applicshle
fiseal vear,

“(b) DETERMINATION OF GRANT AMOUNT —

(1) IN GENERAL.~The Federal savings amount for & State for

a fiseal year is A0 amount that 12 equal to the produet ofe

“£A} the State per eapita amount for the fiscal yesr (as de-
termined ander paragraph (2)); and
“(Ry the Btate's excluded population (89 delermined under
prragraph (31}, o
“(3} Pen CAPITA AMOUNT~—The State per capita amount for &
fiscal yvear determined under this paragraph is the averepe per capita
amount that the Secretary estimates the State will receive under sec-
tion 403 of the Social Security Aet during the fiseal year for providing
aid to families with dependent children to individuals eligible o receive
such aid. ’
{3} Brarg EXCLUDED POPTLATION i
“{4} IN GENERAL~-~The Congressionsl Budget Office shall
determine &1 excluded popalaton for each guulified State for each
fisenl year in accordance with this paragraph.
“IB) DETERENATION —A State’s expiuded populsticon for a
fiscal year shall equal the sum of —
“(i) the number of excluded children & the State for
the fiseal year ag determingd under subparagraph (O}
(i} the pumber of exchuded parents for the State for
the fiscal year &s determined under subparagraph (D); and
“{ii} the pumber of individualy in the phase-in popu-
{ation for the State for the fimal vesr 89 determined under
subparagraph {E). ‘
#( EXCLUDED CEILDREN. -
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1 #4314 IN GENERAL.--The pumber of exshuded children for

2 & State for a fiseal year shall be—

3 “(13 for Bscal year 1936, zero;

4 {13 for fincal year 1987, 50 percent of the monthly

b aversge number of base yemr exchided children (a8 do-

6 Tifed in clause (i1} who were under sge 1 during the

" 7 huge year (as defined in clauge (i});

g “{111) for Bscal year 1998 the sum ofve

g “5a) the monthly average number of base year
0 exriuded children whe were under age ! during the
11 base year; and
12 “{bb} 50 pervent of the mouthly aversige pam.
13 ber of base year extuded children who were gver
14 age 1 and under age 2 dusing the base yean
5 “{IV) for fiscal year 1399, the sum of
16 “(na) the wonthly average oumber of base year
17 exchuded ehildren who were uader age 2 during the
i8 base year; and
19 “hby 50 percent of the monthly aversge mum-
0 ber of base year ewchuded children who were over
21 age 2 and under age 3 during the base yean
X “(V) for fiscal year 2000, the mam of-w
o *f{aa} the monthly sverage sumber of base year
24 excluded children who were under gge 3 during the
25 base year; amd : W
26 “(bb} 50 percent of the monthly avemée mum-
27 er of base yesr excluded children who were over
% ape 3 and under age 4 during the base yesr; and
29 VT for fscn) years after finenl year 2600, & num-
30 ber determined by the Seeretary using a formuoln
31 setuizdimm
32 “Ix3} takes ioto seoount changes 1n out-of-wed-
33 lock hirth rates in previous veard, State ineenfivey
3 o continue programs designed 10 reduce Segitimate
35 births, and other fartors deemed relevant by the
36 Secretary; sod
37 “{bis} does not regnlt in a payment to any
38 State under this section for any fiscal year thal ex-

T 0w etods the payment made ta the State under this ssc-

40 Lon for fiscal yoar 2000,

Saptembar 23, 15234
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“{ii} BASE YEAR EXCLUDED CHILDREN - The term ‘base
year gestuded children’ means children who received aid under
the State’s plan durisg the base year who wouid not have
been eligible for such sid if parsgraphs (47) and {49 of sen-
tion 40%(a} (88 in effect during the applicable fiseal year) had _
beenvi-effect af the time such children were born,

%44} BASE YEAR~For purposes of this part, the term
‘base yerr' meARS-——

“(Iy 1884, if the Congressional Budget (fffice is
able io determine ac execluded populstion for esch State
for each fiseal year that such a determination i required
using date provided by the Natioual Integrated Quality
Contral System operated by the Department of Health
and Haomss Services and other relevant dats sources; or

“(II} 1994, or another perud determined appro-
priate by the Seerctary, bised on & survey conducted or
approved by the Seeretary,

(D) ExcLopen PARENTS.—The mamber of excluded parenis

. for & State for a fiacal year shall be the number of parents ex-

duded in sonnection with the exclusion of their children under
gabparagraph (C).
“(E} PHAREVIN POPULATION ADJUSTED POR DATE OF BNACT.
WENT
i) Frecan veam iose—¥or fiseal year 1996, the
mepﬁmouwrssmshaﬂh%&apmﬁnmd
subdauges (13, (I), and {11,
“¢1y 4.17 percent.
*(I1) The aversge monthly number of base year ex
thaded children (ag defined in clguge (il) of subparagraph
({7)} in the State whe were under ape-} during the base
year {an defined ip dause (i) of mbparagraph (C)) and
the number of parents sxeluded in connection with such
children. )
“(OT} The pumber of months {in whaole or in part)
by whinh the date of the cusetment of the Personal He-
sponsibility Act of 1895 precedes Qetober 1, 1995,
1) SUCCREDING FISCQAL YEARS.For fiseal yesr 1997
snd gueceeding fiscal years, the phase-in population for s
State shall be the product of sabelagses (I}, (If), (I, and
{Iv).
(1} 4.17 pereent.
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“(I1} The average monthly number of base year ex-
cluded children (a8 defined in clause (ii) of subparagraph
(C)) in the State who were under age 1 during the base
year (as defined in clause (i) of subparagraph (C)) and
the number of parents excluded io connection with such
ciidren,
“{O} The oumber of months (in whole or in part)
by which the date of the enactment of the Personal Re-
sponsibility Act of 1995 precedes or suceeeds October 1,
1995.
“(IV)(aa) If the date of the enactment of the Per
sonal Responsibility Act of 1995 precedes October 1,
1995, 1; or
“(bb) If the date of the enactinent of the Personal
Responsibility Act of 1995 suecceds October 1, 1995,
-1
(b) Srupy.—Not later than October 1, 1998, and not later than Octo-
ber 1 of each of the 3 immediately suceeding years, the Comptroller General
of the United States shall submit to the Congress a report on how States
have expended funds provided under part C of title IV of the Social Security
Act, the effect of such expenditures on the well-being of mothers and chil-
dren, and whether there is evidence that illegitimacy rates have changed as
as result of the implementation of such part. Any such report may adress
such related matters a5 the Comptroller deems appropriate to examine.
SEC. 109. REMOVAL OF BARRIERS TO INTERETHNIC ADOPTION.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— ’

{1) nearty 500,000 children are in foster care in the United
States;

(2) tens of thousands of children in foster care are waiting for
adoption;

(3) 2 years and B months is the median length of time that chil-
dren wait to be adopted;

(4) child welfare agencies should work to eliminate racial, ethnie,
and national origin discrimination and bias in adoption and {oster care
ﬁ:ruitment, gelection, and placement procedures; and

{5) active, creative, and diligent efforts are needed to recruit par-
ents, from every race and culture, for children needing foster care or
adoptive parents.

{b) PurrosE.—The purpose of this section i3 to decrease the length
of time that children wait to be adopted and to prevent discrimination in
the plasement of children on the basis of race, color, or national origin.
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{¢) MULTIRTHNIC PLACEMENTS —
{1} ACTIVITIES v
{4} Pro®IarmoN ~~An sgency or entity that reeeiven Federal
assistance and is involved in adoption or foster care plssements

MEY BOLwm

Gi"deny to any person the opporivmity (o become an
adoptive or & foster parent, on the bwasis of the race, color,
or nations! origin of the é.doptive or foster parent, or of the
child, involved; or

iy delay or deny the placement of a child for adoption
or inte foster care, or otherwise discriminste in meking a
riacement decigton, on the basis of the rece, solor, or natiopsl
origin of the sdaptive or foster parent, or the child, iowived
(B} DernoTION~--As used i this paragraph, the term

“nlscement, decision” means the deeision 1o place, or to delay or

deny the placement of, a child in a foster care or an adoptive

home, end inchudes the decision of the agency or entity invoived

o seek the terminstion of birth parent rights or otherwise make

& child legally svailable for sdoptive plasement,

(23 LyTaTiON.~The Secretary of Health end Human Services
shall not provide placemest and administreative funde under seetion”
474(aM3) of the Soelal Security Act {42 UB.0. §74{a}{3})} {0 an agesn-
ey or entity deseribed in paragraph {1XA) of this subsection that is
not in compliance with paragraph (1) of this subsaction,

(3) EQUITABLE RELIEF.—Any individual who i sggrieved by an
aetion in violation of paragraph (1), taken by an sgeney or er;ﬁty de-
seribed i paragraph {1}(A), shall bave the right to bring an action
seeking relief in & United States district court of appropriate jurisdio
ton.

{4} Consrruponion.—This subgeetion shall pot be construed 1o &l
feot the application of the Indian Child Welfare Aet of 1978 (25 USC.
1901 et seq.).

TITLE I -REQUIRING WORK

SEC, 201, FINDINGS; INTENT; STATEMENT OF PURPOSE.

{2} FivpinGs.The Congress finds that-—

{1} the cash value of the typical welfare package of AFDC, food
stamps, and medicaid is approxmately $12,000 per yean

{2} resenrch shows that sdults who leave AFDC for paid employ
ment earn approximately £5.50 per hour, or well over $10,000 per
year, and that, whien eomhined with the Earned Inpome Tax Credit and

————E b i et
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food stamps, the total income Of former AFDC families iz at lesst

$15,000 PEr year;

{35 adults who leave AFDC for paid employment are on the ladder
that can lead to greater future income, and their children have a role
model for the societa) value of self-sufficizney; and

{4} most &Guit welfare reciplents can find paid employment within
2 years,

(b} INTENT OF TEE CONGRESB--The intent of the Congress is (o

{1} provide States with the resources and suthority necessary o
help, cajole, lure, or force adults off welfare and into paid emplayment
a8 quickly 88 possible, and to rexuire edult welfare recipients, when
necpsRary, 1o accept jobe that will belp end weifare dependency;

{2} permit States to provide education and irminiog 6 welfare re-
ciplents only ¥, in the judgmwent of State offivisls, doing w will enbhanee
the ability of guch recipients to leave welfare for paid smployment

{3) prohibit the States from providing adult welfare recipients with
movre than € years of education or truiping; and

{4} gmive States the Oexibility 10 design their own welfare-to-work

- programs and o deeile who must participate in guch programs,

{»} SraveMext oF Porrosg.-The purpose of this title & to move
adalt weifare revipients from welfare dependency fo paid employment ag
quickly as possible,

SEC. 202, WORK PROGHRAM,

{a) I¥ GENERAL--Seetion 402(2) of the Social Security Act (42
L.S.C. 602(2) is amended by inserting the following after parsgraph (28):

29} provide thadew

YIAME the Stiste shall reguire recipienin of aid onder the
State plan i participate in 8 work program i seoordance with
this parageaph; and

“(ii) for purposes of this parsgraph, the term work progras’

ARG

(1) & work supplementation pmgmiu operated amjer
section 482{p};

{11} a eommunity work axperience program established
under section 482(f), or any other wirk experience progmm
approved by the Secretary; or

“(II1) any other work program established by the Stats,
which 18 approved by the Secretary;

“UB)() exvept 83 provided in clense (i), each individual who
is required under this parsgraph o participate in s work progmum
and has received aid under the State plan for al least 24 monthe
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{whether gr not ponsecutive} shel pasiicipate io work activilies for
an average of not fewer than 35 bours per week during sxy month
{or for an average of not fewer than 30 hours per week during
any month if the individual i engaged in job search for an aver
age of not fewer than 5 howry per week doring the month), bat
the State™may not require any such indiwdoal to participate in
work activities for more than 40 hours dunng sny week; and

“{4) in the case of a family which receives aid under the
State plan by reason of section 407w

“(1} the State must require at least 1 parent in the fam-
ily to engage in work aciivities for an average of 32 hours
per woek during any momh and in job search activities for
an average of 8 hours per week ¢during any inonth; and

“{T1) the Btate must combine the aid payable to the fam-
gy under the plan, and the cash wvalue of any bepefits the

State would have provided under title V of the Personal Re.

gpongibility Act of 1995 Ast to the family, into & mingle cash

payment fo the family

O the Sinie may lmpose soch sanetions as the State
considers appropriate on an individusl who fails to satisfastorily
participate in any activity required under this part during the firg
24 months {after the effeotive date of this paragraph} for which
the individual i & recipient of aid snder the Siate plan;

“{If) the State shall reduce the amount otherwise payahie
ummegmwgm%&em&mmwmmﬁ
to whom gubparagraph (B)(i) agplies, pro rats with respecz 0 any
period during the month for which the individusl does not voniply
with subparagraph (B){i); and

“(II1) in the case of a family which recerves aid under the
State plan by reuson of gection 407, the State shall reduce the
cash payment paysble to the family pursmant 10 subparagraph
{BXii) pro rats with respect to any period for which the family
does not vomply with subparagraph (B)(ii); and

*{f1} the Stale may suspend or terminate elighility for aid
under the Stste plan of any individval to whom a sanction haz
boen spplied under dause (i) on 3 or more occasions;

“{13} the State may not provide subsidized non-work activities
i an ndivideal uoder the Siate plan for more than 24 months
{whether or not sonsseutive) after the effective date of this para-

praph;
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“(E} at the opticn of the State, the State may terminate gi-
gibility for aid under the State plan of any family which has re.
ceived such aid for 24 months (whether or pot eonsecutive) after
the effective date of this parsgraph and has been required under
this paragraph for at least 12 months {whether or not consecutive)
after such zdfective date 1o participate in a8 work program; and

“{F} an individual who has received 2id under the State plan
for 60 months (whether or not consecutive} after the effective date
of this parepreph shali not be eligible for sid under the State
plan;”.

{(b) PAYMENTA 10 Brares; SANCTIONS~Jection 403 of such Act {42
U.8C, 603} is amended by adding at the end the following:

“{a}{1) Each Stats whish hag been paid under suhseetion (1) of this
section for any fiseal vesr an amonat aqoal o the hmitation determined
under subsection (k}{2) of this section for the fiscal year shall be entitied
to payments under paragraph {41 of thiy subsection for the fiseal year in
an amount equal ta the lesser of

*{A}) the gum of the applicable percentages (specified in guch pars-
graph {4)) of its expenditures noder section 402(a)(29) with respeet to
which payment has oot been made under sach sobssetion {1 (sulject
to limitations preseribed by or pursuant 1o part F {iv the extent appli.
cable} or euch paragraph (4} on expenditures that may be included for

purposes of determining payment onder such paragraph {4} o

*(B) the limitation determined under paragraph (2} of this sub.
seetion with respect 10 the State for the fisenl year, ¥

*(2} The lmitation determined under this paragraph with rmpect o
a State for any fises] year is the amount that hears the same retio to the
amount specified in parsgraph (3} of this eubsestion for the fiscal yegr a8
the average monthly number of adult revipionts {as defined in subsection
(k)(4)) in the State in the preceding fiscal year besrs to the average month.
Iy mumber of such recipients in all the Statea for guch preceding year,

“{3) The amount specified in this paragraph. igw

“(4) 500,000,000 for fiscal year 1996;

(B3 $500 000,000 for Sseal year 1997,

*{Cy %1,800,600,000 for Sseal yoar 1988;

441} $2,7060,000,000 for Biscal yoar 1089; and

“(B} $4,000,000,000 for fiseal year 2000,

“{4) Each State which has been paid under subsection (1) of thix sec.
tion for a ftueal year an amount equal to the limitation determined under
subeection ()2} of this sgetian for the figen] vrar shell in addition to any

$aqac
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payment under subsection (&) or {1} of this section, b entitied 6 payment
- from the Seerctary of an amount equal to—

“(A} 50 percent of the expenditures of the Siate for administrative
eoste incurred under gection 40Z(a}(%9) during the Tscal yesr (other
than personnel costs for staff emplved to ety out section
402{a}{29)) witi"respect 1o which pavment has net been made under
such subseetion (1) and

(B} the preater of 70 percent or the Faderal medical ascistance
peroentage (ss defined io section 1118 in the case of & State 1 whyh
section 1108 applies, or a8 defined in section 1905(b) in the cage of
any other State) of the other expenditures of the State incurred in car.
yying out section 402(a)(29) during the fiseal year with .respect to
which payment has not been made under such subsection (1).

“pH1) The Secretary shall reduce by 25 percent the amount ctherwise

payable under this sertion (0 & State for eash quarter in a fiscal year i

LAY the Siate's partivipation rate for the 3rd quarter of the im.
medistely preceding fiscal year is less than the participation rate set
forth in paragraph (8} for the immediately preceding fiscal year; or

“(B} for more thas 2 months in the immediately preceding fiseal
W,mm;m&ammgmmsm&mmm
tisipation rete set forth in paragraph {8) for the 2nd preesding fiscal
year,

“(2) A Btate’s partizipation rate Tor & time period shall be—

“A) the number of individuals receiving 2id under the State plan
approved under this part who, dunng the time period, participajed in
£ work program {(within the meaning of sseHon 432{&}(29}{&}},&: an
average of not fewer than 35 hours per week during the time peried
{or for an average of not fewer than 30 hours per week during the time
period if the individual iz engaged in job seareh for an sverage of not
fewer than 5§ houra per week during the time period); dividad by

*(B) the number of families receiving aid under the State plan ape
prowed sader this part for the time period.

“{3) The participation rate set forth in this paragrapl g

“tA) 2 percent, for Giseal year 1996,

“{B) 4 percent, for fiscal year 1967;

S0 8 percent, for fisenl year 1998, |

“(D} 12 percent, for fiscal year 1999;

“(E) 17 percent, for fiscal year 2000;

“{F) 28 pernent, for fiscal year 2001;

{43} 40 percent, for fiseal year 2002; and


http:Sooreta.ry
http:Seereta.ry

F:AJDG\WM' REPUB.00I HLC.

=R - IR R IR T U T S

g Bt e
BEEIRTEFIELOCS

R UELED

=8

EEEBUdrRR Y

Septembar 23, 199¢

21

(1} 50 pervent, for fscal year 2003 and each succeeding fiscal

year,
“(4}(A} Before the beginning of each fiseal year, the Socretary shall
determine the pumber of individaals sack State is required to have partici.
pating in & work program pursusnt to section 402(8)(29), based on infor
mation from the imomaliately preceding fissal yesr and on any informatios
submiited under subpameraph (B} of this parsgraph,

“(B) If the number of individuals eligible for aid ander the State plan
approve) under this part during the 15t 3 guarters of 8 fiscal year i loss
than such nuwmber for the 18t 3 quarters of the immediately preceding figeal
year, then, oot Isder than the 1gt day of the sueneeding fiscal year, the State
may submil {6 the Secretary information docomenting the decline,

*{(C] AL the beginning of each fiseal year, the Secretary shall publish
in the Federsl Hepister the number dstermined pursuast to subparagraph
(A) for each State for the fiseal yrar™,

{c) Orrer PROVISIONS RELATING 10 UNEMPLOYED PARBNTS, v

{1) EXTENSION TO ALL STATES OF OPTION 10 LIMIT AFDU-UP

PROGIARE .
iA} In GENERAL~-Section 40T(0XZNB) of such Ant (42
U.B.C. 607(6)(2)(B)) i amended by siriking cause (iii).

(R} CONFORMING AMBNDMENT-Sectivn 407(biEHBYL of-

soeh Act (42 USC s0TMHZHBYMY s smended by striking

“plauses (1) and (iii)” and inserting “clanse (H)'7.

{2) INCREASE IN HRQUIRED WORK PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
RATES OF UNEMPLOYED PARENTS.~Section 403(1)(4) of such Act (42
U.8.C. 6030)(4)) is amended— ‘

{A} by striking subparagraph (A);
{B) in subparagraph (B}—
{i) by striking “subparegraph (&) and nsenting “sec-
tion 402{a)(2HH BN :
{1} in elanse (iii), by striking “and";
(i) in clause (iv), by strikieg ‘“each of the fiseal years
1997 and 1998.” and inserting “fiscal year 1997; and”; and
{83} by adding a1 the end the following:
“(¢} 90 percent in the oase of the average of eash month in fiseal
yesr 18037, '
(C) in subparagraph (Cy—
(1} in clavse (1), by striking “subparsgraph (A)(i)” and
inserting “section 402(a)(29}(B)(i)(1)"; and’
{H) in clanse (i), by striking “sabparagraph” and insert
ing “secton’, and

— (a&r .

iy C;:sr?
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! (D) in subparagraph (D)—
2 (i) by striking “subparagraph (A)" each place such term
3 appears and inserting ‘‘section 402(a)(29)(B)(iiXI)";
4 (i) by inserting “of this paragraph” after “subpara-
5 graph (B)"; and
6 1ii) by adding after and below the end the following:
7  “The Secretary may oot, under this subparagraph, waive a penalty with re-
8  spect to the same State more than once during any 5-year period.”.
9 (d) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN JOBS PROGRAM RULES.—
10 {1} PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS.—Section 403(1) of such Act
11 (42 U.8.C. 603(1)) is amended by strilking paragraphs (2) and (3) and
- 12 redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph. (2).
- 13 (2) CWEP HOURS OF WORK LIMITATIONS —Section 482(f) of
14 such Act (42 U.8.C. 682(f)) is amended—
15 (A) in paragraph (1), by striking subparagraph (B) and re-
16 desigoating subparegraph (C) as subparagraph (B); and
17 (B) by striking paragraph (2) and redesignating paragraphs
18 (3) and (4) as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively.
19 (3) RULES RELATING TO EXEMPTIONS.—Section 402(a)(19) of
20 such Act (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(19)) is amended by striking sobparagraphs
21 {C) and (D), redesignating subparagraphs (E) and (F) as subpara-
22 graphs (C) and (D), respectively, and by adding “and” at the end of
23 subparagraph (C) (as so redesignated).
24 (4) SanCTIONS.—Section 402(a)(19) of such Act (42 US.C.
25 602(a)(19)) is amended by striking subparagraph (GQ). )y
26 (5) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY TQ COMPEL ACCEPTANCE OF A
27 JOB.—Section 402(a)(19) of such Act (42 U.8.C. 602(a)}(19)) is
28 amended by striking subparagraph (H).
- 29 {6) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS AND REPEAL,— .
= 30 (A) Section 402(a)(19)(B) of soch Act (42 U.SC.
31 602(a)(19}(B)) is amended—
32 (i} by adding *‘and’’ at the end of clause (i);
KX} (i) by striking *‘and™ at the end of clause (iii); and
K7 (ili) by striking clauses (i) and (iv) and redesignating
35 clause (i) as elause (ii).
3% {(B) Section 407(b}{1XB) of such Act (42 USC.
37 607(b)(1)(B)) is amended—
38 (i) by adding “and” at the end of clause (iii);
- k!l (i) by striking “; and’ at the end of clanse (iv) and in-
40 serting a period; and
41 (iii} by striking clause (v).

September 23, 1594
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{C) Section 482(g}{2) of such Act {42 URC 683y is
amended by suilkdng “{other” and all that follows through “ap-
pheg)”.

{D} Bection 486 of sach Aet (42 U.B.C. 638) i herwby re
pealed. :

(Ej Sztion 487(a)(1) of such Act (42 UB.C. 687(a)1)) i
amended by inserting “(as in effect immediately before the effec-
tive date of the Personal Responsibility Act of 1995} before the
semicolon

fe} Spner OF THE CONGRESS.—Each State that opersies s progratmn
of #id 16 famifies with dependent children under s plan spproved under part
A of title IV of the Social Security Act Iz sncoursged 9 sssign the highest
priority 10 requiring families that include oider prosehool or sehosl-age cbil-
dren o participats in & work program in aecordance with section 402{a}28)
ot yach Ast,

SEC, 308, WORK SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMENDMENTS.

{1} AUTHORITY OF STATES TO ASSIGN PARTICIPANTS 10 UNFILLED
Jops—Seetion 484{¢) of the Socisl Secarity Art {42 URC B4l b
amendad by striking the last sentence, )

(b) AtrrHONITY oF STATES To Use SuMs Tear WoULD Ormmmwese
Be Exppnpep ror FooD StaMP BENEFITS TO PROVIDE BUBSIDIZED
JOBS FOR PARTICIPANTS, —

{1} IN GENERAL.-Sestion ﬁé(e)(l) of such Act (48 UBC

$82{eH1)) is amended— .

{A} by inserting *, and the sums that would otherwise be
mwgmé&emﬁmnmin&fspmmnm&r%w&&ﬁon
with benefitz under title V of the Perwonal Responsibiiicy Act of
1595 before “and ume™; and

{B} by inserting “snd the berefits under such fitle that would
otherwise be 30 provided @ them™ hefure the period,

{2} SUBSIDIES PROVIDED T0 EMPLOY

WAGES OF PARTICIFANTS; MINIMUM EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION.—See.

tiors #82(e}{3) of sach Aet {42 U.8.C. 682(2)(3)) is amended by adding

at the end the following:

"‘(E) Each State operating & work gupplementation progritn under this
subsection sball enter into sn agreement with the employer who is to pro
vide an elighle individeal with a gupplemented job under the program,
gider which—

“(1) the State iz required to pay the employer an amonnt gpecified
in the agreement ax the subsidized portion of the wages of the eligible
individual; and

ZRE AND NOLUDED IN

P
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“(ii) the employer is required to pay the eligible individual wages
which, when added to an amount that will be payable ag aid to families
with dependent children to the individual if the individual is paid such
wages, are not less than 100 percent of the sum of—

‘(I} the amount that would otherwise be payable as aid to .
families «Xinh dependent children to the eligible indjvidual if the

State did not have a work supplementation program under this

subsection in effect; and

“(IX) if the State elects to subsidize jobe for participants in
the program through the reservation of sums that would ctherwise

be used to provide such participants with benefits under title V

of the Personal Responsibility Act of 1995, the cash value of such

benefits.
~ “(F) For purposes of computing the amount of the Federal payment
to & State under paragraph (1) or (2} of section 403(a), for expenditures
incurred in making payments to individuals and employers under the State’s
work gupplementation program under this section, the State may claim as
such expenditures the maximum amount payasble to the State under para.
graph (4) of this subsection. :

“(@) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), a State may use for any purpose
the sums reserved under paragraph (1) which are not nsed to subsidize jobs
under this subsection attributable to savings achieved by operation of sob-
paragraph (E).”.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 482(e)(3)(A) of such Act
(42 U.8.C. 682(e}(3)(A)) is amended by striking the 2nd sentenge,

SEC. 204. PAYMENTS TQ STATES FOR CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS l‘.ECEW-

ING FOOD ASSISTANCE FROM THE STATE WHO PER-
FORM WORK ON BEHALF OF THE STATE.

{a) IN GENERAL.—Each State (as defined in section 1101(a)(1) of the
Social Security Aet for purposes of title IV of such Act) shall be entitled
to receive from the Secretary of Health and Human Services & monthly pay-
ment in an amount equal to—

(1) $20 (as adjusted qnder subsection (b) of this section); multi-
plied by |
(2) the number of nonexempt individuals (ag defined in section
504(7) of this Act) who, during the immediately preceding month—
(A) received-food assistance from the State under title V of
this Act; and
(B} performed at least 32 hours of work.on behalf of the
State or a political subdivision of the State through a work pro-
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gram {n3 defined in section 402(a 283 AN of the Social Security
Aot}

{5} INPLATION ADJTETMENT.--The Secretary of Health and Humasn
Services shall adjust the amount referved 1o in subsection {8)(1} on October
1. 1986, and eash Dotober 1 thereafter, to reflect shanges in the Consumer
Price Index for A lirban Consurers published by the Bureau of Labor
Statisties, a3 appropriately adivgied by the Buresy of Labor Statistics after
consultation with the Secretary coneerning the spplieation of the Index w0
this paragraph, for the 12 months ending the inmediately preceding June
30,

TITLE III-CAPPING THE AGGREGATE
GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING

SEC. 301, CAP ON GROWTH OF FEDERAL SPENDING ON CERTAIN WEL-
FARE PROGRAMS.

{a} RESTRICTHONS ON SPENDINg.—{1} Effective for fiseal year 1996
and any ensuing fiscal year, the t¢ial amount of Feders! spending for that
fisea] year for the programs listed o subeection b} shall not exseed an
amount equal 16 the gom of the total sytimated Federal gpending for the
preceding Sscal year on those progrums, adiusted for inflation sod change
of the poverty population as specified in paragraph (2).

{2){A) The inflator used in paragraph (1) shall be the percentage
change in the Lmplitit Gross Domentic Product deflator published by the
Department of Cammeres for the most recently svailshie fiscal year over the
proceding fisesl year.

(B) Change of the poverty population for purposes of parsgraph (1)
mmmmm@wwmmnmamrmmmi&mm
States in the most recent fiseal yesr for which data are svailable from the
anaual report on poverty published by the Burcan of the Census differs
from the number of poor people in the preceding fscal year, as computed
trr the Congressional Budget (¥fice duning January of the calendar vear in
which the Hseal year suljest to the restrietion begina.

o} PrOGRAMS SpsReT 70 SPENDING Larr.—The programs listed in
this gubsection are the following:

(1) FAMILY SUPPORT.~~The program of aid and services 1o noedy
“familiey with children under part A of title IV of the Social Security
Act, \ehiid Bupport enforcement programjunder part D of such title, and
the at-risk zhild care grant under past & of such title.

{2} SUPPLEMBENTAL SECURITY INCOMB.—The supplemental secu-
rity income program undar title XVI of the Social Security Act.

{3) Hovsmig ap.—

(ewr)
M."i‘maz a8
ol CSE
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H {A} Lower income housing assistance under section 8 of the
2 United Siates Housing Aot of 1837 (42 US.C. 1772).
3 {8} Low.rent public housing under the United States Hous.
¢ ing Act of 1937,
5 {C1 Rural bouging loang for low-inoome families nnder sevtion
6 502 of thevHousing At of 1948,
- 7 {B} Intorext reduotion pavmenis under sectiop 238 of the Nao
8 tional Housing Act. _
9 () Hural rental boasing loans under section 515 of the
10 Housing Act of 1949,
1 (P) Rura! rental assistance under section 521 of the Housing
e 12 Art of 1949,
13 {3 Homeownership assistance for lower incorse families
- 4 gnder seetion 235 of the National Housing Aet.
i3 {{} Rent supplements under section 101 of the Houging and
16 tirban Development Aot of 1985,
17 {1} Indisn housing improvement grants under part %56 of
i title 75 Code of Fodersl Regulations,
19 {4} Roral bousing repair loan gramty for very Jowinsome
20 roral home gwrers under section 504 of the Housing Ast of 1949,
JPR {K) Farm isbor housing loans under section 514 of the Hous~
0 ing At of 1949,
P! (L} Rural housing self-hsip technical sssistanes grants onder,
24 section 323 of the Housing Aet of 1848,
25 {M) Rauml housing self-belp {ochninal sisistarnce ié&zﬁ@ ander
2% section 523 of the Housing Act of 1949, ’
1 (N) Farm labor housing grants undsr sestion 516 of the
< 28 Houzing Aot of 1949,
R 2% {0} Rural housing preservation grants for low.nsome roral
a5 k't homeowners under section 533 of the Housing Act of 1949,
31 {4} MANDATORY WORE PROGRAM ~—The mandatory work program
E73 under part A of title IV of the Social Sevurity At. ‘
i {2} RECOBCILIATION OF OROWTE LiMiTy, -
Y ’ {1} ALLOCATIONS—The joint explanatory siatement aceompany.
B vﬁgaw&mmenawmn&mﬁuti&nmmmdgmd&
¥ seribed in section 301 of the Congressionsl Budget Act of 1974 for a
3 fizcal year shall include alloeationk {6 each eommitioe based on the
38 spending cap imposed by subeeetion {8} for gnch fiseal year.
e 39 {2) RROONCILIATION DIRECTIVES—The reconciliation directives
- 40 deseribed in section 310 of the Congressional Budget Ast of 1874 chall

Baptember 23, 1954
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speeily reductions for each committee oeooesSSary @ comply with the
spending caps imposad by subsection (8) for such fisoal year,

{33 CONRULTATION WITH COMMITTEES. —Fn condusting any activie
ties required nnder parsgraphs (1) and (2), the Committoen on the
Budget of the Houge of Rapresentatives and the Senate shell consuit
with the foliowing committees of Congress, s spplicable:

{A} The Commitiee on Appropristions of the House of Rep.
resentatives or the Senate.

{8} The Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs
of the House of Representatives or the Commitiee on Baniing,
Houging, and Urban Affairs of the Seaste.

(C) The Committoe on' Ways and Means of the House of Repe
resentatives,

{D: The Committee on Finance of the Senats,

SEC. 802, CONVERSION OF FUNDING UNDER CERTAIN WELFARE PRO.
Gm!

