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The Family Reinforcement Act 

104111 CONGRESS 
1st Session H.R. __ 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

House Republicans will introduce the following bill 

A BILL 
T. ~ the rip.. of pare.... 

1 e. iI -." &y 1M _ mod "_ of~"" of iii< Uoilai 
2 _ c{.4-;. C__ ......!4d, 

3 SltCTTON 1. SHOfCt irrLI. 

• T1tie Ad. me,y be cited u the "Family Reinroreemeot AJ:K'. 

s TITLE I-ADOPTION ASSISTANCE 
6 SEC. 101. R£FUNDABt£ CREDIT FOR ADOPTION EXPENS!& 

, (.) !II aSNl!JW.._bpart C of port IV of sobohaptu A of ehaptor 

8 1 of tho In...-..! !lew... coo. of 1~86 (relatina to retu.adabIe ....uta) ia 
9 _od«! by ~ ""tiou 35 ......... 36 &lid by ioaerti!li _ 

10 seetioo 34 the Collowin& DeW IOOtioru 

.. '. 
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~SEC. 3$, AD0Pl10N EXPE!'IiSES. 

Uta) Al.J...OWA....CE OF C'REDIT.-In the ease or an individual, then 8ha.IJ 

be allowed aa I. credit against tM W imposed by this :rubtitJe for the tu~ 

abSe year the lUUlnmt of the quaJi6ed adoption expetl,tIe9. paid or incurred 
by the _, during such taxable year. 

"(hI LOOT.t.Tl(}~"3.-

"(tI DoLLAR LOOTA'MO!'l.-The &irrei8~ amount or qualified 

adoptions expenses which may be taken into ACCount uooer subs.eetion 

(aJ with respect: to the adoption of a ehild shall not ~ $5,000. 

"(2) L"'OOHE UlIlTATtO.s.-Tbe i!..m(Itlllt aI.1O\nhIe aa a credit 

under snbaection (a) ror !lIlY taDble year siWI be reduced (but !lOt 

below :eN) by an amount whieh bean: the same ratio to the amount 

so allowable (de~ without repro to this ~ hot with ,.. 

!1U'l '" _raph (1)) lIO-­

H(Al Ibe amount (it' any) by _ til. -,S a<\justod 

gross ineome exceeds $60,000, bwt to 

·'(B) $.IQ,OO<J. 

For pu~ of this pa1'8¥t8.ph. a.d;tusttd rross inoome sha.Il be deter· 
mined without !'t'lpJ'd to section 13$, 

"(3) DENIAL OF 001:BLE B-E:-,"EFlT.­

"(A) L" GE:mu.L.-!\'O credit aha1l be allowed under sub-' 

sectiGn (a) for any expense tor whieh A deduction or eredit is &I. 

lowabie onder any other provision of this ~t.er. 

"{B} GR.&...'ITS.-Xo credit shaJ.! be eJ.lowed nnw sub8eetioll 

{a) for a.::o- e:x:pe-nses paid from any tunds ~im under any Fed. 

erat. State. or !QcaJ PI'OffUl. 

"(e) QCA..tJFl.lW AooP'T'lQs EXPESSES.-Fru' p1l.I'pOI'iII!S of thls._seetioD, 

the term 'quallt'ied adoption eJ:pe1t'J('4' meAlUl reuoo.able s.od neeeswy 

adoption tees.. 00'Ilrt. costs. attorney tees. I.Iid other e:zpeaaea whieb are di-

n!ctIy rel&tod to the IeioI adoption of • ehiJd by the ......,... wi which 

ate not l.ocurm::l in violation of State or Federal ta. or in ea.nyi.nc out any 
__... _enc The ce,.. 'qualiltod adoptio • ...,...... 

shan not include any t'!.'I.:pense& in COnDretion with the Adoption by 8.Il indio 

vidual of & clriM who is the child of such individual's spouse,", 

part rv ot subchapter A of chapter 1 of such Code is amended by striking 

the last item and inserting the (oUowlng:, 

"See. U. AIllptioli ~ 


"S«.36.~tI:~tu.". 


too) EFFErnvI D!.TE.-'fhe a.mendments made by thia section shall 

apply", uwhl. >""" ~ an.. De<emhel' 31, 1m. 

.., 


... 


http:ea.nyi.nc
http:pa1'8�t8.ph
http:VJDG�.JD
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I TITLE ll-ELDERCARE ASSISTANCE 
2 SEC. :UU. REFUNDABLE eRlDrY FOR CUSTODIAL CARl!: OF CERTAIN 

l DEPEND£.,'.,/1'S iN TAXPA\,"£R'S HOME. 

4 fa} L.. G&...."ElW..-Sobput C of part IV of subchapter A (j( chapter 

5" l of the InternaJ &~!~ntle Code of 1986 (relating to refundable credits) is 

6 a.mendt'd by red~tin.g section 36 as section 37 and by- inserting at'ter 

1 5eoctioD 35 tbe following new' section: 

8 "SEC. 36. CREDIT FOR TAXPAYERS WITH CF;RTAIN PERSONS REQUtfl. 

9 ING CUSTODIAL CARE IN THEIR HOUSEHOLDS. 

to "(a} .A.Lr,.oWA,....CS 0" CluIDIT,-tn the eaae l)f ao individnat who main· 

I , ~ a bau3ebold which includES at • member one or more quali&d pet'" 

12 .."" there shall be alI_ as • mdlt ~ the tax Unp«ed by this ehajl­

t3 ter for the tuab1e year an amount ~ to $500 (or each sncl1 perSOn. 

14 "(b) D&FI!i1TtONS,-For pu~ of this sectioll-

IS "{I) QUALIFIED PEBOON.-Tbe 1I.'f"I'n 'qualitied person! metLna any 

16 iIldiridual­
17 "(A) who is a parent or i'J'lUldparent o( the taspa)"1!I", 

IS "(B) who has been oortit'ied by a physician as­

19 "-(i) beintr unable to perform {without substantiAl assist.. 

20 anre from another individual} at least 2 aetmtiei of daily u... 
21 ing (M _ in _ph (2», ... 

22 "(ii) having • simllar 1""* ol disahiIity due to ~ 

23 impairment, and 

24 "(e) who bas as his principal plate: of a!x>de &1" more than 

2S balf of the ta:cat:Ie year the home of the ~r. 

26 "(2) -M:nvlrUUl 09 DAILY tJV'tYG.-For purposes of paragraph 

21 (I), w:h of the foilowiDc is an a<tivity of daily U..,., 

28 "(A) BATBL"IG.-1'he overaJJ oompieJ: behavior cf ptting 

29 ...... &Del cl....... the .;,oIe bocIy, incl'di.nr turniDi .n the 
30 'l9I.1.e1' for a bath.. sIKnm, or sp(IO(t bf.th. ae-ttiDf to, in. and out 

31 ole tab or sh....r, and 'II'IIIlhini and ~0_( 

32 "(B) DRBssoo1.-The "",rail ""..pia: behavior ol getti>c 
33 clothes !rom close.. and &...,,,. &Dd then getting _ 

34 "(C) TOILBTDlG.~Tht Mt l)f eoint to the toilet room (or 

35 bowel and bladder runction. tnwCerrioc CD. and off the toilet., 

36 clea.nintr after climinatioll, and ~ clothes. 

37 "(D) TRL ...snm.-'The process of getting in and out of bed 

38 01" in a.nd out of.& chair or wheeleha.ir. 

39 "{El EAT1....o.-The process- of get'ti.nf tood from a plate or 

40 it$ equivalent into the mouth. 
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"(3} Plrn:nC'LL.~"-The term. 'physician' means & doctor ot mOOi· 

2 cine or OIIJteopa.tby teplly Authorized to practice medicine or SIlJ"itl'1 in 

3 the jurisdiction in which be makes the dete.rt:l1ination unlitr ~ 
4 (1). 

S "(d) mew. Rt'LES.-For pu,.,.,..,. of tlUs __ 

6 "t1l :\U.Im.u.."<1NG A ROt'SRROLO.-An indMduaJ. sbaU be treated 

1 fIS mainUlininf a bousehQld (or aDS period d over half the cost or main­

8: t&icing the household tor such period is furn1shed by such individual 

') {or, If sueb individual is married during such period.. by such individual 

10 and his spouse), 

11 "(2) M'J.RRr£:l:) C01iP'LB8 M1.J8T Fn..B: JOu."l' flETtlBN.-If the tu· 

12 payer is ma.rried at the: cloae of the taxable year, the eredit under sub­

13 _. (a) shall be an-.! only if !he wpa,j'I!f IUld his _ m. • 
14 joiot return tnr the tuabte)Ur, 

)S "(3) MwTAL ....""•.-An IDdi_al 1<pIIy ..paroled fro.. IUs 
)6 spouse under a decree of ~roe or separate maintenan:ce shall not be 

17 I!(IQS!deted u m.a.rried. 

18 "(4) CERT AlN lU.R.RIED INDlVlDCALS LIVING APART.-U­

19 "(A) IlIl individual who is married and who h a separate 

lO retun>­

II "(i) mAinta.ir.ta a household wbieb iocludes as & member 

22 one or more quali6ed persona, and 
23 "(u) furnishes over half of the t'£J9t of maintaining such 

14 household du.rin3 such tuable year. aDd 

15 "(D) during !he last 6 ..ontha 01 sucl> tuable yw" sucl> indio 

26 vidual's spouse ia not a member of sueb llou.8ebold. 

27 such individual shall oot be rollBidered all m.arried. 
28 "(e) RBoot..lTlo .... -Th. s..r.tary shall ~ _ regnlationa as 

29 may be 00'(; 'ry to carry out the pwposee of this sect:ioG." 

1O (hI CLmuC>L AIOOO>"""".-1'he table 01 _ .. r... ,.,q, .... c .1 

II part IV of ..bcbaplor A 01 eha!>.... 1 01 such coo. " ameoded by strikDlg 

32 the iu!m ~ '" .....,. 36 aJ>d m..rtiJIi the foU~ 

~h U. Crtdit lIr ~ with eertaia pmou requiriJ:Ir euatcdi&I <aMI 
ill tbm boa.\dlI)ka 

~See.. 31. ~1lI ~tu." 

l3 (0) EFFECT'IVB OATB.-1'he ~n'" awle by Ihlo _. shalt 

34 apply to taxlIhl.,..,. ~ after De<ember 31. 1995. 

http:mAinta.ir.ta
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TITLE III-CHILD PROTECTION 
2 SEC. 30], INCREASED PENALTIES FOR CSE OF A COMPUTER tN SEX• 

.) VAt CRIMES AGAINST CHfLDREN. 

.. The United States SenteDci.ng CommiS':lioo s.ball amend the sent.enci.og 

, auldeiinea a.ppliea.ble to section 2252 ot title 18. t"aitld States Code. to iD. 
6 crease the offense 1~1 by 2 1~1s it a oomputer wu tIJK'Jd. in the t.ransport­

7 ing 01' shlpment D1:' the visual ru:pktiOQ. 

8 SEC. 301. MANDATORY MINIMUM SENTENCE roll PROSTITUTION or 

9 OuL:DRES, 

10 Sectio. 2423 of aU. 18, r;Dit«! alA.... Code, is IJl1elld<d by strikinIT 
II "Ot imprisoned O(lt more than t.eJ1 yt'II1t1I. or both.n a.od insertine "and im. 

12 prisoned not t~than 3 nor more than 10yeart.". 

!3 SEC. 3()3. SENTENCING GUIDELINES RELATING TO PROSTITUTION or 
14 CHILDREN. 

1S The United States Sen~neing Comm.issioo shall &.ItleOO tbf' sen~ 

16 guidelines applicable w section 2423 ot title 18, t:'nital States Q>de, to as. 

17 sure tha.t an increase in the lI.i't ot the ehild who i$ tbt victim of the otre.ose 
18 does Dot result i.e a lighter punishment 

19 SEC. JO.4. ,,,CRtASI IN PENALTY FOR SEXUAL ABCS£ OF It. MINOR. 

20 Section 2243(0) of title 18, 1:_ s.."" Code, it ...._ by ........ 

21 in@: "lec;s than 3 nor't after "imprisoned not". 

22 SEC. 306. iNCREASE tN PENALTY rea SE.Xl.iAl. A.BCS& OF A WARD, 

Z.l Section 2243(1)) of title 18, United _ CoiIo, • ....- by strilcinr 
24 "more than one year' and ir.Iaet't'int "less than 3 nor mote than 15 j'tW'Ii". 

IS TITLE IV-FAMILY PRIVACY 
26 PROTECTION 
21 SEC. 401. FAMILY P1UVACY PROTECTION. 

2S (a) N"otwithst.anditla' uy other provisioo or !4W. QO proeram or aetmW 

29 f'aDdEd in whole in or part by any fedentJ depa.rtml.'lDt Of aceDef aha1I reo 

30 quire ,& minor w submit to a BW""I"I!Y, an.alys:W. or evUu.e.tiou that ~ in­

31 tonoatioa ooooeminr: 
32 (I) puenW political a1I!Iiatiollll; 

33 (2) mental or poycllolosical problema _ntially ~ .. 

34 the minor or his lamily; 

35 (3) semaJ behavior or attitudes; 

36 (4) illegal. anti·socia!. aelr·mcrimiMtinr. or demwrina OOhAvior, 

37 (5) appraisals ot other individuals witb whom the rniMr hu A fl· 

38 IIliIiaJ relationship; 
39 (6) relationships thai are leplly ~ .. privilep\, soeb .. 

40 _ with lawyers- phyoiciano. &nd membenl of the clerv. 
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(1} the minQr's household ineome., other tlw1 information reqnb-ed 

2 by l.a.w to determil::w: eligibility fur participation in " Pf'OKt'8.Dl or tor re-­
3 ctiviDi financial assiste.nce trow a p~ or 

• (8) religious beliello, 

, without the written consent ()f It least one Q( the minor-'s parenti or guard. 

6 ia.na Qr, in the t:.a.IR of an ema.neipated minor, the prior oo~nt Qf the minor 

7 hit.tlself, 

8: (b) SubitrtiOD (aj shaD I10t apply to testa intended to mea.s:ure aea. 

9 demic pert'Qm:tAIl<'!e euept to the extent tMt sueh laItS would require It. 

10 min.r to re...u intormation 1_ in ~ (I) throIIgb (S) or sub­

1t section (a.), 

12 SEC. 462. ~OTIFlCAnON PROCEDURES. 

13 A ~t or ~ wbiclt, in whole Of in pa;rt. supportl a program 

14 {)J' activity involving any survey, analysis, or ~tron ot minors shall l!.&­

tS t.ablisb ptWedures b» ftieb the department or &feDCY. or iUli 1rf'8.Dt.ees. shall 

16 noury" minors and their parents <it tlwir rights under thia tiUe. 

17 SEC. 403. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

18 Th1s title shall take etrect' 30 days Wr the date- of the enactment ot 
19 this Act, 
20 TITLE V -CffiLD SUPPORT 
21 ENFORCEMENT 
Z2 SEC. ~Ot. El\'TORCEMENT' OF CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS. 

!3 Ca) L'lO£:.;EIU.L.--8er.':UOfl 1738A of titte 28, United States Code, is 

24 amended­

25 (1) in $U~a (a) by i.tuIe:rt:i.na' "or ehild support order" after 

26 "child I!WI'tOdy determination'!; 

l7 (2) in suboection (0)­

2& (A) by redesieutine ~hIl (2) throqb {S) .. .-. 

29 grnpba (3) throop (9), _~ and 

30 (8) by ~ _ ~ (1) th. fllIlowing .... _ 

31 grII!lh, 

32 "(2) 'child suppOrt ordet means & judgment. deeree. or order of 

33 a court noquirin( the payment of money, whether in periodic ammnrta 

34 or lump sum., for tfle. support of a ehild and inclnde& permanent And 

35 temporary orders. tnitial Grders and fD'Odi.fteatiooa. on·going suptX»'t 

36 and~"; 

37 (3) in subeeet:ion-(e)­

38 (A) in W timt $tntenee by inserting "or child support order'l 

39 at'ler "child CUBtod;y determination"; and 

4Q (8) in ~ (2)(D)(i) by m..1'I:ini "or !UPllO"" -

n "dere",""" the CIlSUldy", 
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1 {il t.c whsectioo (d). by strik:inc out "the requ~Dl of sub­

2 teetion (e:)(lj of this section OOlltinUes to be met &Jld"; IlId 


3 (5) in subsectioo (0(2), by ....rtmg ".. d<o<nbed under ...,. 


4 sectlOD (d) oC this section," a.tt.er "00 lonret' baa jlZ~a.'I. 


S (hi fi'mmCAL A.."I1'D CO!'-"FOrutI."G AifE!ID»:ENTS.-{l) The headiq 


6 (or section 17J8A of title 28, t.: nited Statal Code. is. am~oded to read lUI 


7 follows: 


8 ~SEC, 1 i38A. ITLL fAITH AND CREDrr GIVEN TO CHlLD CUSTODY Dg. 


9 TERMINATto!'llS A..~D CHILD SUPPORT ORD£RS.", 

10 (2) Tbe table of sections for chapter ItS of title 2$, eDited States 

11 Code. is a.mended by stri.k:ini (Nt the item relatin( to aootiI>a 1738A a,od 

12 insertm, in lieu then!ot: 

"1738.A.. FuB!:Ulh tDd e~,me. o:n clWd ~~.tlOI\IllId d!fid ~ ordert.", 

13 (e) EE'F£C'1TVE OA.TE.-Tbe _amendmeow made by thi!I sect:ion sbal.l be 

14 ellectiw on a.nd after the daU! of the enactment ot this Act. , 
15 SEC, 502. \JSlFQRM n:R..~tS tN ORDERS. 

16 (0) t. GENI!OUL,-Sectioo 452(0) of the Socia) Security Act (42 

17 U.S_C. 852{a)) is amended-­

18 ' (I) in ~ (9), by striking "and" af\o, lb._ion; 

19 (2) in _b (10), by striking we ",,"-I at the end of the 2nd 

:20 sentence and ~ "j and", IUid 

21 (3) by ad<liDll at the end lb. !<JO"""'r. 

22 "( 11) &Mlop. in eoqjo.tK:'tioc with ~ aeeutive and jndicial or­

23 p.ni.z.a.tions. a uniform abstract at & thUd support order. rOt use by &II 

24 State oourtB to ~ in eacll.r.hiid !tIpport order­

2S "(A) the date support paymenta are to begin under the ordel'j 

26 "(8) the eireumSt.A.00e8 upon which SOl)p(lrt peymtQta are to 

27 end onder the onlet; 

28 "(C) the amount of o!Wd ""PPDrt. poyabIe )lQl1IUAI1t '" Ibe 

29 order expreued U A 1IIJDl certain to be pald on • monthly ba.sia. 
30 arre.aragea expressed u • sum certain .. of a oer'tlin date, A.D.i 

31 ..,. ~ scbednle fot Ibe ~ 

32 "(0) whether the order awa.rds support III a lump s:nm 

l3 (nooalJ"",ted) '" pet eblld; 

34 "(&) if the award ia in a lump sum, the e'W!nt ~ • 

JS cllangt in the support award lUld the Il.I':OOt)nt 0,[ 8.Itf eh~ 

36 H(F) other ........ _ by the_ 

31 "(0) the nA.maJ at the parenta suklject to the a~ 

38 "(H) the socw seeurity ~t nnmbe,. of the parent&; 

. . , , 
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"(I) the name, date of birth, and ~ia.I security account 1lUfD.­

2 ber (if t'WY) of ea.c.h clilld OOV!rOO. by the order; 

3 "(I{) (he identit5catioll (FIP'S eode-. o.a.me. and address) of tht 

4 oourt tha.t issu~ the order. 

S "(L) 8JlY information on Malth care ~pport requm by the 

6 order; and 

7 "(M) the party to rontAC\ if additional information is ob­

8: ta.inro." . 
9 SEC, ~~, WORK REQUIREMENT FOR SONCUSTODlAL PARE!I.'TS WITH 

10 CHILD SUPPORT ARREARAGES, 

II (a) IN GElIERAL,-Sectio. 466(&) o! the S.cial Seeorily Act (42 

[2 CS,C, 666(al) ia ..".,nded by ~ Wr ~ (11) the rouowmg, 

II "(12) Procedures _~ that­

14 "(A; upon. a determination by th+!' State a,ency refet"red to in 

15 se-ction 402{a}(3) that the noncustodi.a.l parent of any child who 

l6 is appIym, for Of reeeiving aid under the State plan approved 

17 under part A owt:S chiJd suPpOrt (M dei5.0.ed in section 462(b)) 

18 ~tb re.<Ji)Eet to the child. is in IU'reMJ in the payment of such SUp­

19 port ita fU1 amouot that is: not lea tha.r:l twice: the amount of the 

20 lXloothty ehild support obligation, ia not 'ineapAeit&ted. and is oot 

21 subject to a court·appro~ plan for p.ayment of suth ~ 

22 the State ~ ~ferred to ill section 402($J(3) send to the 

23 nonCl.tlltOOiaJ paimt Ii letter ootitrinr the OODCUStodial parent that 

24 the noneu.stodla1 parent­

25 "(1) is ~ to pay ebUd support with respect to the 

26 child; and 

27 "(ill is subject to does IUld other penalties !or tailure to 

28 pay the tull amQunt 01 sueb support in. a timely m.an.oer; &Dd 

29 "(B) If. by the end or the 3().Oq period the. begina with .... 

30 date the letter is sent pursuant to subptt.ra.craph tAl, the amonnt 
31 of the lImAl1IiO ~ not __ by at least • pe"",naa­

32 &mOOJlt spedt1ed by the Slate ~. the State seek a court order 

33 ~ the !l(Inl'UstodiaJ parent-­

l4 "(i) t!l participate in.a job search p~ established by 

35 the Stare. for not less than 2 weeka and nOl more tha.o 4 

J6 weeks; end 
37 "(ii) ~, by the end of the 30-day period beeinning on the 

38 

39 

date the order is entered, the amount of the ~ baa 

00' de<_ by at least • petWlaa- """"'DI __ by 

40 the Sta.. _, to participa'" ill • worIt pl'lJllTllll' _ 

4 [ lished by the StA"', r.r ""t .... thaZl 35 hOW'Jl per -* (Of'. 
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if the p~ also- requim job lJ€tU"C.b. tilT not 1_ t.Iuul 30 

2 boura per week).". 

Sa~ber23, 1994 
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The Personal Responsibility Act 

-

104th Congress H.R. __1st Session 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

House Republicans will introduce the following bUl 

A BILL 

T • .....,.. !he ........... ~. reduce ut.gitimooy. oonlnll _ 'Il"1lfIiD« 


4IId reduce _~. 

I &11 _/Iy 1M -. _ H_ .f~'" eta.. UniW 

2 _efA......... i.C_~ 
3 SECTION 1. SHORt 'TrrtL 

4 ~ Act ...,. be .it«! .. 'The Personal Respo_1Iy Ad.' 

S SEC. t. TABLE OF CON1"£NTS. 


6 The table of ooot&lta for this.Act is u foUow8: 


Set. 1. !:!bart titIt. 

See. 2, Table: of eoa..... 


'1'J"l'L.B: [-REDUCING n.r...B0lTIIlAC'f 

St.r. 100, s.o:.o of tbt Coap-. 
s... 101. R&dlIIItioa 01' dIm.i&l rJ AP'DC ftr 0II'Uia ehiJdrea. we. pUenIitf» AM ~ 
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~ 102. TtleIIIl"IIOI'!i'rillf APDC t'tIq'Uil"td to tiw! "bole. 
See. 103, ~p&~ HIlMIilblMflt Ild'urta by 9uUIL 
See. l~. IQcreue m paternity tmbUt.hmeut ~~ 
&e. lOS. Denial oI.4FDC D,)r M"tf.in clU.Idren born OI.ft.()t.wtIdlot.k. 
Bee. 1OO, DeaW« AFDC tor IMktitioual cl:illdma. 
Bee. 101. Sr.te orptiou to dtiD;r AFDC benl!tltl to I'hIIdmI boru ~.-uoek to Indhidua1a 

q:ed 18, 19. or 20. IUId to d£n111.W.h beuditl.at!d bowIiDc bendtta to IQCb iAdiwi4­.... 
See. 108. Greta to 8tat4....-ror..wtu1!Wl to t:hildnln bGre ~.ftiIodt. 
&e. 109. ReuwnJ 01 bl.rriml w i~ aduplilNl. 

TITLE ll-MQL'TR.fNO WORK 
Sec. 201. Fin~ nllt; a\ltem.1!Itt of pIlI'V"."M. 
See. 20!t Woril p!"Og:t'Ul). 
8ec., 200. W..n.mppleUlenwioo~~la.. 
&Ie. '0(. ~ w 8tolu. aw «rtAm ~~ hxd 1IIiFI"OI!' tro... the 8tatt 

• pd.ma 'ltOd: w beh.t1f of ~ State. 

'l'f'l'LE tn-CAPPlNO "l'8E AOOREOA.T8 GROwTH OF WELFARE SPENDING 
Bee. SCI. Cap ha ~ ot Fedm1!Sp&ti1':lf ac et:rtam 'It'tlta:e ptOJnmL 

See. 302, Coc:nrtioa uffl:wdlDc umitIt ~~~ 
&.e. 303, Bari.np from ~ !!pendCa( timi1a m be IliWId for ~~ 

TITLE IV-RESTRfC't'lNG WELFARE FOR ALIENS 
See. (01, JIldigibiIiI,y of..ti!IICJ t'tir ptlblie tttIfiri! wet.... 
See. 4(11, 1';l1:atit.A.FD('! ~_~ to pt'!J'ride bIfonD&tiUl O'Q iJt!val an- to th4 lBoa}. 

~edN.~ Stni~ 

TI"J"L& V-CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASBlBTANCE 1'ROGR&Ila 
See. 501. Food ~ bb:t put p~ 
&c. $02, A~ 01 F'edcftl ~.,..ua. to StateL 
Bee. 503. Authority to lOll ~ IIOl'f.Ilu;Il'!CUUII.odt1if.& 
Set. fi(H. Dd.'bIifJOQI. 
&to!. 00:\. ~ mC«\1hQe:olt. 
Bee. 600, ~ dAte; ARlikah or ~ aDd &lI1cmdmeuta. 