. Notwithstanding any ather provision of law, effective October 1, 1995,
all entitlement of indviduals 1o benefita established weder the following pro-

grams, or of States 0 payments ander guch programs, are termizated:
{3} PAMILY SUPPORT.—The program of &id and servioes to needy

&mﬂmmthdzﬁdrmundarpaﬁ&efnﬂe IV of the Social Semmrity

23414 wment programinoder part D of such Sitle, and
the az»mzk ﬁazid tare mmn&erpart A of such title,
{2} SUPPLEMENTAL BECURMY INCOMR.The snpplemental secne
rity income progracs under title XV3 of the Social Security Act.
SEC. 303, SAVINGS FROM WELFARE SPENDING LIMITS TO BEi UBED
FOR DEFICIY REDLUOTION.

Al savings to the Federsl Government resuiting from the spending cap
imponed nnder section 301 shall be used for/deficit reduction) Such savings
shall oot be usad to fund increased spending under any programs that sre
not sulbfect 1o the spending ap.

TITLE IV~RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR
ALIENS

SEC, 1. INELIGIBILITY OF ALIENS FOR PURLIC WELFARE ASSIST-
ANCE.

{2} In OrwEpAL—Notwithstanding any other provision of law and ex.
cept a8 provided in subseetions (b) and (e}, &0 alien shall be eligible for any
progra referred to in gubsection (i),

(b EXCEPTIOND.

{1} REPUGER EXCEPTION —Snbsection {8} shall not apply f0 an
shien admitted to the United States as & refugee under section 207 of

< ¥

3 Arnce 358
Hem ltwf'iw

ot Dpp's TFols
FROW A 1 ISe
Ron Tax cur 7
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I the Immigration and Natiopality Act until & years after the date of
2 such alien's arrival intw the United States.

3 (2) AGED EXCEPTION ~—Subsection (a) shall not spply @ ao alien
4 who-—

5 {A) has been lawfully sdmitted to the United States for per
S manent reTalenee;

? {B} is over 75 yoars of age; and

3 {€) has rexided in the United States for ot Jeast B yeam.

2 {3) CURRENT RENMDENT EXCEPTION.—Subsection {3} shall not

10 apply to the eligibility of an alien for a program referred 10 in sub-
11 gection () untll 1 year after the date of the enactment of this Ast if,
T 12 on such date of enactment, the alien is residing in the United States
: 13 and is sligible for the program,
- 14 {e} PrRogRAM FOR WHICH ALIENS May Be Erxorste -The lmitation

15  under sulmeection (u) shall not apply to medical assistanse with respect o
16  emergency services {85 defined for purposes of seetion 1818(a}{2)(D) of the
17 Social Serurity Actl

s 1R {d) PROGRAMS FOB WHICH ALIENS ARE INgrigste.The programs
o frowe Ben® I8 referred to in this subsection are the following:
e 7 i W (1) The program of medical assistance under title IXIX of the Bo-
e W_,au'-"-fwg 21 eial Security Act, except emergency services a8 provided in subsection
' . 22 (e). '
a2 fse, ‘**"‘:’“' 23 {2) The Materna) and Child Health Services Block Grant Program
™ ?Ma 24 under title ¥ of the Social Seeurity Act.
b2 ‘“"6;;;‘& {wﬁu‘*‘*’g D 25 {33 The program established in section 330 of the ?izbhcz,ﬁea}zb
M‘b = m, ot 26 Service Act {redating t commanity bealth centerq).
R e g‘i‘ E 27 {$) The program egiablished in section 1001 of the Public Health
(ol e e ffiw 28 Service Ast (relating to family planning méthods and services).
slitn poede’ Ge 29 {5) The program established iu section 329 of the Public Health
o Penr HO 30 Service At (relating to migrant health centers).
W uschatls ul) ‘f”*s*’ it 3 {8} The program of aid and services to needy fawmilies with chil.
— DefoR™ fw 32 dren under part A of title IV of the Social Security Art.
CHPRGE 6&”'*:' 5 1 (7} The child welfase servioes program under part B of title IV
3 Pegyrire $pomsm % of the Social Security Act.
o post 35 " {8) The supplemental security insoms propram under title XVT of
: 36 the Soslal Security Act.
37 (91 The propram of foster eare and udoptaau augistance under part
38 E of title IV of the Social Security Ant.
- 39 (10} The school lunch program earried out nnder the National
40 Sehool Lanch Aet (42 11.8.C. 1751 ot seq.).

Septernber 23, 1994
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(11} The special supplemental food program for wom‘en, infanta,
and childrens parried out under section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act
of 1968 (42 U C. 1788).

{12} The nutrition programs carried cut under part C of titde I
of the Older Americans At of 1965 (42 US.C. 3030e ot seq.}.

{13} The gekool breskfast prograts earried out under section 4 of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1986 {42 U.8.0. 1773).

{14} The child and adult care food program earmied out under see-
tion 17 of the Nationa! Sebool Lunch Act (42 U8.C. 1766}

{15) The Emergency Food Assigtance Act of 1983 (7 USC. §12¢
note).

(18} The summer food service program for children carried out
under section 13 of the National School Luneh Act (42 U8B0, 1781},

{I7T) The commudity smpplemental food program suthorized hy
section 4{a} of the Agrieniture and Conmmer Protection Act of 1873
{1 USL. 612¢ note).

{18) The gpecial milk program earrisd out under saction 3 of the
Child Nutrition Aet of 1966 {42 US.C. 1772},

{18} The program of rental sssintance on behalf of low-income
families provided under seetion 8 of the Unitad States Housing Ant of
987 (42 U.BOQ 1437,

(20} The program of asgistance to publie housing under title [ of
the United States Housing Ast of 1937 (42 UB.C. 1437 ot seg.).

{21) The loan program vnder section 502 of the Housing Act of
1949 (42 LR 1472, #

(22) The program of interest reduction payments pursuast’to con.
tramts entered into by the Becretary of Housing and Usbas Develop-
ment under seetion 238 of the National Wousing Amt {12 1.8.C.
17156213,

{23} The program of loans for yentsl and cooperative housing
under soction 515 of the Housing Act of 1948 (42 U.B.C 1485).

{24) The program of rental sssistance payments pursnant (o ¢on-
tracty enterad into under section 521(aX2}HA} of the Housing At of

1948 (42 US,C. 1480a(a)i2){A)).

{25) The program of asmistanes payments on behat of home-
owners vnder section 235 of the Nationsl Housing At (12 U84,
17153). ‘

{26} The program of rent supplemest payments on bebalf of quali-
fiod tenants pursuant 10 contraets entered into under seetion 101 of
the Housing asd Urban Devslopment Ant of 15865 (12 U.S.C. 1701s).
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(27} The loan and gramt programs under section 504 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1948 (42 USC. 1474) for repairs and improvements
rural dwellings,

(28) The loan and assistance programs uuder sections 514 and
516 of the Housing Act of 1848 (42 U.8.C. 1484, 1486} for housing _
for farm lahoree

{29} The program of grants for preservation and rebabilivation of
housing under section 333 of the Houmsing Ast of 1949 (42 U.8.C.
1380m).

(307 The program of gracts and lans for outual and selfbelp
bousing and tachuical sssistance under sectios 523 of the Housing At
of 1948 (42 UBC 1490,

{31) The program of site loans undsr section 524 of the Housing
Act of 1849 (42 UL8.0. 14904).

{321 The program under part B of title IV of the Highse Edu.
eation Act of 1965,

{33) The program under subpart 1 of part A of title IV of the
Higher Education At of 1965

(M}Thepmgmmunderpmcaauewofmmgmﬁm
cation Aot »f 1965,

(85) The program under subpart 3 of part A of title IV of the
Higher BEducation Act of 1965,

{35} The prograts soder part E of title IV of the Higher Edu.
cation At of 1965,

(37) The program under subpart 4 of part A of title IV of the
Higher Edusation Act of 1865, . :

{38} The program uader title IX of the Higher Education Act of
1885

{39) The program under subpart 5 of part & of title IV of the
Figher Educalion Ast of 1985,

{40} The programs esablished in sections 3384 and 3388 of the
Pubbis Health Servive Act and the progesms esteblished in part & of
title VI of purh Art (rddating 10 loans and sehoinrghips for oducation

i the health professions),

{41) The pregram established in section 31?(;;](1) of the Public
Health Service Act (relating to grants fts_r againgt vas-
cine-preventable diseases),

{42) The program established in section 317A of the Public
Heslth Service Act (relating to grants for soreening, refervals, and edy-
eation regarding lead poisoning in infants and children).
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(43) The program established in part A of title XTX of the Public
Health Service Aet (relating to block grants for preventive health and
health services).

{44) The programs established in subparts I and II of part B of
title XIX of the Public Health Service Act.

(45)(A) T program of training for disadvantaged adults and
youth under part A of title II of the Job Training Partnership Act (29
U.8.C. 1601 et seq.), as in effect before July 1, 1993.

(B}{i) The program of training for disadvantaged adults under
part A of title [T of the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 160}
et seq.), as in effect on and after July 1, 1993,

{ii) The program of training for disadvantaged youth under part
C of title I of the Job Training Partnership Act (28 USB.C. 1641 et
seq.), as in effect on and after July 1, 1993.

(46) The Job Corps program under part B of title IV of the Job
Training Partnership Aet (29 U.8.C. 1692 et seq.).

{47) The summer youth employment and training programs under
part B of title IT of the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.8.C. 1630
et seq.).

(48) The programs carried out upder the Older American Commu-
nity Service Employment Act (42 UJ.8.C. 3001 et seq.).

(49) The programs under title ITI of the Older Americans Ast of
1965. '

{50) The programs earried out under part B of title IT of the Do-
mestie Volunteer Sen_riee Act of 1973 (42 U.8.C. 5011-5012). "

{51) The programs earried out unnder part C of title II of the Do-
mestic Volunteer Service Act of 1973 {42 U.S.C. 5013).

(52) The program under the Low-Income Energy Assistance Act
of 1981 (42 U.8.C. 8621 et seq.).

{53) The weatherization assistance program under title IV of the
Energy Conservation and Production Act (42 U.8.C, 6851),

(54) The program of block grants to States for social services
under title XX of the Social Security Aet.

(55) The programs carried out under the Community Services

"Block Grant Act (42 U.S.C. 9901 et seq.).

(56) The program of legal assistance to eligible clients and other
programs under the Legal Services Corporation Act (42 U.8.C, 2996
et geq.).

(57) The program for emergency food and shelter grants under
title ITI of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Aet (42
U.8.C. 11331 et seq.).
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{58} The programs carried out under the Child Care and Develap-
ment Block Grant Act of 1590 {42 UB.C. $858 at seq.).
(59} A State program for providing child eare urnder section 4020}
of the Social Security Act. _
{80} The program of State legulization impact-assistance grants
{SLIAG) underTection 204 of the Immigration Reform and Control
Azt of 1886,
{e} NOTTFICATION OF ALJENS--Any Federsl ageooy that administers
& program referred to in Subsection {d) shall, direstly or through the States,
notify each sbien receiving bencfits under the program whose eligibility for
the program is or will be terminated by resson of this section.
SEC. 402, STATE AFDC AGENCIES REQUIRED TO PROVIDE INFORMA.

TICN ON ILLEGAL ALIENS TO THE DIMIGRATION AND

NATURALIZATION SERVICE,

Section 402(a) of the Snelal Becurity Art (42 USBC. 602in}}, a3
amended by title I of this Act, is amended-—

-£1} by siriing “and” at the end of paragraph (48);

(2} by striking the period &2 the end of paragraph (49) and ingert.

ing “; aed”; and .

{3) by ingerting after paragraph (49) the following:”

(50 raquire the Biate sgency 0 provide to the Immigration and
Nataralisstion Service the name, sddress, and other wentifying infor
mation that the sgemey has with respoct o any individual unlawiully
in the United States any of whose children is a citizen of the United
States.”, -

TITLE V~CONSOLIDATING FOOD’
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
SEC, 581, FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK GHANT PROGRAM,

{a) ADTRORITY T0O MaXe Brocr Grants.—The Secretary of, Agni-
ealture shall make grante o secordance with this section o States o pro-
vide food assistance to individusls who are eoonomically disadvantaged and
10 individuals who are members of economically disadvaniaged families,

(b) DISTRIBUTION OF Funpa.—

(1) ALLOTMENTS TO STaTER. —Subject to persgrsph 23, the

‘funds appropriated to esrry out this section for any fscal yesr shall

be allotied among the States as follows: ‘

{A) Of the aggregate amount to be distributedt nnder this see-
thom, .21 percent shall be reserved for grants to Guam, the Virgin

- Istands of the United States, American Sumoa, the Commonwenalth

of the Northern Mariaus Islands, the Repatdie of the Marghall In-

lands, the Foderated States of Misronesia, Palau.
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(B} Of the aggregate amount to be distributed under this sec-

|
2 tion, .24 percent shall be reserved for grants to tribal organiza-
3 tions that have governmental jurisdiction over geographically de-
4 fined areas and shall be allocated equitably by the Secretary
5 among such organizations.
6 (C)wIhe remainder of such aggregate amount shall be allo-
7 cated among the remaining States. The amount allocated to each
) 8 of the remaining States shall bear the same proportion to such re-
9 mainder a3 the number of resident individuals in such State who
10 are economically disadvantaged separately or ag members of eco-
11 nomically disadvantaged families bears to the aggregate number of
12 resident individuals in all such remaining States who are economi.
13 cally disadvantaged separately or as members of economically dis-
14 advantaged families. .
15 (2) LIMITATION.—After September 30, 1996, the aggregate
16 amount allotted under paragraph (1) for any fiscal year shall not ex-
17 coed the aggregate amount allotted under paragraph (1) for the then
18 preceding fiseal year adjusted by the Secretary to reflect—
19 (A) the percentage change in population during the 1-year pe-
20 riod ending June 30 of such preceding fiscal year, determined on
21 the basis of the most current information available in the Current
22 Population Reports, P25 geries (as adjusted to include overseas
‘3 members of the armed forces of the United States), published by
24 the Bureau of the Census, and
25 (B) the percentage change in the food at home compgnent of
26 the Consumer Price Index For All Urban Consumers fof the 1-
27 year period ending May 31 of such preceding fiseal year.
28 () EvicBiLrTYy To RECEIVE GRANTE.—To be eligble to receive a
29  grant in the amount allotted to a State for a fiscal year, such State shall
30  gubmit to the Secretary an application in such form, and containing such
31 information and assurances as the Secretary may require by rule,
32 including—
33 (1) an assurance that such grant will be expended by the State
K7 to provide food assistanee to resident individuals in such State who are
.35 " economically disadvantaged separately or as members of economically
36 disadvantaged families, .
37 {(2) oot more than 5 percent of such grant will be expended by
38 the State for administrative costs incurred to provide assigtance under
- 39 this section, ‘
40 (3) not less than 12 percent of each grant received from funds al-
4] lotted for fiseal years 1996 through 2000 will be expended to provide

Septamber 23, 1994
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food assistance and outrition  education 0 pregmant women,
postpartum women, breastfeeding women, infants, and young children,

{4} not less thaw 20 percent of esch grant received from funds al-
Totted for Biseal years 1996 through 2000 will be expended to provide—

(A} vonprofit school breskfast programs for students from
economivahydisadvantaged familios,

{B) milk iz nonprofit schools and in nonprofit sursery
schools, child cure centers, settiement bouses, summer camps, and
samilar institutions devoted to the care and training of ehildren,
to ¢hildren from economically disadvantaged families,

{C} nopprofit school lunsh programs for students from eco-
nomically disadvantaged families,

{00} mxpanded food service programs io institutions providing
child care for childres from 2eonomically disadvantaged families,
and \

{8) summer food szervice programs carried out by monprofit
food suthorities, local governments, nonprofit higher edneation in-
stitutions participating in'the National Youth Sports Program,
and residentisl nonprofit summer eampe, to provide meals to chils
dren from economically disadvantaged families; and ‘

{3} an axvorance that the smount of food assistance that will be
provided t0 any monexempt individual who i otherwise eligihble o ro-
ceive such assistance will be reduced preportionally to refleet the extemt
to which the individual has not performed 32 hours of wark on hehalf
of a State or & political subdivision of a State, throngh & progrgm es-
tablished by the State or polities] subdivision, during the month preced.
ing the month for which such assistance is provided.

{d} AurgoRITY To ReEpucs CurramN ORANTS REQUIREMENTS Al
the request of a State for & partiesiar fiscal year, the Seeretary may redoce
a percentage regquirement speeified in parsgraph (2} or {4} of subsection ()
if the Secretary determines that the purpose described in such parsgraph
wil be adequataly carried ont by such State without expending the full
amount of fands required by such paragraph.

{e} LngrraTion —No State or political subdivision of a State that re-
ceives tunds provided under this title shall replace any employed warker
with an individnal who is participating in 8 program desceribed in subsection

{e}8) for the purposs of complying with such subseetion. Such an individual

w&plu@h@p@&naﬁaﬁ&&e&%ww}mmn
thate ‘
{A) is n gew position;
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{B) ig & position that became availabl¢ in the normal course of
esnducting the business of the State or palitical subdivision;

() involves performing work that would otherwise be performed
ot an overtime basis by & worker who Is not an idividual participating
In guth program; o .

{D3} that g position which became available by shifting & carrent
empioyee 1o an siternate position.

{£} ADTIORIZATION OF APPROFRIATIONS.—{1] There are authorized to
be appropristed 1o carry out thiy section $35,600,000,000 for fiscal year
1996 and surh gums a8 tay be necessary for fiscal years 1997, 1088, 1899,
and 2600 }

{2} Far the purpose of affording adequate notice of funding aveilable
under this seetion, an appropristion 1o carry out this seetion 5 suthonized
to be included in an sporopristioe Awi for the fiseal year preceding the fis-
cal year for which guch sppropriation is available for obligation.

SEC. 503, AVAILABILITY OF FEDERAL COUPON SYSTEM TO STATES.

(a) Issoance, Purcssse, anp Use oF CouroNs—The Secretary
shall issne, and niske available for purchase by States, coupons {or the re-
tail purchase of food from retail food-stores that are approved in accordance
with gubseetion (b). Coupons issued, purchased, and used a3 provided in thig
section shall be redeemahle at face value by the Secretary through the facili-
ties of the Treasury of the United States. The purchase price of each sou-
pon issued ander this subsection shall be the face value of such coupon.

(b} Arprovar OF RETANL FooD BIORES AND WEOLESALR FooD
CoNcERNg (1) Regulations isvued pursuant to this section shell provide
for the submiasion of spplisstions for approval by retail food wores and
wholesale food sonserng which desire 10 be authorized t6 aceept and redeem
eoupons under this seetion, In determining the qualifications of spplicants,
there shall be eonsidered among such other factors ss may be appropriate,
the following:

{A} The nature and extent of the food business condueted by the
applicant.

{B3 The volume of coupon business which may reasonably be ex-
pectad 1o be conducted by the applicant food store or wholesale food
eomoern. :

{€) "The bosiness integrity and reputation of the applicant.
Approval of an applieant shall be evidencad by the issunnce o such appih
cant of & nontransferable certificate of approval. The Secretary i aothor
izad to issue regulations providing for & periodie reauthorization of retail
food stores and wholesale food converns.

i

777
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{2) A bayer or trarsferee {other than » bong fide bayer or transferee)
of & retail food stere or wholesale food consern that has been disqualified
under subsection {d} may nol actept or redeem coupons until the Secretary
recpives full payment of 2ny peaalty imposed on such siore or eoncern.

{3} Regulations iscued purguant 1o this seetien shell reguire an appli
cant retaif food store or wholesale food coprern & submit information which
wil permeit a determination 1o be made as 1o whather such applicant queli-
firg, or continues to quakify, for spprovel uader this section or the reguls.
tiong issued pursuant to this section. Regulations issoed pursuant to this
gection shall provide for safeguards which limit the use or disclosure of in-
formation obtained under the authority granted by this subsection o pur-
poses direetly connected with administrativn and epforeement of this section
or the regulations issued pursuant to this seetion, except that such informae.
tion may be disclosed 0 and usad by Staten that purchnse such soupons,

€4} Any retail food stars or wholessle food congere which has failed
um%i&&a%mﬂw%i&p&zﬁd@wiﬁm@dm%
gram may obiain s hearing on such refusal g3 provided in subesetion (M)

{r} RenperroN oF Coroni-Regulstions issund eander thiy gection
shall provide for the redemption of coupons aceepted by retail food stores
through approved wholesale food concerns or through financial institutions
which are insured by the Federsl Deposit Insurance Corporation, or whish’
are insured under the Federal Credit Union Act (12 UR.C. 1751 et seq.)
and have retail food stores or wholesale food conserns in their field of mem-
bership, with the cooperation of the Treasury Department, except that retail
food stores defined in section 504{93(D) shall be avthorized to nedeein their
mewbers' food coupons prior to reesipt by the wmembers of the food 8¢ pur
chased, and publicly operated community mental health centers or private
nonprofit organizations or institutions which serve mesls to Barcotics ad-
divts or slogholies in drug addiction or alooholic {reatment and rehabilitation
programg, public and private sonprofil shelters thal prepere and serve
mealy for battersd women and children, publie or private ooaprofit group
living srrangements thal serve imeals to disabied or blind residents, and
publie or private nonprofit establishments, or publie or private nonprofit
sheltery that feed individuals who do not reside in permoanent dwellings and
individuals who have no fixed mailing addresses shall not be authorized to
redeemn eoupons through finaneial institutions which are insured by the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation or the Federal Credit Union Act. No
ficancial institution may lmpose oo or eollect from 8 retail food store a foo
or other charge for the redemption of ecupows that sre sobmitted to the
finuncial institution ip & manoer songstent with the requirementy, other
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than any requirements relating ¢ cancellation of coupons, e the presen.
tation of eoupons by finaneial institvtions to the Fadera! Reserve hanks,

{d} Crvi. Monpy PENALTIES AND DISQUALIFICATION OF RETAIL
Foop STorEs aND WROLESALE Foop CORCERNS~-{1} Any approved re.
tail food siore or wholesale food concern way be disqualified for & specified
period of time fron™Tarther participation in the coupon program under this
seetion, or subjected to a eivil money penalty of up to $10,000 for each vio-
lation if the Becretary determines that ita disqualification wonld esnse bard
ship to individuals who receive toupons, on 8 finding, mede as specifiad in
the regulations, that sueh store or concern has violnted this sestos or the
regulations issned pursnant {0 this seetion.

{2} Disqualification under paragraph {1} shall be—

{A} for a ressonable perind of time, of no fess thar 6 montks nor

more than & yearg, upon the first oceasion of disqualification;

{B} for & reascoable period of time, of no less than 12 months

gor more than 10 years, upon the second oecasion of disqualifieation
and

{(€) permanest upon—

{i} the third oceeasion of disgualifisation, '

{ii} the first occasion or any subsequent oocasion of 2 dis.
gualification based op the purchase of conpons or trafficking in
soupons by 3 retall Tood giore or wholesale food concern, exeept
thet the Seoretary shell bave the diseretion to impose s civil
money penalty of up to $20,000 for each violation {except that the
amount of civil money penalties imposed for wiolations aeourring
during & single inwestigation may not expeed $40,000) ia’[iea of
disqualification cader this subparsgraph, for such purchase of
coupons or trafficking in eoupons that eonstitutes a viclation of
this section or ihe reguistions isswed purseant W ihig section, if
the Seeretary determines that there is subgtantial evidence (includ.
ing evidenoe that neither the ownership nor mansgement of the
store or food eoncern was aware of, approved, benefited from, or
was involved in the conduct or approval of the violation} that such
gtore or food concern had an effestive policy and program iz effect
to prevent violations of this section and such regulations, or

(til) & findipg of the sale of frearmsy, emmunition explosiveg
or ooutrolied substance {as defined in section 802 of tde 21, Unit-
od States Code} for coupons, except that the Secretary shall bave
the discretion 1o impose a civi! money penalty of up to $20,000
for each viclation {except that the amouni of ¢ivil money penalties
imposed for violations occurring during & single investigation may
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5ot exceed $40,000} in Hen of disqualification ynder this subpara-
graph if the Secretary determines that thers i3 subatantial evi
dence (incladiag evidence that seither the osmership nor manage
ment of the store or food eoncern was aware of, spproved, bend
fited from, or was nvlved in the sonduct or approval of the viola-
tion} that*ile store or food concern had an efective policy and
program in effect to prevent violations of this section.

{3} The action of disquelifieation or the imposition of & civil money
penaity shall be subdeet to review ag provided in submeetion {f).

(4) Az a condition of authorization to acoept and redeem ovupons i8.
sued under gubsection (a}, the Becrelary may vequire a retadl food store or
wholesale food ameern which bas been disqualified or subjected to a civil
penalty pursusnt %o paragreph {1} to furnish a bond 4o cover the vaiee of
coupone which such slore or coneern sy iz the foture aceept and redeem
in viglation of this section. The Seeretary shall, by reguiation, proseribe the
smount, terms, and conditions of such bond. I the Sevretary Body that
guch stere or concern hag ascepted and redeemed coupons ig violation of
thig section after furnishing such bond, such store or concarn shall fordeit
o the Secretary 22 amount of such bond which is equal o the value of sou-
pons accepted and redeemed by such store or consern in wiclation of this
section. SBuch store or eonoern may obiain & hearing on such forfeiture pur
saant tw subsection ().

(53A) In the event any retadl food store or whalesale food sgnsern that
has heen disqualified under paragraph (1} is sold or the owunership thereof
iz otherwise sransferred to a purchaser or transferee, the person or persens
who sell ar stherwise trangfer owrership of the retall food store or whalesale
food eoneern shall be subjseted to a civil money penalty in &3 amount estad
Hehed by the Secretary through regulstions to reflert that portion of the dis-
qualification period that has not yet expired If the retail food store or
wholesale food conmeern has been disgualified permanently, the civil money
pexalty shall be double the penslty for & ten-yesr disqualification period, as
calenlated under regulaticns issued by the Seeretary. The digquaiifiestion
period imposed under paragraph (2) shall contimue in effect 88 to the person
ar persons who sell or otherwise transfer ownership of the retail food stare
or wholessle food ooneern notwithstanding the {mposition of & civil money
penalty under this paragraph. ,

{B} At any time after s civil money penalty imposed under sobpars.
graph (A} has become final under gubsection (H{1}, the Secrelary may re-
quest the Attorney Geveral o ingtitute a civil action against the person or
persons subject {0 the penalty in & district court of the United States for
pny distriet in which guch person or persons are found, regide, or transact
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business to ecollect the penalty and such court ghall bave jurtsdiction o hear
and decide zuch aetion, In such action, the validity and amount of suck pen.
alty shall oot be subdert 10 review,

(C} The Becrotary may impose 8 fige apaingt any retall food store or
wholesale food convern that secepts coupons that are not accowpanied by
e eormegpondiog buty oover, other than the denomination of conpons used
for making change ax speeified in reguiations issued under this seetion, The
amount of any such fine shall be established by the Secretary snd msy be
assessed and collected in ascordsnce with regulations issued under this see-
tion separately or in combination with sny Oseal dlaim established by the
Secretary. The Atworoey General of the United States may institute judicial
setion in say aourt of wompetent fusstiction against the store or coneers
o eollet the fine,

(6} The Secretary may impose 8 fine against any person nof approved
by the Seoretary to accept and redeem coupons who vioiates this section or
& reguiation issmed under thiz section, including violations concerning the
seceptanve of coupons. The amount of any gueh fing shall be establizhed by
the Secretary and may be assessed and ellerted in ascordance with reguia-
tiong issued onder this psction separately or in combination with any fiseal
claim established by the Secretary. The Attorney General of the United
States may ingtitate judicial netion in any eourt of eompetent jurisdiction
against the person 1o colleet the fine,

{8} COLLECTION AND DisromtrroN OF CLamnMg—The Seeretary shall
have the power to determine the amount of and settie and adjust any elaim
and o compromise or deny all or part of any such clkim or claims grising
under this setion or the regulatisns issued pursuant to this seetion, inglude
ing, but not lmited to, claims arising from fracdulent snd nonfreundolent
averissuanoes to revipients, including the power io waive claims i the See-
retary determines that 1o do so would sarve the purposes of this section.
Ruch powers with respect o <iftmn against recipients may be deleguted by
the Reeroiary to Siate agencies,

{} ADMDUSTRATIVE AND JUDICIAL REVRW. {1} Wheneverw.

{A} an appiication of & retall food store or wholesale food connern

{or approval to acoept and redeem eoupons ismed under gubgection (8]

I8 denied pursuant to this geetion,

{B) g retall food giore or whiclesaie food concern is disqualified or
suldeeted o g civi] money penaity under suheection éd),

{() all or part of any claim of a retail food gtore or wholesale faod
concern i denied nnder subeestion {e), or ’

{13} & daim againgt & State B8 stated pursaant to sohsestion fel,
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notice of such administrative setion shall be issued o the retall food store,
wholesale food concern, or State involved. Such notice shall be delivered by
certified muil or personal serviee. If such store, concern, or State is age
grieved by such action, it may, in aceordanee with regulations promulgated
under this saction, within 10 days of the date of delivery of such notice,
file & written requeci*for a8 opporiunilty 10 submit information in support
of s position to Such person or persous as the regulations may designate.
If such & request 8 pot made or f such swre, concern, or Btate fafls Lo
submit information in support of its position after filing a request, the sd-
minkgtrative determination shall be final, If soch request is made by such
gtore, concern, or State such informstion ag may be sabmitted by guch
gtore, concern, or State as well aa such other information as may be avaik
able, shall be reviewad by the person or persoas designsted by the Seeretary,
whe shafl, sutdect to the ripght of judicial review bereinufter provided, make
& determination which shall be final and which shall take effset 38 dave
after the date of the delivery or serviee of such final notice of determination,
i sach ztore, concern, or State foels agyrivved by such final determination,
it may oblain judieial review thereof by filing o complsint against the Uait-
ed States in the United States court for the distriet in which it resides or’
is engaged in business, or, in the ease of a retail food store or wholesale
food goneern, in any ecurt of record of the State having competent jurisdie-
tion, within 30 days after the date of delivery or service of the final notice
of determination upon it, requesting the eourt i set aside such determing~
tion. The oopy of the summons and complaint required o be delivered to
the sfficial or agency whose order is being attacked shall be sent o the Sec
w&ryws&&wmerpemasﬁmmwymmw’m
service of provess. The suit in the Unitod States distriet eourt or State court
ghall he a 1318l de now by the court i which the sourt shell determine the
validity of the questioned administiative sction in iswue, If the ecourt deter
mines that such administrative aetion i8 invalid, it shall enter such judg-
ment or order as it determines is in secoordance with the law and the evi.
dence. During the pendency of such judicisl review, or any appeal there-

from, the administrative sction voder review shall be snd remain in )

fores and effest, unless on applicalion 0 the court oo not less than iem
daye’ notioe, snd affer hearing thereon and & sonsideration by the court of
the appiicant's likelihood of prevailing on the merite and of irreparsble in-
Jury, the court tersporarily stays such administrative action pending disposi-
tion of such trial or appeal,

* {g) VIOLATIONS AND ENFORCEMENT.—{1) Suljeet to paragraph {2),
whoever knowingly uses, transfers, scquires, alters, or possesses coupons in
any manner contrary to this seotion or the regulations issned pursusnt to
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thig section whall,  such soupong are of & value of 35,500 or more, be
guiity of & fdony and shall be fined 50t more than $250,000 or imprisoned
for not more than 20 years, or both, sed shali, if such coupons are of &
valne of $10€ or more, but less thap 5,000, e guilty of & felony and shall,
upon the first convietion thersef, be fined not more than $10,000 or impris-
aned for oot moredhian 5 vears, or bhoth, and, upon the seeond and any
gubsequent sonvietion thereof, shall he imprisoned for not lesy than 6
wonths nor more thas 3 years and masy also be fined mot more then
$10,000 or, if such covpons are of & value of less than $166, shall be guilty
of a misdemannor, and, spon the fist eonviction theredf, shall be Bned not
more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, ar‘baﬂa, and
upon the seeond and any gulmaquent convietion thereof, shall be imprisoned
for not more than ope year and may slso be fined not more than $1.0006,

21 In the csse of sny individus! convieted of an offerye under pare-
graph (1}, the oourt may permit such individual to perforts work approved
by the esart for the purpose of providing restitation for losses incurred by
the United Statey and the State a3 a resull of the oMense for which such
individual was sonvieted. I the court permits sueh individual 4o perform
such work apd sueh individual agrees thereto, the eonrt shall withbold the
imposition of the sentence on the eondition that such individusl perform the
ssgigned work, ﬁm:&emmﬁlwmﬁemaof!hemm&ﬁm
court may suspend sach senience.

{3} Whoever presents, or csuges to be presented, eoupons for payment
ar redemption of the value of $189 or more, knowing the same 1o have been
received, trangferved, ermmwmmrmwﬁmnofmsmnw
the regulations issued under 1o thiz seetion, shall be guilty of & felofy wud,
upon the first eonviction thareof, shall be fined not more than £20,000 or
imprisoned for not more thaa 5 years, or buth, and, upon the sevond and
any ecbebquent sonviction thereof, ahall be imprisonsd for not less than one
year nor more than 5 years and may also be fined not more than £26,000,
or, i goch ecupens are of & valus of Jess than $3160, shall be guilty of &
misdemeanor and, wpon the firgt convietion thereof, chall be finui not more
thar $1.000 or unprisoned for not more thap one year, or both, and, upon
the senond and any subseguent conviction thereof, shall be imprisoned for
not more than one yenr and may alno be fined not wore than $1,660.

SEC. 508, AUTHORITY T0O BELL FEDERAL SURPLUS COMMODITIES,

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Secretary of Agri-
cuttare and the Commodity Credit Corporation may sefl surphua commod»
itine and surplus foodstafy to the States to provide food assistanee to indi-
viduals who are econcmically disadventaged and 10 individeals who are
members of economically dissdvantaged famiien.
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i SEC. 204, DEFINITIONS.
2 For purposes of thig tithew
3 {1) the term “bressifeeding woman™ means women up ' ! year
4 postpartum who are breastfeeding their infants,
s (2) the term “‘coupon” means any coupen, siamp, or type of cer-
6 tificate, but dose,aot welude curreney,
7 (3) the 12rm “economically disadvantaped” mesns ap individual or’
8 a family, a8 the case may be, whose inoome does not exveed the most
9 recent lower lving standard income level published by the Department
10 of Labor,
it {4} the term “elderly or dissbied individusl” means an individual
- 2 who—
. 13 (&) 18 60 years of age or older,

A 14 {B}i} receives supplomentsl sedurity lncome benefits under
15 title XVI of the Social Security Ant (42 UBC. 1381 ot seq), or
i6 Federslly or State administered supplementsl bepefits of the tpe
17 deseribed in seetion 212(n} of Public Law 9366 {42 USC. 1582
| $:4 note}, or ’

9 {ii} yeceives Federally or State administered supplemental as-
% sistance of the type desoribed in section 1616(s) of the Social Se-
2 carity Aet (42 U.S.C. 1382¢(n}), interim assistance pending re.
22 eeipt of supplemental security income, disability-related medical
Fx asnistance under title XIX of the Social Security Act (42 UG
rl 1396 et seq.), or disability-based Siate gencral essistance benefits,
25 if the Secretary determinsy that such benefits are wndizi:;{}et} an
% meeting disability or blindness sriteria st least a8 stringent sx
27 those used under title XV of the Social Security Ast,

L 8 {C) receives disshility or Windness payments under title 1, {1,

. 29 X, XIV, or XVI of the Socia! Security Art (42 U.RC 301 et wey)

o 30 or reesives disability mtircroent beooflts from s governments)
31 agency becanse of & disabifity considered permanent under saction
n 221{i} of the Sceia] Security Act (42 URC €14},
33 {D} is & vottran who—
34 i) has & serviceconnectad or nenserviceconpected dis
33 ability which i5 reted as total under title 38, {nited States
% Code, or
37 {ii) i& considered in need of regular aid and attendance
32 or permanently househonnd under such title,

- 3 {E} 8 » surviving spouse of a veleran andew -

Baptember 23, 1994
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{1} & nonsidered in peed of regular sid and aftendance
or permuanently houschound under tide 3B, United States
Code, or

(i} i enmtitied t0 eompensation for & secvite-connected
death or pensior benefits for a pon-service-connectad desth
under<iile 38, United Siates Code, and hag n disability eon-
sidered permsnent under seetion 22140) of the Sosisl Serunty
Aot (42 USC. 421(1),

(F) is & child of a veterss and—

{iy is considered permanently inespable of self.support
wader seetion 414 of title 38, United States Code, or

(b s satitled to compsnsation for s service.connestad
death ar pension benefits for a non-servics-sonnected death
under title 38, United Btates Code, sad has a disability con-
sidered permasnent under section 22140} of the Social Becurity
Act (42 UBLC, 421(31)), or
{33 & sa individusl recerving sn amnuity under section

2(a){(1)(iv} or 2(a)(1){v} of the Railroad Retirement Ast of 1974
{45 UB.C, 281a{a¥1){iv) or 231aia)(1)(v)), if the individual's
pervice a8 an employee under the Railroad Retirement Ant of
1974, after December 31, 1936, had been inciuded in the verm
“employment” as defined in the Social Security Aet (42 USQC
301 et seq.), and if an application for disability benefite had been
filed,

{5) the ferm “food” means, for purposes of section 3 cnly—

{A} any food or food product for bome eommptim{y exnent
slocholic beverages, iohaow, and hai %ods or bot food produsts
ready for inmediste congumption other than those suthorized pure
suant to subparagraphs (C), (D}, (E), (G}, {H), and (D),

(R} seeds and plants for use in gardens o produce food for
the persanal consumption of the eligibls individuals,

() in the case of those persons who are 60 years of age or
over or who receive supplemental seounity ibeome benefils or dis-
ability or blindnegs paymenis ander title L, IL X, XTIV, or XV1 of
the Sorial Security Ast {42 U.B.C 1381 et seq), and their
spauses, meals prepared by and served in senior eitizens’ centers,
apartment haiidings oeccupied primarily by such persons, publie or
private sonprofit establishments (eating or otherwize) that faed
such persons, private establishiments that contract with the appeo-
priste sgency of the Btate to offer menls for sush persons st
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concessional prices, and meals prepared for and served 1o residents
of fedarally subsidized housing for the elderly,

(D} in the case of persons 60 years of sge or aver and pere
song who are physieally ar mentally handicapped or othersise g6
disabled that they are uwosble adequately to prepare ali of their
meals, msgv_ls prepared for and delivered o them {(snd thewr
sponaes) at their home by a public or private noaprofit organiza.
tion or by u private establishment that contracts with the appro-
priate State spency to perform such gervices at concessional
prices,

(B} in the case of narotics addicts or aleoholics, and their
ehildren, served by drog addietion or aleobolie treatment and reha-
bilitation programg, meais prepared and served under a‘uch’ pro-
grams, ’

(¥ in the case of eligible individusls living in Alaska, equip-
ment for procaring food by hunting and fishicg, such as nets,
hooks, rods, harpoons, and kuives (bt not equipment for purposes
of trapsporiation, clothing, or shelter, end not ﬁrearms, ammuni-
tion, and explosives) if the Secretary determines that such individ-
usle are locatad in an aren of the Statz where it is extremely dif
Rzl 1o reach sores selling food and that such individusis depend
to a4 gehetantial extent upon huating and fshing for subeistence,

(3} in the ecase of disabled or blind recipients of benefits
ueder title I I, X XIV, Qrmef&emgwuﬁty,&& or
are individesls deseribed in subpmragraghs (B) through {3} of
paragraph (4), whe are residents in & public or private zzé;npwﬁz
groap living arrangement that serves no more than 18 residents
and ig certified by the appropriate State sgency or sgentes ander
regulations issued under section 1616{e} of the Social Security Act
or under standards determined by the Secretary to be eomparable
to standards implementad by appropriate State egencies under
guch section (42 U.R.C. 138%e(e)), meals prepared and served
under such arrangement,

{H) in the case of women and children tempararily residing
in publie or private nOnpréﬁt ghelters for battered women and chil-
dren, meals prepared and served, by such shelters, and

{) in the eage of ipdividuals that do not reside in permanznt
dwellings and individusls that bave no fixed mailing addresses,
weals prepared for and served by e public or private nonprofit es-
1ablishment (spproved by an appropriste State or local agency)
that feds sach individuals and by private establishments that con-
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treet with the appropriate ageacy of the State w offer meals for

such individuals af coneessional prices,

{§} the term “infunts” means individuals under I year of age,

{7} the term “ponexempt individusl” means o individeal who B
not—

(A} & pares’~reviding with a depesdent ¢hild under 18 years of
age, _

{B} 1 member of & family with responsibility for the care of an
ineapacitated family member,

{} mentally or physically unfit,

{1 under 18 yearn of age, or

{E) 83 years of age or sider,

{8} the term “‘posiparinm women' means women daring the 180-
day period after the end of their pregnancy,

{9y the term “‘pregnant women” mesns women who have one or
more fetuses in ulers,

{10} the term “retail food gtore’” meang—

{A) an estabdishment or recoghized department thereof or
house-to-house trede route, .over 50 percent of whose food seles
volume, a8 determined by visual inspection, sales records, purchase
reconds, or sther inventory or aecounting recordkeeping methods
thet are customary or reasonable in the retal food induastry, eone
siats of staple food Bems for home preparation and consumption,
such a5 meat, poultry, fish, bread, cereals, vogetables, froits, daury
products, and the like, but pot induding sccessory food jtems,
such as coffee, tes, coocoa, carbopated rnd uncarbouated énn]ng
candy, condiments, and gpices,

(B) an establishment, organization, program, or group living
srrangement referred o in sabparagraph (C), (D), (B}, (G), (H),
or (I} of paragraph (5},

{C}ammwmmmmﬁabﬂmwd&
scribed in parsgreph (8)(F}, or

{Dj sny private nonprofit ecooperative food purchaging ven.
ture, including those ip which the members pay for food purchased
prior 1o the receipt of such fond,

{11} the term “school” mesns &u elementary, imtermediate, or see-
cadary school, )

{12} the term “Seoretary’”’ means the Secreisry of Agriculiure,

{13) the term “State” mesns apy of the seversl Siates, the Dis-
triet of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rieo, Guoam, the Virgia
Tdanda of the United States, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of
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the Northers Mariana lslands, the Republic of the Marshell Iglands
the Federated Biates of Misrenesin, Palag, or g $ribal organization that
exeretsey govermmental jurigdiction over a geographically defined area,

{14) the tersn “wibal organization” has the meaning given it in
sertion 4(1) of the indian Self-Determination and Eduestion Assistance .
Azt (25 L.8.Cx50b(1)), and “

(15} the term “‘young childron” means individuals who are oot fess
than 1 year of age and aot more than 5 yesss of ape,

SEC, 845, REPEALERS: AMENDMENTS.

{2} REvRALERS —The foliowing Asts are repesied:
{1) The Food Stamp Aet of 1877 {7 U.B.0. 2011 & ).

(2) The | Child Nutrition Act}(42 U.B.C. 1771 et seq.).

(3) The/National School Lunch A%t (42 U.8.C. 1751 et seq.)

{4) The Emergency Food Assistance Azt of 1983 (7 USC 612
notel,

(3) The Hunger Prevention Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-435;
102 Stat. 1645).

{6} The Commodity Distribation Reform Act and WIO Amend.
ments of 1987 (Publie Law 100-237; 101 Stat, 1733).

{7} The Chitd Nutrition and WIC Resuthorization Act of 1989
{Public Law 101~147; 103 Stat. 877}

{b) AMENDMENTS.—

(1) The Older Americans Ast of 1965 (42 T.S.C. 3030n et saq.}
is arended by striking sections 303(b) and 811, and part C of title
1118 it

(2} Section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (Public Law 320;
7 U.8.C. 612C) is amended—

(A} in the Brst undesipnated paragraph-—
(i} by striking “30 per centum” gud inserting “1.5 per
sentun’, and "
(i) by striking *; {2)” and all that follows through “Ag-
sienlture;”, and
{B} by strildag the last sentense.
(3} The Agriculture and Consumer Protection Aet of 1373 (7.

" U.S.C. 612 note) is amended by steiking sections 4 and 5.

{4} The Agriculture and Food Ant of 1881 (7 USC 1431) 8
amended by striking seetios 1114,

{5) Section 402 of the Mutual Seeurity Aet of 1854 (22 UBLC,
1829} is awended by striking the last sentence. ‘

(6) The Act of September &, 1958 (Public Law §3-931; 7 US.C.
1421D) is amended by striking section 9.
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{7T) The Agnricultaral Agt of 1960 {7 U8.C. 1446a-1) is amended
by stirking section 704,

SEC, 08, EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF REPEALERS AND
AMENDMENTS,
{a} EFPECTIvE DATES wirr -

{1} (JENEXZAL EPFECTIVE DATE -.Except as provided & sub-
seetion (bl thiv tithe and the amendments made by this title shall take
effect on the date of the enactment of thiz Act.

2] SpEciAL BFVECTIVE DATRE.~The repeals made by section 505
shall not taks sffert untll the first day of the frut Baoal year for which
funds sre appropristed more then 180 days in advance of such Gseal
year {0 carry out section 501,

{) ArPPLICATION OF REPEMERS AND AMENDMENTS.—Tbe repesls
and smendments made by section 505 shall not apply with respeet to—

{1) powers, duies, functions, rights, elaims, penalties, or oblige-
tions applicable to finanvisl assistance provided under the Acts repealed
hefore the effeetive date of such section, and

{2) admiristrative sctions and proceedings sommencsd before such
date. or authorized before such date 1o be commensed, under such
Arts.

TITLE VI-EXPANDING STATUTORY
FLEXIBILITY OF STATES

SEC. 601, OPTION TO CONVERT AFDC INTO A BLOCK GRANT PRO.
GRAM.

Section 403 of the Social Security Azt (42 UEC. 603) s m&gded by
ingerting after subsection (b} the following: /

“{e}1} Any State may elect to reseive payments under this subsection
in lien of receiving payments under the other subsections of this section,

42y I o State mekes an clection under paragraph (1), then, in lien
of any payment under any other suheection of this section, the Secretary
shall make payvments to the State under this subsection for each fincal yeor
in a0 amount equal to 108 pervent of the total smount to which the State
was entitied under this section for fizesl vesr 1804, solgect to paragraph
(53,

© #(3) Each State to which an smount i paid under parsgraph (2} for
& fiseal year shall expend the amount (0 carry oul any program established
by the State to provide benefits to needy families with dependent children,

“{4) Withie J months sfter the end of each fiscal yenr, cavh Btate that
has made an election under paragraph {1) shall submit to the Secretary a
report that aescunts for Bl expenditures of amounts paid to the State under
thig subgaction for the fisesl year.

3D sl N U e L R e
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i “{%} The Seeretary ghall reduce by 20 percent the amount that would

2 otherwise te payable 1o & State under this subsection for & fiseal year if

3 the Secretary finds that the Stute has expended any amount provided ander

4 this subsection for soy purpose other then to carry oul & program of cash
§  benefits w needy families with children. R
& "{68) The regvislions isgued with respect t¢ State plang and the opes
7 ation of State programs under this part {other than under this subsection)
§  shall not apply W any State that makes an election under paragraph (1).".
9

SEC. 662, OPTION TO TREAT NEW HESIDENTS OF A STATE UNDER

16 RULES OF FORMER STATE.
T i Bention 402{a) of the Social Security Act {42 USLC. 602(s)), a3
- 12 amended by titles | and IV of this Act, is amended—
e i3 {1} by striking “and” at the end of paragraph (49)
-2 i4 {2} by striking the period at the end of paragraph {36} and insert-
15 ing 7 and"”; and
16 (3) by inserting after paragraph (50) the foliowing: .
17 < {51} a2 the option of the Statg, in the case of a family spplying
18 for aid woder the Bwte plan that hag woved to the State from another
19 jurisdiction of the United States with & State plan approved ander this
. 20 part, and has resided in the Siate for less than 12 months consern
21 tively, apply the rules that would have boen applied by such other juris-
y distion if the family had oot meved frem guch other Jurisdiction, in de-
=23 termining the eligibility of the family for henefita, and the amount of
24 benefits payable to the family, nnder the Siate plan™.
25 SEC. 663, GPTION TO IMPOSRE PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO ATTEND
2% SCHOOL. ;
-z Section 402(a) of the Social Seeurity Ast (42 USLC. 602(a), us

amended by titles I and IV, and section 602, of this Act, is amendad—
(1} by strikdng “and” st the end of paragraph {503
{2) by striking the period at the end of paragraph (51) and-insert.
ing “; and”; and .
{3} by ingerting after paragraph {51) the following:
52} at the eption of the Siste, provide that the aid otherwise |
payehle under the plan 0 8 family may be redused by ool more than
' $75 per mouth for each parent under 21 years of age who has not com-
pleted secondary sehool (or the equivalent) and each dependent child
in the family who, dunpg the immedintdy preseding month, has filad,
without good eause {as defined by the State in consultation with the
Becretary), to maintain minimoam attendance {as defined by the State
in sonsultation with the Seoretary) at an educations! insttuhion.”,

B
By eve2s
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SEC. 604. OPTION TO PROVIDE MARRIED COUPLE TRANSITION BENE.
FIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 602(a)), 23 amended by titles I and IV, and sections 602 and 603,
of this Act, is amended—

{1} by striking “and” at the end of parsgraph (51)
{2) by striking the period at the end of parsgraph (525 and insert-
ing *; and”™; and
{3} by inserting after paragraph (52) the following:
#{83] 81 the option of the State, provide thagw
“{A} if & recipient of aid under the plan marries an individual
who i3 5t 8 parent of » child of the recipient and (but for this
paragraph) the resulting family would have bacome ineligible for
such aid by reason of the mareiage, then the family shall remain
eligihle for aid under the plan, in an smount eqoal to 50 percent
of the nid payable to the recipient immediately before the mar-
rage, for 8 period (specified by the State} of not more than 12
months, but ouly for 30 long a8 the income of the family is less
than 150 perceat of the income official poverty line {as defined by
the Office of Management and Badget, and revised anmually in sc-
eordance with section 873{2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconeili-
ation Act of 1981) appliesbie t & funily of the size involved; and
“{B) it a reciplert of aid under the plan marvies ap individual
who is not & parent of & child of the recipient and the resulting
tamily woald (in the absenoe of thiz subparagraph) be digible for
guch Ki8 by resson of section 407, then the Btate may provide aid
to the family in aceprdance with sestion 407 or subparagraph (A}
of this paragraph, but not both™,
(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made by mibseetion (a) shall

apply only with respect 0 individuals who firgt become reeipients of aid .

under State plang approved under past A of title IV of the Social Security
Art on or alter the effective date of this Act

SEC, 808, OPTION TO DISREGARD INCOME AND RESOURCES DES-
IGNATED FOR 'EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND EMPLOY-
ABILITY, OR RELATED TO SELF-EMPLOYMENT.

{a} RESOURCE DISREGARDS ~Section 402(a){T)(B) of the Social Seeu-
ity Act (42 U.S.C. 602{a}(7}{B)) 18 amended--
{1) by strikioy “or” before “(iv}”; and
{2) by inserting “{v} at the option of the State, in the case of a
family receiving aid ander the State plan (and & family not receiving
soch aid but which received such sid in st Jeast 1 of the preceding 4

— Sﬂ& o -
L2 TS
;ﬁ;‘f{mﬂ‘ ?
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1 months or became ineligible for such aid during the preceding 12
2 monthg because of excessive sarnings), any amount {determined by the
3 State) not to exceed $10,000 in a qualified agset account {88 defined
A 4 in section 406{i)) of the family, or (vi) at the option of the Btate, the
(ot 5 first $10,000 of the net worth (assets reduced by liabilities with respect
6 thereto} of all==ieroenterprises (as defined in section 406G1{11) owned,
- b in whole or in part, by such child, relative, or other individuad, for &
4 period not to exeeed 2 years' before *; and”,
g {h} DISREGARD OF INCOME FROM QUALIFIED ABSET ACCOUNTS,wwSer.
10 tion 402(a){B){A) of such Aet {42 U.8.C. 602(a}(8)(A)) is amended.—
1 {1) by striking “and"” at the end of elause (vii); and
. 12 {2) by ingerting after clause {vili} the following new clause:
e 13 “{ix} st the opiion of the State, may digregard any inter
= 14 ¢st or inoome earned an A qualified asset pocount (ag Sefined
15 in section 40840}, and any qualified distribution (a8 defined
16 in section 4080H2)H frem » puslified sgwet account (ss de-
17  fined in section 408(){1)); and™.
18 {¢} NonReCcURRING Landr Bom Exwser Frox Lowe Sux Borg..
19 Seetion 402(a} 17} of such Art (42 UL.8.C. $02(a){17)) is amended by add-

ing at the end.the following: *; and, at the option of the State, that this
parsgraph shall not apply to earned or unesrped income reveived in & month
on & oonrecurring basis to the extent that such income is placed in & gusli-
find asset account (a8 defined in section 405{1)) the total amounts in which,
after such placemant, docs not excend $10.000,7.

{d) OnLy NET PROFITS OF MICROENTERPRISR TREATED 48 IR
COME.—Sention 402(a)}(T) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 802(a)(7)), as amended
by subsection {a) of this section, 18 amendedv

(1) by swriking “and” st the end of gubparegreph (B}

(2) by striking the semicolon ui the end of subparagraph (O and
inserting *; and”; and

{(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(D) at the option of the State, may take into eonsiderntion
a8 earned incoms of the family of which the child 8 & member,
ouly the net profits (a8 defined in section 408(MEN of
microenterprises (a8 defined in section $#08{i}(1}) owned, in whole
or in part, by such child, relative, or other individual, for a period
not to exceed £ years”.

{2} DEriNrroNs.—Section 406 of auch Aot (42 U.B.C. 608) s amend.
ad by adding at the end the following: '

11 The term ‘qualifiod asget aovount' means 8 mechanism approved
by the Riate (such ss individusl retirement srcounts, eserow astounts, or

2R BUYR B RS IR RNERRE RN
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savings bonds) that aliows savings of & faily receiviag aid 10 families with
dependent ehildren to be used for qualified distributions,

%) The term ‘qQuaiified distribution’ meany s distribution from a
qualified asset account for expenses directly related o 1 or more of the fol-
lowing purposes:

“(A) The Hiiendance of a8 member of the family st any education
or {raining program,

“(B) The improvement of the employability {including sell.employ.
ment) of a member of the family (such ag throuph the purchase of an
antomabile},

*{C} The purchaze of a bome for the family.

“{D)} A change of the family residence,

“G3{1) The term ‘microenlerpnise’ means a comumercial eplerprisa
which has 5 or fewer employees, 1 or more of whowm owns the euterprise.

“{2} The term ‘net profits’ means, with respent o & mitroesterprise,
the grogs reneipts of the business, mings

“(A4) peyments of prineipal or interest ou s loan to the
microenterprise;

“{B) transportation expenaes;

() inventory costs;

“(D} expenditures to purchase capital equipment;

“(E) cazh retained by the microenterprise for future use by the
husinesg;

“(F} taxes paid by reason of the business;

“{(3) if the business i covered under a policy of knsuranee sgeinst
Jossr ’

“{1} the premiums paid for such ingurance, and

4y the losses incurred by the busminess thet are 5ot relm.
pursad by the insurer solely by reason of the existence of 5 deduct
fhle with respect to the insurapee policy;

“(H} the reawnable costs of obtaining 1 motor whicle necessary
for the onduet of the business; and

“{1} the other expenses of the business.”,

SEC, 808, OPTION T3 REQUIRE ATTENDANCE AT PARENTING AND
MONEY MANAGEMENT CLASSES, ANT PRIGR APPROVAL

QF ANY ACTION THAT WOULD RESULT IN A CHANGE OF
SCHOOL FOR A DEPENDENT CHILD.

{a) IN OsNERAL—Section 402(a) of the Social Security Act (42
U.8.C. 602(a)), as amended by titles T and IV, and sections 602, 603, and
§04, of this Act, iy amended-—

{15 by striking “and” at the end of paragraph (52)
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(2) by striking the periog 8t the end of paragraph (53) and insert-

ing “; and”; and

{3} by inserting after parsgraph {53} the following:
“(B4) at the option of the State, provide that, 48 a oondition of

receiving aid under the State plan, the receipient most aftend .
parenting and ©.aey management classes, and must receive the pere
mission of the Mate sgency before taking any action that would require
& change in the educational institutisn sticaded by a dependent child
of the recipieat.”.

TITLE VII—-DRUG TESTING FOR
WELFARE RECIPIENTS

£2 SEC, 761. AFDC RECIPIENTS REQUIRED TO UNDERGO NECESSARY

i3
14

1% {8)

SUBSTARCE ABUSE TREATMENT AS A CONDITION OF
RECEIVING AFDC.

In GEVERAL.-Section 462{a} of the Socin! Security Act (42

16 LB 802{a)) b amended by luserting after paragraph {34} the following:

i7
18
19

ERguRogpgey

29

3
32 (b)

“{35) provide that—

“{A)} as a epndition of eligihility for aid under the State plan,
each applicant or regipient who the Biate determines is addicted
1o dlechol or drups must be rexpired to agree to participate, and
must maintain satisfactory participation (as determined by the
State), in an appropriste addiction treatment progeam (¥ avail-
abie}, and must be required to agree to submit 1o tests for the
presence af aleohol or dregs, without adwmnee soties, during and
after such partivipation; and “

*{B) eash applicant or recipient who fails to comply with any
requirement imposed pursuant to subparapraph {A) shall vot be
aligible for such wid during the A-yenr period that beging with such
failure to compdy, bot shall e congidered to be receiving such aid
for purposen of elighility for medical amistance under the Btate
plan spproved under tite XTX",

Deraven APPLICKENITY PERMITTED i STATE LEGIRLATION RB.

33  QUImED.~In the case of & State plan approved under seetion 402(2) of the
34 Soeisl Security Art which the Secretary of Health and Humas Services de-
35 termunes requires State legislation (other than legidlation sppropriating

2888 YR
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funds) in order for the pian to mees the additional requirement imposed by
the amendment made by subsection (a) of this section, the State plan shall
not be regarded a2 failing %o comply with the requirements of such section
4U2{a} solely on the bagis of the failure of the plan to moet such additional
requirement before the end of the 2-year perid that begins with the effec.
tive date of this Ast,
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TITLE VIII-EFFECTIVE DATE
SEC. 801, EFFECTIVE DATE.

This Act and the amendments made by this Act shall take effert on
Oetober 1, 1995,

P

Baptember 23, 1454
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o .‘«“ ‘; .o T . . .
XIXKE X, ,Rﬁwmmm .
Seefors 100-103 . 0 LT

.o - Would degy AFDC zi;gzbziztv to chztdre:z whose patem§ty is not msbim?zed Excermazzs
granted for those conceived as 2 result of rape, incest ete, and for those cases where the state
determines that &ffons w0 tszab%ish pawernity wmzzd resui: in physicat dange: 10 ttxe famdy*

.. Families ehgzgad in requxmﬁ paternity establishment efforts would be eligibls f@:‘ Medicaid,
' the needs OF the dependent child would be disregarded in determining the amount of aid. .
{paternity establishinent provisions ere the same as in H.R. 3500, except stares may nq longer *~
opt-out via passege of ¢ state law exempting the staze ﬁzm :h;s reqzz?mzm:]

L Tacn«gzmz:s agad 19 and below receiving AFDC are wq:.ﬁmi % live at home (staw option
undar ::zz:nzzt iaw} {same Mﬂon as o HAR. 5‘500]
S Z‘é‘ew patemty embixshmmz rgte set at 90% stms shove 50% but balow 90% must mm ¢
. ﬁy 6% peq year, sujes tmiow 58% must incregse by 10% par year be in mmpixaace _

* Eizgibiizty for 3id shaii be denied to children born to moﬁzers under 18 unless thcy are -
‘ “married to (or subsequently become married to) the biolagical father, or if the custodial parent -

becomes married (o,50meone wha legaily sdopts the children (Rote; curvent recipients are
exempt Srom this provisien, affects new recipients only), [under H.R,. 3300, eliglbility Is *
denied to chlldren of minors uniess stares opi-owt via passage of ¢ stare fow exempting the
staze from this requiremeni] There is an additional state optiog to deny efigibility to both
chiidran bdrn to parents beowsen zzges 18-21 md the ::ustodia!epa:cm (samo exouiptions). [
.:t:dz ;;mv lon under H.R. 3300}

» Famny cap eliglbtti:y Iy deaied to &zziém born nto famifies receiving asmmm:e at a:zy time
10 months prior to the im'ti: |same as A.R. 3500 ezcep: B fongcr & stare aprfoa] &

. Eligibility for chs:no b&ntfls would be denied 1w all families of parems under age 21, lJD N
Exemptions from this provision in cases where the individual subsequentiy marries the 1 B
biological father, or the custodial parent becomes married to someons who legally adoprs the
‘¢hildeen, ol' the individual is the biclogical and custedial parent of 2 child not born out-of-

- wedlock, or If the eligibility for such houging assistence is due to any éisablhty af‘x member.
. of the housahold, ino :z.:dl pmvfswr( wndee H.R, 2500}

» - "I‘his ‘bill would create a new program of grants to states &: assistance to c?zzidmn bom outof-
- wedlock. $uch funds couid be used to promote adoption, establish and operate orphanages,
. establish and operate group homes, or other 7elated purposes. Funds could not he used for . .
payments tév individuals of their relatives, ot for abortion, .

¥

« . Thebil includes provisions desigaed to promote maizi»eﬁmic’ adoption,
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PR A wcrk pwgmm is a.reare-c! S:aw& may piat.e recipwms in sﬁzze: the J OBS or WORK

L pw*'t;m l e .. *
. There is i24 month 3{:33;: cn non-work {L.e: JOBS} semces‘ Recipients must be . .

- subscqaeaziy enrolled in the work pmg:xm

" ~ Work pmgram rec;u:remcms 354{3 hours per w&ek (includes sume job search).. At le.ast Z
parent musx %rk for UP casss.

. 1 Eizgzﬁiizxy' is denied aﬁer rece:pt of azé fm a combmezi &4 momhs in both the !081"2 and work

pm,,rams e
. State epzwa 0] ;Ieny sligibility after o vombined 24 months, 83 !ang as the m:ip:em was
* required tg be in the work:program for any 12 month period (although 2 work sfot | may el

Rave been available for any or all of the 12 months).

£

« - AUIOBS éxemptmﬁs are efiminated. . R

s Resmmo:zs on CWEP eizmmazed work szzgpiamzntaman g:wgzam expmdeé,,

- Sammns * statas wauld have eompiete dxmgian 0 tmpose sahctions reg:mﬁng the severity

and duration of the sanction (cucrent law clieft protections are eiiminawd) Also, state option
0 terminate eiigxiuizzy of a famiiy sfter 3 sanctions. | ¢ s 8

. : State mm?z rma is at: 50% for admimtmm costs and at ?0% or FMAP, w&mbever s . v
© o -greater, for other cdsts f’zzzzctz:zg avaﬂabis for the work | pwgram , o

FY9 -8 %miiiwn : ‘ : T
FY $7-$900 miflicn - - . . R P
FY 98- Sl%bzilzon; o . PR

FY 99 « $2.7 billion ce 3

FY 00 - %bz!hon ' )

. ?mic:pm&n rate for the work pmgmm as follows: {nare‘ z;‘:zx i: percemagz {Bf z&c e:mre
AFDC m&zm since JOBS cxwtfam are eliminated)

n%z%,‘ S
rYgr-a% . ., ' -

.
.1

. FY98-3%

'WS?Q'@?ZT% R . )

- FY L0 _. . o

. FYOI-29% . . IR L T IR ﬂ

. FY 01. 40% . . e
FY 03 - 50% and eae& ycaz thereafter S
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Seczzmsex 3ﬁ$ o,

- . Al faznz ylszzgsgscs:: ptegrams {ms,iaézng AFDC, Ch:id Suppors, I{)Bﬁ‘ the proposed work
. program, and chiid carel, $SI and housing assistance programs are placed’ ‘under 3 speading
~cap. “The a:ap is frozen at FY a3 sgxezxizzzg ieva%s sd;zzsted for %aﬁazwzz _

. ' These pmgrams would no ionﬂer be entitlement p:ograms

Soetions 401 - 493 e
g Lawfui nan»»mzzzens ‘wou é no i@nget be eizgzb ¢ for benefits [smilar 1o promioaz inH. R
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o . Al fwﬁ and outrition assistance gwm would be wmbim intz; a single Block grant t be.
' - distributed by the statcs. Food coupons {food stamps) would be mede aveilsblé to states for -
: distribution, provided regulations were met cegarémg the enrofiment of quahﬁed fooé retaflers
for purposr:s of mupon redemption. - .

‘" Staré option to receive AFDC as a block grant, frozen &t 'ze:s§ of what the state to roceived i
FYos ’ T

e . Stats op!im to itmit benefits 1o mnm:éems 10 zha level af zizc izeacﬁ:s paid by tize fm::m* o ,
. - osawe and upply other rules of the former state. e .

R "Option ta Jink benefits to school attendance. Option o alsﬁ require at:endanse m pa:e::ting, )
mnc}' maaagemenz or similar instruction. ' T

S I ‘Op:kzzz © ?mvide R masmmzai hetzeﬁz :{z z:ozzpias who marry..
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‘s " Optionto éxsrcgatd income amﬁ msczsm {up t $10,000 in a qualified asset acmum} used for
. purpmes ncr e&nczmn tmmmg, or reixwé 0 empi{:ymmz

.2 Asa ccaé;tm of eilglbd ity, any mcxp;w( deterrmnad to be addiméd to drugs or aiwho! may .
. bereguired w participate In approprise treatment. Failure to comply will resultin ‘
v mmzmzmri of & ;gzix ity for 2 y&ars {axcjuézag m&dm:ﬁi) Stztes may xmpcse :ming " T ‘
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TO: Bruce Reed
FROM: Wendell Primus
DATE: December 1, 1994

SUBJECT:  Enclosed Material on the Personal Responsibility Act

Thig packet represents ASPE’s analysis 1o date of the Personal Responsibility Act. Al of

this analysis is preliminary and subject to changes as we do further work and get more data,

Enclosed is the following:

Background memo on PRA,

Preliminary number of children affected by PRA,

Effective wage rafes under PRA,

Effect of reductions in assistance in PRA,

Preliminary state by state numbers on children affected by PRA,
Detailed section by section analysis of the PRA.