'l"1'I1.!B VI-EXPA.NDtNO STATUTORY Y"E'XTBIIJTY OF STAT&8 
$¢e. GOt Optiob to «l'I:mTt A.FDC ~. bkJto.k rrant PfOp'UlL 
See, aQZ. Optk)o to 1nat DI1"I' I'tIfidtnr. (If • Sb.te mtder rWM 01 ~ BtA.te. 
See. 403.. Opti;.m w l.uqKu ~ t« failrlre to t.tt&d JebooL 
See. 604. ()ptkl# to prooridt 0WTi0d tWpJe tn.IIIitio!I beIIdIt. 
See. m. ~ to dimip.td hiot;ome iUId. ~ deeipated rr.- tda~ ~... 

~,« mated t.oRlt-el1lp~ 
See. 600. (Ipt3o;a 10 \"Iqtd.h! ~ It IWf:I1tiJIC aM ~~t c.IuMI. aM 

prior appl'lml at G1 wcm that 'IfflWd ~ In & clwlp 01 KbooI tor .. ~ ..­
'ITr'LB VIl-DIWG TE8'IDi'G POll WELFARE RECIPIENTS 

Set. 1(1t. AFDC ~ f'IIqItired ttl =detto ~ "'''MeI: abuR ~ U & «Il1)o 

didaD 01 ~ Af'l)(! 

'l1Tt.E Vln-&FFECTlVE DA't'B 

1 

BIle. 80). ~ due. 

TITLE I-REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY 
, 2 SEC 100. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

3 ,1, is the ...,.. or the Congra!s thA>­

4 (1) IIllU'1'ia,iIl is the foundation or. su_ '""'""" 
S 

6 

(2) ~ is an emential social imtitutian which promotes the 

mteresi8 or ehildreD and society at large; 

7 (3) the nepctive consequences of an oot-or·wedioek birth CD the 

8 ebild. the mother, aad society are well OOeumented as follows: 

$optemoor 23, llXU 
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{Al the illegitimacy rate among blaek Americans was 26 per­

cent in 1965, but t.oda..v the rate is 68 percent and climbing, 

(B) the iUegitit:ll.li.CY mt.e among 'White Ame~ has riseu 

tenfold. fro., 2.29 perotnt in 1900 to 22 peT'OOnt t<J<lar. 
(e) the tnta! nt all out-nf·....Jlook birtba 00_ 1970 and • 

1991 has......:..\eo from 10 percent to :ro petCeni. and if the (!Urrent 

trend continues. 50 petQeDt of all births by the ,., 2015 will be 
out-of.wed1ock; 

(D) 'I. of illegitimate bi.rtba among whites are to women with 
Il high school education or less.; 

(E) the one-pArent ta.mjJy is six til:lwiJ more likeJt to be poor 
thtm the _parenl tAmiJy; 

(F) ehiJdn;n 00,.. intn Wnllies ....iTinjr w>lfll.re _ 

are three times more likely to be on welfare wheD they reach 
adulthood; 

(0) teenage single parent Dlnthering is the single biggest _. 

wntnT ., low birth .,..;pt babifo; 

(H) ehiJdn;n bnrn nut-nf_.......... 1lkeIy tn __ 

I"" ,.,-bal qnitiw attalnn>ent, ebil<I olme, and negIeet; 

(l) young ~e from: siDele parent or stepparent families a.r& 

tw(I to three ~ more likely to haw emotiomd or behavioral 
problems tb.a.u those from intaet fa.miliea; 

(J) young white women who were raiaed in a single parent 

family are more than twice as likely to have ebildren ont-«.wtd,. 
look and ., boon"", parenta .. _ and almost -!IIS Jike.. 

Iy to have their ~ end in divorce. as ate: ehildren f from 2­
parent families; 

(K) the younger the single parent mother, the less likely she 

ill to finish bieh school; 

(L) 1000( 'lII'tImen who have ehi1dren before finishing bieh 
school.,.. morellkely to .....no __ Car.",- pe­

rind or time; 

(M) betwoon 1985 and 1990, the public ene. or births to ..... 

age mothers under the aid to families with dependent ehildren pro­

gram, the food stamp prognun. and the medieeid _ bas 

been estimated at $120,000,000,000; < 

(N) the _ or & father in the Iil'e of & ebil<I bas • nep' 

"'" etl'<ct !ll> eehool perfn......... and poeT a<\juatmen~ 
(0) the Ilkelibood the•• )"lUng blook .... will ._ in 

erimiaal aetivitim doubles if he is: raised without a father and trio 

http:w>lfll.re
http:iUegitit:ll.li.CY
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pIes if be lives in a neighbomood with a high concentration or sin. 

gle parent Iam~"" and 
(P) the greater the incidence or singte parent families io & 

neijbbo.-bood, the higber the iueid_ <Jf Yi<lIent eriJIre and _ 

glary; and 

(4) in Hgb1....!J( this demonstration of the crisis in our Nation. the 

reduction j)f oUMf~wedlocl: birth.s i.s an important government interest 

and the policy Cl:lutained in provis.ions of' this title address the erisis. 

St:C. 101. REDUCTION OR DENIAL OF AFDC FOR CERTAIN CHILDREN 

WHOSE PATERNITY IS NOT ESTABLISHED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Sootion 402(0) of the Social Soenrity Aot (42 

U.S.C. 602(.)) is ....nded­

11) by striking ....d" at the end of """"""'" (44); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of paragraph (45) and_ 

~H. and"; and 

(3) by inserting aIWr paragraph (45) the w~ 

"(46) provide thet­

"(A) _ as pJ"lYfided in ~b (B). aid nnder the 

Statt plan sbaJJ not be ~e to • famiJ;y with ....- '" • do­
penw,nt cluJd whose paternity bas not been estabIisbed, unl...­

"(i) the clilld waa conceived as a result of rape or inoeIn; 

or 

"(il) the StAte detmnin.. that etro.... to estabIisb such 

pat<ruity would result in physical danger to the relative 

"(B) if the parernity <Jf • dependeet clilld bas not beed
:' 
_ 

lished. the relative clairoing- sut:b Aid a.lleges that any or not more 
than 3 _ individuals ma,y be the biologieal rather <Jf the child 

and provides the _ <Jf ...... 01. the named individ_.(.... if 

the relative is DOt aware or the addnm of sneb &. r:w.ued indivjd.. 

nal, the _ 01. th. immodisto _ 01. the _ individ­

ual). ""d the State bas not disp_ the ..u.g.tion, then­
"(i) aid undir the Stare plan shall be pa;y!lble II> the 

famiJ;y. and the needs 01 the dependent child sbaJJ be dis­
. -
regarded. in detennining the amount of such aid; and 

"{ill the entire t'amiJy shtill be e.ligilie tor medieaJ alWm.. 
a.nee under the State plan approVed under tiUe XI'X; and 
"(C) the mtivt claiming sum aid shall have the burden of 

proving ..,. ..u.g.tion 01. paternity <Jf • dependent child by an in· 
dividual who is -. in ...._ with p.roeedureo estali­
Iished by the State in consultation with the Seeretaty .... 



i',\JDG\WMIREPUB.OOI H,L,C, 

t (b) So EFFBcr ON EUGIBIl.lTI' FOR FOSTER CARE MAJN'1:'ENANCE 

2 P'YUE""',-Seetion 472(4)(4)(8) of sue/; "'" (42 U,S,C, 672(0)(4)) is 

3 ...~ 

4 (1) in clause (il, by inserting "and section 402{a){4S) were not 

S applied to the clilld" before the comma; and 

6 (21 in clAu::'(il), by inserting ", section 402(0)(46) WI'" not ap­

7 plied to the ehild," before hand applicatioo". 

S (e) No EFFECt' ON ElJGmILl'IT FOR .ADonlON AssIsTA.."ICE PAT­

9 ""_,-Seetinn 473(0)(2)(B)(.) of such Act (42 U,S.C, 673(0)(2)(B)(.)) 

lOis amended-

II (I) in ""bela_ (I), byinsertinc "and...,;on 402(0)(48) ...... not 

12 awUed to the child" before the oomma; and 

13 (2) in ",bela."" (II), by insertinc ", ...,;on 402(0)(48) """' not 
14 applied to the ehiid... before "and application", 

15 sec. 102. TEENS REC£n."lNG AFDC REQUIRED TO LIVE AT HOME. 

16 &etion 402(0)(43) of the Social Seenrity Aet (42 U,S.C, 602(0)(43» 

17 is amended­

18 (1) by striking "at the (Iption of the State."j and 

19 (2) by otrikinr "IS" and inserting "19", 

20 SEC, 103. EARLlt:R PATERNITY ESrABLISHMEN1' EFFORTS 'BY STATES. 

21 (a) IN GENERAL.-8ootion 466(a)(5)(C) of thO Social Seenrity Aet (42 

22 U,S,C, 666(a)(5)(C) .. amended by _ignating _ (i) and (u) .. 

13 clauses (il) and (iii) and by inserting before clause (ii) (as SO redesignated) 

2' the following! "(j) a mqui.rement that, as soon as an offieer or employee ot 
25 tht State beoomes awart!:, in the perfOI'ln!UlOe of of5eial duties, of :4' preg­

26 nant. urmwried iDdividual, the offictr Or employee (I) wtorm the individual. 

21 orally and in writing. that she will be inelIgibJe for aid under the State plan . 

28 under part A unlesa abe informs the State of the identity of the prospa::tNe 

29 father and. after the cltid is born, ooope...... in _lishiIlg the paten>it:y 

30 of the clUld, and (m _ the individual to urge the prospecti.. father 

31 to acknowledge paternity:', 

n (b) CO"",,"""'G AMEND"""",.,-Seet\on 466(a){5) of ",ch Aet (42 

33 U,S,C, 666(.)(5» 1$ ....oded in uac/; of subporagTapha (D) and (E) by 

34 $triking "(C){u)" and inserting "(CHili)". 

3S .(e) SEl'lSE OF THE O:>NGRESS.-Tbe Congress enOOUJ'1'lg'eS the SttttG 
36 _ 

37 (I) duvelop "-'" in pubIie bospitals and dltlles to facilita.. 

38 the acltnowledt;<meo. of paternity; and 


39 
 (2) _Usb legal ,,-.... that permit the establishmen••f plio 

40 ten>it:y as quickly ..d easily as possible, 

,------' 
~,$"".~­
'" I ...... ,~ .,f", 
I'" - 1oL...p~~\­

f./.... ".,h.(e ~...--k 
~---­
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SEC, IQc4. lNCREAS£ IN PATERNfTY ESTABLISHMENT P£ftCENTAGE. 


2 
 Sectio. 452(g)(l) of the So<ial Security Act (42 U.S-C. 652(8)(1)) is 

3 a.mended by st.riking all that follows "-" and inserting the futlowing: 
• utA) 90 peree.~ 

S "(8) for a State with Ii paternity estabI.ishment pen'!(lotage of not .. 

6 less than 50 pc:--.;eot but less than 90 percent for such fi.seal ytIIU'. the 

7 paternity establishment perwnU\fe of the State £or w; immediately 

8 1l~ (!Seal year plus 6 peroentage pOints. or 


9 
 "(C) for a State with a paternity establishment pereen~ of lC$J 

lO than 50 pereent for sul'!b fiseal year. the paternity establishment pet­

11 _WI< of the Stato for the immediately p......wng rmeal Y""l" plus 10 

12 peroontage pomtB.". 

13 SEC. 11m, DENtAL OF AFOC FOR CERTAIN CHILI,lREN BORN OUT.OF· 

14 WEDLOCK. 

IS (a) DE~1AL OF AFDC.­

16 (I) IN GEh'E"AL.--Sectio. 402(0) of the So<ial Security Act (42 

17 U.S.C. 602(&)), os amend«! by section 101(.) of this Aet, is 

18 ...end_ 

19 (Al byBlrilring "end" at the end of -" (45); 

20 (S) by BIriIring the period at the end of ~b (46) and 

21 inserting ", and"; and 

22 (C) by inserting afU:r -" (46) the following: 

23 "(47) provide that aid under the plan &ban not be P8)'lIhIe with 

2' respeet to a ehild born out-ot.wedlock to an individual who, at the time 

2S of such birth. had not attained 18 years of age, unless, a1'ter tl:W birth 

26 of the ehild- ;' 

27 «(A) the individuallX1lU"ries an individual who the Stale deter>­

28 t:ni1:Ies is the biological father of the cl:iild; or 

29 "(B) the bio!<>gical pareat of the child baa legal custOO;v of 

3() the child and marries an individual who legally a.dopt.$ the eh.iJd.n • 

31 (2j LnrrrATlON ON APPLtCABlLITY.-Tbe amendments made by 

32 -" (1) aball not apply", • ehlId 00 ... befo", the ._ dai. 
33 <d this Aet who is a member ot a family whose most recent application 

34 for aid '" families with dependent e!>ildren u.nder • State plan app......t 
35 'u.nder pan A of title IV of the So<ial Security Act """ made bef.", 

36 such effectille date. 