» &5 ¢ 08

ce: : Emﬂ); ‘"Bb;ambcrg



Brief Degcription and Preliminary Analysis of the Personal Responsibility Act

The Personal Responsibility Act {or PRA) is the welfare reform bill contained as.part of the
Republicans® Contract With America. The memo briefly descnbes its key provigions and
gives a preliminary analysis.

It is important to understand that there are major differences between the original House
Raopublican welfare reform plan introduced last year (HR 3500} and the Personsl
Rasponsibility Act. Like the Administration's Work and Responsxbxh:y Act, HR 3500 built on
the Family Support Act of 1988 and required participants to engage in training snd placement
services for up to two years. If then required them to work if they had not found private
sector employment.

In contrast, while the PRA does require work for a portion of the caseload, it does not require
people to participate in the education or training services necessary to prepare them for work.
Indeed, it removes the participation requirements of the JOBS program which was a key
element of the Family Support Act.  The PRA also does not create 2 "two years and you
work” framework or contain any child support enforcament provisions, although there are a
timited set of child support enforcement proposal§ in other parts of the tontract. Instead, its -
focus is simply reducing the welfare cassioad, in large part by dramatically limiting eligibility
for children bom to unmarried mothers and an unconditional cutoff of assmtance {inciuding
any sort of work opportunity} after five vears.

Section-by-Section Analysis 1
The Parsonal Responsibility Act contains the major welfaw reform provisions of the Contract
With America. I{ hag seven tiles as listed below and runs 33 pagoes:

§. Reducing Wegitimacy {16 pages)——'l‘his section denies czs%z aid to all children bom to
unmarried teznagers under age 18, The child is barred from aid for the entire 18 years of
childhood unless the mother marries the father or another man whoe legally adopts the child
There are no exceptions, even for rape or incest. States have the additional option of
permanenily denying both cash and housing aid to chsldren bom to vamarned mothers who
are between the ages of 18 and 20. The federal monoy saved by this proviston is o be
returned to the states for use m pregnancy prevenlion programs, orphanages, or similar
programs, but cannot be used for direct support of the ghildren or families. A family cap is
required in every state,

The bill aiso denies cash benefits to children bory to -mothers of any age for whom paternity
lias not besn established. In other words, even if the mother had cooperated fully o
providing information nseded to help locate the father, the child would still remain ineligible
for cash atd. (The mother couid sontinue to receive her portion of the grant.) Both the
mother and child would remain eligible for Medicaid. Just aver SO% of ¢hildren on AFDC
arc bomn out-of-wedlock, and in roughly two thirds of (hese cases, gatcrmty has not bean
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astablished, The provision seems to be effective tmmediately. If so this provision alone
appears to render roughly one-third {3 million children) of all children currently on AFDC
wsligible for aid.

. Requiring Work (8 pages)-This section reguires that a certain percentage of the caseload
be required to work at least 35 hours per week (or 30 hours plus 5 hours of job search) sising
from 2% initially to 50% after the year 2002. This applies to all persons regardless of the
size of the prant they receive or the current state-by-state variation in AFDC benefits, For
example, under PRA, some families in Mississippt would be required to work 140 hours for a
$120 monthly grant, plus whatever nulrition assistance was available. The legislaton appears
uniclear as to whether states are required to pwwiie child care cither during work or program
participation.

All other federal requirements for participation in education and training activities are
eliminated, effectively making the JOBS program, which was the core of the Family Support
Act of 1988, optional, although states are allowed to impose rules of their own. After 24 7
months of aid (including at least 12 months of being required to work), states may
permanently terminate eligibility. After an sbsolute maximum of 60 months, states must
unconditionally and permanently tarminate eligibility. Mo excephions are aliowed, even for
persons suffering from illness or disability, advanced ape or responsibility for a disabled child.
Families would be cut off after 2 to § years even if they are ware willing to work for their
benefii,

i Capping the Aggregate Growth of Wellare Spending {3 pages)~This section caps the
agpregate growth of AFDC, 881, housing assistance and JOBS. It also reclassifies AFDC and
$8T1 as discretionary rather than entitlement programs; thus benefits would not be guaraateed,
The cap 1s set at current expenditures, plus inflation and the growth in the poverty rate,
However, because the expenditures would be discretionary, money would have 1o be
separately appropriated each year. The bidl does not specify what happens to persons who are
qualified for one of these programs when the cap has been exceeded: there could be an
across-the-board benefit cut, or new applicanis could be placed aon a waiting list, Because
these provisions apply to both AFDC and 881, large numbers of disabled and eldatly
Americans, as well as young parents, would be affected.

V. Restricting Welfare {or Aliens (5 papes)--This provision eliminates the gligibility of most
legal nmigeants for 60 Federal programs including AFDC, 85I, non-emergency Medicaid,
foster care, nutrition programs and housing assistance. The provision is retroactive in the
sense that curreni beneficiaries under age 75 would have their current besefits taken away
after a one-vear grace period. Some exemptions are included, for refugees, for example. We
estimate that approximately 1.5 million legal residents would be affected.

V. Csnsolidating Food Assistance Programs {15 pages)--This repeals essentially all food and
nutrition programs, including Food Stamps, WIC, schoo! tunch and other programs, replacing
them with 2 $35.6 hiltion discretionary appropriation paid out as a block grant with a very
Hmited set of “strings.” {1t must be spent on "nutrition assistance” for persons who are
sconomically disadvantaged, at least 20 percent must go for schoel lunch, breakfast, milk, or
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similar programs, ete.} It also requires that many recipients of state food aid work, Our
preliminary estimate 15 that thiz $35.6 billion figure i5 12% less than the aggregate $404
hillion projected to be spent on 'such programs in 1Y 1996, The distribution formula would
also significantly redistribute the corrent flow of nutrition funds to. states, with low AFDC
bensfit states hit the hardest.

VI Expanding Statutory Flexibility of States (5 papes)--This allows states to convert AFDC
into a faderal block grant equal'to 103% of the 1994 federal expenditures. The only
requirement is that the 'money be used fo fund a system of cash payments to needy families
with dependent children.” The bill language does not specifically say whethor states that take
this option will still have o implement the requirements of the other titles, though it appears
that ali requirements of AFDC are eliminated for gtates that take the block grarzz No state
maintenance of effort is required. '

This section contains numerous other smaller provisions such as an allowance to pay intarstate
migrants at the old state’s benefit level, an allowance to require school attendance of ati -
children, "married couple transition benefils,” and microenterprise changes.

VIL Drug Testing for Welfare Recipients (1 page)--This requims all pergons d&te}mimd by
the state to be addicted to drugs or alcohol to participate in treatment (if avwiabie} and be
periadically tested for drugs. ‘ . .

Overall Effects

s

Results are still preliminary, but initial waork suggests the foflowing:

¢ Burdens on states would increase dramatically, States could lose at least’$5 billion a
year in federal matching funds for AFDC, although states do retain the option of
taking a block grant for their curesnt AFDC aliotment, In addition, states would be
asked to design their own nutrition programs to replace food stamps, WIC, and other
existing programs for 35 billion per year less than is currently provided by the federal
government. Close 1o $5 billion per vear now going to support legal immigrants on
§81, AFDC, and food stamps would be lost. Demands on state child weifare systems -
are also hikely ro increass.

o A major effect of the bill would be to reduce the number of children receiving ad by
making them ineligible for benefits. Because of the paternity establishinent, teen
parent, and uncenditional 60 month cuteff provisions of the PRA, millions of children
would be dropped from AFDC, whether or not their parents wers able or willing to
work, While further analysis is nceded to determine.the effects of the bill over time, .
nearly & third of children o AFDC appear to be ineligible tmmediately, and ultimately
at least 60% of children would be cut off, Thus at least 5 million children would
eventually be affected. I states aéopmd a cut off of children born to mothers age 18-
21, or imposed a 2 vear cutoff, the impacts would be even greater. Notu howevaer,
these effects could be significantly mitigated if states instead accepted the block grant,



though then state behavior would be unknown.  Since 1o state maintenance of effort
is required, some states might sipnificantly cut back their own expenditures and reduce

support for the poor,
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN AFFECTED BY
SPECIFIC PROVISION OF THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT (PRA)

The Personal Responsibility Act (PRA) has many provisions that would deny assistance o
poor children. In 1993, an aversge of 8.5 million children received AFDC benefits.  Prelimimary
analysis of the PRA shows that appreximately 70 percent of these children now recetving AFDC
henefits would be ineligible for assistance if the PRA had been fully implemented in 1993,

.

The main provisions that would affect these children are:

. Section 1{11: Denies benefits to children for whom paternity has not been established. This
applies to new child spplicants and children currently on the caselpad, Children may not
receive benefits even if the mother cooperates and the state has not followed through,
30 percent of children currently receiving AFDC do pot have paternity established.  ©

* Section 103: Denies benefits to the children of unmarried mothers under the age of 18 {these
children could get aid only if their mother marries the father of the child or she marries
someone who adopts the child). 7 percent of the children reeeiving AFDC were bom o an
uarmarried mother under the age of 13,

i Section 106: Denies benefits for additional children born to a mother who is receiving AFDC
ar one who has received AFDC in the last ten months prior to the child’s birth. 21 percent
of all children corrently receiving AFDC were born (but not necessarily conceived) on
AFDC.

. Section 107: Gives states the option to deny benefits to children born to unmarried mothers
between the ages of 18 and 20. 14 percent of the children currently mcezvmg AFDC were
horn to an unmarried mother between the ages of 18 and 20. |

!

» Section 202: Allows states to terminate families’ eligibility for benefits after two years of

" AFDC receipt (if they were required to work for one year during that time) and requires that
states terminate families” eligibility after five years of AFDC receipt. This clock applies 1o
all spelis on AFDC that began after enactment of the PRA. We know that 58 percent of all
children eurrently on the rolls are in families that have received AFDC for longer than 60
months. If states choose a shorter time limit, the percentage of children affected by this
section would increase. : “ ‘

H

The foilowing table summarizes the effects of the above provisions for California, New
York, and the cntire country. Some children will be affected by more than one provision, so, one
cannot sum the separate effects to obtain the entire tmpact. The first five rows represent the effects
of each provision scparately, and the sixth row represcats the total effects aking into account the

interaction of all of these z;mvusxons %
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For instance, if the only section implemented in California was Section 101, denying bepefits
to children born to a mother under 18, 60,000 children would be removed from the AFDC rolls. If
all of the provisions were implemented in California, 1,210,000 children would be removed from
the AFDC rolls, representing 74 percent percent of the children currently on the AFDC caseload in
California.

§

One must be cautious in interpreting the results of this table. As currently drafted, the
legistation im;;iiés that states could avoid implementing the above provisions if they take the state
option to reeeive their AFDC payments as a block geant.  Our estimates of the number of children
affected assume that no states will take this option. Also, these estithates assume that no state will
adopt section 107 and deny benefits to children born to unmarried women between the ages of 18
and 20. (One can see the separate effects in the table below,) If states were to takc this option, the
total number of affected children would increase.
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Speeilic Provisions of the Pemma} Responsibility Act

(Rounded to Neavest ’I‘hc-usand)

Total Number of Children Before PRA

9,191,9@

1 628,000

587,000

Scetion 101
Denial of AFDC to Children for
whom Paternity is mut Established

263,000

83,500

135,000

é

Section 10S:

| Denigl of AFDC to Children Born
| t¢ Unmarried Mothers Under 18

62\5 .000

75,000

53,000

Section 106: .

Denial of A¥DC Addzi%ami
Children Bora t5 @ Current

or Former Recent Rocipients of AFDC

1,578,000

338,000

41,000

Section 107

State Option ty Deny AFDC to
Children Born to Unimarreied Women
Between the Ages of 18 znd 20

1,316,000

317,000

142,500

Section 202:

Denial of AFDL &0
Families who have
Heceived ARDC for
more than 60 manths

3515000

TOTAL OF AROVE PROVISIONS

EXCEPT FOR SECTION 107

6,260,000

1.073,000

L210,000

311,580

|

402,000

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN
CURRENTLY ON AFDC

68%

T4%

58%

WHO WQULD BE AFFECTED

————

Nate: The Hrst five vows represent (he separate effects of each provision  They do nat
add up to the total aumber of children affected beeause some children will be affected
by mualtiple provisions, The total represents our estimate of the sbove provisions "
assuming that no state denies benefits o children born to motliers aged 18 ta 20 and

that no gtate removes families from the rolls prior to 60 months of ceceipt,
o

£ £
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REDUCTIONS IN ASSISTANCE
REQUIRED BY THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY &CT

The Persoral Responsibility Act, the welfare reforn bill included in the Contract with
America, would require drasu{; reductions in the services provided to low-income individuals
and families. . | i

*  The provisions in Titles ITI, IV and V of the Republican bill would reqaire the
affected programs to be cut by more than $52 billion over four years (FYs 96
through 99), according to preliminary estimates.

Title 111, Capping the Aggregate Gmwﬁh of Welfare Spending

» Federal spending on selected programs for low-income persons would be capped at &
level equal to the total estimated Federal spending on the designated programs during
the preceding year, adjusted for inflation and the change in the size of the pfsvcﬁy
population, ,

* The programs under the cap would include the following: AFDC, the At-Risk, IV-A

' and Transitional Child.Care programs, the new mandatory work program established
by the Personal Responsibility Act, the Child Support Enforcement program under
Title IV-D of the Social Security Act, Supplemenial Security Income and a lengthy
list of Federal housing progrars, including section § housing asgistance, low-rent
public housing and 2 number of mral housing programs operated by the Department
of Agriculture, : _

A pumber of the programs included under the cap are projected, under current law, to grow

considerably more rapidly than inflation, and consequently substantial reductions would be

required to remain within the'cap. Outlays on housing assistance, for example, are expected

to outpace inflatron for FYs 1994, 1997 and 1998. For several of the affected housing
programs, however, expenditures represent exclusively liquidation of prior year obligations;
there is no new spending on these programs. The bill also converts AFDC, the AFDC-
related child care programs, the Child Support Enforcement program and SSI from
entitlement programs into discretionary programs, enabling expenditures on these programs -
1o be reduced regardless of the number of persons eligible for assistance.

. Preliminary estimates suggest that outlays for the affected programs would have
to be reduced by $16.2 billion four years to fit within the cap.

This calculation assumes that all States elect to receive AFDC in the form of a block grant
{se¢ notes O gttached table),

Title IV, Restricting Welfare for Aliens

The Personal Responsibility Act would deny legal immugrants access 0 benefits under 60
Federal programs including public health, ¢hild inununization, and child nutrition programs,
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as well as AFDC, 851 and regular Medicaid. Legal immigrants would, however, be eligible
t0 receive emergency Medicaid, The legislation would exempt [cgal immigrants over age 75
that have § years continuous residence and refugees in their first six years of residence in the
United States. Immigrants receiving current benefits under any of the 60 pmgrams would
have one more year of eligibility before bmmmg ineligible.

. Title TV would require reductions in asszsi;ance to legal immigrants tofaling at
feast $12.5 billion over four years,

Title V. Consolidating Food Assistance Programs

Fifteen domestic food assistance programs for low-income persons (including entitlement
programs such as food stamps and child nutcition programs, as well a3 WIC) would be
replaced with a discretionary Food Assistance Block Grant program.

Since all food assistance will be discretionary, there is no guarantee that the funding level
specified in the proposal will actually be appropriated. The block grant imposes’ lHmited
vestrictions on States, including the following: .

. grant funds must be used to provide nuirition assistance (0 “economically
disadvantaged® individuals and families (defined as those wzzh family incomes below
the Lower Level Standard Income Level);

. at least 12 percent must be spent on food assistance and nutrition education for
women, infants, and young children;

. at least 20 percent must be spent on child nutrition programs (i.e., school lunch and
breakfast programs, child care food programs, summer food service programs).

Non-elderly, sble-badied, single individuals or childless couples would be required to work
at least 32 hours per month on behalf of the state, regardless of their employment status, or
face benefit reductions.

. Funding for the block grant for Fiscal Year 1996 is set at $35.6 billion, more
than a 12 percent cut from the current services estimate for food assistance
programs, and $3 billion below spending for the current fiscal year (FY 1995).

. Spending on food assistance would have to be cut by almost $24 billion over four
years to remain within the Hmits set for the block prant. ‘
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. » Table 1. Reduction in Outlays Required by Selected Provisions in the I’ersx}mi LT

Respons;bihty Act {in billions of dollars)

FY 96 |.FY 97 FY 98 FY 99 | Total

Capping Welfare Spending: ) '
Baseling Spcnchng (Title 111y ~ $73.68 | $78.64 $82.81 $87.09 ) §322.22

“

Capping Welfaie Spending: ! - Do
Level of Cap (Title 1II) | $73.33 [ $75.35 | $77.54 | §79.79 ' $306.01
i
H

Capping Welfare Spending: . : .
Outlay Reductions (Title IN) « $.35 $3.29 $5.27 $7.30 $16.21

Restricting, Welfare for Aliens . | . S

(Title IV) 1 oo $3.70 | $4.20° | $4.60  ['$12.50 |
Consolidating Food Assistance ‘ : ;
Programs (Title V) L “$5.16 | $5.89 $6.21 $6.59 $23.85 |
TOTAL T lsss1 | s12.88 | 51568 | s18.49 | $52.56

Notes to Title HI Kstimate * ,‘

A number of provisions in Title I of the Personal Responsabzmy Act (concerning patemlty
establishment, out-of-wedlock chﬁéb@ﬁﬁg and children born to AFDC recipients) would
require sthstantial reductions in the AFDC caseload and, by extension, AFDC spending. At
the same time, the bill permitsiStates to withdraw from the AFDC program and instead
receive a block grant equal to 103 percent of FY 1994 Federal Pamily Support payments,

" Asa result of the reductions i m the AFDC caseload, _that amount weuld likely exceed the

Federal share of future Famlly Support payments.

bop

. We assume for purposes of this estimate that all States would elect to withdraw from

the AFDC program in favot of receiving the block grant, Siates electing the block
grant would not be reqwmé o operate the mandatory work pmgram ! '

The Bumau of the Census dmg not pm;eqt the size of poverty population for future years;

~ the estimate assumes neither an increase nor a decrease in the poverty population!

1 ¥ *

. Notes to ‘Title IV Estimate i 3 ‘ ;

The Title IV estimate was pmvrdad by the Cangressnonal Budgct Office (as part of its
analysis of H.R. 3500, the chui}iman welfare reform bill introduced during the 103rd

-Session; its noncitizen provisions are virtually identical to those in the Title V of the Personal

Respongibility Act). This estimate, however, assumes 2 date of enactment of Qctober 1,
1995, the CBC estimate for E;R* 3500 assumed an Qct&ber 1, 1994 dgic of enactment,
Notes to Title V Estimate { i

The estimate of the impact of thc Title V pmvzsmns was pmw:ied by the U.S. Z}e;}aﬁmém of

Agrzcuimm :
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EFFECTIVE HOURLY WAGE RATES

Title II of the Personal Responsibility Act {(PRA) states that AFDC recipients are
required to work for 35 hours per week {or 30 hours per week of work and 5 hours of job
search). The attached table and charts illustrate the effective hourly wage rates that would
result in each of the fifty states if the PRA were implemented and recipients were working
the required number of hours. The family type that shown is a single parent with two
children {which is the average family size for an AFDC family). The wage rate for this
mother with two children can be calculated as either the hourly salary that the adult would be
paid for a given number of hours of work at the AFDC benefit level or the combined AFDC
and Food Stamp besnefit level. The inclusion of Food Stamps assumes that states, with
reduced food and nutrition dollars, would maintain their current level of Food Stamp’

benefits, Child care and other work expenses are not included in these caleulations, -

Colums 2 shows the wage rate for just eamning AFDC benefits and column $ simws the tatr:
needed to earn AFDC and Food Stamp bcncfiis

k
+ + .

#

The PRA wage analysis yields the following results.

) In only four states {Alaska, Hawsii, Comnecticut and Vcrrncui;‘:} would AFDC
recipients ¢arn above the minimum wage in 2 35 hous per wcek slot taking into
account only AFDC benefits.

* In 28 jurisdictions, AFDC recipients would still earn below the minimum wage in a
35 hour per week slot taking intq account both AFDC and Food Stamp benefits,

- In the median AFDC state (Maryland), ARDC recipients would receive $2.46 per
hour taking into account AFDC benefits and $4.21 for the combined AFDC and Food
Stamp benefits, This means that ip half the states, the typical mother’s effective wage
rate would be less than $2.46 or $4.21, mspectiveiy

. The US weighted average effective wage rate is $2.56 for AFDC benefits and $4.20

for AFDC and Food Stamp benefits,

» The minimum hourly rate is $.79 for ARDC benefits and $2. '?4 for combined AFDC
and Food Stamp besefits 1n Mississippt. « The maximum hourly rate is $6.09 for
AFDC ami 37. 61 for AFDC and Food Stamps in Alaska.

This analysis shows that the work m{;uircmezz& of the PRA will require many parents
(prifoarily mothers) to work for subminimum wages in Grder to "cam” their AFDC and
(possibly) Food Siam;}s

=
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ANALYSIS OF THE !’ERSONAL RESFONSIB&W (PRA} W(}RK PROGRAM™
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PRA WORK PROGRAM EFFECTIVE WAGE RATES TO EARN AFDC BENEFITS

AND AFDC PLUS FOOD STAMPS BENEFITS WORKING 35 HOURS PER WEEK
FOR A ONE-PARENT FAMILY OF THHEE PERSONS, JULY 19354

Anruzal -
ARDE
Henefiis
Statoa {by AFDC bonafit lavais) Juh-94
Alaska . $11076
Hawall - 8,544
Conrosliout 8,160
Vermont 1,800
Calitorrds ' 7.284
Measachusells . G845
Mow York #4.¥.C.) 024
fihodo igiand 6.648
Now Hampstdro 5600
Washlngton §552
Minnagoin 6,384
Wisoonsin . g:?;ﬁ
Ciragpon )
Michlgan (Wayna Co.) 5508
North Dakota 8,172
Soyth Dakota i 5160
Kansag 6,148 .
fown g,112
fFonnsytvanla 5082
Digtdet of Dolumbdls S540
tdaino . 5016 -
Monlans 4592
Utak 4,568
Row Moxioo 4572
Hinols 4,524
Mardanid 4476
Nobraska 4364
Wyomlng 4320
Coforado F Ry
Virginla 4248
Novads - \ 4,978
Arizoma 4,184
Ohile 4092
Blolawars i 4,066
Qidahoms ‘ 3,886
idaho 3,604
Flodds - 3536
Mizgour! . 3504
indiarna . 3.456
Gourgia 2360
Siorth Caroling Y ngea
Wost Virginia 056
Kontucky 2,724
Arkansas 2,448
Bouth Carolina ) ‘ 2400
Now Jorsay 2,380
{ oulsarnis ) 2.280
Toxas - 228586
Ternossao 2,220
Alsbamnr 1,988
Mizslzelppi 1,445
hadinn ARG
Sitate dacdand} 4475
Avaradgt 54728
Walghted Avarnge 4,661

alfoctive Anriial
wagoe o Foad
aa AFDIC SBlamps
Bonafs . FY'G4
i) 52,772,
463 4 538
4.48 {532
4,29 2,040
4.00 ' 2,186
3,82 %202
3.80 : 2,495
345 2844
383 “ 2,400
3.60 ' 2,724
351 2400
4,41 2520
J.53% 3,144
3063 2,724
204 2832
2,84 2,882
253 3038
281 2,844
278 25658
2.7 2.868
276 2.868
.74 2,580
2.8 Z 808
251 3,012
248 3084
246 3,192
2.40 3072
248 3064
235 3,008
T 8,108
289 F420
2.29 ) 3,132
s 228 3,156
223 3,156 -
2.14 3218 -
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EFFECTIVE WAGE RATES TO EARN AFDC BENEFITS UNDER PRA WORK PROGRAM
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TABLE T

and by Specific Provisions .
of the Personal Responsibility Act by State

The Number and Percentage of Children Bliminated from AFDC in Towd

5T ATE‘ Total Namnie of Diendnl of AFDC tn Denid of AFDC 10 Danial of AFDC 2 Prenial of AFDC 0 TOTAL TUTAL
R Childpen Children Bomn o Additional Chitdren . Famities whe Children Whom Mumbur of Nugher of
{in mousands) Unprarried Mothers Bom to Cerrent Hyve Received Paernity is oot Children Children
L. Uneler 38 _ Recigiznts of AFDC AFDU for Mo Exablished Blimingted Efiminated
{in privent) {in percent) Than 63 Monthe {in peroesdy ” (in hosands} (in peseenty "
{ : {in pertenty -
g Alabarn 5.3 12.0 19.7 232 39.0 595 59.9
Alaska 1.8 48 8.3 8.5 20.0 5.7 30.5
I Arizona 128.7 5.5 10.5 2.0 38.5 5.3 453
Arkansas 52.0 10.2 18.1 20.2 280 | 2.1 52.0
! california 1628.0 3.7 2.1 25.6 249 812.4 49.9
[l Colorado - 82.6 6.9 2.9 11,7 36.8 40.7 49,3
ﬂ Connecticnt 133.0 8.6 222 23,3 7.8 568 552
Delaware 0.9 9.7 13.4 128 2.1 93 69 |
H District of Columbia 42.2 0% 6.1 4.2 $6.6 319 5.7
g Flotida 427.6 8.1 17.6 13,7 32.8 211.9 49.5
Georgia 268.4 9.3 19.9 22.6 7.% 123.1 15.9
Hawail ) 36.1 3.8 T 19.1 {438 238 15.4 " 428
ldaho 13.6 4.5 7.2 6.9 6.4 3.8 21.6
Hlinois 466.0 9.2 33.5 342 55.0 345.6 74.2
ndiana 133.5 8.7 20.3 20.1 %9 61.4 50.5
lowa 69.3 5.2 18.8 219 24.7 33.0 e
Kansas 515 33 20.8 148.9 37.7 78.1 48.2
Kentucky 47,1 6.0 AR 28.2 25.4 74.8 0.9 §
Louisiana 195.6 10.4 21.8 26.9 ° 50.8 134.6 68.8 |
{ Maine 43.2 4.7 219 24.9 16.1 19.3 44.6




’
faw

|

|| Maiytana I 144.1 9.7 2.7 20.0 205 76.0 $2.7 u

| Massachusens | 202.8 5,5 218 17.1 30,7 10,8 522
Michigan E 429.8 8.8 34.7 18,3 8.2 281.5 65.5
Mingesota ‘= 124.6 5.9 0.3 2.2 1.7 51.7 413

l Mississippt 129.3 10.4 21.0 35.2 446 89.4 69.1
Mjssouri 166.1 8.3 24.7 23.0 30.1 906 | sas

| Montena 20.5 2.5 10.4 10.7 21,1 7.3 35.4
Nebraska 320 6.5 28.4 252 38.8 18.5 37.8
Nevada 212 8.8 14.9 8.8 42,9 11,0 52.1
New Hampshire i8.2 30 9.1 5% 20,1 5.7 32

i New Jersey 246.7 82 FAN 30.2 4.7 159.1 64.5
New Mexico 359 4.9 7.4 4.0 31.7 21.5 38.5

Il New vork 687.0 62 13.2 17.6 19.6 289.3 422
North Carolina 208.9 9.8 20.9 19.6 28.9 13,1 541 )

| North Dakota 12.1 4.9 2.2 27.6 14.3 5.0 45,3

I onio 494.6 5.5 29.1 30.3 16.2 300.3 §0.3

ﬁ{)kiahom ] 5.8 13.5 4.4 4.1 44 6 48.1 g

| Oregon =" - 78.3. 49 14.8 9.3 - ata] - 28.8 6.8

| Pennsytvania 3913 17 27.3 10.6 34.6 3.5 59.7
Rhode {stand 39.9 6.5 23,3 2.5 21.9 70.9 52.3

{| Sout Carolina 101.5 9.4 16.9 13,5 . 453 58.8 57.9
South Dakota 13.2 5.3 14.6 17.2 33.2 6.5 50.0
Tennessee 174.3 8.2 215 22.0 30.6 93.1 s34 ]
Texas 531.4 6.9 109 8.5 41.6 262.5 94

i Utak 34.5 4.2 8.9 55 . 18.6 10.0 290 ﬁ
Vermont 16.9 34 18.1 2.0 143 6.9 410 |
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Visginia 127.2 8.8 17.7 17.3 17.7 69. 55.0

Washinigton 1747 42 15.4 14.7 210, 69.7 39.5
iWasz Vizginia 4 42 17.5 2.3 19.1 332 4.4
I Wisconsin 166.3 7.4 .2 18.4 25.1 £3.7 50.3
| wyoming 12.3 3.3 0.1 5.6 26,3 43 24.9
fu.s Total sz T 48 Tl T T 301 4860.6 |~ - ~52.9-

WOTE: The percentages of children affecied by the specific provisions represent independent effects of these provisions. They do not 2d8 up o the total number of
i children affected because some children will be affected by multiple provisions. These numbers afe conservative estimares since the current spell length is used 1o
estimate the number of families who received AFDC for more than 60 months, The bili specifies the 1otal amount of time on welfare; not just the current spall.
Also, these estimates assume ro state elects the eption 1o deny benefits to children of vamarried mothers aged 1820 or 1o deny AFDC besefits earlier than 0

months,

“SQURCE: 1992 A'PDC-QC» datz
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TABLE il .