37 (b) No EFFECT ON ELIomlLITY FUR Fosnm CARS M.uNTi::NANCB 

38 P'T>!""'l'fI.-Seeti.n 472(0)(4)(B) or sue!> Aot (42 U.S.C. 672(0)(4)), as 

39 amended by _ion 101(b) of this Act, is ....nded in ea.cb of cla_ (1) 

40 and (il) by BIriIring "-non 402(0)(46)" end inserting upamgrapba (46) 

41 end (47) of _ion 402(0)". 
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(ej No EFFECT ON EIJGIBllJTY FOR AooPTtQN AssISTA.NCB PAY­

2 l4Em'S.-8ectioo 473(a)(2)(B)(u) o( such Act (42 U.8.C. 613(.)(2)(8)(il)} 

3 is IllIltnded in each of subciauses (1) and (n) by striking "seetion 

4 402(0)(46)" and inserting "_pbs (46) and (41) o( _0 400(0)". 

S SEC. 100. DENIAL OF Arne FOR ADDITIONAL CHILDREN. 

6 Sectio. 402(.)~o( the Social Security Act (42 !:.8.C. 602(a)), .. 

7 amendOO by sections 101(a) and l05(aj(1) or this Act, is amended-

g 

9 

(1) by strikin;r "and" "' the end o( _b (46); 

(2) by strikin;r the period at the end (l( _h (41) and ins.",· 
to intr Ii; lU:Jd"; and 

II (3) by inserting after JllU'I;!nIPh (47) the ~ 

12 "(48) provlde that aid under the plan shall not be payable with 

13 respeet to a clWd MMl to­

14 "(A) a recipient of aid uDder any State pl8.0 approved under 

is this part; or 

16 U(B) an individual. who received a.id under MY such State 

17 plan at aoy time durint< the lO·month period endlng with the birth 

IS of the child. ... 

(9 SEC. 101. STATE OPTION TO DENY AFDC BENEFITS TO CHILDREN 

20 BORN OUT·OF·WEDLOCK TO INDMDUALS AGED 18. 19, 

21 OR 20, AND TO DENY SUCH BENEFITS AND HOUSING 

22 BENEFITS TO SUCH lNDMDUALS. 

!.l (a) DENIAL OF AFOO.­

24 

25 

(l) L'I< GE!'-"E'R.AL.--Section 402(8) of the Social Security Act (42 

U.S.C. 602(0)), as amended by _lIS 101(0), 105(0)(1), and 106 of 

26 this Act, is amended- l 
27 (A) by striking "and" at the end of _ph (47), 

28 (8) to' striking the period at the end 01 JllU'I;!nIPh (48) and 

29 inserting "; and"; and. 

30 (e) by insertillj1 after paragraph (48) the foll...tng, 

31 "{49) at tht! optiOD otthe State, provide that­
32 "(A) aid under the plan shall oot be payable with r8Spec!t to 

33 .. ebild hom oot-of.wedloclt to an individual who, at the time of 

·34 
35 

36 

such birth, had att.a.ined 18 yeaN of age but had DOt attained SIleh 
IIg\l not _g 21 )'I'l8J'I! as the Slaw may detennine; and 

"(B) aid under the plan shall not be po;yabIe with _ to 

37 an individual who has borne a child out-of~wedloek 4Aer atta.ining 

38 18 yea.rs ot a.ge but before attain.ing 21 years at age. urue&<r­

39 "(i) after the birth of the child­

40 "(I) the individual """"'" an individual who the 

41 State detennines is the blo!ogical father of the clilldo or 
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"(0) <he biological parent of tht ehiJd has legal .... 

tody or <he child and _ an individual ..00 1egalJ;r 

adopts the child; or 

"(ill the individual is a bioiogieal and custodial parent of 

another child who was not born out-of·wOOloclt.". 

(2) Loo'tA"MON ON APPUCABn.tTY.-The amendments made by 

paragraph (1) shall not apply m a child born before the effective date 

of this Act who is a member or a fAmily.wboot moot recent applicatioll 

filr aid to families with dependent ehiki.rtn under a State phm approved 

""der part A of title IV of the Social Security Act .... made bel... 

saeh etra'!1:ive date. 

(b) HOmUNG BENEF1TS.­

(1) PRoHIBITION OF ASS18TANCE.-Nomtbstanding 8II1 other 

provision of law, a household whose bead of household is a:a individual 

who bas borne a cltiId out..or·wedloc.k att.er attAining 18 years ot age 

but before attaining 21 jUl'& ot are may Dot be provided Federal hCJtt3. 

ing assistance for a dwelling lll1it located in a eovered State, unless­

(Al after the birth of tht ehlId­
(i) tire individual _ an indlridual who has been ill!> 

tennined by tire _t State ... be <he biological father of 

the child; or 

(ll) the biological 'parent of tire child has 1<pI ....tody 

01 the child and mairits "" individual _ legally Mop.. tire 

ehild; 
(B) the individual is a biological 8Jld eustodia.I paren~ of an~ , 

other child wb¢ was. IlOt born (lut-o(wwedloek; or 

(e) ~igibUity for such Federal housing ......."""" ~ ba:ied in 

whole or in part on any disability or handicap o( .. member o( the 

_old. 

(2) COvEJuID 8'l'.l'ES.-A Stale shall be considered .....red 

Stale tor ~ of ~ ..-... only during the period <hat­
(A) begins upou _tiou. m8de by the chief .....t:ivti ot, 

ficer of the State (at the option of tht Stale) .. tire Seere...,. or 

Housing aruI Urban DeveIop....t and the Seeretary of AlIri' 
culture. that the State is a oovered State for ptU'JXlGeS of this sub­

sectioo; and 

(B) ends upon submission of written notice {at the option of 

the State), by the <'.hier executive offieer of the State to sueb Sec­
retaries. that the St.&te is oot a covered State (or PUl'pOll('.8 or this 
subseetiou, 
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(3) NOTIFtCA.1'tON OF ROUSING PROVIDERS,-Upon eertific.ation 

2 under _ph (2)(A) for a Sta'" and periodically the_ during 

J. the periOO that the State is 8: covered State. the Secretary of Housing 


4 and Urban Development and the 8ec.ret.a.r1 of ~ture shall provide 


.5 written notice that the State is a covered State tor putposeIJ. Qf this: _ 


6 suooeetioD ~ 


i CAl each public housing agency whose area of jurisdiction is 


g loobted in whole or part within t.Ile State; and 


9 (B) the owner or In4I1Jlger of each oovered projt'Ct. 


10 (4) DEFlN1'rlONS,-For purposes of this subsection, the following: 


II definitions shull apply: 


12 (A) COmtsr> PBOGIW!.-The ~ "OO\"erOO program" 


13 IllIlIUlS­

14 (i) the program of rental M:'ri$fAnoo on bebaJf Q( lQwwio~ 


15 come ta.milles provided under section 8 of the Unitro Sta.te;: 


16 Housing.Ai!! of 1937 (42 U.8.C. 14371); 


17 (ii) the publie housing p_ under title I of th. Unit­

18 ed Sta"" Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.s,C. 1437 et seq,); 


19 (iii) the __ of rent supplement pa;ymeo!a on behalf 


20 or qus.lified tenants pu.l'SU8llt to oontraeta entered into und.e:r 


21 . sedio. 101 of the Housing and Urilon Development Ad of 


22 1965 (12 U,S,C, 170ls); 


iJ (iv) the program of interest rednetion payments pursu. 


24 ant to oontracts entuOO. into by the &erotaty of Housing and 


2S Uroan Det'tllopnrent under seetioo 236 ot the Nationa,i Houa~ 

•26 ing Act (12 U,s.C. 1115...1), 

21 (v) the program tor mort:.gagf: insurance provided purtm· 
---~..........., 


28 an' to sect".. 221(d)(3) or (4) or the Natiooal Housing Aet '11 
29 (12 U,S.C. 1715!(d») for multifamily housing for low· and 

30 moderat&inoome f~ 

31 (vi) the rural housing loan prngram under seetion 502 of 
-----~ 

32 the Housing Aet of 1949 (42 U.S.C, 1472), 


33 (vii) the l"UTbl bO'Q£ing loan gua.mntre program under 


34 sedion 502(hl of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 


35 1472(h), 


36 (viii) the loon and grant poogT8IDJI under sectloo 504 of 


37 the Hoosing .... of 1949 (42 U,S,C. 1474) for repairs and 


33 improvements to mml dwellings; 


39 (ix) the program of I .... for renlallUld oooperntire """" 


40 housing under sedion 515 or the Housing Act of 1949 (42 


41 U.S.C.I485); 


$ep<OO'IOOt 23. 1'994 
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1 (x) the program of rental assistaooo ps,yments punruant 

2.' to OOntraets: entered into under section 521(a)(2){A) of Ute 

3 &using Act of 1949 (42l),!j,C, 149Oa(a){2)(A)), 

4 (xi) the loan and assistance p~ under seetions 514 

5 and 516 of th<! Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.s.C. 1484, 14(6) 

6 fl); bOUblOg for farm labor; 

7 (xii) the program of gmnts and lo8.n.'i for mutual and 

8 selt-belp housing and tecb.n.ieal assistance UDder section 5'23 

9 of th<! Housing Ant of 1949 (42 U,&C. 149Oe), 

10 {xiii) the program of gl'8.Ilta for preser'\l8.tion and relnt~ 

11 bilitation of bousing Wlde.r section 533 or the Housing Act of 

12 1949 (42 U.S.C, 149(10); and 

13 (xiv) the program of site 1i'.WlS under section 524 of the 

14 Houaing Act of 1949 (42 U,S,C, 149Od), 

.5 (B) COVERED pROJ'ECT.-The term "covered project" means 

16 any housing for whieh Federal housing __ is pro.iOOd that 

)7 is attached to the project or speci& dweDing urum in tM prqieet, 

18 (C) FEDElUL lIOUSING ASBI"""",",,-The "'... "Federal 
19 housing assi$ttu\ee" mea.n,s,--. 
2{). (i) assl.sta.aee provided under a eo~ proeram in the 

2) 'form of any oon'tr'8et gratit, loan. subsitty. ~tive agree­

22 ment, loan or mortg8gfl: guarantee or insuranee, or other fi.­

23 nancial assistance; or 

2' (ii} ooropaney in a dwel.ling unit that is ­

25 mprovided assh>ta.nce under a eovered ProgJilLlnt or 

26 (il) locared in a eo_ pro;.ct and ..bjoct t. ..... 
27 pancy limitations under a. covered program that ate 

, ­
28 based o.n income. 


29 {D) PuBLIC HOUSING AGENCY.-The term tlpublic housing

-'.­

W .agencY' has the meaning given the term in section '3(8.) of the 

31 UniWl States Hmlsing Act of 1937. 

32 (E) STA'l'E.-The term "Sw,," ...... th<! Stares of th<! Unit­

33 ed States. the District ,of Columbia. the Commonwtalth of Puert(l 

34 Rico, the Cotnmonwealth 0( the Northern Mariana Islands, Guam. 

35 !he VIllIin lsIands. American Sam<>a. and ..". o!her t<lrri>:ny or 
36 ]Xme&'twn of the United Statea, 

37 (5) LmITA'I'IONS ON Al'PLlCABILlTY,-Paragrnph (1) slWl not 

38 apply to Federal housing !lIl8istanee provided lor a h""""old pu...ant 

39 to M application or reqnest for snth assistance made by $:tleh hOllS&­

40 hold beto.. !he cl'!eetMl dste of this Act. 

September 23, t994 



I 

1 

l 

• 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

IS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
22 

23 

24 

15 

26 

21 
28 

29 

30 

31 

n 
33 

34 

35 

36 

37 
3& 

39 
4() 

41 

Sep'ember 23, 1994 

H.L.C. 
11 

SEC. 103. GRA."ft'S TO STATES fOIl ASSlS1"ANCE 1'0 CHILDREN BORN 

OUT·Of·WEDLOCK. 

(A) IN (lSNERAL.-TiU. IV or the Social Se<Uril<' Act (42 U.B.C. 601 

et seq.} is a.mt:ru,kd by inserting' after ~ B the foUowiog: 

"PART C--GRANTS FOR ASSISTANCE TO CHILDREN BO&.... OUT· 

OF·WEDLOCK 

"SEC, ••0. PURPOSE.­
(0) IN GElIEJIAL.-Tbe purpoa< of this part is '" 8T&I1t a qualified 

State the 6exibiIity and resoUl"OO$ ~ to provide such services and ac­
tivities 4$ the State deems appropriate to ruscourage out-o(·wed1ock births 

and cue Ibr eb.i.!dren hom out.(l(·wedloo.k. 

u(b) QWI.J:P'lED STATE DEFlNED,-For purposes o( this part, the 

term 'qualified State' means II. State whieb­

"(I) bas II. plan approved under section 402; and 

"(2) has "'!tilied '" the Secretary that­

"(~ the payments made to the. State under this part will be 
Il8ed by the Sla., in __ with this part; wi 

ll(S) not less frequently than evel'Y 2 )'1.'1I.U'5, the State will 

audit the e.xpenditurm of the amounts paid to the Sta" .-this 

part. 