Comperison of the Number and Percentage of Chitdren Eliminated from AFDC with the 60 momb 2nd 24 month provision “
h STATE Total Number | Demal of AFDC | Denisl of AFDC | Total Number | Towml Number | Percentage of | Percantage of ”
' of Children  § -to Families who § 1o Families who of Children of Children »Childeen . Childres ¢
{in thousands) have Recsived have reseived Elinginated Eliminated Bliminated Blimingted
i AEDC for more | AFDC for more with the with the with the 24 with the 60 é
than 24 months than 60 months 24 mondh 60 month menth month
{in perwent) (in precent) provision plus | provision plus provision provisien
other other plus other pius other
. provisions provisions provisions provisions
{in thousands) {in thousands) {in percent) (in percamt) l
Alabama 95.3 46,0 232 59.5 59.5 " 0.0 $9.9
Alaska 18.8 25.2 85 k.4 - 5.7 44 .8 305
| Arizone 1249 333 2.0 79| 563 59.1 4.1
é Arkansas 520 43.% .2 i3y 211 T 647 5320
California 1628.0 54.6 25.6 1104.5 812.4 67.8 TR
| Cotorado CBas 314 1.7 8.2 a0.7 58.4 493
Conneeticwt 103.0 511 231 7.9 36.8 70.8 382
| Delaware w09 | 30,5 12.9 12.0 98 | T s 46.9
District of Columbia 42.2 53.2 242 .9 318 $2.7 75.7
Fiorida 427.6 383 13.7 265.3 211.8 62.0 49.5
ﬂ {ieorgia 268.4 45.4 2396 = 1683 123.1 §2.1 459
Haweaii 6.1 497 (4.8 3.2 15.4 64.3 42 .8
idaho 13.4 P 8.9 53 38 ' 42.8 27.6
Nlincis 466.0 61.4 342 388.% 456 834 4.2
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Iowa 69.3 47.9 21,9 44.0 330 |- 63.5 475 II
Kansas 57.5 45.1 16.5 6.6 8.1 63.6 48.8 n
Kentucky 1471 53.0 282 95.7 74.8 65.1 50.9
Louisiana 195.6 56.8 26.9 154.3 1346 | 7891 688 .
Maine 43.2 54.9 24.9 28.4 19.3 65.7 4.6
Maryland 144.1 49.0 20.0 97.1 76.0 §7.4 52.7
Massachusetts 202.8 43.5 7.1 139.0 105.8 68.5 512
Michigan 429.8 67.0 38.3 340.9 2815 | 79.3 65.5
Minnesota 124.6 48.8 21.2 74.8 51.7 60.0 415
Mississippi 1283 62.3 352 102.7 '89.4 79.4 59.1

| Missouri 166.1 50.3 23.0 12,4 50.6 67.6 © 545 "
Montana 20.5 319 0.7 10,0 7.3 T48.8 : 354
Nebraska 32.0 56.2 n2 2.1 18.5 72.4 578
Nevada 212 329 8.8 13.4 11.0 63.3 321
Mew Hamgshire 18.2 3l 55 8.3 5.7 46.8 | 31.2
New farsey - 6.7 57.6 g2 ¢ 181.% 139.1 -2 454 - - o~
New Mexico 53,9 2.5 4.0 28.3 21.5 50.7 383
New York 687.0 474 176 419.7 289.8 61.1 422
Nerth Carotina 208.9 46.4 19.6 140.7 113.1 §7.3 54.1
Nort Dakora 121 50.5 27.6 7.6 6.0 §2.6 49.3
Ohig 494.6 59.9 30.3 ¢ 3711 360.5 75.0 60.8
Oklzhoma 92.9 8.9 4.4 5.7 46.6 60.0 48.1

|| Oregon 78.3 33.1 9.3 9.5 8.8 50.4 16.8

ORF
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Pennsylvania 39,3 $1.7 30.6 288.6 233.5 73.8 59.7
Rhode Isiand 39.5 53.9 22.5 27.3 20.9 68.4 2.5
‘South Caroling 101.5 412 13.6 74.4 58.8 73.3 57.9
South Dukota B & -2 B 430 | 112 84 66 842 7 0o
Tennessee 1743 435 220 . 1195 93.1 68.6 53.4
Texas 531.1 35.2 ‘ 8.5 324.0 262.5 61.0 49.4
Utzh 14.5 4.7 | T 53 17.4 10.0 50.3 29.0
Vermont, 16.9 51.0 _ 2201 0.3 &9 60.9 41,0 i
Virginia 1272 413 173 |. 84.8 69.9 66.6 55.0
Washington 174.7 45.7 1471 105.1 69.7 60.2 39.9
West Virginia 747 41.7 22.3 44.3 33.2 60.0 ad.4
Wisconsin 166.3 6.0 18.4 107.7 83.7 " U647 | 50,3
Wyoming 123 29.1 | 6.6 5.9 T4 479 349

U.8. TOTAL 9191.2 0.3 2.5 1 6230.3 4860.6 67.8 529

SOURCE: 1992 AFDC-QC data

NOTE: The percentages of children affectad by the specific provisions represent independent effects of these provisions. They do not add up 1o the .
total number of children affected because some children will be sffected by multiple provisions. These nwunbers are conservative estimatss since the .
surrent spell length is used to eStirnate the number of families who received AFDC for more (han 24 months and more than 88 months, This bill
specifies the total amount of time on welfare; sot just the current spell,  Also, these estimates assume no stma elects the option to deny benelis to
children of uumarnied mothers aged 18-20. -
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PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
TITLE 1 - REDUCING ZLLE(;:iszCY

Section 101  Reduction or denial 6f AFDC for certain children whose paternity is not
established
Carrent Law f
1
To be eligible for AFDC and Medicaid, mothers must cooperate with 1V-D agencics to establish
paternity unfess pood cause exceptions are granted. Cooperation is defined as appearance for
appointments (inchuding genetic 1ests), appearance for fudicial or administrative procsedings, and
provision of complete and accurate information. In addition to assigning her rights to support to the
State, the mother must turm over to the State any support payments received directly from the father,
As long as these cooperstion requirements ave maintained, the dependent child and mother remain
eligible for AFDC and Medicaid regardiess of the outcome of any procedures (0 establish paternity.

House Republican Proposal _

Children for whom paternity has not been Iegally established would be ineligible for AFDC benefits, . . .
This provision-applies to all children currently receiving welfare.  Exceptions would be made for
children conceived as a result of rape or incest, or for cases where the State determines that efforts 1o .
establish patermity would result in physical danger to the miatwe claiming such aid.

if patarmty of a dependent child has not been-established, the famziy may recejve &F}’;}C‘ benefits and
remain elipible for Medicaid if the relative claiming such zid provides the names of not more than
three individuals who may be the bislogical father. The relative must provide addresses of the
individuals or if not known, addresses of immediate relatives, The needs of the dependent child
without paternity established would be disregarded in determining the amount of aid, - It is our
understanding that in a one child f‘amﬂy, the mother would remain eligible for benefi ts even thcugh
the child was ineligible.

The relative ¢laiming aid shali have the burdc:z of proving any allegation of paternity of a child by an
individual who is deceased. There would be ao ¢ifect on eligibiliey for Foster Care Maintenance
payments or Adoption Assistance paymenis,

Administration Proposal

4 P .
Section 601 stipulates that the mother will be required (o cooperate in the paternity establishiment
process in order for her children to receive AFDC and/or Medicaid. 1V-I» agencies will be
responsible for determining whether the cooperatinn requirement has been met before children may
receive benefits. Individuals qualifying for emergency assistance or expedited processing may begin
receiving benefits before 2 determination is made. Good cause exceptions will be granted for non-
cooperation if recipients meet the existing good cause exceptions for the AFDC program.

The new cooperation standards will apply to APDC or Medicaid applications for children born on or
after 10 moanths following the date of enactment.

AFDC and Medicaid applicants must meet the following cooperation standards for paternity
establishment,

. The inftial cooperation requirement is met only when the mother has provided the State the
following mformation: name of the father; sufficient information 10 verify the tdentity of the
person named; if there is more than one possible father, the names of all possible fathers.

H



Personal Responsibility Act section-by-section amslysis ~ consitued DRAFT - page2

. Continued cooperation requirements under current law are mainiained: additional information
requested by the State; appearance at administrative or judicial proceedings; appearance to
submit to genetic tests. X
The State IV-D ageney must make an initial determination of cooperation within 10 days of
application for AFDIC and or Medicaid. Once the dstermination is made, the IV-D agency must
inform the mother and the relevant progeams of its determination.  If the cooperation determination is
not made within 10 days, the applicant can receive benefits until cooperation is determined.

A State penalty will be imposed if the IV-D agency does not establish paternity within one year from
the date the initial determination of cooperation is made for children born 10 months after the
enactmenst of the law.

Analysis

For a child 1o be eligible for AFDC the Republican bill requires that paternity must be established

- fegally, whereas the Administration bill requires that strict cooperation standards must be met. Under
the Republican bill, if the mother cooperated and provided the information the family would contings
to be Medicaid eligibie aithough the child without paternity established would not be eligible for -
AFDC until such time as paternity was established. If the mother could not or refused 10 name the
likely father(s), the entire family would be ingligible for AFDC, although the children may continue
to be eligible for Medicaid under existing Medicaid rules. In the Administration’s bill, failuce to
cooperate with-the 1V-D agency would result in an immediate sanction which would remove the-
mother’s portien of the bepefit.

A major problem establishing paternity relates to the inability of some State child support enforcement

‘gystems (o process paternity cases expeditiously, Even if 2 mother were 1o cooperate fuily, ghe and -
her child would have no abtlity to speed up the process and would be penalizad if the State
experienced delays. In many states, delays of two years or more for the State (o establish paternity
are common. * The Administration’s bill proposes strist cooperation standards without penalizing
children who live in States with backlopged caseloads, Instead, the State is penalized if paternity is
not established. The Administration’s proposal also requires the use of adrmnistrative. processes and
provides financial incentives to cxpedzza the paternity establishment process, :

- Another key difference between the prﬁpﬁsais is that the Republican pmvzszon appllcs universally o
al} children receiving welfare benefits, while the Adrministration’s bill applies (0 new child applicants
only. Bven when mothers cooperate, there are numerous reasons why paternity establishinent takes -
time or may not occur. Kesearch has shown that paternity establishment rates diminish significantly
the longer the time period after the birth (due to inability 1o locate the father.) The Republican
provision wouid ereate severe difficulties for mothers who need to sstablish paicmity for older .
- children when there has been long-term parental separation. By targeting the provisions 1o new child
applicants, the Administeation’s bill eliminates the extreme financial zm;}act on falmhas who have lost
contagt with the father. :

A significant consequence of the Republican provision impacis the children of unmarried women who
are unable (0 contact or locale the fathers. For example, if the father were incarcerated, living
abroad or in the military, or if the father had abandoned the child and mother, the child would
experience & delay in receiving assistance until the mother and State could establish paternity. In
cases of child abandomment, paternity may never be established which would Further punish the child
for the lrresponsible actions of the father,



Personal Responsibility Act section-by-section analysis — continued . DIRAFT - page 3

-

The good cause exception in the Republican bill is too narrowly drawn, it only appli&é to physical
danger of the relative and not children,

The Republican provision puts the burden almost entirely on the mother and leaves it there, The
State agency faces few consequences if it does little or nothing to establish paternity {at most, an awdit
penaity), while it saves money on AFDC expenditures. In contrast, the Administration proposal shifis
the burden (o the State when the mother has fully cooperated. Coupled with a penalty for failure to
establish paternity in 2 given time frame, the Administration holds the Staes accountable in a much
more serious way,

Example: Danny lives alone with his mother, Judie. Julie loses her job, but is not

: eligible for unemplayment benefits. Under the Republican proposal she is
unable to receive AFDC assisiance because Danny's paternity was never
established, even though he was born before the Republican pian was enacred.
The State child support agency insists that Julie provide names and addresses
of possible fathers or, ai the least, names and addresses of immediate relatives
of possible biglogical fathers. As it has been several years since she has had -
contact with any of these people, Julie is unable to comply; ihe State CSE
Agency is too back-fogged to offer any meaningful assistance in this regard.
As a result, Danny ond his mother are deprived of ail means of support and
Danny is cem;}effed t0 drop out of hrgh school.

Section 102 Teens Rmeiving AFDC Reqmred to Live at ﬁeme K

Current Law
" States are given the option of requiring minor parents {those under age 18) {o reside in their parents’
housshold or with a legal guardian or other adult relative, or reside in a foster home, maternity home
or other adult supervised supportive living arrangement {with cedain exceptions). Three States
{Delaware, Michigan, and Maine) and wwo territories have adopted this provision.

' Haase Repablzcan Mpamt

This provision is madc a Staz,c requirement and the age requirement is changed to uncicr age 15, ’f‘%&c
exceptions remain intact, This provminn does not appiy until after the effective date of October |,
1985,

Adminisiration Praposal

The provision is made a State requirement under the Administration’s proposal. This proposal also
clarifies current Jaw by specifying that the exceptions apply only to the determination of whether a
minor should tive with a pareniflegal guardian. If a State determnines the minor should not live with a
parent/legal guardian because one of the exceptions apply, then the State musi assist them in obtaining
af appropriate supportive alternative o Hying indepesdently,

Analysis

Both the Republican proposal and the Administration’s proposal require States to mandate that teens -
five at home. The major difference between the Republican proposal and the Adminisiration bill s
the change in the ape. Under the Administration’s proposal, those under 18 are considered minor and
shauld be under adult supervision, Under the Republican proposal, since unmarried teens under age
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18 are denied AFDC benefits (see Section 103}, this provision would primarily apply to those who
were 18 years of age.

The Administration's proposat improves the existing provision because now, if one of the exceptions .
applias, the minor is subject to no restrictions on the living arrangement and may live independently.
Usder the Administration’s bill, the exceptions are intended to determine if a minor should stay in
their parent/legal guardian’s home, and if one of the exceptions applies then an effort should be made
to find another arrangement, .

Section 103 Earlier paternity establishment efforts by States
Current Law

No current law exists that mamates State emplovees to inform unmarried, pregnant women ()f issues
related to pateraity estabhshmm

OBRA 1993 requires States to adopt laws requiring ¢ivil procedures to voluntarily acknowledge
paternity (inchding hospital-based programs.)

House Republican Proposzal 2

‘Oificers or employees of the State, who become aware of an unmarried, pregnant woman in the ‘
course of official duties, must immediately inform her that she will be ineligible for AFDC unless she
identifies the prospective father and cooperates in establishing puternity after the birth, The State |
‘official must also encourage her to urgc the prospective father to acknowledge patmﬁzy

A sense of Congress is expressed to encotrage voluntary in-hospital paternity establzshzm and to
establish lcgal procedures to expedite the paternity estabhshmenz process.

i

Administration Proposa!

The Administration’s bill requires States (o implement cutreach programs promoting vohuntary
acknowledgment of paternity. States are 2130 encouraged to establish pre-natal programs for
expectant couples — married or unmarried - and (o educate parents about their joint rights and
responsibilities. States would have the opnon to require pre-natal programs for all expectant welfare
recigients.

States are also required to make reasonable efforts o follow-up with individuals who do not establish
paternity in the hospital, prowc!zrzg them information on the benefits and procedures for establishing
paternity.

The Depattment of Health and Husnan Services would take the lead in developing a wmprchcnsmz
media campaign designed to reinforce the importance of paternity establishment,

States would be required to enact laws to expedite the paternity establishment process, primarily
through the use of administrative procedures (see Section 636.)

i

Analysis

The Republican bill targets State officers and employees as the condunt for providing pre-bitth
putreach information, while the Administration proposal gives States much greater flexibility to design
comprehensive paternity outreach programs.-

f'
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The Republican bill does not define which State officers and employees are subject to this provision,
As written, this means all State officers and employess would be required to provide the necessary
information. For example, this reeans license bureau staff, state police, legislators and welfare
workers would be required to inform appropriate women of the eligibility rules for AFDC.,

The Republican proposal’s "mandated mnformer" provision would likely mcur resistance from State
_employee unions, especially given that paternity information must be provided immediately, both -
orally and in writing, once an gxpectant, unnarried worman is identified. Enforcement of a
"mandated informer” law would be problematic and also might raise First Amendment objections,
The Administration’s outreach proposal seeks to promote parental responsibility and paiermty before
and after pregnancies ocour by disseminating broad-based information to men and women, not just
pregnant, unmarried women. In contrast to the Republican bill, the Administration’s proposal also
allows States to design outreach efforts that are ailored to the specific needs of its population.

The Republican sense-of Congress is redundant given OBRA 1993’s requirement that all States
establish civil procedures for voluntary paternity establishment {including haa;:;izai—based programs.}

Secti{m }&4 Inmse in patem:ty wtablzshmwt percentage
Current Law , . !

OBRA 1993 established that begirming fiscal year 1994 3 State’s paternity’ establishment percentage
must equat or exceed: 13 75%; 2 for a State with 2 paternity establishment percentage of not less
thars SG% but less than 75%, the paternity establishoent percentage must be 3 percentage points
grezter than the preceding fiscal year; for 2 State with a paternity establishment percentage between
40% and 45%, the paternity establishment percentage must be 5 percentage points greater than the

- preceding fiscal vear; for & State with a paternity establishunent percentage of less than #(%, the -
paternity gstablishment percentage must be & percentage points greater than precedmg {iscal year.
Pabiic Law 103-43 made technical amendments to the %ay the patermnity establishment pcrcemagt: is
calculated.

House Kepublican Pmposaf

The paternity ¢stabl zs!‘:mem percezzzage for States is scz at 90% States above 30% but below W%
mmsst increase by 8% per vear, while States below 50% must increase by 10% per year to be in
cotmpliance. .

Administration Praposal ,

The paternity establishment standards in current law remain in place for cases in the IV-D system. In
Section 643 the Administration’s proposal adds a new provision to encourage paternity, establishrment
in all sut-of-wedlock births, regardiess of the parents’ welfare or CSE status,  States will receive
performance-based incentive payments in the form of increased FFP of zzp to 5% for paternities
established withio the first year a{wr birth {see Section 458).

States will be subjcct toa pénalty for failure to establish paternity promptly in all CSE cases where
. the child was born 10 months subsequent 1o the enaciment of the law {(see Section 642.)

+
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Analysis , .
The Republican bill stipulates specific and high paternity standards (annual increases ofzé% and 10%)
along with the 90% target rate, while the Administration bill maintains current paternity standards for
CSE cases and provides incentive payments to encourage patemity establishments in all out-of-
wedlock births. Under the Republican proposal, families that do not cooperate or are unabie 1o
esiablish paternity will be ineligible for AFDC, but their low-income children will remain Medicaid
eligible and are required to be served by the CSE program if they are Mediciad recipients.

The paternity standards i the Republican proposal will be extremely difficult to achisve. Despite
considerable and aggressive improvements in paternily establishment procedures, only a faw States
have come close to the proposed percentage increases, while the remaining States have achieved a
much lower average percentage than the proposed standard. Under the Republican proposal, CSE
paternity caseload size will contipue to remain large because Medicaid eligible children wili be.
counted, However, many of these mothers will have no incentive to cooperate with CSE since the \
family is not eligible 10 receive AFDC even if paternity is established {minor parent having an oul-of- -
wedlock child or an AFDC recipient meeting the 5 year time limit) ant the children cannot be denied .
Maxdicaid even if the mother does not cooperate.  Another significant problem mweting the Republican .
standards is that paternities will likely never be established for older children and in cases where the
family hag lost contact with the father. Lastly, State laws and performance vary significantly
regarding paternity establishment, as does State furding for staff and informaticn systems. Most
States do not have sufficient resources to work their current caseloads, Since CSE resources will be
capped under the Republican proposal, paternity establishment will be competing with establishment
and enforcement activities for resources that will not be able (o expamd o §ill the need. Although
paternity establishment rates will improve when in-hospital paternity establishment procedures are
universal, the increase will niot likely be to the degrec envisioned in the Republican proposal.

The Administration’s proposal maintains current paternity standards and gives States more time to -
pass laws enacting OBRA 1983 provisions 1o improve patersity establishiment, Aonual incentive
payments are proposed 10 reward patamzzy establishment in all out-of-wedlock births. The
Administration’s proposal does not tmpose an unrealistic Federal mandate on the States; rather, it
iroposes penalties.in the form of reduced FFP only when paternity is not established for children bom
10 months after the date of bill enactmert. The Administration’s pmp{}sai provides States the
flexibility and resources (o implement state-specific mechanisms to improve the patcmz%y
establishment rate.

Seetion 165 Denial of AFDC for certain children born outéf-weéimk
Current Law

AFDC benefits are available for each eligible deperdient child and the adult caretaker miaz:ve(s) with
whom the child resides, regar:d%css of marital status. To be considered a dependent child for AFDC,
the child must be deprived of parental care or suppert due to the death, incapacity, or confinued
shsence of a parest, or, since October 1, 1991, the unemploymest of a parent (working less than 100
hours in 2 month) who is the principal earner. In addition, the child must be under the age of 18, or,
at State option, under the age of 19 and & fuli-time student attending secondary school (or an
equivalent level vocational or technical school) and who is expected 10 complete school before his or
her nincteenth hirthday, {

i
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House Republican Proposal

In cases whete an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th birthday, AFDC claims with respegt
to that child would be denied. The mother and child-could become eligible in the future only if the
mother marries the biological father (as determined by the State) or she has legal custody of the child
and marries an individual who legally adopts the child. The mother could become eligible by having
another child after age 17. This section would not apply if the child’s birth date and the most recent
AFDC application dare were before the Republican proposal’s effective date, October 1, 1995, This
section would not affect benefits the minor mother recelves as a dependent with respect to her owsn
mther's cage, but these benefits would be subiect to learnfare requirements desaribed under Section
603. =

Administration Preposal

The Administration’s proposal does not deny benefiis to feen mothers who had a nonmarital birth.
Teen mothers would, however, be subject to several requirements intended to encourage responsible
behavior. As discussed above (Section 102), teen custodial parents would be required to live with
their parents or legal guardian unless the guardian could not be found, was not suitable, or did not
allow the teen mother © move in.  All custodial parents ender age 20 would receive cass
management, and thosé who had not received their high school diploma or GED would be requxred o
participate in JOBS with education as the presumed activity. Months of AFDC benefits would not
count toward the two year limit until the parent reached age 18. States would have the option to use
financial incentives and/or sanctions to ezzcs:mrage feens to stay in school or enroll in parerzzai

- education classes -

Analysis “ - . :

Unlike current law, both proposals emphasize the imporiance of reducing nonmarital births among
teens, The Republican proposal seeks to discourage nonmarital births among minoss by removing the
AFD "incentive,” gending teens a sirong message that ARDC will no longer be a means of support
for their out-of-wedlock children and that they will have to accept finangial responsibility. However,
while there s great debate.in the research over whether welfare affects nonmarital fertility at all, even
those who find significant impacts concur that the effects are small, and that the majority of
nosmarital births would occur in spite of a large reduction in AFDC, Thus, even under the
Republican plan, thete would likely be x significant-number of children bom to unwed parents under
18. Under the Republican proposal, these children would not receive any direct benefits, and would
only receive assistance if they entered a group home, an orphanage or the foster care system. )

Evidence suggests that a mother’s education is a much stronger determinant of her family’s poverty
statug and future need for assistance than whether the mother gave birth as a teen. ‘While the
Republican proposal poings cut that young single mothers are much less likely to finish high school,
and single mothers without a diploma incur longer weifare spells, the bili does nothing to encourage
education of most single minor parents. By denying AFDC benefits to most gingle parents under age.
1%, the Republican proposal has no mechanism for keeping these parents in schoo! or, providing them
with training, unless they receive benefits under their own mother’s claim and are SubjEL‘.E i the
learnfare rcqu:remems {see Section 6{}3}



H
£
L]

Persount Responsiblity Act section-by-section snalysis — continued DRAFT .. page 8

Example; Chrissy is seventeen and pregnant. Her low-wage Job will aot be sufficient to
- suppeort botht her and her expected child,  She is only able to work part-time

since she is currently attending high school. Under the Republican plan, she
and her child will be ineligible for AFDC assistance. This leaves her with
several options. She can carry her child to term and turn it over to the State
to live in a State-run orphanage. She can quit school and attempt to support
her and her new child on her meager salary -- this world pose additionat
problems since Medicaid assistance would not be available for her and her
new-born. Or she can opt 1o have an abortion.

The Administration’s proposal, on the other hand, includes single teen parents in the AFDC program,
and includes provisions to kesp them in school and increase their employability through training and
case managemert, The proposal also offers states the option (o use a progrars of financial incentives
and sanctions to keep teen mothers in school, an approach which LEAP has demonstrated can
significantly increase the proportion of teen parents who earn their diploma or GED. The
Administration’s proposal still sends teens a strong message that they have to accept responsibility {er
their actions and that APDC will not provide them a free ride. Tesns parents receive case -
raamagement unil they are age 20, are required to live at home, are required to attend school, and are
subject (o the two year time limit and eowployment requirements once they reach age 18, . Like the
Republican proposal, the Administration’s proposal provides strong deterrents (o becoming a teen
parent, but untike the Republican proposal, it provides z safety net for children born to single parents
under 18, and & mechanism to encourage their responsible behavior and increase their employability.

‘The Republican proposal treats women and children who are in similar ireumstances inequitably.
For example, a single women who has her child at an older age, say 26, would receive benefits while

- most single mothers under age 18 would be left unsupported, even though the teen mother may have
fewer opportunities to suppornt herself in the labor.market, Second, 2 single mother under age 18 who
supported herself for several years and then became unemployed at age 26 would still be ineligible for
benefits, even-though other mothers of the same age would be eligible. Furthermore, statistics show
that roughly one-third of single mothers without a diploma dropped out of school prior ¢ becoming
pregnant, Research imdicates that their likelihood of being poor and income eligible are high,
regardiess of whether they gave birth as & voung tesn or later.  Yet while both mothers would be in |
need of henefits and training o become seif-supporting, only the older mother would qualify,

This provision also introduces a set of complicated rules for determining efigibility for AFDC. For
example, if the woman in the discussed above, Chrissy, hns another child after she wrns 18, she and
the second cbild would be eligible for aid if paternity had been established, while the first child would
remain insligible. This could create an intevesting and perhaps perverse set of incentives whereby
young msthers could qualify for AFDC benefits for hersetf and one child by having another child
after she tumed 18 (and establishing paternity). This could be perceived by the mother as a more
preferable than receiving no benefits. \

Because a child is permanently ineligible for AEDC if s/he was born out-of-wedlock to a teen under -
age 18, the child would not be eligible for assistance on a relative caretaker or child-only case. The
¢hild also wonld not eligible for foster care unless a chiki welfare procseding was initiated.

Finally, by limiting the options.available to voung mothers, the Republican policy could also result in
an in¢rease in abortion rates.
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Section 106  Demial of AFDC for additional children

Curvent Law

Families on welfare receive additional AFDC benefits whenever they have an sdditional child,

L4

Republican Propesal

AFDC benefits would not be gvailable to additionad children born (o families already receiving
welfars or 1o additional children of families that received welfare at any time during the 10 month *
period ending with the birth of the child. Although bill is silent on the effective date of this
provision, it could be interpreted as applymg retroactively to children currently on or otherwise
ehglbln aid. ‘

&dtzzimstmtiwx Proposal

States are given the option to limit the increase in the AFDC benefit amount when an additional child
is conceived while the parent is on welfare. The additional benefit amount may be pattially or fully
reduced. States choosing this option will be required to disregard income from earnings or child
support {or any other source developed by the State and approved by the Secretary) in an amount
equal o the amount the AFDC benefit would have heen increased. States choosing this option must
also provide family planning services to all recipients who request them, Fedcral match dollars would
be avallabie for fam;ly plaming coulwe!mg o referral services.

;i:zaiys;s

The major difference between the two proposals 18 that the family cap is 2 State option under the
Administration’s proposal compared to 2 mandatory requirement under the Republican proposal. In
States which adopt the family cap option under the Administration’s proposal, AFDC benefits are
.denied to an additional child only if that child was conceived while the mother is on welfare,. The
Republican proposal’s family cap provision is somewhat different than the Administration proposal in
that it would aiso deny assistance to some children even though conception took place while the
mother was not receiving welfare, For example, under the Republican proposal, » woman pregnant
with her second child could make 2 first time application for AFDC and receive assistance during the
1ast teimester of her pregnancy. That baby would then be ineligible to receive AFDRU benefits for the
remainder of his or her life, Under the Administration’s proposal, that child wouid be cl:gibic for aid
because sfthe was not conceived while the mother was on aid,

The rules of this provision interact with other provisions in Tite L and resul: in a very com;;i;cazcﬁ
system of eligibility for AFDC. ‘

xample: Susan had her first child qﬁer .s'he was 15, izowever, she did not es:ab:‘zsiz
» parernity. Under the Republican proposal, (his child is ineligible for aid. If
Susan had a subsequent child and paternity was established, the second child
would be eligible for aid. However, {f paternity hud been established for the
first child and the fomily was still on aid when the second child was
conceived; the second child would not be eligible for assistance,
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The family cap option is included under the Administration's proposal as dne of a broad range of
incentives and requirements to encourage and reward responsible behavior. Within ¢his larger
context, the Administration’s proposal gives States further flexibility to reduce the amount of the
additional benefit rather than eliminating it. It also requires States to disregard income from earnings
ard child suppont, which will serve to partially or fully offset the loss of additional assistance, This is
an wnportant provision because it aliows families to "earn back” the amount of the foregone benefit
increase in a way that reioforces responsible behavior. In response to the nesd for family planning
services, the Administrations’s proposal requires that States opting to mplement the family cap also
make these services available and will provide federal matching funds for counseling a,nd family
plaoning referral services.

In contrast, no such related provisions are included in the Republican's proposal. It appears, although
not explicitly addressed in the Republican proposal, that earnings and child support ingome would be
included in determining the grant amount for the family even though the needs of the additional child
are not considerad.  The Republican’s proposal alse makes no provision for the need w make famiiy
planning services available to AFDC families.

Section 107  State option te deny AFDC benefits to children born eut-ofwedlock to individuals
' aged 18, 19, or 20, and to dmymchbenefitsmébommg benefits o such
individuals

Lurrent Law

As stated above, current law gives States the option to require a minor mother on AFDC o live with
a legal guardian or in other supervised living arrangements. ~'The current law does not, however,
provide States with the option to deny AFDC or housing benefits to mothers under age 21,

Hause Republican Propasal

The stipulations for denying AFDCT benefits described under Section 106 may be extended to mothers
~up to age 21, at the State’s discretion. The State also i'xas the dlscrmon to dcny housing benefits
gnder the same provisions.

- Adminisiration Pfag:ma{ 5
* H

As noted under section 106,-the Administration’s proposal does not deny AFDC benefits or housing

benefits to mothers under age 21, though the methers do face some requirements designed to

sncourage more responsibie behavior and increase school attainment.

Anaiysis

Az noted under section 106, research evidence suggests that limiting access to AFDC mlt not
eliminate the majority of out-of-wedlock births among teens. This section of the bill gives states the
opportunity to et not only AFDC benefits but also housing benefits for the mother and her child.
Such a policy could lead to increages in homelessness, While the Administration’s proposal requires -
the minor mother to live with her parents, in most cases, 50 the puinor mother can receive guidance
and gupervision, under no circumstances would it leave 3 mother and her child with no place to live.

*
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Section 106 and 107 (Housing aspects)
Current Law

Eligibility for housing assistance is based on income. In addition, for units developed specifically for
the elderly, admission may be limited to elderly or disabled households.

Preference for admission depends on housing need: households have Federal preferences for limited
assistance if they have rents in excess of 50 percent of income or are involuntarily displaced,
homeless, or Lving in substandard units.

House Republican Proposal

The governor of a State may elect for that State (0 be “covered”. The covered option means that,
subject to four exceptions, housing assistance may not be provided to a household whose head has
borne a child out of wedlock if that Bead was between the ages of 18 aud 21.

The four exceptions are: {1} subsequent marriage of the mother to the bivlogical father; (2}
subsequent marriage of the mother to another man, who legally adopts the child; (3) the mother is the
biotogical and custodial parent of another child who was not born out of wedlock; (4) eligibility for
Pederal assistance is based in whole or in part on the disability or handicap of a household member.

" The definition of housing assistance appears istended to cover nearly all rental assistance programs
operatad either by HUDR or the Department of Agrzcuimre except those gpeeifically argeted at the
eiderly or disabled.

The proposal does not apply o applications for assistance made prior (o the enactment of the
proposal.

Administration Proposal
No corresponding provision.
Analysis

The intent of the bill language is unclear as to whether the bousehold would be ineligible only while
the mother is between the ages of 18 and 21 or for the sest of the mother’s life. If the Jatter 1 meant,
then determination of eligibility by Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) would become more
cumbersome, as for every child the head wounld have to provide evidence about whether she was or
was not the child's biological mother; whether the child was or was not born to her between the ages -
of 18 and 21; and if she was, whether she was or was not married at the time, or has been
subsequently marrwd to someone whe adopted the 'child,

The bill language does not prohibit provldmg housing assistance to households whose mothm had an
out-of-wedtock birth before age 18 (although this could be » deafting erron).

The bill excepts housing targeted to the aged and disabled. However, digability or handicap does not
make a household eligible for rental assistance from HUD, either in whole or i part. [U iy income
that makes houscholds eligible or ineligible.
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There seem to be minor errors in the enumeration of covered housing programs. The authors
‘probably intended to include Section 23, the precurser program to Section &, and the bill language
refers 10 221(d¥{3) and 221((1_){4) when 221(d}5) is meant,

Initially, the substantive impact on HUD programs would be modest since kesg than 10 percent of
HUD-assisted renter household heads are under the age of 25, HUD data shows that there are 18,000
welfare mothers under the age of 23 who are public housing leaseholders. However, over time, many
more families will be prohibited from recelving housing assistance.

Exampile: Judith is twenty years oid and receives resal assistance; her child, Sanusl, is
six months old, The Staie In which she resides has exercised its option under
the Republicon plan ro deny AFDC and housing benefits to children born out-
of-wedlock to individuals aged 18, 19, or 20, and io the parents of these
children. As & resull, Judith stopped receiving renral-assistance payments
when Samuei was born, She is unable to pay her rent from her low-wage
sadary and is forced o move into an unsafe, crzme»mfesied tenemem hozese
with her young chiid. .

There would be minimal Federal cost implications of this provision, because housing assistance is not

an entitlemernt and there are many olider families on the waiting list who would occupy housing denied

to mothers 18 o 21. Familics usually have waited for months or years before they receive asgistance.

Because the supply of assisted housing is less than demand, prohibiting the eligibility of some

hougeholds is unlikely to reduce the number of households that receive assistance. -

Sgcticm 108 - Granis to States For Assistance to Children Born Out-of-Wedlock
Current Law ‘

None.

House Republican Proposal

Savings from denying AFDC benefits 10 young unmarried mothers and their out-of-wedlock children
will be used  fund grants to Seates to discourage out-of-wedlock births and care for children bormn
out-af-wediock. States may use these grants to establish or expand progeams (0 reduce out-of-
wedlock pregnancies, o promote adoption, to establish and operate orphanages, to establish and ‘
operate closely supervized residential group homes for unwed mothers, or any other related program .
the State sees it to fund,

States may not use the grant funds for abortion scwlce.s inciuding any counseling or advising with
cespect 1o abortion.

The grant amount for any given year will be the product of the State per capita amount for that fiscal
year and the State’s excluded poputation (Chikiren and parents excluded from AFDC as a result of the
prohibition of aid to children borm out-of-wedlock and the surpher of individoals in the State’s phase-
in population for that fiscal year.
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The number of excluded children is defined as:
«  zero for FY96;

* for FY97, 50 percent of the monthly average number of excluded children who are under age .
one during FY%4,

* for FY98, the monthly sverage tumber of excludsd children who are under age one during
FY94 and 50 percent of the monthly average number of cxcluded children who over age one
and under age two during FY94;

. for FY99, the monthly average number of exciuded children who are under age two during
FY94 and 50 percent of the monthly averags number of excluded children éurmg FY%4 who
are over age two ankt under age three; ) . ;

. for FY2000, the momh'y average number of excluded children during FY94 who are under
age-three and 50 percent of the monthly average number of excluded children who were over
age three and under age four during FY94. :

. far FY2001 and thereafier, a number determined by the Secretary using a formula which does
not resull in & payment to any State that exceeds the payment made to the Swate for FY2000
and takes into account changes in ont of wediock birthrates, State incentives to continue
programs designed 1o reduce out of wediock births, and other factors determined by the

Secmary

For FY% the ;:%zase-in populatiea is a product of 4,17 percent times the average monthly number of
excluded children in FY94 and the number of parents excluded in connection with those children |
times the number of months by which the date of the enactment of act precedes October 1, 1995, For
FY97, the phase-in population is a product of 4,17 percent times the average monthly nwnber of
excluded children in FY94 and the number of parents excluded in connection with those children
times the number of months by which the date of the enactment of act precedes or succeeds October

1, 1995, . . :

The Controller General is required to submit a report to Congress on how States have expended
AFDC monics, the effect of expenditures on the well-being of mothers and children, and whether
there is cvidence that iliegitimacy rates have changed.

Administration Proposal

. No such provision aﬁécr Administration proposal.

Anaiys:s

Thiz proposal raises a number of concerns regarding how the needs of children affected by the
Republican proposal will be met. First, the grant formula assumes that the number of young families
with children born out of wediock and eligible for AFDC will n0t increase beyond the mumber that
received AFDC in 1994, However, if out of wedlock childbearing continues to increase, despite the
proposed policy change, States will be faced with increasing numbers of childsen in need of©
orphanages, temporary shelters, foster carg, e, but no addional federal support to respond to these
neads, Second, the needs of famiftes denied benefits are inmnediate, while it would take ghime to

create the public institutional settings to accommaodate them. Jt is unclear what would happen to these -

families in the interim. Also, because States can use the grant money for a number of differem

i
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purposes, the economic needs of out-of-wedlock children will have 1o compete with other types of
programs/services authorized under the grant. In addition, in the past, orphanages were phased-out
due to poor conditions and detrimental effects on children. It is unclear how the propoesed orphanages
would improve on past experiences. Finally, the resources needed to build and maintain orphanages
is yet unknown and therefore, the "savings™ gained from denying benefits may not cover the cosis
associated with the policy change.

Section 109 Removal of Barriers to Interethnic Adoption
Current Law |

A provision on multicthnic adoption was passed by the Congress and signed into law guite recently.
It was contained in H.R. 6 which became P.L. 103-382. That provision prohibits child weifare
agencies from denying or delaying placement of a ¢hild in a foster or adoptive home solely on the
basis of race. Agencies may consider the cultural, ethnie or racial background of the child and the
capacity of the prospective foster or adoptive parents (o meet the ngeds of a child of this background
as one of 2 pumber of factors used (o determine the best interests of the child. It also requires child
welfare agencies to make diligent efforts to identify foster and adoptive homes that reflect the racial
and ethnic diversity of the children in need of such hones. :

House Republican Proposal

Removes the “pernissible consideration” section of the recently passed current law and provides that
child welfare agencies may not "delay or deny the placement of 2 child for adoption or into foster
care, or otherwise discriminate in making a placemen decision, on the basis of race, color or national
arigin of the adoptive or foster parent, or the ¢hild, invelved,” It also removes the section requiring
diligent efforts to recruit foster and adoptive homes reflecting the racial and ethnic diversity of the
children needing placement,

Administration FProposol

The Administration’s welfare reform proposal does net include a comparable provision, but a
comparable provision was recently enacted into law as part of another bill as noted above.

Analysis

“The Republican proposal is shmilar in some respects to the recently enacted law, There are several
‘significant differences, however, as follows:

1. Neads of the child. In the findings and purpose section, this provision specifies that the
famities sought for adoption should be those who "meet the child's needs.” The Republican
proposal does not explicitly mention the needs of the child. T

2. Clarification on role of race in decisionmaking. The enacted version of this provision
provides that racefethnicity alone may not be used 1o deny a child an adoptive placement, bui
provides that racefethnicity may be one of a number of factors used to make placement
decisions. The Republican proposal removes this section,

3. Diligent efforts requivement, The enacted version of thig provision requires that ¢hild
welfare agencies make diligent efforts to recruit foster and adoptive families that reflect the
racial and ethnic diversity of die children for whom foster and adoptive homes are needed.
No such reguirement is included in the Republican proposal.
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4, Deadline for compliance. The enacted version includes a deadline for agensies to comply
) with the new law, as well as requitements for HHS to publish guidance within § months of
enactment, Neither are included in the Republican proposal.

S. Sanctions for non-cumpliance. The enuacted version of the law defines non-compliance as a
violation of title V1 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, The Republican proposal instead
requires that HHS withhold certain placement and administrative funds from agencies in non-
compliance. .

e



Porsons! Respousibility Act section-by-section analysis — contfnned DRAFT - page 16

" TYTLE 1 - REQUIRING WORK
Section 202(a) Work program : N - ;
Current Law

States must require non-exempt AFDC recipients to participate in the JOBS program. A range of
services and activities must be offered by States, although States are not required to implement JOBS
uniformiy and JOBS programs may vary across States. The services that must be provided as part of

a Smte’s JOBS program are: education sciivities including high school and equivalent education, basic -
and remedial education, ESL, job skills training; job readiness activities; job development and
placement; and supportive scrvices (child care, transportation, and other work-related expenses}
necessary for participation, States must also offer af lsast two of the following: group and individual
job search, onthe-job training, work supplementation programs, asd community work experience,

State agencies are required to make an initial assessment of JOBS participants with respect to
-employability, skills, prior work experience and educational, child care, and supportive service negids.
On the basis of the assessment, agencies are reguired to develop an employability plan for the
participant detailing the participant’s obligation and the services to be provided by the agency.

There are no time limits on assistance or activities for AFDC cases. Some States {those which did
not have an AFDC-UP program in place as of September 26, 1988} are permitted to place 2 type of
time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program, restriztiﬁg eligibility for AFDC-UP for as few
as 6 months in any 13 month period. Thirteen States presently impose time limits on AFDC-UP
eligibility.

AFDC-UP cases must participate in work activities. for at Ieast 16 hours per week. AFDC-UP
parents under age 25 are aljowed to participate in sdocational activities. One parent on a AFDC-UP
case is required to participate in JOBS. Both parﬁnts can be required to participate in JOBS, as long
as child care is guaranieed,

The hours of work for CWEP positions are dctcmined by dividing the grant amount by the mininaun |
wage. Individuals dre not required to continue in the position for nine months unless the fiouss are
ess than the grant amount divided by the higher of the Federal or State minimum wage or the rate of
pay for individuals employed in the same or similar accupaumxs by the same emg:»i&ycr at the same |

© o site.

Individuals in JOBS can be sanctioned for failing to participate without good cause or tefusing to
accept an offer of employment with no good cause. The amourk of the sanction is the adult’s portion
of the grant, Sanctions continue, in the first instance, until the individual complies, in the secand
instance, for 3 mondhs, and for the third and subsequent instances, for 3ix months. Sanctions do not
apply if child care is not avallzble Individuals are cmty required to accept a job if it mnlts in ne net
“loss of income.

House Repub!z‘mn Froposal -

JOBS. The State may not provide subsiiized non-work activities — such 3% education and training
{(i.e. JOBS) — to an AFDC recipient for more than a total of 24 months {whether or no! consecutive}.
There i3 no requiremznt for the State 10 operste & JOBS program and there are no participation
requirements for the JOBS program (as discussed in Section 202{b}.}
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WORK. States are required (o establish a work program, A work program i3 defined as a work
supplementation program, a cotmunity work exgetience program, or any other work program
approved by the Secretary. A State may reguire any adult recipient, regardices of the length of time
on assistance, (o participate in the work program. An individual who is mandated to participate in the
work program and had received aid for 24 or more months (cumulative) must participats in work
activities for an average of at least 35 howrs per week {or In work activities for at least 30 hours per
werk and job search for at least 5 hours per week). The State may not require individuals to
participate in work activities for more than 40 hours during any week.

At least pne parent on & AFDC-UP case must participate in work activities for 32 hours per week on
average and In job search activities for an average of § hours per week. The State must combing
AFDC and the cash value of food assistance received (under Title V of this act) for AFDC-UP cases,

Sanctions. - For the first 24 months on AFDC, Siates may impose sanctions as they consider
appropriate for an individual who fails o participate in 2 satisfactory mammer, For individeals

- assigned to the work program who do not fulfili the required number of hours in work activities, the
grant is pro rated based on the sumber of hours worked (this only applies to those who have regeive
- aid for more than 24 cumulative months). The State may suspend or terminaie eligibility an

- individual’s efigibility for aid if s/he has been sanctioned on three or more oeeasions.

Time Limits. Iulividuals who had received aid for 60 cumulative months after the effective of the
Hill 13 not eligible for aid. Although it may be a drafting issue, as written, this provigion would apply
to both adult and child recipisnts. At State option, the State may terminate the eligibility for aid of -
any family if they have received aid for 24 cumulative months and have been required to participate
in 2 work program for at feast 12 comulative months.

+ " : . ) ¥
The Republican proposal does not include a phase-ins strategy, although a Sense of Congress section
mdtcatcs that priority in the work program would be gwcn o oidcr preschool of schml-aga children.

Ads:fzxistmuon I’mgesat

- JOBS. Individuals are required (o participate in JOBS activities - education, iraining, and job search
- for 24 cumulative months. In an AFDC-UP family, both parents would be subject to the time limit
if either parent was In the phased-in group. Only one parent in 2 AFDC-UP fanily couid be deferred
{see section below for deferral criteria). The proposal requires the development of an cmployablixty
plan and sxx—zmmh reviews of progress made fowards reaching the goals of this plan,

There are a nnmber of exceptions 1o this time Hmit on JOB services: (1) The time limi¢ doss not
apply until an individual wens 18, (2} Time spent working 20 hours or more per week {30 hours at
State option) in an unsubsidized job would not count against the time Himit, (3) Extensions to the 24
month time Limit in JOBS are granted in certain circumstances. Extensions must be granted when
individuals have not had adequate access to services specified in ihe employsbility plan. In addition,
there is & 30 percont cap on the munber of extensions for other specified reasons, such as completing
% GED or certificate-granting training program. (4) Persons who had left AFDC with fewer than six
months of eligibitity for JORBS participation would qualify for one additional month of eligibility for
every four months the individual did not receive ABDC, up to a limit of six months, ‘

State agencies are yequired to make an inittal assessment of JOBS participants with respest 0
employability, skills, prior work experience and educational, child care, and supportive service neads.
On the basis of the assessment, agencics are required to develop an employability plan for the
participant detailing the participant’s obligation and the services to be provided by the agency.
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WORK. A work program is established for individuals who have reccived more than 24 cumulative
months of aid. States are given flexibility in designing the work program. Assignments £an consist
of subsidized employment in the private, public, or sor-profit sector or community work experience
positions. Individual work assignments can last no longer than 12 months. After an individual has
completed two work assignments and job search sctivities, s/he is assessed and assigned to either the
JOBS progrant or to another WORK assigament, or is deferred {if appropriate). An individual
continues to receive cash assistance as long as s/he foliows the program rules.
States would have the flexibility to determine the sumber of hours of each WORK assignment.
However, certain comditions must be met,  First, WORK assignments would have o be for &t jzast an
average of 15 hours per week during a month and for no more than an average of 35 hours per week
during a month, Second, participants employed in the WORK program would be paid the highest of
the Federal, State, or local minimuan wage or the rate paid to employees of the same empioyer
performing the same type of work and having similar employment temure with the employer. Finally,
in instances where the individual was in a work assignment that met these hour and wage
requirements bat was not paid an amount equal to the AFDC bensfit for a family of thai size, siﬁe
would receive an additiona! supplement to leave the family no worse off. :
jons. The sanction for refusing a job offer without good cause would be the loss of the family's
entire ARDC benefit for 6 months or until the adult accepts 2 job offer, whichever. is shorter. In
addition, for those in the WORK program, the individua! would not be eligible for a WORK
assignment for the duration of the penally pertod even if the sanction was cured, - The State cannot
sanction an individual for refusing to accept an offer of employment, i that employmt would resuit
in a net loss of income for the family, !

Sanctions for noncompliance in the JOBS program remain the same as carrent law. Noncompliance in
the WORK program results in the following penalties: {1y Por first occurrence, the family receives a -
50 percent reduction in the AFDC grant for one month or until the individual compiies. (2) For the
second ocourrence, the family receives o 50 percent reduction in the AFDC grant for three months or
until the individual complies (whichever is longer). (3) For the third occurrence, the family’s grant is
eliminated for a period of 3 months or until the individual complies (whichever is longer). @) Fora
fourth and subsequent occurrence, the family’s grant is.eliminated for a period. of 6 months or until
the indivicaal complies {whichever is loager). .

All penalties {any occurrence, both JOBS and WORK) would be curable upon acceptance of an
unsubsidizad job meeting the minimum work standard (20 hours per week; 30 hours af State option).
In addition, for those in the WORK program, the individual would not be eligible for a WORK .
assignment for the duration of the penalty period even if the sanction was cured.

Individuals whe without good cause voluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that met the minimum work
standard woutld not be eligible for the WORK program for a period of 3 menths following the quit.
The same provision applies to those who have been on AFDC for at least two cumulative years but
are working in an unsubsidized job and not receiving a supplement — if they quit this job they wili
not be eligible for the WORK program for three months.

-

The Administration’s proposal apptiesv to custodial parents born after 1971 (known as the phase-in
group).
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Anglysis o -

The Republican proposat would reduce AFDC expenditures more than the Administration’s proposal
and current faw by imposing a strict time limit on AFDC {8 years), aliowing States to terminate aid
after 24 months (contingent on being required 10 participate for 12 months in the work program), and
allowing States (0 terminate benefits permanently after 3 sanctions. {The cost savings of this bill are
mitigated minimally by an increase in costs associated with tracking the length of time spent on
AFDC.) Those who are willing 1o work and have complied with the program requirements would not
be eligible for benefits once they have been permanently terminated, This contrasts sharply with the
Administration’s bill, which places no limit on benefits as long as the individual complies with the
roles (including taking a WORK assignment) and which Hmits the duration of sanctions.

While government expenditures on welfare are reduced, the Republican proposal could have
consequences for many who become ineligible for aid. Because an important piese of the safety niet
would be eliminated, it is unclear how this group would be supported financially, Although the
Republican bill is intended to increase the work incentives (and thus employment) among welfare
recipients, for several reasons, it is unlikely that permanently ending weifare would result in an
increase in employment for this populaiion. First, irdividuals that would be permanently.terminated
from aid are likely to be a very disadvantaged group. Rescarch indicates that more than three-
quariers of women who never {eft welfare within five years scored one or more standard deviations
below the mean on a literacy test.  Only 44 percent had completed high school and, while 40 percem
had worked at some point during the five year period, most only did so for brief periods. Given
these Iow Hteracy and education levels and limited work experience, it is unlikely that there would be
a sufficient number of low skill jobs to support this population. Second, because this proposal does
not requive participation in the JOBS program {see next sestion) it is likely that welfare recipients
would have fittle opportunity to improve their skill levels, Finally, according to swidies by the
Manpower Demonstration Ressarch Corporation, community work experience programs -~ where
individuals work in exchange for their welfare grant - do not increase the smployment and sarmings .
of welfare recipionts. - :

Overall, the services long«term welfare recipients are likely to receive through the Republican plan
will not Increase their very level of employability. Thus, it {s.unclear how thess relatively .
disadvantaged individuals and their children will be supported without the AFDC safety net. Winlc
welfare dependency would be reduced, the problems facing the poor (lack of employment
opportunities, insufficient skill levels) would not be.addressed. Indeed, the conditions of the poor
would likely be exacerbated given the disappearance of the safety net. This proposal would
potentially lead to a large increase in the wse of other public, non-profit, or commaunity-based
services, such as services for the homeless. These indirect costs of the proposal should be factorad
into its overall costs.

* There are no provisions in the Republican plan foradditional months of eligibility for AFDC
(extensiong, earning time back when off AFDC), This means individuals will be permanently barred
from receiving benefits, regardless of their circumstances. This type of policy makes no allowances
for changes in families’ circumstances that nwy necessitate assisiance at another - gven much later -
paint in time.

The work program sets the weekly hours of participation in the work program at a high level (35
hours per week) and makes no allowances in the hours of participation based on grant or family size.
Thig means that many individuals participating in the work program couid work for less than
minimum wage, For example, under this provision, if an individeal bad a AFDC grant for a famtly
of three of $366 {the grant level for the median State), they would carn $2.42 per hour, Wages are
cven Iower in low grant states.
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Under the Republican proposal, sanctioning in the JOBS program would be left (o the discretion of
States — a result which does not ensure that clients are adequately protected and tha disputes are
handled appropriately. The cost implications of this provision are not clear, given that some States
may nit use this anthority to knplement severe sanctions and may implement sanctioning rules that
are more similar to current law or the Administration’s proposal.  Alse, while work program
sanctions are more similar 1o the Administration’s proposal (individuals are only paid for the hours
worked), there are no grievance precedures to ensure the individuals are treated fairly on the job, k
is unclear how workplace disputes would bz resolved,

Research has shown that the welfare population is 2 diverse group, with 3 wide range of needs, skills,
and work experience. However, the plan contzins no provisions designed mest the individual needs
of clients such as employability plans or assessments at designated intervals. Without these
provisions, it iz unclear how individuals will receive services that will best help them become self- .
sufficient. The'lack of an employsbility plan also substantially weakens the concept of mutual
obligation between the participant and the agency, a key area of consensus in past weifare reform
efforts. The elimination of the agsessment and employability plan would produce some cost savings,

- However, these costs are likely (o be small-given that States will need to implement a similar type of
system to assign clients 1o appropriate work slots. This assessment and assignment process would be
‘egsential in order to establish and maintain 3 sufficient sumber of work slots. ot

Section 202(b) Payments to States; Sanctions
Current Law

Pederal funding for the JOBS program is provided through a capped entitlement which'is allocated
according to the number of adult recipients in 2 State, relative to the mumber in all States. A State -
" can draw down Federal funds up to its allotment,  For spending up to the lovel of the State’s 1987 -
WIN aflocation, States are reimbursed, from the JOBS capped entitlement, at 4 90 percent rate. .

" Expenditures above the amount reimbursable at 80 percent are reimbursed at 50 percent, with respect
to spending on administrative and work-related supportive service costs, and at the higher of 60
percent or the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) with regpect to spending on fulk-time
- JOBS program staff and other program expenditures. Spending on child care is not reimbursed from
the JOBS capped entitlement; instead, such spending is matched at the FMAP from IV-A funds
‘.without any limitation. The JOBS entitlement (Federal funding) is capped at $1.1 billion for FY 94,
$1.3 billion for FY 95, and $1 billion for FY 96 and cach subsequent fiscal vear,

“The Family Support Act of 1958 established minimum JOBS participation standards (the percentage of
the non-exempt AFDC caseload participating in JOBS at a point in time} for fiscal years 1990 through
1985 {see Section 202{d) for discussion of exemptions from JOBS participation). In FY 1994 States
were required to ensure that at least 18% of the non-exempt caseload in the State was participating in
JOBS (in an average monthl. The standard for FY 1995 15-20%; there are no standards specified for

- the subsequent fiscal years. Individuals who are scheduled for an average of 20 hours of JOBS

activities per week and attend for at least 75% of the scheduled hours are countable for participation
rate purposes. :

States are required 10 meet separate, higher pasicipation standards {or principal earners in AFDC-UP
families. Por FY 1994, 3 number of AFDC-UP parents equal to 40 percent of all AFDC-UP
principal earners are required 10 participate in work aetivities for at least 16 hours per week. The
standard rises o 50 percent for FY 1995, 60 percent for FY 1996 and 75 percent {for f:az:h of the
fiscal vears 1997 and 1998,
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States which fail to meet either the overall participation standard or the separate AFDC-UP standard
are reimbarsed for JOBS expenditures at 4 reduced match rate {80 percent for sl JOBS spending,
rather than at the three rates described previously; the AFDC-UP penalty is established by regulation
rather than siatute),

House Republican Proposal )

"The Personal Responsibility Act would provide for additional matching funds to cover the cost of the
work program. . A State which had drawn down its full allotment of Federal matching funds from the
JOBS capped entitlement would be reimbursed for expenditures on the work program beyond that
amount from this tew siream of funding. The amount of new funding made available would be $500
million for FY 96, $500 million for FY 97, $1.8 billion for FY 98, $2.7 billion for FY 99 and $4
bittion for FY 2000, Spending on administrative costs would be matched at 50 percent, while
spending on all other services would be matched at the hlghcr of ?{3 percent and the FMAP.

The JOBS participation standards. and ta.rgwag raqmremen{s wou!d be e!wwxazad (Sectxea 203} and
replaced with new wotk program participation standards, - States would be required to enroll a
percentage of the adult caseload in work aotivities for at lzast 35 hours per week (or in work agtivities
for &t least 30 hours per week and job search for at lezast 5 hours pcr week). The ;;m:czpauon
standards would be as follows: . .

2 percent for FY 1996;
4 percent for BY 1997,
8 percent for FY 199§ . . . -
12 percent for FY 1999, o o : ;e

17 percent for FY 2000, ' i

29 pereent for FY 2001; : : ) ) .
40 percent for FY 2002; and - ’ b
50 percent for FY 2003 and each fiscal year thereafter, ‘

The bill actually refers to familics rather than adult recipienis in dcfirzmg the dcnomma!er fer
purpases of the participation rate, but this may be a drafting error.

The lepislation is not entirely clear on the point, but it appears that States which failed io meet the
work participation rate wounld have their Federal matching funds from the new work program funding
stream for zha following fiscal year reduced by 25 percent, \ C

Al

Administration Proposai .
The Work and Responsibility Act expamds the JOBS program and establishes the WORK program to
provide work opportunities for persons who have réached the two-vear time Hmit, Under the
Administration proposal, the JOBS participation standard would rise from the FY 1995 level of 20
percent to 50 percent for FY 1996 and each vear thereafter, with penalties imposed on any State
whose participation rate fell below 43 percenmt (see below). The Act would aiso boost the JOBS
capped entitlement from the current faw level of 31 biltion (for each fiscal year afier FY 95) to $1.75
bithion for FY 19956, $1.7 billion for FY 1997, $1.8 billion for FY 1998 and $1.9 biition for fiscal
vears 1999 through 2004, For FY 200§ and each fiscal year thereafter, the levet of the JOBS capped
entitlement would be set at $1.9 billion, adjusted for inflation using the CPIL

The three JOBS match rates would be repiaced by a single match rate for all JOBS expenditures. The
rats would be set a1 the following fevels:
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© .65 percent or the FMAP plus five percentage points, whichever ig bigher, for FY 1996 ang FY 1997,
67 percent or the FMAFP plus seven percentage points, whichever is higher, for FY 1998;
-69 percent or the FMAF plus nine percentage points, whichever is hipher, for FY 1999; and
70 percent or the FMAP plus ten percentage points, whichever is higher, for FY 2000,
» _
The penalty for failing to meet the JOBS participation standard would be modified. A State’s JOBS
match rate would not be reduced. [Instead, the Federal matching funds for AFIXC benefits woulkibe
reduced by an amount equal to 25 percent of the Federal reimbursement otherwise payable 0 a
number of recipients equal to the margin by which the State fell short of the participation standard,
In other words, if the participation rate achieved by a State were 40 percent, Pederal AFDC atching
funds would be redused by 25 percent of the amount otherwise payable to a sumber of recipients
equal to 3 percent of the total mumber of recipients required to participate in JOBS (for participation

rate 9112‘230388)

* States would be reimbursed for wages pald w W;C}RK participants at the FMAP, m%h 10 limitation.
For other WORK program expenditures (operational costs), States would be rezmi}zzz’sed at the same
match rate a8 fo: JOBS, from 2 new WORK capped entitlement,

- The WORK cappeﬁ entitiement would e allocated among the States according (0 the number of
recipients required to participate io JOBS {and subject o the time limis) and the number of individuds
registered for the WORK program. The level of the cap would be set at $200 million for FY 1998,
§700 million for FY 1999, 81.1 billion for FY 2000, $1.3 billion for FY 20G1, $1.4 billion for FY
2002, $1.6 billion for FY 2003 and $1.7 biltion for FY 2004, For FY 2005 and each subsequent
fiscal year, the cap would be set at $1.7 billion, adjusted for inflation and for the mz:rcase over time
in the proportion of the AFDC caseload subject to the work requirgment,

© States would be required to-meet an 80 percent participation standard in the WORK program or to
create at least a minimum number of WORK assignments (e be established by the Secretary of Health
and Human Services), The penalty for failing to meet at least one of these standards wourld be similar
to the new JOBS penalty (see abovae),

Analysis -

The Personal Responsibifity Act effectively replaces the JOBS program with a new mandatory work
program.. While States are permitted o provide education and training services for up to fwo years
{see Section 201), they are in no way required to do so—there are no participation standards with
respect to the JOBS program. They are, however, mandated to enroll a steadily increasing percentage
of the caseload in work activities. The growth of the work program would almost certainty crowd
out vimzaiiy all education and training services. ‘ ; :

The work participation standard i s2¢ at a modest 2 percent for FY 2996 and mcreases fmly
gradually (about 4 percentage points per year} within the five-year budget winddw, reaching 17
percent by FY 2000, The participation standards, however, rise sharply in the years outside the
budget window, to 29 percent for FY 2001, 40 percent for FY 2002 and 50 percent for FY 2003 and
gach fiscal year therzafier.

The mumber of recipients required to participate in JOBS under current law represents about 41
nercent of the tofal number of AFDC cases. Under the Personal Responsibility Act, exemptions
would be eliminated, The depominator for the participation rate calcnlation would be the entire
AFDC caseload--the total number of families veceiving AFDC. A participation rate of 17 percent (the
raie required for FY 2000) as defined by the Republican proposal would be equivalent 1o a 41 percent
participation rate using the JOBS-mandatory caseload as the denominator. The 2% percent rate

r .
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mandated for 2001 would be equivalent (0 4 71 percent rate; the 40 percent rate required for PY 2002
would be equivalent to an 98 percent rate. To achieve the 50 percent rate set for FY 2003, a State
would have (o enroll in the work program a number of participants greater than the entite JOBS-
mandatory caseload under current faw.

By comparison, in the Saturation Work Initiative Modet (SWIM) program, which was designed
explicitly to maximize participation, the monthly participation rate {in program activities) averaged 22
percent of the eligible caseload. When participation in self-initiated activities and employment is
included, the program achieved an average rate of 52 percent of the eligible caseload.

Monthly participation in SWIM (for purposes of calculating these figures) was defined 4s atiending an
activity for at least one day during the month. This definition is considerably less stringent than that
called for by the Republican proposal--an average of 35 hours of work activities per week during the
month. Moreover, the eligible caseioad for the SWIM program was a smaller proportion of the adult
AFDC caseload than is the JOBS-mandatory caseload. Mothers of children under 3 are exempt from
JOBS (in some States, the age for exemption is 2 or 1), whereas mothers of chlldm m&er 6 were
exempt from SWIM.

The West Virginia Commzmiz;r Work Experience demonstrations, as with SWIM, had the goal of -
maximizing participation among the eligible caseload. Every AFDC.UP case was classz{zed as
eligible, Participation rates ranged from 46 to 70 percent for the AFDC-UP caseload, the highest
rates found for an AFDC work program.

By 2002, 223?: Republican propasal would require States 16 meet work participation standards higher
than any yet achieved by a saration weifare-to-work program serving single-parent {(as opposed o
exclusively UP) families, The 50 percent rate required for 2003 is equivalent to 2 121 percent rate,
with the JOBS-mandatory casceload a8 the dencaninator.  As a point of comparison, it appears that the
majority of States will not meet the 1994 AFDC.UP participation standard, which calls for States o
enroll 40 percent of UP principal carners in work activities for 16 hours per week; UP families
represent about 7 peroent of the caseload.

States almost certainly could nos achieve the work participation rates and also provide education and
training services to more than & nominal number of recipients. Meeting the rates set by the bill for
FY 2002 snd subsequent years would require enrolling virtually all able-bodied recipients i work
activities, which might leave States unable to provide education and training services to any
recipients, regardless of employsbiiity or literacy level, States miglt be left with no option but 1o
require some recipients with a disability or some of those caring for a disabled child or relative to
participate in work activities in arder to maet the rate.

The Administration proposal simplifies the malch rate structure by replacing the three maich rates
under current law with a single eshanced match sate.  The Republican proposal leaves the gurrent
match rate struciure in place for the JOBS capped entitlement, and-adds a new enhanced maich rate
for the new work program funding stream (for a total of four ratesy, The Administration bill provides
for an enhanced match rate for each State, whereas the Personal Responsibility Act leaves the maich
rate unchanged for States with an FMAP at 70 percent or lgher. The Republican proposal does,
with respect to the new funding stream, provide the enhanced match for the cost of all staff invoived
in operating the work program, rather than only the cost of staff working full-time on the program (as
ig the case with respect to JOBS staff costs under current Jaw}.
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Section 202(c) Dther provisions relating to unemployed parents
Current Law ‘

This section makes several changes to conform current law to the proposal. The current faw
provisions addressed in this section are: (1) States with an AFDC-U program as of September 26,
1988 are required to operate the program without 2 time limitation. (2) AFDC-UPs are required o
participate in work activities for at least 16 hours per week. AFDC.UP parents under age 23 are
allowed to participate in educational activities. (3) The partivipation rage for AFDC-UPs is set at §0
percent in 1996 and 75 percent in 1997 and 1998, .

House Republican Proposal ) ,

PRA makes the following conforming-changes to current law: (1) Eliminates the provision which
requires States has an AFDC-U program as of September 26, 1988 (o operite the progran without a
time limitation. - (2} The requiresent that AFDC.UPs participate. in work activities for at leagt 16
hours per week is eliminated. The provision which allows States to require AFDC-UP parents under -
age 25 to participate in educational activitics is eliminated. (3} The panticipation rate for APDC-UPs
is set at 90 percent in 1998, Other AFDC-UIP participation rates remain the same as corrent. law, (@)
The Secretary may not waive penalties for failing to meet the AFDC-UP panticipation requirements
more than once during any five-vear period.

Administration Proposat

Its the Administration’s proposal, current law participation rates and hourly requirements for AFDC- -
UPs are maintained,

Analvsis
éee sgbove. |
Section 202¢d) Elimination of certain JOBS program reguirements
Current Law

This section make several changas to conform current faw to the propasal.  The current law
provisions addressed in this seciion are: (1) The match rate for the JOBS program is set at 50 percent
if standards for targeting and participation are not met. {23 The hours of work for CWEP positions
is determined by dividing the grant amount by the minimum wage. Individuals are nof required to
gomzinue after nine mombs in the position unless the hours are less than the grant amount divided by
« the higher of the mimimum wage or the rate of pay for individuals employed in the same or similar
cccupations by the same employer at the same site. (3) After 6 months of participation in a CWEP
position and at the conclusion of each-assignment, the State agency must provide a reassessment and
revision {if appropriate} of the employability plan, (4) Exemptions are made for those who are: ill,
incapacitated, or over age 60; needed in the home because of the illness-or incapacity of another
family member; the caretaker of 2 child under 3 {or at State option under age 1); ¢mploved more than
30 hours per week: a dependent child under age 16 or attending an educational program full time;
women in the second amd third iramester of pregnancy; and residing in an area where the program is
not available. (5) Priority is given to those who volunteer fo participate. (6} States are atlowed not
to require participation if it would result in not meeting targeling provisions, ¢

i
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House Republican Proposal
PRA details the following changes to current law:

{N Eliminate JOBS targeting and AFDC participation rate standards. Maintain
patticipation rale vequirements for AFDC-Us (except for 1998),

(2) Eliminate the requirement that the hours of work far CWEP positions be determmed
by dividing the grant amount by the minimum wage.

3 Eliminate reassessment of CWEP position every six months or a1 the conclusion-of
agsignment,

1) Efiminate all current law exemptions.  Elimminate State option to require both parents
of AFDC-UP case to participate, if child care is guaranteed,

{5 Eliminate current law sanctioning provisions, inciuding provision which allows
individuals to refuse 2 job offer if it results in a net loss of income.

{6) Eliminate the pmvision whtich gives priority (0 those who volunteer to participate.

N Eliminate the provision which allows States not o reqmre participation if it wm:k}
‘result in not meeting targeting provisions. - ‘

{8) Eliminate the provision sequiring both parent’s portion of grant to be reduced for a .
sanction {or only one ;wcnz s portion If second parent is not required (o participate),

(9) Eliminate the provision in which the State cannot require participation in job search
for those who are exempted, .