"SEC. ,1.1. USE OF GRANT FUNDS, 

(a) IN (lE""IUL.-Elitept aa provided in subsectiuo (b). each qu.lilied 

State that receives grant lunda under this part aha1l use such fund&­

"(1) to establish or etpand programs to reduce out-ot~k 

P"'l!JlAllCies; 

"(2) to pro_ adDption; 

"(3) to _!ish and .pe....,~l 
"(4) to _ wi ."...., _y superrised resldeniW lfN>Up 

hemet; for Qnwt4 mothers; or 

"(5) ma.o;y m.w.mer that the ~ deems appropriate to aceom~ 

pIlsh the parpose or this part. 

"(b) PRo_moNS ON USE OF FmIDIl.­

"(1) No lNDrvmtlAL PAYllEN'T'S.-A qualified State that receives 

grant funds under this part shal! not, dkect.ty or indiroot!y, use such 

·fIlnds tor providing payments to an individual who is the pArent of a 

c!riId born ""t-of.1\'ildlock and such child if the pareDt IUld the child 

live-­

"(AJ in • honsehold be>ded by 1lUc.h pal'l!n~ 


"(8) in the household of a\im;;m,;] or 

"(C) in a.ny other conventiona.l residential or (communi§, set] 


http:dkect.ty
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"(2) No FUNDS CSED roa !.BORTlON.-No gTIUlt funda reeeived 

2 by • qualified State .uder this _ shall be used lor makiJlt1 abe";o. 

3 available as 8; metiY:ld or WnUy pl~ or ror any eooMclior <iT arlvi!J. 

4 in, with respoot ttl ahartioo, 

S "(e) PENALTY FOR MtSCSE 0.11' Fuh'D!:t-lf a qualified State tails to 

6 oomply with subseetiV'ii (b) in any ti:real ye.iU'. the ~ shall reduce the 

'1 a.mount to be paid to such State uDder this pan:. for the succeedintr fiscal 

S )'tat by an amount equal to the amount of fullds. misused by such State. 

9 "SEC. «2. AMOUNT OF GRA.Vf. 

10 (a) IN GENU..U •.-The Seeretar,y shall make a payment ro each quati. 

11 fled State ror __ year in .. amount "'!'llll w the Federal ..rings 

"" 12 amount for the St.ate determined tinder subsection (b)(l) tor the Applicable 

, 13 1.-1"..... 

14 h(b) DETERMINATION OF GRANT AlIom"T'.­

15 "(l) IN G£h"EIU.L.-'I'be Federal savings amount tor a State tor 

16 a fiseal )'e8r is IU) amOUnt that is. equal to the pl't'.lduct 1)(­

t7 "(A) the State per eapita amount for the fisea1 year (18 de­

18 '.,mined under pamgTllph (2)); and 

19 "(B) the Sw.'• ...rode<! population (as deWmined .nde' 

2C pamgTllph (all. 
21 "(2) PEa CAJ'J'l'A AMOO'}."'l'.-The State per capita &mOUnt for & 

22 ~ year determined under this paragraph is the: a~ per capita 

i3 amount that the f:lecretary estimates the State will ~ under sec­
24 ti~. 403 of the Social Se<:urity Aet during the _ ".... r... providing 

25 aid to f'a.milies with dependent children to individuals eligiliJe to :ft'CA!1¥1l 

26 such aid. 

21 H{3} Su:rE EXCLUDED POPULATlON.­

28 "(A) IN OENElUL.-Tbe Co~ Budget Of!ice BhaIl 

29 determine an excluded population for each qual:i1ied State for each 
'. 3() _ ,..,. in ...._ with this paragraph. 

31 "(B) DE't'El'WlNA'l'lON.-A State's excluded population for a 

32 _ year shall equal the sum 01­

33 'l(i) the number ot excluded ehitdren for the Statt! for 

34 the _ ,..,. as detenDioOO under lfIl~b (C); 

35 "(ii) the number of excluded parents tor the State- tor 
36 the fiscal ".... as _ under !Nb_ph (D); lUld 

31 "(iii) the number of iDdividua.ls in the pba.s&-in popu· 

J8 lation for the State fur the ti.<l:W year as detetJnined under 

39 1iU~(E). 

40 "(0) E1cLUDEm CHILDREN.­
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Uti) L... G&~"&lUL,-The number of excluded children for 

2 a State for a fisea1 year shall 00­
3 "(II for fiscal year 1996. 7£1'0', 

4 "III) r.t 5>e1ll year 1997, 50 po"""".r the monthly 
5 averagt: number of base yt!8l' excluded ehildren (as de- ~ 

6 'i!iled in clause (ill) who were under age 1 during the 

7 be.se year (as defintd in clause (iii)), 

g "(ill, (Or fi.sca! year 1998, the sum ot-­

9 "(aa} the monthly average number of base ~ 

10 elcluded children who wt!re under age 1 during the 

11 bose """" and 
12 "(bb} 50 perooat of the monthly a\'t~ DUm. 

13 ber of base year excluded children who were over 

14 age 1 and under age 2 during the base yea.r; 

IS ,j{IV) for fiseal year 1999, the $:tltl'l 0(­

16 "(88.) the monthly a~ mun'bet- of base )'f.tU' 

17 esclnded cbildrea who ,..,. under 1180 2 dnriog the 

18 bose yW'; and 

19 "(bb) 50 percent of the monthly a_ IJWII­

20 be!' .r base year acluded cbildrea whO ""'" ..., 
21 "'" 2 and under 11£0 3 dnrio&' the bose """" 
22 "(v) for tiseaJ ~ 2000. the sum of­
23 "{aa} the monthly a~ lmmber of base yur 

2. f:Ie1uded ehildren who were under age 3 durin&' the 
2S base year; and , :' 
26 "(bb) 50 pe~nt ot the mont.hly avemge num­

27 her of be.se yw- W'luded ehildrell who Wl\te over 
28 agt! 3 and under age 4 during the base ~ and 

29 "(VI) for 6scaI }UrS after fiooaJ. year 2000, a num­
30 ber der.nnined by the 8eeretory ".;"g • formnlA 

31 whieb­
32 "(aa) takes iato a.cooont clwlges in OIlt-ot~wOO' 
33 Ioek birth rates in pnmoua years, State ine:enti:ves 
34 to continue programs designed to rumee iUegltimate 

35 births, ..d other _'" deemed ......... by the 
36 Seerct..a.zy. and 

37 "(lb) does not'resu.lt in a payment to any 

38 State under this section for a.o:r f'isca.l year that ex­
39 """" the payment made to the State under thia sec­
.w tion tor fiscal year 200ft 

http:not'resu.lt
http:Seerct..a.zy
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"(il) BASE YEAJt EXCLUDED C'fl'ILDREN.~Tbe term 'base 

year t!XI!luded children' ...... children who _t.ed aid undtt 

the State's plan du1'iof the base year who would not haft 

boon di¢ble to. such aid it paragraphs (47) and (49) or .... 
tion 402(.) (aa ill.lle« during !he applicable tiseal".,.,.) bed _ 

boon"::-effect at the time such children were born. 

"{ill) BASE YRAR.-For purposes of this part, the term 

'base}1!W'" means­

"(I) 1994, if the Co~ Bodget O!!iee is 

able to determine an acluded population for MCh StAte 
for eaeh fiscal year that $Uch a determinatian is ~i.red 

usinjr data provided by the Nat;.,w Inlejp'ated Quality 

Control System operated by the IJepartmeIlt of Health 

and H1ltI1t\U Serriees and other relevant data /WUf\'i!:S; or 

"(IT} 1994, OJ' IlDOther period determined appro­

priate by the Seereta.ry, baaed on .. sut"ft'1 oooducted or 

..pMet! by the~, 

"(D) lilxcL",,,,,, pARENI'S.-The IIUlnber of .....Joded parente 

, tor • State for & tiseal ,..... shall be !he number of ........ ex­

cluded in ~ with the exclusion or t.he1t eb.i1dren under 

subp&!1ljpOl1h (0), 

"(E) Pft&sE..LN POl't1I4TION A.J:)J'(JSTJID.FOR DATE OF ENACT. 

Y1tN't', ­

"(i) FmcAL YEAR "",-For tiseal ,..,. 1996, the 

phaae-ill population for & State &hall be the proguct of 
; ..1>11...... (I), (1I), and (m), 

"(I) 4,17 percen~ 

"(lI) Th. a_ monthly number of baaa ,..,. ex· 
eluded children {as defined in dause (ii) of subparagraph 

(C)) in the State who were under age'1 during the base 

,.." (as defined in eluuse (ill) of ~h (e)) and 

the number of parentR exclud«l in connection with such 

children. 

"(m) The number of months (in whole or in part) 

by which the date of the enactment of the Personal Re­

'l"'1lIiibiIlty Act of 1995 p~.. 0ctWlr I, 1995, 

"(ll) SOOOEIIDING FtSCAto YEARS.-For ~ year 1991 

and sueceedlng ~ yeanI. the phase-in populatiou b- a 

State &hall be !he product of subel..... (I), (m, (m), 8Jld 

(IV), 

"(I) 4,17 percen~ 

http:Seereta.ry
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"(II) The average monthly number of base year ex· 

2 eluded children (as defined. in clause (il) of subparagraph 

3 (e» in the State who were under age 1 during the base , year (88 defined in clause (iii) or subparngrapb (C» and 

5 the number of parents excluded in connection with sueb. 

6 c!..:iidren. 

7 "(ill) The number of months (in whole or in part) 

8 by which the date of the enactment of the Penonal Re­

9 sponsibility .Act of 1995 precedes or succeeds October 1, 

10 1995. 

11 "(£V)(aa) If the date of the ef18:Ctment of the Per­

12 sonal Responsibility Act of 1995 precedes October I, 

13 1995, 1; or 

"(bb) It the date of the enactment of the PersonalI' 
15 Responsibility Act of 1995 succeeds October I, 1995. 1 
16 -1.", 

17 (b) STUDv.-Not later than October I, 1998, and not later than Octo­

18 ber 1 of t'1LCh of the 3 immediateJy suooeding years, the Comptroner General 

19 of the United States shall submit to- the Coagnm a report on how States 

20 have eIpended funds provided under part C of title IV of the Social Security 

2t Act, the effect of such apenditures on the well-being of mothers and ehil­

22 dren, and whether there is evidence that illegitimacy rates have changed as 

23 8S result of the implementation of such part. Any such report may adress 

24 such related matters as the Comptroller deems appropriate to emm.ine. 

25 SEC. 109. REMOVAL OF BARRIERS TO INTERETHNIC ADOPTION.!, 

26 (a) FINDINGB.-Tbe Congress finds that­

27 (1) nearly 500,000 children are in roster care in the United 

28 States; 

29 (2) tens of thousands or children in roster tare are waiting for 

30 adoptio~ 

31 (3) 2 years and 8 months is the median length of time that ehiJ.­

32 dren wait to be adopted; 

33 (4) child welfare agencies should work to eliminate racial, ethnie, 

34 and national origin discrimination and bias in adoption and foster care 

3S recruitment, selection, and placement procedures; and 

36 (5) active, creative, and diligent efforts are needed to recruit par­

37 ents, from every race and culture, for children needing foster care or 

38 adoptive parents. 

39 (b) PuRPoSB.-The purpose of this section is to decrease the length 

40 of time that ehiJ.dren wait to be adopted and to prevent diserimination in 

41 the placement of children on the basis of race., color, or national origin. 

Seplember23,1994 
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1 (c) Mm.:n:eTIWlC Pt...Actimt.'TS.­

1 (l) M"l1V11'[E8,­

3 (A) PRomlUTtON.-An ~ney or entity that reeei1es Federal 

4 assistaooe 8.tld is invol'ged in adoption or tOOter ea.t'e pitl.Ctments 

S mayoot­

6 nrdeny to any person the opportunity to lJeec.me an 

7 adoptive or 4 footer p&..reot, 00 the basis of the race, colQr, 

8 or nation.&! origin of the adoptive or foster parent,. or of the 

9 ehiJd, involved; Of' 

10 (it) dclay Or deny the plaeement of a ehild tor adoption 

II or into f08U!t care. or otherwise d.iserim.ina.tt in making a 

12 placement decision. 00 the basis,of the race, ooIor. or natfunaJ 

13 origin of the: adoptive or foster parent. or the: child, involved.. 

I' (B) DEFlN1T10N.-As used in this pI'l.t1I.grI1pfl. the Wm 

IS "placement dooWoD" means the decision to plaee:, or to delay or 

16 deny the 'plarement of, a child in a (oster <We or aD. adoptm 

17 home, and includes tbe decision of th~ &Beney Or entit;y involved 

18 to seek the tennination of birth parent rights or otherwise make 

19 & child Jtplly awillable for adoptive plaeemeot, 

:w (2) LnlJTJ.'I'ION.-The Seeretazy of Health and H..... _ 

2t shall oot provide ptaeement and administrt.tiw: funds under aeetion· 

22 474(0)(31 of th. Social Securil;y Act (42 USC. G74(a)(3)} to an agen­

23 cy or entity deseribOO in parngnph (l)(A) of t!Ua ..bIootio. that is 

24 not in compliance with parngnph (1) of thia snOOeation. 