{10}  Eliminate the provision which requires an in<lepth assessment of potential participanis
requires HHS and DOL 10 provide technical assistance onassessments.

Administration Progosal !

- The Administration’s proposal in these areas are: (1) Targeting standards are eliminated and new
participation standards are set (see above). {2) New requirements on the hours of work assignments
arg set {ser ghove). {3) Individuals are assessed at the conchusion of two consecutive work .
assignments, {4} Deferrals are made for those who are: ill, incapacitated, or over age 60, needed in.
the home because of the iliness or incapacity of another family member; the caretaker of a child under
1, provided the child was not conceived while the parent was on assistance; women in the third
trimesier of pregnancy; and residing in a remote area. [ndividuals can also be deferred for other
-good cause reasons, hut this type of éeferral iz limited to § percent of those subiect o the time limit
{10 percent after FY99).

Analysis

The elimination of exemptions from the work progeam will be burdensome for participants arxd states.
Participants with serious iHnesses or disabilities would be required o participate in work assignments,
which ¢ould be onercus and, for some, impossible! States would alsc be required to devalop work
assignments for this very disadvantaged group. Given the difficulties inherent in this task, costs for
developing and monitoring appropriate slots may be higher than those seen in past programs, In
addition, States may choose not to meet the pmicipation standards and 1o take the pemalty, Asa
result, thic more vulnerable group may not receive any type of assistance before they are pemaz‘zently:

. cut off ARDC, 2
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Section 203 Work supplementation program amendments
Current Law

Under the work supplementation program, recipients are placed in jobs and the AFDC benefits

- otherwise payable are used fo subsidize their wages. Payments by States 0 individuals and employers
under the work supplementation program are trested as AFDC expenditures and are reimbursed
accordingly. Federal matching funds are payable for no more than 9 months of work supplementation
participation. States ave permitted 0 adjust the need and benefit standards and the eamed income
disregards as necessary to operate the program. Work supplementation participants must be placed in
newly created jobs; a participant cannot be assigned 1o fill an established unfilled vacancy.

Repebiican Proposct

The Personal Responsibility Act would make several major changes to the work suppie:ﬁcnta{iasz
program. States would be permitted 1o use not only APDC benefits but also the cash value of food
aid that would be provided to the family under the new 604 assistance block grant {see Title V of the
PRA) o subsidize the wapes of 2 work supplementation participant.

The emplayer would be tequired to pay the participant wages such that the sum of wages paid and
AFDC henefits 1s equal to at least the AFDC benefits otherwise payable {if the individual were not in
‘& work supplementation program). If a State opts to use the cash value of the food assistance that
would otherwise be provided to subsidize the participant's wages, the sum of the wages and AFDC

- benefits paid could be no fegs than the sum of the AFDC bencfits otherwise payable and the cash
value of food aid otherwise provided.

A State would be permitted to draw down the maximum amount of Federal furkiing payable for a
work supplementation participant, regardliess of the amount actually paid to the individual andfor the
employer under the program. For example, even if the total payment to an employer of 2 work
supplementation participant amounted to $50 per monil (e.g., the employer paid 90% of the
individual’s wages) the State would still be able to draw down the Federal share of the full benefit
{e.g., $500) for each month the individual was in the program,

The Personal Responsibility Act would also remove the ban on placing work suppiementation
participants in established unfilled vacancies—eliminating the new jobs requirement in current law.

Administration Proposal

The Work and Responsibility Act also modifies the work supplemientation program. The prohibition
on placing work szzppicmentatian participants in unfilled vacancies in the private sector is giiminatad,
Other nondispiacement provisions, however, are added, includiag a ban on placing work
supplementation participants {as well as other JOBS and WORK participants) in vacancies in ;;zzbitc
apencies, unless the agency has been unable to fill the vacancy through normal procedures within 60 -
days. Another of the new provisions prohibits placement of a JOBS or WORK participant in a
position with a non-profit in which he ot she would perform functions similar ¢ those usually carriedd
out by a State or local agency, i any State or loca! agency ¢mployee were in any way daspla{:eé in the
Process.

in addition, under the Administration bill, Federal funds would be payable for up 0 12 months of
wark supplementation participation, as opposed 1o 9 months under current law.
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. Analysts
Both the Administration bill and the Personal Responsibility Act eliminate the requirement that work

- supplementation participants be placed in new jobs. Given the other nondisplacement provisions in .
current faw, it is not clear that abolishing this requirement would have an adverse effect on any
employees outside the work supplementation program. On the other hand, it is egually uncertain that
removing the provision would make it substantially casier to place secipients in wink supplementation
positions. While it is true that the number of participants in work supplementation {previcusly ¢ailed
grant diversion) dropped sharply after the passage of the Family Suppert Agt, which ingcluded the new
jobs requirement, it is also true that gram diversion programs were never gspecially large--in 1987,
for example, there were 6,80 work suppicmcnzazwn participants out of an average monthly caseload
of 3.8 million.

The new nondisplacement provisions in the Administration bill would reduce the negative impact, if
any, on other employees from eliminating the unfilied vacancy provision, These new requirements
would, however, similarly diminish any gain from aboiishing the restriction,

The Republican proposal permits States to claim (he maximum ameunt of Federa! funding (see above)
for each participant in a work supplementation program, which provides States with a considerable
incentive 1o maximize the number of recipients in a work supplementation program. A State could,
in some cases, depending on the simte of wages picked up by the employer, actually make an outright
profit from placing an individuaal in a work szzppiememanan pesition. The: Administration bill does
not contain g similar proposat.

Section 204  Pavments to states for certain individuals receiving food assistance from the State

who perform work on behalf of the State :

Current Low

Nonexempt Food Stamp program recipients are required to participate in the Food Szan_'zp prograsm
Employment and Training program. Exempt rcczps::nzs include persons under 16 and those sub;zz;z o
a similar work requirement under another program, e.g., JOBS.

Republican Proposal

The Employment and Training Program is eliminated {the Food Stamp Act is repealed; see Title ¥V}
and replaced by a work requirement for nonexempt individuals receiving aid under the food assistance
block grant. Nonexempt recipients of food aid are required 1o perform 32 hours of work per month
on hehalf of the State or a subdivision. It appears that nonexempt individuals working full-time in
paid positions would nonetheless also be required to work an additional 32 hours for the State. Food
agsistance program recipients who failed to comply would have their food aid reduced on a pro-rated
basis. States would receive 320 (adjusted for inflation) for each nonexempt food assistance redipient
who met the work standard during a given month.

-

Administration Proposal
Nao change.

* N ' H
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Analysis

The Food Stanp employment and training program is seriously underfunded at presemt. About $136
million in Federal funding {($75 million in 100 percent Federal funds; the remainder in maiching
funds at a 50 percent match rate) is available (0 serve an eligible population that totals an estimated
5.8 miilion recipients annually, Roughly 1.5 million of these recipients participate in the program
during the year. The Republican proposal appears to continue this pattern of insufficient funding by
providing for only $20 per month in Federal funds to reimburse the State for the cost of placing a
nonexempt recipient of food aid in work activities for the required 32 bours per month.. MDRC
found that the cost of placing a participant in a workfare pogition for 2 month ranged from 360 to
almost $700. The madequate funding, combined with the notable absence of any participation
standard and the relatively modest work reguiremernt, suggest that the proposal may not intend to
significantly strengthen the work requirement for food aid recipients who are not in the AFDC
Program.
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TITLE I - CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING
Sectmns 301, 307 and 303
Current Law

Aid to Families with Dependem Children (AFDC}, the AFDC and Trangitional Child Care programs,
the Chitd Support Enforcement program under Title IV-D of the Social Seaurity Act and
Supplemental Security Income are entitlement programs. Eligible individuals are entitled o aid or
services and States to reimbursement for expenditures without limitation.  The At-Rigk child care
program is & capped entitlement; total Federal funding is limited to $300 million for FY 1995 and
each fiscal year thereafter.

House Republican Proposal

{"&:icrai spending during a fiscal year on APDC, the AFI}Qrelataci child care programs, the Child
Support Enforcement program, $51, housing assistance and the mandatory work program established
by the Republican proposal wauld be capped at a level equal to the total estimaied Federsl s;zcading
 on the designated programs during the preceding fiscal year adjusted for inflation and the change in
the size of the poverty popu%azwa.

* The measure of mﬂmwzz used for purposes of adjusting the cap would be the percentage change in the
Gross Domestie Product deflator.  The change in the poverty population would be caloulated in
Jamuary of the calendar year in which that fiscal year began, based on data from the most recent
Bureau of the Census geport on poverty.

The programs zméaz' the cap would imludc AFDC, the At-Risk, IV-A and Transitional Child Care ‘
programs, the new mandatory work program established by the Personal Responsibility Act, the Child
Support Enforcement program under Titie IV-D, Supplemental Security Income and a lengthy list of
PFederal housging programs, including section 8 housing assistance, low.rent pubiic housing and a
number of rural housing programs operated by the Department of Agriculture.

The Personal Responsibility Act also converts the Family Support programs (AFDC, the AFDC-
related child care programs, the Child Support Enforcement program) and Supplemental Security
Income from entitlement programs {either capped or uncapped) into discretionary programs.

Administration Praposal
No comparable provision.
Analysis

A number of the programs included under the vap are projected to grow considerably more rapidly
than inflation, and consequently substantial reductions would be required 1o remain within the cap,
581 outlays, for example, are expectad (o rise almost 10 percent from FY 1996 to FY 1997, and by
more than 10 percent from FY 1997 o FY 1998 and fram FY 1998 10 FY 1999, Inclusion of the
new work program is particularly problematic, since the program would grow much more rapidly
than inflation and the poverty population during the phase-in period—the number of work program
participans is expested to increase from 100,000 in FY 1996 w 1.5 million in FY 2003.
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Preliminary Administration estimates suggest that outlays for the affected programs would have (0 be
reduced by $16.2 billion four years o fit within the cap (this caleulation assumes that all Staies elect
to receive AFDC in the form of a block grant). Other work, based on CBO outiay estimates and
slightly different assumptions, indicates that deeper cuts may be necessary, possibly as much as $23
bitiion in reductions over four vears, )

The inclusion of the Child Support Enforcement program could be questioned, given that the program
is in some respects guite cost-effective. Tn 1993, $3.98 in child support was collected for each dollar
spent on child suppont enforcement. The benefits from the program are, however, divided quite -
unevendy between the States and the Federal government. States reaped a profit from the Child
Suppurt Enforcement program in FY 1953, while the Federal government took a loss.

The Republican proposal does not explicitly state how the reductions required by the cap would be
distributed across programs or across States: the bill only requires that the budget resolution include
aliceations to each committes that are consistent with the spending cap.

Several of the housing programs placed under the cap, including the program of interest reduction”
payvments under Section 236 of the National Housing Act and the program of homeownership
assistance for lower income families under Section 235 of the National Housing Act, no longer exist, .
© Qutlays on these programs represent exclusively liguidation of prior year obligations; much of the
increase in total housing expenditures is driven by such obligations. R i not clear such spending
could be reduced other than by violating existing contracts.

Under the Republican proposal the cap would be adjusted for the change in the poverty population.
Unfortunately, this adjustment would probably be lagged by two full years, which could have the
unintended effect of reducing the cap during 2 year of economic recession and increasing the cap .
during a vear of economic recovery. The adjustment for 8 fiscal year would be calculated in January
of the calendar year in which the fiscal year began, based on the latest available Burean of the Census
poverty data, The adjustment for FY 1998 would be calculated in January 1997, At that point, the
Census poverty report for 1996 would not yet be available.  Accordingly, the adjustment for FY 1998
waiild be based on the percentage change in the poverty population from 1994 1o 1998, It is possible,
if not lkely, that economic conditions in FY 1998 will differ substantially from those in calendar year
1995, If the zeonamy is strong in calendar year 1595, the poverty population may decline betwesn
1994 and 1993, in which case the cap for FY 1998 would be adjusted downward, oven if the
economy entered recession in FY 1997 and was in a full-scale wailspin by FY 1998, An adiusiment
factor that is lagged by two years may have an effect that is exactly the opposite of what was
intended.

Further clarification is needed regarding the provision in the Republican proposal that converts
AFDC, the AFDC related child care programs, the 1V-D program and 881 from entitlement o
discretionary programs. The intent i¢ likely to ensure that CBO would score savings for the ¢ap.
B0 declined to estimate any saviogs from the similar cap on means-tested programs found in H.R,
3500, arguing that Congress would rot adhere to a cap on entitlernent spending. The programumatic
impact of the provision is, however, congiderably less clear,

The funding for the programs concerned would presumably be set at a fixed level for each year
through the appropriations process. If the amaount of money allocated for AFDC or 381 proved
insufficient, otherwise eligible elderly or dizabled persons or families with children might be denied
benefits, or might have their benefits sharply redoced.  Child support enforcement services might be
denied to some custodial mothers, including those not on AFDC.
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The fixed sum for Family Support (APDC, the AFDC child care programs and the Child Suppornt
Enforcement program) might be allocated among the States myuch as the JOBS capped entidement is at
present. Faced with a limitation on total Family Support expenditures, some States might opt to
¢liminate their At-Risk or Transitional Child Care programs entirely in order to contimue providing
sash benefits to needy families. 1f funds for each program were allocated separalely, some States
might be forced to reduce the AFDC benefit level or need standard or bath in order ¢ be certain of
having sufficient funding (o comtinue providing aid throughout the year. Simifarly, Siates might have
to limit child support enforcement services (0 ARDC families in order to conserve funds; entry info
the AFDC system might become the only way 10 access 1V-D services,

In any event, it does not appear that ARDC recipients reguired to participate in the new mandatory
work program would be guaraniteed child care, which is particularly problematic, given that the bill
steikes the prohibition against sanctioning an ARDC recipient for nonparticipation if ¢hild care is not
available. In addition, recipients leaving welfare for work wouid no longer be guaranteed a yw of
transitional child care, or contzz}zzmg IV-D services,
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TITLE 1V - RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALJENS
Section 401 Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welfure Assistance
Carrent Law

Under current law, illegal immigrants are ingligible for benefits under the vast majority*of federal
programy, Legal inunigrants, however, are generally permiited to pasticipate in some federally-
assisted programs. The legal immigrants allowed (o participate include legal permanent residents,
refugess, asyiees and parcliess among others,

As a condition of entry as a lawful permanent resident, afmost all nmigrants are reguired o have 2
sponsor. Sponsors sipn affidavits of support affirming that they will be responsible for supporting the
immigrants and ensuring that the immigrants will not become 2 public charge. During their first three
years in the ULS., immigrants who were sponsored for admission by 2 family member generally
cannot receive AFDC or food stamps unless their sponsor is unable to support them due to death or
poverty. Sponsored immigrants are generally ineligible for 587 for their first ﬁve years in this -~
coustry,

House Republican Proposal

Legal immigrants would be denied access to benefits under 60 Federal programs including public
health, child immunization, and child nutrition pregrams as well as AFDC, $81 and regular Medicaid.
Legal immigrants would be eligible to receive emergency Medicaid. The legisiation would exempt
legsl immigrants over age 75 that have 3 years continuous residence and refugees in thelr first six
years of regidence in the United States, Immigrants recetving current benefits under any of the 66
programs would have one mors year of eligibility before becoming incligible. .

Administration Preposal

H.R, 46035 makes permanent the five year sponsor-to-alicss deeming provision under the SSI program,
It extends from three to five years sponsor-to-alien deeming under. the AFDC and Food Stamp .
programs.. Beginning in the sixth year, after being lawfully admitted for permanent residence,
sponsered imymigrants would only be eligibie for benefits under the AFDC, 881 and Food Stamp
programs if the annual income of the immigrants’s sponsor was below the most recent measure of
U.S. median family income. The bill would be implemented prospectively,

Analysis

Most of the financing for the Republican proposal comes from this provision, which is projected by
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) to save almost $22 billion over 5 years and would dmy
benefits to at least 1.5 million legal immigrants. A majority of the savings estimated by CBO resuit
from denying eligibility to most legal 1mm;grarzzs under the AFDC, 581, Food Stamp, and Medicaid
programs _

Mast of the immigrants affected by the Republican proposal are earlier arrivals who would have their
benefits taken away retroactively. The Adminisiration’s Welfare Reform bill--H. R, 4605--would not
deny outright eligibility {0 legal imunigrants and would rot be applied retroactively.
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An underiying principle of U S, immigration policy has been to admit immigranis that further the
national interest with the expectation that they will reside permanently in the United States as
sroductive individuals and be accorded virually the same rights and responsibilities as ¢itizens. Two
general criteria have been developed to define those immigrants that further our national interest—
inmigrants admitted for family reunification purposes and inunigrants admitted for their economic
contribution. Categorically denying these legal immigrants public agsistance based solely on their
alienage status is contrary to these famciazmmai principles and would have several adverse
consequences, including- )

» " A large nimnber of Jogal immigrants would be denied federal assistance even if their need
for assistance arose subsequent to entry--for example, due to 2 disabling accident,

- Under the Repubtican proposal, legal immigrants who pay taxes, contribute to safety net programs
and are productive metnbers of soeiety could be ineligible for any assistance in 2 time of severe and
unexpected need, For example, a legal immigrant that has been working for four years and
subsequently becomes severely disabled would be denied the basic federal safety net {e.g., S8I) due
solely o alienage status. In December, 1993, there were 176,000 legal permanent residents receiving
831 benefits hased on disability. AH of these zmgrants who are still in immigrant status when the
Republican pwposal becomes effective would be thrown off the program. -

. Urdder the Administration’s bill, legal immigrants would maintain eligibility.

Example: Reinaldo immigrated legally from Brazii in 19590, He has been working and
paving taxes for four years when he is invelved in an accident and becomes
severely disabled and loses all sources of income. Under the Republican plan,
Reinaldo would be ineligible for SSI benefits, even though he is unable 1o
suppeort his family while he recovers from Ris injur)' ,

. A sxgmfim:zt number of legal immigrants that do not have sponsors wauizi be denied
- federal assistance, '

- The Republican proposal would deny the federal safety net 1o legal immigrants who have no family -
members or friends that have agreed o assume some financial responsibility,  While most of these
immigrants are productively employed and never apply for public assistance, there are some that
bevome disabled or temporarily npemployed and are in need of certain assistance.  INS data indicates
that in 1992 there were about 116,000 empioyment-based {i.¢., non-sponsored} immigrants admitted,
or about 17 percent of all non-IRCA fegal immigrants admitied that year, Given the additional
number of non-sponsored family-based immigrants sdmitted, it is estimated that one-fifth of all legal
immigrants bave no Sponsors.

FY 1996 {or 20 percent of the toral mummber of tegal immeigrants dented agsistance in FY 1996 under
the Republican proposal),

-

The Administeation’s bill does not affect the eligibility of immigranty that do not have sponsors,
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» Public Health in the U.8. would be sericusly undermined by denying federal services to
' legal permanent residents,
The Republican proposal creates a threat to the general public health by denying basic public health
services to low-income legal immigrants that are in need of services. These programy serve a vital
role in protecting public heaith and safety. For example, denying immunization services (o legal
immnigrants would undermine decades of efforts to eradicate the presence of various diseases in
saciety. These include: diphtheria, permussis, tetanus, hepatitis b, measles, pdlio, mumips, infiuenza,
and ofhers. Many of these diseases are highly communicable; when one child is afflicted, the entire
cornmunity is placed at risk. Data are not available to estimate the mumber of legal nnmlgran:s that
would be denied these (and other) public health services.,

The Administration’s bill would not modify the eiigibii%iﬁ? criteria for any public health programs.

Example: . Carmen has two children; Martin, who is eight years old and was born in

> Brazil; and Maribeite, who iy three and is a U.S. citizen by birth. According
1o the Republican proposal, Carmen would be unable to get immunizasions for
either of his chiidren - Martin is ineligible and Carmen isn’t aware that
immunization services are available for Martbelle, who is a U.S. citizen
because outreack services {i.e. commuumity health cenrers) are not availabie to
him. As a result, Martin contracts measles, a highly contagivus disease, and
infecis several of his classmutes, resulting in a serious community health risk.
Maribeile is afflicred with chilidhood polio ard, due fo her az:zenship status,
receives angoing medical services via Medicaid.

> Legal imunigrant children wtmld no longer be eligible For foster care placement and child
muirition services, and the federal government would vo longer investigate allegations of
neglect or abuse related to legal immigrant children,

CBQO estimates that almost 260,000 legal iﬁnﬁigranz children would be denied nutrition services--such
a4 the schoo! funch program--and foster care and adoption assistance. The Admmzstratson bill would
not alter the eligibility criteria for any of these children programs.

Example; Kim is a seven-year old immigrant from Taiwan. His parents are killed in an

. . accident and, since he has no pther relatives in the United States, he is taken
inte the custody of the state. If the Republican bill is enncted, a foster home
thert takes him in would not receive federal assistance for his care.
Furthermore, his chances for adopiion are decreased since Adoption
Assistance, which provides monthly paymenis to parewts who adopt low-income
children, would not be available to anyone who adopts him.

» State and local governments would face petendinily large Increases in public assistance

costs for legal lmmagnmts :

Various court degisions have limited the ability of Staw and logal governments (o use different
eligibility criteria for legal immigrants and citizens under their general assistance programs. The
Republican proposal only affects the eligibility of legal immigrants for 60 federal, or federal/state,
programs. Therefore, legal immigrants who would be denied federal assistance would be more likely
to apply to State and jocal programs of assistance. These programs would experience potentially
large increases in their rolls, This would Be viewed by States and localities a5 a large tmfzmded
federal mandate. - .
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E

Example: Marta, who is pregnant, is @ recent immigrant who has just lost her job and
subsequenidy her health care. Under the Republican plan, she is neither
eligible for Medicaid nor any services offered by her local community health
center or the Special Supplemenial Foud Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC). With no medicol services provided during her pregnancy,
Marta gives birth premarurely to a low birth weight baby which requires a
fengthy hospitai stay, covered by Medicaid {since the child is ¢ U.8. citizen}.
Maria's baby subsequently has o learning disability and will require
substantial State and focal assistance,

> New eligibility determainations would be adimindstratively burdensome for State and loval
Ow. +

The provision would require a significant increase in administrative resources in order 1o enforce the
new requirements, Many programs do not currently requtire alien eligibitity determinations for
individuals; the requirement to determine alienage would necessitate the implementation of a whole set
of new administrative functions. Other programs have alien eligibility. tests but only make Coe
determinations at application and when redeterminations of eligibility are necessary, For these
programs, new alien ¢ligibility procedures would need (o be implemented in communitiss across the
country for both eurrent and future individuals receiving services or benefits. Even for those
programs that carrently require a determination of alienage for eligibility purposes {e.g., AFDC and
381}, by changing the alien eligibility definitions a massive effort of redetermination would be
necessary o ensure that only those who were newly ineligible would be denied benefits or services.

Furthermore, several programs under current law do not base eligibility on the characteristics of
individual participants, but rather on the characteristics of an institation or organization. . For
example, some housing and school lunch program benefits are distributed to schools and organizations
according to the populations served by these organizations. These programs do not administer
eligibility tests to individual participants. Under the House Republican proposal, however, new
sthministrative procedures would have (o be instituted 10 determine the alienage of all the participants.
This would result in a substantial administrative burden. This would be further complicated by
provisions contained in section 501 of the Republican proposal that would limit federal participation
for administrative costs associated with food and nutrition assistance programs fo S percent of the
amount of the entire federal grant for such programs, Food and Nutrition Service {FNS} estimates
that the current administrative costs are approximaiely 8 percent on average for these programs,
States would be required to make additional expenditures 16 meet current administrative costs.

A potential effect of these resulting reguirements would bea substantially greater need.for staff,
resources, in addition o new administrative complexity. It is unclear whether any savings estimates
that have been generated have taken into accourt these potentially large and admisisirative costs,

‘the Administration bill provides that States and localitics could implement under their assistance
programs the same modified deeming policies as the federal programs would implement.

> These policies promote negative social effects.

These provisions deny access 1o services to ax-paying legal non-citizens solely on the basis of their
immigration status, While most assistance programs arbitrarily determine eligibility according to
some charzcteristics (i.e., income) the distinction hased on alicnage serves to further segment
American society by labelling certain permanent residents as “undeserving” of the assistance granted
to other residents. As these examples Hlustrate, the result would have a social as well as an
administrative effoet,
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Example: Timmy and Lawra are citizens and receive free lunches at school, but Vong,

' who was bore in Vietmam, does not. Timmy and Laura ask their parents why
their classmaie has to pay for his lunch. They are told that it's because he is
different than they are — he (sn't an American,

4

Example: Eduardo immigrated 1o the U.S. and is curvensly living in a low-income
Jarming community in Southern California. His community has formed a
homeowner’s associasion to promote seif-heip efforts 1o improve their housing
and living environmenis. Unfortunately, they had to exclude Eduardp from
this group in order 1o be eligible for aid under such programs as the Rural
Self-Help Housing Technical Assistance Program and the Rural Housing Site
Loans Program.

» Therg would be substantial legal challenges to the Republican policy,

An important Supreme Court case-Piyler v, i}aswiﬁveivé;d the issue of denying public education fo
children based on their alienage (in this case, the issue was whether public education could be denied
to undocumenied children). A general principle affirmed by the Court in this case was that
“innocent” children can not be punished for the "transgressions” of their parents.

The Republican proposal would result in cases where otherwise eligible legal immigrant children—i.c.,
poor immigrant children—would be denied welfare benefits due to the inaction of their legal

immigrant parents. - This is because immigrant children with iramnigrant parents can not aiter their
fega! immuigrant staius by themselves until the age of 18. Prior (o reaching age 18, the anly way a
¢hild can adjust from immigrant to cltizenship status is by the parent(s) adjusting their status.

Denying the otherwise eligible children benefits due to the inaction of parents would be contrary to
the pringiple stated by the Couet in Plyler v. Doe,

In addition, there would likely be lggal challenges to the policy due to the large INS backlogs and
tong processing times refated to apphications for naturalization. Thus, a legal immigrant who was
otherwise eligible for benefits and had completed all requirements for naturalization (i.e., had passed

“the language and history tests, etc.), could be prevented from receiving assistance due solely o the
government's inability to adjust the immigrant’s status in a timely manner.

Since the Administration’s bill does not deny categorical eligibility to legal immigrants based solely
on their alienage, it would not face these types of legal challenges. .

Section 402 State AFDC Agencies Required to Report Information Regarding lllegal Aliens to
the INS

Current Law ;

State AFDC plans must include safeguards which restrict the use or disclosure of information
concerning applicants or recipients to purpogses directly connected with the administration of the plan.
The release of information about applicants and recipients & the INS is prohibited.

Hause Republican Proposol

State agencies would be required o provide the Inumigration and Naturalization Service the name,

address, and other identifying information that the agency has with respect 1o any individoal
unfawfuily in the United States with citizen children. _ 5
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Administratian Propasal

There is no similar provision in the Administration’s proposal,

Analysis

The purpose of this provision 1s unclear, One likely purposs is to share information so that
deportation proceedings can begin, No matter what the intention of the proposal, it may have several
deleteripus consequences, _ '

»

The children are 17,8, eitizens and may be eligible for benefits. Requiring information to be
shared with INS may discourage parents from applying for benefits for their children.

Various public policy problems would result if parents are deported while their citizen
children are not.

AFDC program workers would assume the responsibilitiss of a police officer charged with -
torning families over o the authorities. This requirement would have an adverse impact on
the culture of the agency for both citizens and noncitizens.
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TITLE V - CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

See Insert - Analysis prepared by FNS
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TITLE VI - EXPANDING STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES
Section 661  Option to convert AFDC into a block grant
Current Law

Presently, States participate ia the AFDUT program at their option, but a State chogosing to participate
must comply with the applicable provisions of the Social Security Act and the relevant Feders!
regulations. Currently all 50 statex, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam and the Virgin
Islands operate AFDC programs,

Srates are reimbursed, without limitation, for expenditures on AFDRC benefits, IV-A and Transitional
child care al the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP). Spending on the At-Risk child care
program is alse matched at the FMAP, but total Federal funding for the program is capped at $300
million and siiotted on the basis of the number of children residing in the State. Expenditures on the
JOBS program are matched 3t one of three rates {90 percent, the higher of 80 percent and FMAP,
and 30 percent; see deseription of current law in analysis of Section 202(by}.  States currently do not
have the option of receiving AFDC funds in the form of a block grant. :

Republican Proposal

The Personal Responsibility Act would permit States to receive, in lieu of reimbursement for
expenditures on AFDC benefits and services (inciuding the JOBS program), a block grant equal to
103 percent of the total Federal share of such expenditures for FY 1994, A State electing this option
would not be subject to any AFDC program requirements, ineluding the provisions in the Personal
Responsibility Act concerning the new mandatory work program. Such a State would for all inients
and purposes be withdrawing from the AFDC program,

The State would, however, be required to use the block-granted funds to operate a program providing
benefits o needy families with dependent children, and to submit a report annually detailing the
expenditure of these funds. i the Secretary determined that a State had expended funds from the
block grant for any other purpose, its block zrant, presumably for a subsequent fiscal year, would be
reduced by 20 percent. .

Administration Proposal
No comparable provision.
Analysis ;

It is oot clear how attractive this option would be from a State standpoind,  The biock grant would be
set at 103 percent of the FY 1984 Federal share of AFDC speading (benefits and services, including
JOBS), with no adjustmen: for inflation. A State electing the block grant option for FY 1998, for
example, would receive for that yesr an amount equal to 103 percent of its FY 1994 Federal funding
for AFDC and related services, the real value of which would have sericusly eroded since that base
year, particufarly if inflation rates were relatively high in the interim, Moreover, the level of the
block grant would not respond to changes in the number of needy families with children, which could
leave such a State in an unenviable position should the number of applicants for assistance rise
rapidly. The legislation does not indicate whether a State which elected the block grant option would
stith be part of the Child Support Enforcement program and, if so, under what conditions.
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A State which had chosen the block grant option could return to the AFDC program i circumstances
so demanded. Re-entering the program, especially after an absence of several years, might, however,
prove o be administratively difficult. K is unlikely a Stare would exit and return o the AFDC
program on a regular basis, '

On the other hand, the Republivan proposal contains several provisions {concerning paternity
establishment, out-of-wedlock childbearing and children born to AFDC recipients) that would deny
AFDC eligibility to a substantial number of persons, leading to a drastic reduction in AFDC
spending.  Consequently, a block grant equal to 103 percent of the FY 1994 Federal share of AFDC
and related spending might be greater than the Federal shate of such spending for fiscal years after
the Personal Responsibility Act took effect.

Mareover, a State which glected the block grant optinn would not be subject to any AFDC State plan
sequirernents and accordingly would not be required to operate the mandatory work program or
implement any of the more administeatively challenging provisions in the Republican bill,

The block grant alternative might therefore prove to have considerable appeal. 1t is not clear,
however, that a State electing the block grant would be guaranteed an amount equal to 103 percent of
the FY 1994 Federal share of its AFDC and related spending. The amount of the block grant might
be sublect 1o appropriation.  The legislation is silent on the question of whether or not the block-
granted funds would be included within the cap on welfare spending established by Title 111 of the
bitl. If the block-granted funds were subject to the ¢ap and the reductions required by the cap fkll
disproportionately on AFDE and the block-granted fuads, there might not be adequate dollars
available to provide the full amount to each State opting for the block geant.

In sum, it is difficult to discuss the impact of this provision until a sumber of critical issues have been
addressed. ‘

Sectionn 602 Option 10 Treat New Residents of a State Under Rules of Former State
Current Law

Citizcﬁs are immediately eligible 1o receive full AFDC benefits onee they move to the Sate.
House -Repubiican Proposal

States have an option to Hmit AFDC benefits 10 the level of the famil.iés’ previous State until the
family hes resided in the new State for twelve consecutive months. Cther eligibility rules of the
formar State may apply as well,

Adwndnistration Proposal X

There is no similar provision in the Adrninislratiimis proposal,

Analysis

It is Hikely that only high benefit States will consider this option, A low benefit State is unlikely to
pass a provision that would require i to provide the more generous benefits of ils neighhors,
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The provision appears (o rest on the assumption that low-income families make location decisions
based on State AFDC benefit levels, Many studies indicate, however, that benefit levels do not have
a significant impact on the migration decision. To the extent that benefit Jevels do influence
migration, there may be nogative conseguences, .
Research indicates that one of the principal reasons ARDC recipients move inferstate is o find
employment. A residency requirement may prohiibit recipients m kigh-unemploymetit-low-benefit
States from migrating in order to find work and become setf-sufficient. Such & requirement restricts
the free flow of Iabor and impairs national economic growth. .

A sc_cdnci major reason for migration is to be near the family, Such migration often occurs after
¢hild’s caretaker has separated from the other parent, sometimes a5 & result of domestic violence.
Being near family who can provide care and support helps parents maintain the well being of their
children.