2S 

26 
(3) EQ=.."LE RELIKF.-AIly individual who is ~ by an ,

aeboll in violation of paragraph (l), taken by An agency or entity de­

21 scribed in par!1!1!'aph (l)(A), shall have the riIlht to bring an actio. 

2lt seeking rclief in A United States di$triet court ot Appropriate jurisdie­

29 tion. 

30 (4) CoNSTRtiCTlON.-This sub:reetioll shalloot be roDStnloo. to af~ 

31 feet the applie&tion of the Indian Child Welfare Act or 1978 (25 U.S.C. 

32 1901 et .....). 

33 TITLE II-REQUIRING WORK 
34 SEC. '201. FtNDINGS; INTENT; STATItMENT OF PURPOSE. 

35 (a) FtllDI_-Th. Congress Ilnds that­

36 (1) the ensh value of the typieal welfare padtage or AFDC, food 

37 stamps, and medicaid is appr<>llimaldy $12,000 per",." 

38 (2) __ that ndu!1a who I.... AFDC for paid employ· 

39 meot earn approximately $5.50 per hour. or well im!r $10,000 per 

40 year, and that. when combined with the Earned Inoome Tu Credit and -­ -­



F;IJDGIWM\ REPUB.OOI H.L.C. 


2 

3 

• 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

12 

13 

I' 
IS 

16 

11 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
Z7 

28 

29 

30 

31 
32 

33 

34 

3S 
36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

Septomber23,1994 

17 

food stamps, the total inoome of tormer AFDC tamilita is at ICMt 

$15,000 p!tr ""'" 

(3) adults who lea~ AFI>C (or paid employment Ill1! GO the ladder 

that can lead to greater future inoome, and -their children have l\ role 
trJOdeI tor the aocietaJ w.1ue of' self~sutrtciency; and 

(4) tllOllt &rUlt welfare recipients can find paid employment within 

2,...... 

(b) INTENT OF THE COr;ORESs,-The intent of the Coagress is tA)­

(1) provide States with the l'eS01ll"Ct": and authority ~ to 

help. etUole. lure, or ro~ -Ildults off welfare and into paid emplOyment 

AI qulto.kJy Wi posmbk>.. and to require adult welfare recipient&., when 

-'Y, to Bl:«pt jobs that will help ,cd ",,!fare depeodtn"" 

(2) permit States ro provide education and training to welfare re­

cipients (lnly it, in the judgment of State officials, doing 00 will tnhtlnee 

the ability ot such recipit.nts to Jeaw welr.an, for paid empla)'mttito 

(3) prohibit the States fro.. providing adult welfare recipienta with 

more than 2 years {)f education or trttining; and 

(4) g;,. States the OCJdbility to design their own OIlIfare-ro-workp_ and to decide wII. must participata in sueh P._. 

(e) 9'rA.'l'ElBm' OF PuRPom:t.-The purpose of this tide is: to move 

adolt WIlIfan recipie... fro.. ..,Ifan dependenq to paid employment .. 

quicldy as possible. 

sec. 202. WORK PROGRAM.. 

(ar I>< G.NERAL......s.cti.n 402(8) .1 the Social Security Act (42 

U.S.C. 602(0)) is amended by ....r1lng the loIlowiJJg after paragraph, (28); 

"(29) provide th ...... 

U(A)(i) the State shall ~ recipients ot aid under the 

State plan to participate in a work progra.m in ~ with 

thispamgrapb;Md 

"(ii) Cor purposes ()t t.hiB. paragraph., the term 'work progmm' 

ID"'-"&­

"(1) 1\ work supplementation PI"Ogl"8.a1 operated nnder 

~ion 482(e); 

"(II) a oommunity work experieme prorram established 

under section 482(t}. or any other VIOl'k experienee program 

apPN),...J by the Seeretary; or 

"(ill) any other worl< pn>gram _isbed by the State, 
wbicl! is apJ>!">"d by the Secretary; 

"(B)(i) <>rept aa provided in clause (ii), eaeh individual wII. 

is required under this paragraph w participate in a work progm.m 

and has received aid under the State plan tor at 1.wt 24 mont.hs 

http:PI"Ogl"8.a1
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(whether Qr not eo~tiw) sha1I participate in wort aetmtits rOl' 

2 an a-voerage of oot fewer thlU'l 35 hours per week during any mOnth 

3 (Of' for an a'V\'!rttge of not (ewer t..I:uw 30 hoot'& per week during 

4 any month if the individual is enraged La job seareh for an &'Wr-. 

age of not fewer than 5- boors per week during the month), but 

6 th~ State~ not require any such individual to participate in 

7 work activities for more than 40 hours during any week; and 

8 "{u) in the ease ot '" fa.mily which receives aid under the 

9 State plan by reason of sootioo 407­

<1(1) thi!' State must ~uire at least 1 parent in the £am. 

11 ily w engage in "IQrk aetivities for aD average of 32 hOW'S 

12 per week duri:o.g any month and in job seareb aetivities for 

13 an a~ or S hours per ~ during ~ month; and 

"(U) tl:H! State must oombine the aid payable to the tam­I' 
iJ:r under the plan. and the ea.sb value of any benefits the 

16 StAte _ ha", providlld under tiIllI V <Jt to< Pmonal Re­

17 l!pOIlSibillt;y AIlt of 1995 &1t to the family, ill'" a single caah 

18 payment '" tire !\InUl;r. 
19 "(C)(i)(I) the Stale _ impose such ........... tire StAte 

oonsidenJ """"""rial/! •• an iIIdividnal who fails '" -riIr, 
21 participate ill any aeti'oi\y ~ under this part dUring tire fil!It 

22 24 " ••lba (_ tire __ or this paragraph) fa, whieh 

23 the individual is a recipient of aid onder the State plan; 
"(n) tire StAte shall _ to< _ othenoise pa,yabIe24 

uruiel" the State plan for the ItiOnth with respeet to an Udividual 

26 to whom ..b_h (B)(i) .ppu.., pro _ with _ 
i 
.. any 

27 period during the mo.th to, whieh to< individaal _ DOl ....pIy 

28 with sub_b (B)(i), and 

29 h(m) in the. ea.&e of' a. famJ.Jy which .rteem:s aid under the 
.,.. State plan by ...... <Jt...,,;on 407, the Stale ohaIl redu.. the 

31 eash p.8:y'lIlCnt pe.yable to the family P1ll'808.at to su~ 

32 (B)(ii) pro rata with respeol to any period for whieh the family 

33 d.,.. .ot ",mply with BU~b (B)(ii), and 

34 "(ti) the State may suspend or terminate eligibility fur aid 

under the State plan of aDY individual to whom a. sanctlOD has 

been applied under clause (i) OD .3 or more O<.'I!aSions; 

37 "(O) the State may not provide SlJhsidiud non-work activities 

38 to an Wdividnal undtr tb.e State plan for more than 24 UlQuths 

39 (_Or not _ ...... ) alter the eff_ data <Jt this p8lO­

groph, 

36 

Septemoor23, '994 
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I "(E} at the option or the Stare. the State may tenninate: eli~ 

2 gibiJity for aid under the State plan of any fa.m.iIy which haa re­
3 cei~ Rl1ch aid tor 24 Dionths (whether or DGt OOll.geCutWe) after 

4 the effeetive date of this paragraph and baa been required under 

5 this paragraph tor at least 12 months (whether or DOt consecutive) ~ 

6 after sueh"'atfeetive date to participate in It. work program; and 

7 "(F) an individual who hBa _ aM ._ tht State piau 

8 for GO months (whether Of not collSreUtive) after the efFeetive date 

9 of this p~pb shall nat be eUgihle for aid under the Slate 

10 plan;", 

11 (bJ PA"""lmI TO STATES; SANCTIONB,-&ction .wa of BOch Act (42 

12, RS,C, 6(3) is amended by addinlr at tht eod the following: 
13 "(0)(1) Each Stofll which hBa been oaJd • __• 0) of this 

14 sectiGn (or any fiscal ~ an amount eqoal to the: limitation determined 

IS under subsection (k}(2) of this section for the fiscaJ year shall be entitled 

16 to P'\)'me.IB ._ paI1Igl:1Ipb (4) or this .._lion for tht fiscal """ in 

17 a.n amount equal to the lesser of­

18 "(A) the aum of the applicable .,.....""'" (specified in such ))Ol1I­

19 

20 
21 

22 

gT&ph (4)) of ita e>peDditu... .- aect!on 4Il2(.)(29) with respect w 
whieh _I baa !lOt boon made .­ such ",-'n (1) (B\I1:Qeet 

w limitatio ... p_by or purwMl W part F (W tht _1 appIj. 

callie) or such paragraph (4) on __ that _ be _dod tnr 

'23 purposes of _rminlnlpaymeol ._ such paragraph (4)); or 

24 "(B) tht limitation d...rminol ._ paragraph (2) of this sub­

2S section with res:peet to the State tor the fiscal year. 1/ 

26 "(2) The iimitation determiDed under this paragraph with ~pect to 

27 It. State for any fiBeal ~ ia the amount that bea.rt the same ratio to the 

28 am..nt specified in paragraph (3) of ibis .._ tor tht fiscal year as 

29 the ave~ fnonthb' number of adult recipien13 (&8 defined in l:iIlb8ectiou 

30 (k)(4)) in the Stole in the pl'e<ll!diug fiscal """ beats to the ._....th· 

31 ly uumber of web :recipients in all the Staus tor eueb preceding year. 

32 "(3) The am..., ~ in this paragraph i&­

n "(A) $500,000,000 fotfiscal "..,.1996, 

34 U(B) $900,000,000 for fiseal year 1997; 

35 "(C) $1,800,000.000 fot fiS<'Bl """ 1998; 

36 "(D) $2,700,000,000 tor fiocal "",,1999; and 

37 "(E) $4,000,000,000 for fiscal """ 2000. 
38 "(4) Each Sta!II which has been paid 0__... 0) of this ...• 

39 tion for a &ea.I ye&r an amount equal to the limitation 'determined llllder 

40 subJect.iQn (11:)(2) or this seetion for the fiaca.I }'t'AI' shall, in addition to au,y 

September 23, '994 
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payment under subsection (a) or (l) of t.bis section. be entiUed to payment 

from the Seereta.ry of an &.fOOUnt equal w­
"(A) 50 pereent of the eKpenditures of the St.are for admi.nistnltm 

coots incurred under ooetion 402(11)(29) during the fmcaI year (other 

than personnel oosta tor staff ewployed to ea.ny out section _ 

402(&)(29)) wi~"'respect to whicll paylnent has nM been made under 

such wt.>ootion (I); and 

"(8) the gmter of 70 penX'nt or the Federal medical asslst.ll.Jlee 

~nt.a.fP,! (as defined in section 1118 in the case or a State 10 which 

$OOtion 1108 applies, or as defined in section 1905(b) in the ease G! 

any other State) of the odw expenditures of the State incntTed in ear­
rying out seetioo 402(a}(29) during the Weal year with .respect to 

which payment bas not been made under sueb subsection (1). 

"(p)(l) The Sooreta.ry :shalll:'t!duoo by 25 percent the amount otherwise 

payaNe under this section to a State for eaeh quarter in a fiscal year it­
<I(A) the State'. participation rate fot the 3rd quarter (If the in:r 

medibul!y proeeding fiscal )"Or is I... than the participation rate set 

_ in pmgmpb (3) tor the immedlatoly proeeding fisea1 ,..... or 

"(8) W ..... _ 2 months in the ~proeeding 1l.".I 
~. the Stt.te'. pa.rtlclpation rate for ~ month is less than the par­

ticipation rat. set forth in pmgmpb (3) for the 2nd proeeding fiscal 

l'W". 
"(2) A Slate'. participation rate for. timt period __ 

"(A) the _ of _ ~ _ pW>aid._ the 

appl'O'lOO. under thiB part wbo, duriog the timt period, particiP'!l"l in 
A work program (within the mMnins; of seetiou 402{a)(29)(A)} I for an 

average ot not fewer than 35 hours pet week dul"inf the time period 

(or tor an avera..ge of not feln!r than 30 houl'$ per week during the time 
period if the individual is engaged in job search for an ..~ of not 

le_ than 5 how1I per ""'"' during !he time period); divi1ed by 

"(B) the nwnber of fam.ilie:s receiving aid under the State plan ap.. 

pnm.d uuder this part. for the time period. 

"(3) The participation rate set forth in this paragraph is ­

"(A) 2 pe=!lt. tor fiscal ""'" 1996; 


"(B) 4 pereent, for tiscaI. ~ 1997. 


"(C) 8 pe_~ 1<It -l'W" 1998; 


<l(D} 12 pereen~ (or fiscal:ymr 1999; 


"tE) 17 pereen~ for fiscal )"Or 2000; 


"(F) 29 pereen~ for fiscal )"Or 2D01, 


"(G) 4D pen:ent, lor fiscal ""'" 200\!; and 

http:Sooreta.ry
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I "(I) 50 pereen~ for fiscal )'IW' 2003 and ..,;, ~ fiscal 

2 

3 "(4)(A) Before the beginning of ..,;, fiscal )'IW', the s..".1AJy Itha1l 

4 detennine the Dumber of individuals eacb Sta~ is required to haw partici. 

paUng in e. work Pl'I.'IgnUD pursuant to aee:tion 402(a)(29). based on inCur­

6 mation from the ~tay pre<:edi.nf tiseal year and on any in!Ol'mation 

7 submitted under subparagraph (B) u( this paragraph. 