The Residency requirement will restrict low-income families ability to move and improve their quality
of life. A Mississippi resident that seeks to move o California to pursue a better job opportunity or
to be closer to family will have to contend with benefits that are only 20% of the amount California
provides to its residents and a cost of liviag that is significantly higher than is prior State of
residence,

Several states already have recetved Section 1115 waivers to conduct demonstration projects that
provide different levels of AFDC benefits to new residents. In 1992, after receiving a waiver,
California enacted a stature that limits new residents” AFDC benefits (o the amount the family would
have received in its prior State of residence. Unlike the provision in the Republican proposal
however, California’s statete only alters benefits when the prior State’s benefit level is lower than the
"normal” benefits paid te California recipients, '

Section 603 Option to Impose Penalty for Failure to Atte:;d School
Current Law

Tao extent that the program is availabie and State resources permit, custodial parents under the age of
20 who have not successfully completed a high school education {or its equivalent) are required to
participate in an educational activity unless they are under 16 years of age, attending school full-time,
ot are in the Iast seven months of pregnancy. Current law JOBS sanctioning rules apply in instances
of non-compliance (see section 202 above). Under a Section {115 waiver, States can implement
pragrams which utilize incentives or sanctions to encourage or require teen parents on AFDC ©
continue thetr education. =

House Republican Proposal B

At State option, aid may be redoced up to $75 per month for each parent under 21 who has not
completed secondary schoo! (or its equivalent) and does not meet minimum attendance reqdivements at
an edecational institution in the previous maonth {note: language in bill needs to be clarified but |
assume this is the meaning). This sanction can also applied for each dependent child in a family
re:celvmg aid wha does not meet mintmum auerz{izmm requirements at an educationai institution in the
previous month.
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Adminstration’s Proposal "

All custodial parents under the age of 20 who have not suecessfully completed 2 high school
education {or its equivalent} would be required fo participate i an educational activity. Those who
had 2 child under one would be required to participate in JOBS as soon as the child reached 12 weeks
of age. States would be permitied to defer teen parents in event of a serious illness or sther condition
which precluded school attendance. Revised JOBS sanctioning rules apply in instances of non-
compliance (see section 202 above). States would be required to provide case management to these
teens. The time limit on JOBS services would not begin until the leen reached age 18, At Stale
option, munetary incentives (which rmust be combined with sanctions) could be provided to pregnant
and parenting teens 1o serve as an inducement to attend school.

Anulysis ' *

Since unmarried teens under the age of 18 would not be eligible for assistance, the first part of this
provision would primarily apply w0 those who are 18, 19, and 20 years oid. Bescause of their age, it
is presumed that many of these teens will have dropped out of high school (since they did not
complete it by this time}. Minors {including those who are parents} are affected by this pravlsmn
only if they are dependent children on g case., ]

This provision shows some similarities to the Administration’s bill, although there are importam
distinctions. The Administeation’s proposal gives States the option to use monetary incentives a3 well
as sanctions to encourage sitendance, and requires case management for all teen parents. In contrast,
the House Republican proposal mandates the learnfare requirements for all States and does not include
mongtary incentives and case management in its provisions, Finally, the House Republican bill
attaches sanctions to the school attendance of dependent children as well as teen parents.

Evidence on the effects of this proposal for teen parents is mixed., An evaluation of the LEAP
program, which like the Administration’s proposal combined bonuses, sanctions, and-cage
management (o encourage the school attendance of teen parents, produced positive results on school
enroliment and completion. {Bvidence on the effecis of LEAP on employment, carnings, and welfare
receipt is not available at this time.} However, LEAP produced smaller effects on school drop-outs,
comnpared to those who were still in school when the program began.  For example, for in-school
teesss, LEAP produced a 9 percentage point increase in the receipt of a GED while there was no
increase for out-of-school teens. Thus, the effects of this provision on encouraging school completion
may be Himited for those who have dropped out of school,  As discussed above, this Js likely to be a
substantial group given the age group affected by the provision,

In addition, out-of-school teens were a group that was sanctioned more heavily in L E&P - 22 percent
of the out-of-schoo! teens were sanctioned repeatedly compared 10 4 percent of in-school teens. This
cesult is discouraging given that the heavy sanctioning did not increase school completion.  However,
these resulis do indicate that cost savings are likelyto -

be associated with the policy. The LEAP evaluation showed the program was feasible to implement
on a refatively large scale. but also stressed the importance of the case management in producing the
results. Overall, while some of these results are encouraging, it is lopornant to emphasize that the
cffects of this pwpas@ - which only includes sanctions - are not known,

The effects of the provision for dependent children is also unclear. Simifar o the Republican
proposal, Wisconsin's Learnfare program reguired all those between the ages of 13 and 15 {including
those who are not parents) to attend school in order for their families to continue o gualify for their
full AFDC grant. An evaluation indicated the program has been ineffective, but the results have been

b
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guestioned. Thas, the effects this pmgram will produce beyond reducing payments to familics are
unciear,

The costs associated with this provision are those required for wacking attendance requirsments —
these are particularly significant given that the attendance of all dependent children as well as parems
must tracked, This will require new and extensive institstional cooperation and arrangements at the
local ievel. Because the attendance of sll dependents must be tracked {not just teens}, the program is
more onerous than Wisconsin's program and is fikely to have high costs with few savings (ymaz&g
children are iess likely to have sttendance probiems and be saoctioned).

The experience of both LEAP and Wisconsin Learnfare indicate that ~ because of complexites
mvolved in collecting and communicating appropriate data - the timing suggested in the proposal i3
not feasible (e grants are reduced the month after failing the atiendance vequirement).

Section 604  Married couple transition benefit
Current Law

Under current law, if a single AFDC case head marries, then eligibility for AFDC would end unless
the family qualifies for AFDC as 2 two-parent family. To qualify as a two-parent family the family

must meet the same AFDC eligibility requirements as a single parent family, plus, the primary wage
garner in the houschold must be incapacitated or erployed less than 100-liours in a month,  Purther,
the primary wage earner must have had some modest, recent attachment 1o the iabor force.

House Republican Proposal

At State option, aid may continue to be provided for up (0 twelve months if 2 recipient marries an
individual who is uot a parent of 2 child in the AFDC unit, and if this marriage results in the loss of
AFDC eligibtlity. Aid would be 50% of the amount received by the AFDC unit prior to marriage.
This provision would apply o long as the family’s income is below 130% of the official poventy line.

If the resulting famziy woutld have been eligible for AFDC anyway, the Staie may. g}mvzde benefits
the famxiy under the AFDC-UP program, or apply the above rules.

This provision affects only fizase who first receive aid subsequent to passage of this bill,
Administration Proposel
There is no similar provision in the Administration Proposal.

Anclysis ’ .
The provigion in the Republican Proposal atlows States to ;}r{mdc an incentive for smgie—g)azent
AFDC units o marry.

In the short term, this provision is expected to have negligible impacts on States and the Federal
government; even in the longer term, impacts.may be modest, at best.  For recipients, the mpacts
may be meaningful, however, few recipients would be expectixd w qualify for the marriage transition
benefit, .
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Because the provision applies only to0 AFDC units who gained eligibility after enzctment of the bili,
inttiaily very few units would be eligible,

Data on exit rates suggests that even in the long-ferm, impacts of the bill would be smali;

£

. 11 to 13 percent of AFDC exits are due 1 marriage;

. Roughily one-third of those exiting due 1o marriage remain poor, suggesting that the majority
of marriage exits would aot qualify for the transition benefit due (o greess income;

» Some fraction of the matriage exits will include the parent of z child in the AFDC unit,
making the family neligible for the transition benefit;

. The provision is a State option; no states have sought federal waivers to enact such a
provision on a demonstration basis..

In some cases, this provision may serve as a disincentive to marriage (see note at end), If the wmew
family would otherwise qualify as an AFDC-UP family, the State may choose (o provide the
transition benefit ingtead. This vould disadvantage some families, therefore discouraging matriage.
However, such occurrences would izﬁely be the exception (because in most cases the family would not
be eligible for AFDC), :

Additional Note:

"There appears to be an inconsistency in the bill language. Subparagraph A states that the transition

benefit is only available to those who lose AFDC eligibility. Subparagraph B states that if a family

would be eligible for AFDC-UP upon marriage, then the State may provide either the higher AFDC-

LIP benefit or the transition benefit.

Section 605 Option to disregard income and resources designated for education, training,
emplovability, or related to sell-employment .

Current Loaw

The Social Security Act and implementing regulations set 2 $1,000 limit (or 2 lower limit at State
option) on the equily value of resources that a family may have and be eligible for AFDC, with only
limited exclusions. At State option, items essential for the preduction of goods or services can be
excluded; roughly half of the States have some exclusion for income producing property.

Regarding non-recurring lump som income, current law considers such income to b available {o meet
an AFDC family’s current and fiture needs. I the assistance unit’s countable income, because of
receipt of lump sum income, exceeds the applicable state need standard, the unit is ineligitde for a
period determined by dividing the total countable income (iaciuding the lump sum) by the nexd
standard, For example, if the countable income in a month is four times greater than the need
standard, then the AFDC unit will be ineligible for the current month, and the following thres
months.

Earned income from self-employment is gross receipts minus business expenses. Business expenses
are defined in regulations as those expenses related directly to producing the goods and services and
without which the goods or services could not be produced, Expenses which are not allowsd as
business expenses include purchases of capital equipment; payments on the prirkipal of loans for
capital assets or durable goods: personal transporiation; and, depreciation expenses.,
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House Republican Proposal

i. Qualified Assel Accounis

The Republican proposal gives States the option to allow an AFDC unit to set aside up.to $10,000 in
a qualified asset account, These funds would not count toward the AFDC resource limit; states could
algo choose to disregard the interest and dividend income generated from the account.

A gualified asset account is any mechanism approved by the State that allows savings to be used for
qualified distributions. Examples of mechanisms are individual retirement accounis, escrow accounts,
Of savings bonds.

Furelds in the account can be used for atendance of 2 member of the family at any education or
training program; the improvement of the employability (including self~employment) of a family
member {such as the purchase of a car); the purchase of & home; or, a change in residence,

2 Lump Sum lncome

At State option, nonerecurring lump swm income (sarned and unearned) would be excluded 5o fong as
the income is placed in a qualified asset account.

3, Microenterprises

At State option, 310,000 in net worth in 3 microenterprise owned in whole or in part by a family
member may be disregarded from the resource limit for a period not to exceed two years.

At State option, only the net profits of 2 microenterprise counts as income for a period not o exceed
two years, A microenterprise is defined as a commercial enterprise of five or fewer people, one of
whaom owns the enterprise.

Net profits are defined in the bill, and generally include gross receipts minus the expenses of the
business, including inventory costs and cash retained by the microsnterprise for future use by the
business. The list of items that are deducted from gross receipts is more comprehensive than those
allowed for under current law and regulations, .

Administration Proposul
The Administration proposal includes provisions on:

A national unsubsidized 1DA pmgrm;
Subsidized TDA demonstrations; o
Self-employment microenterprise demonstrations
Treatment of lurp sum income, and,
Microenterprise resource exclusions.

* % & & »

In general, these provisions apply to both the AFDC and Food Stamp Programs.
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1. National Unsubsidized IDA propram

At State option, IDAs could be established at federsily insured financial institutions, Punds in IDA
accounts could be used exclusively for post-secondary education or training expenses, first home
purchases, or business capitalization.

IDAs could be held by AFDC and/or Faod Stamp recipients, and individuals eligible for the Earned
Income Tax Credit {some restrictions would apply to EITC participants).

Annual contribugtions to the IDA cauld.not exceed $1,000 per year, or 100% of non-assistance
income, whichever is less, with a total account Hmit of $10,000 per family.

Up 1o $10,000 in accounts established by AFDC or Food Stamp recipienis would not count toward
the applicable resource limits. Further, funds would be tax deferred until withdrawn. There is a
penalty if funds are used for purposes other than those outlined above.

2. Subsidized |DA Demonsteation

States, localities, and community development financial institutions would be allowed o apply ©
receive grant funds to aperate IDA demonstration projects where contributions to IDA accounts would
be subsidized. Individual participants would be provided with an initial 3500 account balance;
contributions by the individual would then be matched in an amount ranging from .50 to 34 for each
$1 deposited to the account. .

Bligibility would be limited to households eligible for the EITC; adjusted gross income not in excess
of $18,00%); and, net worth n in excess of $20,000.

3, Self-Employment/Microenterprise Demonstrations

Limited funds would be suthorized to allow HHS and the Seall Business Administration to jointly
develop and adminisier 2 demonstration program to 1e8¢ promising program models used 1o provide
self-employment and refated services to low-income persons.

g, Treatment of Lump Sum Income

AFDC and Food Stamp stamutes would be amended; noserecurring lump sum income would not be
coumed for resource purposes if the funds were pul into an JDA,

AFDC statute would be amended to exclude non-recurring Iump sum payments as income (such
ireatment already exists in the Food Stamp Program),

AFDC and Food Stamp statutes would be amended to disregard as resources for one year nos-
recutring lump sum payments that are reimbursements or advanced payments, or any Federal or State
EITC lump sum payments.

£, Microenternrise Resourge Exclusions

AFDC and Food Stamp slatutes would be amended to give the respective Secretaries the authority o
specify in regulations exclusions necessary for self-employment. The Food Stamp Act would be
amended © exclude business loans from resources.
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Anulysis

1. iDAs

Urder the Administration plan, an IDA is a trust; as such, it raquires a trust document and 3 trustee,
The trustee must be a financial institution insured by the Federal Government.  In addition, under the
Administration plan, IDA contributions and income are tax exempt; funds are taxable in the year of
distribution. The requirement that the IDA is a trust, and requires a trust document and a fnantial
institution willing to be a trustee may make the creation of an IDA account complex for some
recipients.

In the Republican bill, an 1IDA, or "qualified asset account™, is any mechanist approved by the Siate
that atlows savings to accumulate and be used for qualified distributions. Because the Republican bill
docs not require a trust or a trustee, and because the array of savings mechanisms that Siates may
choose would fikely include savings mechanisms readily avatlable 1o AFDC recipients {such as IRAs,
savings bonds, amd bank accousss), the Republican smechanism may be easier for recipients 2o use amxd
understand,

I the Administration bill, distributions can be made for very limited purposes: post-secondary
education; training; purchase of a first home; and/or, business capitalization. The Republican bill
allows distributions for a wider array of expenses that may improve the well-being of the family. For
example, the Republican bill allows distributions for expenses that improve the employability of a
family mesaber {such as the purchase of an automeobile}, and the expenses related 1o the c?zange fumily
residential location (not just the purchase of z first home),

The Repubiican biil does not include 2 demonstration of subsidized 1DAs as does the Administration
bill. Further, the Republican bill does not specify provisions to monitor z2ad safeguard the use of
funds, insure that funds are used for qualified purposes, and provide for penaities for the misuse of
furdls. Because the Administration bill establishes a trust, the trustee will be responsible for insuring
that funds are used for gualificd purposes. Further, there are penaltics for the misuse of funds.

Unlike the Administration bill which makes changes to both the AFDC and Food Stamp programs,
the Republican bill amends the AFDC program only; this facet of the Republican bill will result in
lower Federal vosts. However, excluding low-income {amilies whe do not receive AFDC raises some
equity concerns. Further, some AFDC families may lose Food Stamp eligibility if canfommg
changes are not made. '

2. Treatment of Lume Sum Income v .

The Republican bill disregards lump sum income at State opiion only if payments are deposited into
an IDA account, In States that do not sefect this option, or if funds are not deposited into an IDA
aceount, then z fump sum payment ¢an result in several momhs of ineligibility for AFDC benefity.

The Administration bill corrects the statute in this area and conforms policy with that established in
the $S1 ard Food Stamp programs, In those programs, lump sum payments are considered income in
the month received, and would count against the resource fimit in subsequent months. Lump sum
paymenis that are EITC payments would be disregarded from the resource fimir for one-year.
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3. Microsnterprise

The Republican bill would increase microenierprise resource exclusions substantially at State option.
The Administration bill does not specify changes in resource exclusions; rather, it would give the
Secretaries of HHS and USDA the authority to specify exclusions in regulations.

The Administration bill does not include provisions to change the way that income or profits of =
microenterprise are calculated. The Republican bill would change the caloulation of net profits; the
method specified would make it easier for mitroenterprise owners to reinvesi in the business and
purchase capital equipment. However, the Republican bill would make these changes s state option.

4, Summary

The mechanisms established in the Republican bill would allow wasier access 1o IDAs than the
Administration bill. However, the Republican bill may lack sufficient monitoring and penalty
provisions,

The microenterprise provisions of the Republican bill regarding treatment of income and exclusion of

resources may make it easier for recipients to start-up and reinvest in business ventures than the

Administration bill. However, the Republican bill makes the microenterprise resource and income

exclusions available only for up fo two vears. -

Section 686  State option te require attendance at paresting and money management classes,
and prior approval of any action that would result in & change of school for a
dependent child

Current Law

The Family Preservation and Support Program passed in OBRA 1993 (V-B Subpart 11 of the Social
Security Act) provides Runds 1o States which can be used for parenting and money manageraent
activittes. Child welfare (IV-B Subpan [) funds can also be used by the Siates to offer such services
to those within the child welfare system. Offering these services is not related to receipt of welfare.
Some state welfare programs are tying benefit levels to schoo! atiendance of adolescents.

There is nothing in current law, except under section 1115 waiver authority, that aliow States {0

~ require welfare recipients 10 g permission regarding a change in place of child’s education.

House Republican Proposal

States will be given the option to reqzzirc welfare recipients 1o attend parenting and money
management classes in order to receive aid, and to require recipients o get permission from the State
agency before maicmg any change in a dependent child’s educational xnsutui;an

L3

Administration Proposal

The case management provision for cugtodial teen parents Tequires Haws to insure access (¢ a range
of services that include parenting education, This component is designed to assist young parem‘s in
meeting their educational and other responsibiiilies.
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States are given the option to use monetary incentives (combined with sanctions) as an inducement for
pregnant teens and teen custodial parents who are receiving AFDC and who do not have a high
school diploma or GED o enroll in and regularly atend 2 school ¢r sducation program leading to 2
high school diploma or GED. States may aisc chooss 1o provide incertives for pamctpatlon in
parenting education activities. .
There is no provision on recipients needing permussmn fzam ihe State agency to change a d&pcndent
child's educational institution. \ _ ;

Analvyis . »

Section 606 atlows States to increase the welfare worker's direct involvement in parenting.: The
Repubiican proposal requires all recipients to take parenting/money management classes if the State
1akes this option, whereas the Administeation propdsal focuses on teens and does not require these
activities. Rather, the Administration proposal provides these services (o teens in the context of
assessment and training for moving from welfare 1o work, on & case-by-case basis. The only public
sector precexient for requiring parenting education is that courts often use evidence of participation in
such classes in deciding the parental termination of rights after ¢hildren have been in out-ofhome
placement. Research evidence on effects of mandatory attendance in these activities is weak,

Tying benefit levels to school attendance of adolescents is un option in severa! stateg in both gurrent
faw and in the Adminstration proposal, However, the place of asttendance is not taken info
consideration by the welfare case worker. - In the provision of support services and/or case
management, the issue of location or change in a child's educational institution or child care
placement may arige, but on a case-by-case basis, in contrast, the Republican proposal allows states
to requite that public welfare departments get involved o parenial desision-taking,  +

Ll
%
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TITLE YII - DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

Section 701 AFDC recipients required fo underge nocessary substance abuse trestment as a
condition of receiving AFDC '

Current Law

There is no comparable provision in current law. One component of the Oregon JOBS walver
{approved July 1992) allows the State to require participation in mental health or substance abuse
diagnostic, counseling and treatment programs if they are determined to be necessary for self
sufficiency.

House Republican Proposul

Recipients who are determined by States o be addicted to alcobol or drugs must be required to
participate in substance abuse treatment, iF available, and must submit to random drug screens during
and after participation in an alcohol or drug rehabilitation program. Alcohol or drug dependent
persons who do not participate in treatment on a satisfactory basis {as defined by the Suate} or who
refuse a drug screen lose their AFDC eligibility for a period of 2 years. Medicaid benefits would
continue, however, .

t

Adwtinisiration Proposal

The Work and Responsibility Act allows, but dogs not require, that States make pmia;%fmion in
substance abuse treatment a requirement for those AFDC recipients whose employatility plans call for
it, so tong as such treatment is available without charge to the individual. Failure to comply with
treatment would subject the recipient to JOBS sanctions in the same way as would failure to comply
with other JOBS activities, Drug testing is not explicitly discussed. ’

Analysis

Both plans recognize 2 value in using the welfare system a5 a lever to encourage those who need
substance abuse treatment to get it There are 3 number of differences between the provisions,
however.,

1. Population affected. The Republican proposal makes the requirements of those the State
identifies as "addicted," while the Administration’s proposal makes the reguirements of those -
in need of substance abuse treatment. Tt is not clear how the States would differently interpret
distinctions between the iwo language construciions.  Depending on the interpretation, the
population "in need of treatment” could be interpreted to be broader than those who meet the
medical definition {(including the physivlogical component) of alcobol or drug-dependence.

2. Allowable extensions. The Republican proposal does not allow extensians for those whose
substance abuse treatment-needs {or other medical conditions) preclude thelr immediate
participation in employment activities. The Administration’s proposal {under its
illness/incapacity exclusion) would allow temporary deferrals of those whose medical
conditions (rplicitly including substance abuse treatment needsy prechude concurrent
employment or training. {NOTE: the original Republican proposal had allowed for an
extension of up (o one year for those whose substance abuse treatment needs warranted it. ]
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3. Use of testing. The Republican proposal requires that States institute a regime of testing on
anyone determined to be addicted 10 alcohot or other drugs. How a positive test would be
interpretad however, is unclear, Potentially, the emphasis on drug festing implies that a
positive drug screen would result in expulsion from AFDC. However, as drafied one could
also interpret the provision a8 simply requiring testing as one component of compliance with
treatment.

Dirug testing should not be used as the sole or primary measure of freatment compliance. While drug
tests are a useful clinical tool, they should sot be substituted for clinical judgement. Most persons
recovering from substance abuse will have at feast one significant relapse, This does not necessarily
mean they are not making progress, and other measures {e.g. ingreasing periods of abstinence,
improved sucial functioning, a reduction in the symptomatology of substance abuse) should be used in
spjunction with drug festing to determine compliance.  Also, note that many individuals work and
use alcohol and other drugs. Abstinence alone is not a measure of ability to function in the work
place, -

In addition, most of those on AFDC with significant substance sbuse problems (as in the general
population) are alcoholics, not iflicit drug abusers, Drug testing will not adequately determine
compliance for these persons. There are tests that deteot alcohal use, but thesy are either intrusive
" {e.g. requiring blood to be drawn) or detect only current intoxication {e.g. breathalyzer}.

Questions:

Are the provisions intended {0 pertain only (o those with medical diagnoses of aicohol or drug
dependence (i.e. "addicted”) or also those in need of treatment who may fit into the less severe
medical diagnostic category of "alechol or drug abuse?” .

it is not clear what would happen in the event scmeone tests positive for aleohot or drugs.
Potentially, the emphasis on drug testing inplies that 2 positive drug screen would resull in expulsion
from AFDC. However, as drafted one could also interpret the proviston as simply requiring testing
a8 one component of compliance with treatment. ) ’


http:breathalyz.er
http:alcoh.ol

FAMILY REINFORCEMENT ACT

TITLE 1 - ADOPTION ASSISTARCE
Section 101 Refundable Credit for Adoption Expenses
Current Law
No comparable provision.
House Republican Froposal
Creates a refundable tax credit for up to $5,000 for qualified adoption expenses such as attorney fees
and court costs, The amount of the credit is limited for upper income individuale, and the tax credit
is not applicable 1o the adoption of one's spouse’s children.
Adminiziration Proposal

No comparabie provision.
Analysis
It is unclear the extent to which this level of monetary incentive toward adoption wcvié'enmurage
adoptions of ¢hildren in need of adoptive homes. The policy assumption behind the provision would
have to be that the one-time legal and other associated costs of adopting a child are 2 key reason {or
the lack of adoptive homes and long waits of children for adoption. This provision would cerizinly

give a financial benefit to those planning to adopt a child anyway (either from the U.S, or from
abroad} but may not address more fundamensal barriers to adoption.
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TITLE 1I - ELDERCARE ASSISTANCE

Defer comment to Division of Family Community and Long Term Care Policy


http:analyr.is
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TIYLE 111 - CHILD PROTECTION

Sections 301, 302, 383, 304, 308

Current Law

Title 18, United States Code - U.S. Sentencing Commission’s sentencing guidelings,
[Applies to DOJ areas of concernj

House Republican Proposal

Directs the 118, Sentencing Commission to increase the penalties for:

use of a computer in sexual <rimes against Children;
prostitution of children;

prosxzmtion of older children (when guidelines provide for a lighter sentence for older
children); ‘ .

v
1

sexual abuse of g minor; and

sexual abuse of a3 ward. . : :

Administration Proposal

No provisions.

Analysis

HHS should defer comments 10 DOJ. '
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. TITLE 1V - FAMILY PRIVACY PROTECTION

Analysis forthcoming
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TITLE V - CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
Section 501 Enforcement of Child Support Orders
Current Law

Section 1738A of title 28 of the US Code provides thar full faith and credit be provided to child
custody determinations and that once entered states gre precluded from modifying or superseding that
custady determination unless certain jurisdictional requirements are met.  Section 17388 of title 28 of
the LS Code, just passed by the 103rd Congress (P.L. 103-383) added a new sevtion which provided
for similar full faith and credit protections for child support orders,

House Republican Proposal

The revision to section 1738A of title 28 of the US CODE would provide full faith and credit and
prohibit modifications of an order unless certain jurisdictional requirements were meet. This
provision appears to duplicats the provision of P.L, 103-383.

Administration Proposaf

The Administration’s proposal provides a solution to the jurisdictional issues raised by multipls orders
by requiring that all states pass the Uniform Imterstate Family Support Act and by establishing the
jurisdictional rules which all states rust use in sssexting original and continuing jurisdiction of a
paternity or child support case, Passage of these provisions would be a requirement of the Child
Support Enforcement Program,

Analysiy

Neither the Republican proposal oc PL 103-383 addresses the issue of competing jurisdictional claims,
each of which are valid under State law. While the Republican proposal and P.L. 103-383 do
precdude modification of another State’s order unless certain jurisdictional requirements are met, they
do not address the basic 13sue at the heart of many interstate conflicts--that more than one State can
assert, under it's own laws, valid jurisdiction 10 the same case. For example, if a father continued to
reside in the State where the eouple last lived together with their child and the mother and the child
riow lived in another State, bath states would have valid claims to exclusive jurisdiction. Unless
States are required to adept a single rule for asserting jurisdiction 1o the gxclusion of all other Statey’
claims, the interstate mmddle will not be clarified. Additionally since neither the existing law nor the.
Republican proposal include any penalties or remedies for State non-compliance there is also no
leverage for enforcing these provisions, While it i3 estimated that about one third of all child support
eligible families may live in a different State than the non-cusiodial parent, no one has an estimate of
the number of cases in which muhtiple valid orders exist and there is no daia base from which this
information could be obtained.
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Section 502 %fniform Terms in Orders

Current Law

There is no provision in current law which requires uniform terms be used in 2l child support orders.
House Republivan Proposal

The Republican proposal requires (hat 3 set of uniform terms be included in all court orders. These
inchude the date child support orders are to begin, the circumstances under which the payments end,
the monthly amount payable, other expenses included in the order ncluding provision of health care
support, the names and social security of the parenis and children, the name of the court that issued
the order and g contact for additional infermation.

Adrpdnisiration Prégwsal

Section 651 of the Administration’s proposal provides thar the National Commission on Child Support
{Guidelines shall consider the feasibility of adopting uniform terms in all orders, Although the
proposal defers the decision on uniform terms, sections 621-Central State Case Registry and 625+
Nutional Welfare Reform Clearinghouse do require that certain pieces of information be kept by the
State, These provisions includes many of the same information reguirements as in the Republican
proposal, but also allows the Secretary (0 st additional requirements.

- Analysis

While both proposals would result in increasing the uniformity of the termis and type of information
available in all child support orders, the Republican proposal would have a much more Hmited effect,
First, it doss nothing to assure that the information in the order is maintained on a State and/or
national registry, This limits the usefulness of the information for enforcing child support orders,
CSE agencies will still have to request that courts’ search their records {often manually} 1o obtain all
the relevant information needed to process a child support case. Secondly, the requirements apply
only to orders and not o all CSE child support cages in the Stare. This means that uniformity across
all child support cases will not be achieved., .

It should be noted, however, that the repont of the US Commission on Interstate Child Support
recommended thad a federal law be passed which reguires uniform terms/mformation be included in
ali child support orders and that central state registries be established which contains all CSE cases
{with an apt-in provision for non-CSE cases). The two proposats focus on slightly different probiems
and the Republican proposal is not inconsistent with the Administration’s provisions. Rather such
requirements were seen as unnecessary in Hght of the Administration’s provision for state and national
registries which would require that similar information be collected. In the absence of a reqoirement
for central registries, the provision in the Republican bill to require uniform terms/information would
be an improvement OVer current iaw.

Section 563 Work Requirement for Nen-Custodial Parents with Child Support Arreavages

Current Law .
. §

Fhere is no such requitement snder current fsw. Demonstrations have been funded undes authority in
Title H of the Fanuly Support Act and under section 1115 of the Social Security Act.
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House Republican Proposal

The Republizan proposal places & work regquirement on nos-custodial parents who have a court order
1o pay child support for any child who was receiving AFDC benefits and who are at 1east two months
in arrears on that support to participate in a job search and work program. The non-custodial parent
would be given 30 days to pay some support, If no support had been paid by the end of the 30 days,
the State would be required o get a court order which would require the non-custodial patent to
participate in a job search program for 2 to 4 weeks, H the non-custodial parent did not find a job
within the allotted time period, the court order would also require participation in a work program for
not less than 35 hours per week.

Administration Proposal

The Administration’s proposal ailows States to spend up to 10 percent of their JORBS and WORK
allocations in providing work, training, education and supportive services for non-tustodial parents
whose children are receiving AFDC or who have an owtstanding AFDC arrearages. Siates have
flexibility mn designing the program. Work activities, training and services can be provided as part of
the provess for establishing awards as well as 1o enforce existing awards. The proposal requires that
the program pay wages for any work requirements and that these wages be garnished to pay current
and past due ¢hild support.  Arrearages can be reduced through participation in JOBS/WORK
activities, *

| Analysis

The Administration’s proposal provides Siates with much more flexibility in program design aml
implementation than does the Republican proposal. The Administration’s non-custodial parent
provigion i3 not mandatory and States may implement such a program in targeted locations. This
program could be run in conjunction with other JOBS/WORK activities or could be run as a self-
contained program. States could also develop supportive servives to address barriers to work and
payment of support. 1t also allows for services 1o be provided as part of the establishment of an
order, The Republican proposal sets out one mwdel 0 be used by all States, Swates are required to

"contact all fathers of AFDC children with arrearages and without court approved repayment plans {or
such arrearages and to bring them back into cournl if at least some pavment s not made op the
arrcarage, If repayment is not made and a job is not found, the non-custodial paremt is required to
work 38 hours a week until the debt is repaid. There are no alternative models which States can
immplement. This is particularly probiematic since experience with non-custodial parent programs s
Hmited. J seems premature to mandate so broadly and rigidly a new program activity with high costs
and unknows returns.

The Repubiican'proposal does not attempt to address the causes of non-payment of suppost, but rather
assumes willful non-compliance on the part of all non-cusiodial parents. While many non-custodial
parents may be shle to borrow encugh money to avaid the court-ordered work requirements, nothing
in the Republican proposal will increase the payment of curremt child support by non-custodial pareats
who have inadequate teaining or job skills 1o get or Keep stable employment. In fact the mandatory
35 hour a week work requirement to be credited solely against arrearages will ensure that the non-
custadial parent will always have an outstanding arrearage because there are no wages {o garnish for
payment of current support,
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While the Republican proposal would have a smoke-out effect, it would not be without substantial
costs and Implementation problems. I huge numbers of non-cusiodial parents were assigned to work
program activities, the cost of the program would be significant without iIncreasing the futher’s ability
or willingness to pay support o custodial parent families. The work provisions are mandated in title
IV.D, not as part of other state employment ar work agtivities, and IV-D has no experience providing
these services. Such services may be provided by other state entities, but coordination and staffing
may be a problem especially given CSE’s current high caseloads. Additionally, the work
requirements must be grdered hy the court, There are o provisions for administrative orders or
voluntary participation in Hew of going to court. 'While most of the current demonstrations operate a
court based model, the proposal makes mandatory the slowest process possible and one which if
widely used will compete with other child support activities for court time.  This will surely create
substantial delays in putting such work requirements o place. Lastly, it will have ne effect on
improving payment rates or establishmem rates for low-skilled parents because it does not address any
of the problems which reduce non-custodial parents employment prospects.