8 "(B) If the oumber of individuals elijJilile for aid under the State pi." 

9 approwd under this part during the 1st 3 quarters of a fiscal year is less 

than such number for the 1st 3 qua.rt:ertl of the immediately precOOioB f'weaI 
II year, then, 00. later thu the 1st day of the ",.....rung fiscal """,, the State 

12 may submit to the Seeretary wQrmatk!n d~nti.ng the deelir:te. 

13 "(C) At the beginning of _ fiscal :;ear, the Seerewy shall publish 

14 in tlie Federal Registl!r the number determined punruant to ~pb 

(A) lor eacll S.... lor the fiscal year.". 

16 (cl 0mF.R PRoVISIONS RELATtNG TO U}I."ElIIPLOY&l) PAlUtNTS.­

17 (l) ErrcNSlON TO A.LL S't'A'l'BS OF OPTION TO LDII'1' .t.FOC-UP 

18 PIIOO......­

19 (A) III G"""""",-Bection 407(\»(2)(B) or web AI!< (42 

U.S.C. 607(\»(2)(B)) is Illtanded by striking eleus<i (iii), 
21 (B) eo''FOIWlNG AWIIIDIIENT.-Bection 407(b)(2)(B)(I) of· 

22 ao<h Aet (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(2)(B)(I)) is amended by striking 

23 "clauses (li) and (ill)" aM inserting "clause (ii)". 

24 (2) lNCREA.SE IN REQUDUID WORK PROGll.Uf: PAR1iClPA.T10N 

2S RATES OF UNElI!P'LOYEl) PA.l.'l£1NTs.-Section 403(1)(4) of sueh ¥ (42 

U.S.C. 6030)(4)) is .....dOO­

21 (A) by striking ..~ (A), 

28 (1I) in subP'U'f1l!TllPb (B)­

29 (I) by striking .~ (A)" and inaertin&' ".... 
tion 402(0)(29)(8)(ll)(I)", 

31 (i) in clause (ill), by striking "andUj 

32 (Ii) in 01_ (Iv), by striking "eacll of the fiscal ,.,... 

33 1991 and 1998}' and inserting "fis.cal year 1991; and", and. 

34 (iii) by addinjr at the end the foll<l'ril!r. 

36 yee.r 1998:'; 

31 (C) in su~ (C)­

38 (i) in ela""" (i), by striking "snbparagrap' (AJ{i)" and 

39 inaertin&' "ooetio_ 402jo)(29J{B)(ll){I)", and 

(ii) in clause (ii). by striking "BQb~hn and insert­
41 ing "section)'; and 
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(0) in subp~ph (0)­

(;) by striking "su~ph (A)" each plaoe snch tenn 

appears and inserting "section 402(a){29)(B)(ll){[)"; 

(ii) by inserting "of this pa.ragraph" after "subpara­

graph (B)"; and 

,\:il) by adding after and below the end the foUawing: 

"Tbe Secretalj' may not. under this subparagraph. waive a penalty with re­
spect to the same State more than once during any 5-}'Ml' period". 

(d) ELIMINA.TION OF CERTAlN JOBS PRooR..&.ll. RuLEs.­

(1) PARTICIPATION REQUIREHENTS.-8ection 403(1) of such Act 

(42 U.S.C. 603(1» .. amended by striking J>&nIi1'1IIlhs (2) and (3) and 

redesignating _ph (4) as _ph (2). 

(2) CWEP HOURS OF WORK LoirrA.T10NS.-Section 482(f) of 

such Act (42 U.S.C. 682(0) is amended­

(A) in _ph (I), by striking sub~ (B) and .... 

designating subparagraph (C) as su~h (B); and 

(B) by striking ~ (2) and redesignating puagraphs 

(3) and (4) as _hs (2) and (3), respeotiwly. 

(3) I!uLEs RELATING ro EXEHPTIONB.-Sectinn 402(0)(19) of 

such Act (42 U.S.C. 602(0)(19» .. amended by striking "bp~ 

(C) and (0), redesignating sub_hs (E) and (F) as subpara· 

graphs (e) and (D), respectively, and by adding "and" at the end of 

subparagraph (e) (as 80 redesignated). 

(4) SANCTIONS.-Sectioo 402(0)(19) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

602(a)(19» .. amended by striking suhparagraph (G). , 
I 

(5) LoarATION ON AUTHORITY TO COMPEL ACCEPTANCE OF A. 

JO•.-Sectioo 402(a)(19) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 602(0)(19» .. 

amended by striking sub_ph (H). 

(6) CoNF()RMING AMENDMENTS AND REPEAL.­

(A) Section 402(a)(19)(B) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

602(a)(19)(B» .. amended­

(i) by adding "and" at the end of clause (i)i 

(ii) by striking "and" at the end of clause (ill); and 

(ill) by striking cla_ (ti) and (iv) aod redesignating 

clause (iii) as clause (li). 

(B) Section 407(b)(I)(B) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

607(b)(I)(B» ~ ameoded­

(i) by adding "and" at the end of clause (iii); 

(il) by striking "; and" at the end of clause (iv) and in· 
serting a period; ,and 


(ill) by striking clau;' (v). 
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1 (e) Se<ti<m 482(g)(2) of BUell Act (42 U.S.C 682(g)) is 

2 a.mended by otrildng "(other" end all that folio"" th""'lJh "ap­

3 pliesY' , 


4 
 (D) Sectio. 4/;6 of ..ch Act (42 U.B.C. 686) is herelly ,... 

. 5 	 peaJ<d• 

6 (E) e"lion 487(0)(1) of ""ell Act (42 U.S.C. 667(0)(1)) ia 

7 amended by inserting "(as in eft'eet immediately before the eft'ec­

8 tiw dare of the Personal Responxibilitr Act ot 1995}11 before the 

9 semioolon. 
10 (.) SEN.. OF 'I'!1B CONQRESS.-Each Stato that open.... p_
II of aid .. fIlmilies with dependent children WIder • plan app......t WIder part 

12 A of title IV of the Social Security Ad. is ......~ .. IIII8i;!u tha highM 

13 pmrit1 to requiring families that include older pM>ehoo! or ucbool-. clill­

14 dren to participate in a work program in ~ with seetion 402(&)(29) 

IS ohnell Act. 

16 SEC. 203. WORK SUPPLEMENTATION PROGRAM AMEN'DMENTS. 

11 {II-} AUTHORITY OF STATBS To As5IGN PARTIaPAN'l'S TO UNFILLJID 

18 JOllS.-Section 484(.) of tile Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 684(.)) ill 

19 ....nded by otrildng the laat ...­

20 (b) AIrmORIT'Y OF STATES To USB Smm 'l"BAT WOULD OImmwlSB 

21 BE ED"ENDED FOR FooD STA¥P BENKF1T8 To PR.ovmg SUBsmIZED 

22 JOBS FOR PAR'I1CIPANTS.­

23 (1) IN QENERAL.-Seetion 482(.)(1) of web Act (42 U.B.C. 

24 682(.)(1)) is a.mended­

2S (A) by inserting ", and the BWn8 that would otb~ be 
26 used .. provido partlcipan.. in tile _ .ndu thia sub..ction 
rt with _.. WIder title V of the PeesnnaI Il<spnIlSibility Ad. of 

28 1995," before «and WJe"; and. 
29 (S) by insertiog "end the be!l_ UDder soeb title that wuold 

30 otherwise be 80 provided tAl them" before the period. 

31 (2) SUBsmms PROVIDRD TO IlO"LOYERS AND INtLUDlID IN 

32 WAGES OF PAR'l'ICIP.ANTe; IlINDllJ'I( tmPWVER OON'I'RIBUTlON.--sec. 

33 tinn 482(.)(3) of sneh Act (42 U.S.C. 682(0)(3)) is amend«! by adding 

34 at the end the following: 

35 "(E) Ee.eb State operating a woril supplementation program under this 

36 SUb6«:tiDD shall'eDte.r into an ~ent with. the empl())'er who is to pro. 

37 'Ii.de an eligible indi-ridual with 8. supplemented job under the progntm, 

38 under wbieh­

39 "(i) the State is required to pay the emp10yer an amoont specified 

40 in the agreement 8B the su~ portion or the wsgts of the eligible 

41 individual; end 

--t t\. s-.1..-ol­
~~ "..; 
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"(il) the employer is required to pay the e.I.igibIe individual wages 

2 whieb.. when added to an amount that will be payable as aid to families 

3 with dependent children to the individuaJ if the individual is paid such 

4 wages. are not less than 100 percent of the sum 0(­

"(l) the amount that would otherwise be payable as aid to_ 

6 families ...:;,n dependent children to the eligible individual if the 

7 State did not have a work SIlpplementation program under this 

8 subsection in effect; and 

9 "(IT) if the State elects to subsidize j~ for participants in 

the program through the reservation of sums that wou1d otheJWise 

11 be used to provide such participants with benefits under title V 

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

13 benefits. 

14 "(F) For purposes of computing the amount of the Federal payment 

to a State under paragraph (1) or (2) of section 403(a), for apenditures 

16 incurred in m.ak:i.ng payments to individuals and employers under the State's 

17 work supplementation program under this section, the State may claim 88 

18 sueb e:.:penditures the maximum amount payable to the State under para. 

19 graph (4) of this so.beeetion. 

"(0) Notwithstanding paragraph (I),' Sta~ may .... ·for any pu"","" 

21 the sums reserved under paragrapb (1) which are not used to snhsjdize jobs 

22 under this suOOectioo attributable to savings achieved by operation of sut, 

·23 parngraph (E) .... 

24 (3) CoNFORMING AMENDHENT.-Section 482(e)(3)(A) of such Act 

(42 U.8.C. S82(e)(3)(A)) ;. amended by striking the 2nd sen~. 

26 SEC. 204. PAYMENTS TO STATES FOR CERTAIN INDMDUALS RECEIV. 

27 ING FOOD ASSISTANCE FROM THE STATE WHO PEa. 

28 FORM WORK ON BEHALF OF mE STATE. 

29 (a) IN GENERAL.-Eaeb State (as defined in section 1101(a)(l) of the 

1'\ • Social Security Act for purposes of title IV of such Act) shall be entitled 

31 to recem from the Secretary of Health and Human Serviees a monthly pay. 

32 ment in an amount equal to­

33 (1) $20 (as acijusted ~nder sutBection (b) of this see1:ion); multi· 

34 plied by 

(2) the number of nonexempt individuals (as defined in section 

.36 504(7) of this Act) who, during the immediately preceding montb.­

37 (Al receivoo..food assistance fro:m the State under title V of 

38 this Act; and 

39 (Bl performed at least 32 hours of work.on behalf of the 

State or a political subdivision of the State through a work pro-

September 23, t994 
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_ (as defined in _0 402(a)(29)(A)(,) or the Social s.curity 

2 Act). 

3 (b) L'<FLATlON Anro""""NT.-The SecretaJy or HeAlth and Hu_ 

4 Services shall adjust the :amount ret'e.rred to in subsection (a)(l} on Oct.ober 

S 1. 1996, and each Ocwber 1 thereafter, w retlect eh~ in the Consumer 

6 Prire lodex tOT All Jl,rban Consumers. published by the Bureau of Labor 

7 Statisties, as appropriately lUljusted by the Burean of Labor Statistics after 
8 oollSUlt&titm with the SecretaJy oo~rning the application of the lndex to 

9 this -", tor the 12 ...nthe .odin;! th' immediately p~ June 

10 30. 

11 TITLE III-CAPPING THE AGGREGATE 
12 GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING 
13 SEC. 301. CAP ON GROWTH OF FEDERAL SP£NDING ON CERTAIN WEI.­

14 FARE PROGRAMS. 

15 (a) REsTIuCTJONS ON SPS:"'DISG.-{l) Effootive for fiscal year 1996 

16 and llIl¥ ensuing &cal year. the total amount or Federal Spending tor t.hat 

11 f'iseaJ year tor the pnlfP'8.D1$ 1.isU!:d in subeedion (b) shall Dot exeeed an 

[8 amount equal t.o the sum. of the total estimated Federal spend.ing for the 

19 p~ fiscal ".... on _ PnJtll'1!IIl8, ~ fi>r inflation and eI>a.n8e 
20 .t the _ population .. 1q)e<ll!ecI in....-b (2),. . 
21 (2)(.6.) Tbe inflator used in ....-b (1) abaIl be the peroeulap 

22 ~ in the ImpIlelt 0 .... Do....tie l'lOOuet delIator published by the 

23 Department of Commeree tor the most recently available fiscal year Ole!' the 

14 p~ing_,..... 

25 (B) ChAnge of the _ population r ... purposes of paragraph (1) 

"26 shall be the pereelltage by whr.h the number of poor people in the ,united 

Z1 States in the moot recent fiscal year (or wh.ieh data are available from the 

2ll .......J "'1"'" on !lO"'lrty published by the B..... of the Census dll!'<ra 
29 from the number or poor people in the preceding &ca.I year, as oomputal 

30 by the Co~nal Budget 0IIi00 during J""""", or th, eAlendar,.... in 

31 wIW!h the fiscal,.... snQjeet '" the -'n~. 

32 (b) l'RoGIw<. SIm.mcr TO Sl'KNDING Lnm.-The programs IisUld in 

33 this auOOtrllOD are the tonowing: 

34 (1) FAlIILY SUPPORT.':"The __ ot aid a.nd _ '" nood;y 

3S ·tamilie8 with ehildren under part A or title IV of the Social Seeuri\y 

:l6 Art:.~ support entoreeDlel1t pro8'1'§D}under part D of suell title, and 
37 the at.-riak: clilld care grant under part A or such title. 

311 (2) SUP'Pliltl4ENTAL SECUBITY tNcoam.-Tbe supplemental aoou~ 

39 rity income program lU1W tide XVI of the Soeial Security Art 

40 (3) lIou""," AlD.­

(M)
,......lImlC« ,4P 

r:W (Sf: 
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(A) Lower inoome housing assistance under section 8 of the 

United SIA"" H"","", A£< of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1772). 

(B) IhR·rent public bousing under the United States Rous­


WB A£< or 1937 . 


(el Rura.! bousi.nr loans for low·inootne la.milles under section _ 

502 of tiu:~~iousicg Act of 1949. 

(D) Interest reduetiGn payments under seetiun 236 of the Na­

tional llOO8WB Act. 

(E) Rural rental housing loana uDder aeetioo 515 of the 

Housing Act. of 1949. 

(F) Rurul rental LISS...... under -. 521 of the li<tuaini 

Act of 1949. 

{G} HODieownership aMistanee for lower inoome famlliea 

under scetion 235 of the National Housing Act. 

(If) Rent supplements under section 101 of the Housing and 

Urban Development A.et of 1965. 

ru !.odlan housing imp.......nt gnIJI" Ulldor part 256 of 

title 25 Code of Feden!! ~tio... 

(J) Run!! h"","", repair loan J!T8lI" (or ""y low-"""", 
rurul ..... ......,.._-. 504 of th.li<tuaini Act of 1949. 

(K) Ftum labor hOO8ing loans under section 614 of the Hous-. 

WB Act of 1949. 

(L) Rural hOO8ing self-help _nioeJ _ J!T8lI1O WIder. 

section 523 of the Housing Act of 1949. 
(M) 	Run!! h"","", ,,If·help techn;,.J ..._ 1_ under 

;
section 523 of the Housing Act. of 1949. 

(N) Fann l/lbo, ~ gnm.. under -. 516 of the 

H"","", Act. or 1949. 

{O} Rural housing preservation grants- for lO'W.inoome r'U1'8i 

homoowoers UDder section 533 of the Hou.siag Act ()! 1949. ' 

(4) MANDATORY WORK PROGRAJd..-The ma.ndatory work pJ"OC'f1Ul1 
WIder part A of _ IV of the Social Seenrity Act. 

(e) REooNCILIATION OF GI!OWTH LnnTS.­

(I) ALLocAnoNs,-The joint explanatory statement MOOmpany· 

inc a conference ~ on a roneurrent resolUtioll Oil the bud¢ de-
Il<rihEd in _on 301 of the Co~ Budi/lt Act of 1974 for. 

fiseaJ yOOr shall i.nclude a1loeations to eaeb rommittee based 011 the 

speodlDa- cap impooed by subseetion (a) !or such flsoeJ :!W'. 

(2) R200NCILlATION DIREl.'TIVES.-'l'he nleOaeiliation ~ 
described in -. 310 of the Congreasional Bodi/lt Ad. of 1974 _ 

$Gp1emoor 23,1994 
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1 specify n.'duetions for each committee neressary to comply with the 

2' spending eaps imposed by SllOOeetion Ca) {or web fiseal year. 

3 (3) CONSULTATION' wrm COMMl'M'EEl},-l.o eonductinf a:ny actin· 
4 ... _""" under par88r8phs (1) and (2), the Cmnmi..... ou the 

S Budget of the House of Representatives and the Senate sbaIl oonsult _ 

6 with the ~eommittee9 01 Coognm, as applicable: 

1 (A) The Committ.al on AppropriAtio-ns g.f the House of Rep-

S resentati'mJ or the Senate. 

9 (B) The Commi"'" on Banking, Finance and.Uman MCaira 

[0 of the House of Representatives Or the Committee on Banking, 

11 Sooting, and Uman MCaira of the Senate. 

12 (C) TM Committee on' Ways and Means of the House of Rep­

13 resentatives. 
t4 (D) The Committee on Finance of the Senate, 

15 SEC. 302. CQNVERSION OF FUNDING UNDER CERTAIN WELFARE PRo. 

16 GRAMS. 

17 N.twithstalldi!la' any other provigion at law, etr"';" October 1, 1995, 

18 all entitlement of individuals to bettefita established under the foOowing ~ 

19 grams., or of States to paymen1s under suclJ. prognu:tl:IJ, are tenoiMte& 
20 (l) FAMILY SOl'PORT.-The ProgTOm of aid and _ to need,y 

21 famil.,. with ehW!ren ..der part A 01 "Ue IV ar the Social Seeuri\l' 
n Act, ~ud SlJIlPOrt .nf........III.roililUij).nder part D of such dUe, and 

23 the Ilt~risk: ehil.d care grant under part A of sueb title. 

24 (2) 8uPPLE>m,.,.... B£CllRITY WCO>!B.-The oupplemectal ...". 

2S rity income pl'\lgl"lUn under tide XVI of the Social Security Act. !! 

26 SEC. 303. SAVINGS FROM WELFARE SPENDING LIMrt'S TO BE' USED 

21 FOR DEFICIT REDUCTION. 

28 All ....... to the _ Glmlmmeu• .....wting from the spe!ldini cap 

29 

lQ 

imposed under _ 301 shall be used ro'@efici' -et§lSoeh savings 
shall 00' be 1!B<ld .. !\wi i=w<d spe!ldini under any programs that ..... 

31 00' suJ,ieet .. the spending ""p. 

32 TITLE IV -RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR 
33 ALIENS 
34 SEC. 401. INELIGIBILITY OF ALIENS FOR PUBLlC WELFARE ASSIST· 

35 ANCE. 
36 (.) IN G.NE1IAL.-Notwithst.anding an;y .thet provioion .f law and ex­

37 eept .. provided in IlUbseetiooa (b) and (e), no alien shall be eli;lible ror any 

38 prognun referred .. in au_. (d). 

:l9 (b) Em<Pr!ONll. ­

40 (l) REFUGD EXCKPTlON.--Srdll!:ll3cti()n {a) shall lIiCIt apply t(I an 

41 alien admitted to the United States as a refugee under seetion 207 ot 

.&:- *' 


--.,.i:>..!!I:S; 7U/! 

I'tcJlI"" r ()5e" 

~~:!:.T ? 
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I 
 the Immigration and ~atiollality Act until 6 yean;: after the dat.e oC 

2 such alien's arrival: into the United States. 


3 
 (2) .AOED EXCEPTION.-Subsection (a) shall not apply to an aJien 

4 who-
S (A) has been lawfully admitted to the UnitOO. States tor per- _ 

6 manent rt:':.ienee; 

1 (B) is over 15 years of age; and 


8 (e) bas 1"1.'Sid!!d in the Uruted SUo... fO!: at _ ;; )"l&11I. 


9 (3) Ctrruu::m' RESIDE:'"T EXCEl"nON.-Subsection (a) shall DOt 


10 apply to the eJiqibility of an alien lor a program referred to in sub­

11 seetiOQ (d) until 1 year after the date of the eIlMtment of this Aet if. 

12 on sunh date of cnootment, the alien is m;iding in the United States 


13 and is eligible for the ~, 


14 {ej PRoG~ Foa Wmoo. ALIENS MAy BE ELIUIB:r..t!:,-Tbe H.m.itation 


IS under su~ion <ai shall not apply to medie&l ~ with respect to 


16 _""3' ....- (as defined for purposes or _ion 1916(.)(2)(D) or the 


11 Social Security AIl!). 


18 (d) l'lloo!Wm FoB WmCH ALIENS _ 1""LlGDlLl!.-The programs 


19 referred to in this subseetion are the toUowinr. 


20 (l) The prol1F"ll1 of medical assistan.. IIllOOr title lOX ot the So­


21 ei.a.I Security .Actl exeept emergency services as provided in subsection 


22 (0). 


'23 12) The MAtol'lUll and Chad Health Setvkes Blod< Grant Progmm 

24 under tide V or the Social Security Aet. 

25 (3) The pnl(!nlll> .,1abIished in _ 330 or the Publie"Health 

26 Service All! (relati.ug to oommunilY bealth _ ....). 

27 (4) The Pl'OfI1'8J!l estahlished in section 1001 of the Publie Health 

28 Seniee Act (relati.ug to family planning ..ethods and 80m..,). 

29 (5) The program estabUshed in sectioa 329 of the Publio Health 

30 Service Act (relati.ug to arlgrant health ........). 

31 (S) The prol1F"ll1 ot aid and ....- 10 need,r rtunili.. with <hiJ. 
32 dren under part A or tide IV of the Social SecuriIY Ant. 

:13 (7) The dilld ""If.,.......- pnlf!T'&m under part B or tiUe IV 

34 or the Social Security .Act. 

35 (8) The ...ppl.....181 seeurilY moo... program under tide XVI or 
36 the Social Security Aet. 

37 (9) The program of !oster eare and adoption assistanc.e under part 

38 E of tiUe IV of the Social Security AIl!. 

39 '(10) The school lunch proi!'8Jll carried out uDder the National 

4!l &hoot Lunch .kt (42 U.s.C. 1751 et seq.). 

http:relati.ug
http:relati.ug
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1 (ll) Tbe speeialwpptementaJ rood ptogTaIU tOt wOmen., wanta,. 
2 and clilldren carried out under section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act 
3 or 1966 (42 U.SC. 1786). 

ot (12) The nutrition progra,ms earried out under part C of title ill 

5 or lb. Older Americans Act or 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3030. et seq.). 

6 (13) The el>:ool breakfast program ea.rriOO (rut under SECtion 4 ot 
7 the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.8.C, 1773). 

S (14) The child and adult..,. food program wried out under_ 

9 tio. 17 of lbe National School I",neh Act (42 U.S.C. 1766). 

10 (15) The E_Food....- Act or 1983 (7 U.S.C. 612< 

II _I. 
Il (16) The "",uner food --.. program for clUldren wried out 

13 under section 13 or the National School j,uooh Act (42 U.s.C. 1761). 

14 (11) The oomtnOdity snpplementol rood p...,.... aulborized by 

IS ...tion 4(0) or lbe .Airieul"'''' and Co_mer Pro!.o>tion Act or 1973 

16 (7 U.s.C. 612. note). 

11 3 or the(18) Tho special milk p,........ wried out aoder _. 

18 Child Nutrition Act or 1966 (42 U.s.C. 1772). 

19 (IS) The program Q( rental aeeiatanee ... behalf or low·....... 
2() fanilliea provided under _n 8 or the Unitod _ Housing AlIt or 

21 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437!'). 


22 (20) The p_ Q( -.. .. poblie housing nuder title I .r 

23 the United States Housing Act or 1937 (42 U.s.C. 1437 .. seq.). 


24 (21) Thn _ program onder -. 502 or lb. Housing AIIt.r 

2S 1949 (42 U.RC.1472). 


26 (22) The program or intetest reduction payments pursuant'tQ ~ 


27 """" ._ in.. by lb. !l<eretary or Housing and Um.. Dewl"l>' 


28 ment under ~ft 236 ot the National Housing Act (l2 U.S.C. 
29 17150-1). 

30 (23) The program or I.... ror rental and eooperatire housing 

31 under _ion 515 or lb. Housing Act or 1949 (42 U.RC 1485). 

32 (24) The program or rental -.._ts po!9Uanl .. 0011­

33 IlUtO ,"..red into onder -. 521(.)(2)(4) or lb. Housing Act or 
34 1949 (42 U.S.C. 149o.(a)(2)(A)). 

3S (25) The program of assistanoo payments 011 behalf of home­
36 owners under section 235 of the National Housing .Act (12 U.S.C. 

37 1715.). 

38 (26) The program of' rent supplement payments OIl behalf Gt quali· 
39 fSed tenaDt8 punmant to contra.ets entered w\o ~ section 101 of' 

40 lb. Housing and Um.. Dewlap....t AI:< of 1905 (12 U.S.C. 170ls). 
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1 (21) The loan and gTant programs under sectu.m 504 of the Hous~ 

2 intr Act !)f 1949 (42 U.S.C, 1474) for repairs and improvements to 

3 ru"u dwdlings, 


4 
 (28) The loan and Il$$istance programs under sectioos 514 and 

; 51£ of the Huusing Act of 1949 (42 U,S,C, 14S4, 1486) fur housing_ 

6 for farm IAbor~ 

7 (29) The Progranl of grants for preservation and rehahiliUition of 

g bousing under section 533 !)f the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S,C. 

9 1490m). 

W (90) The program of _ts a.ud I"",," for mutual a.ud scl!·h<lp 

II housing and teehnieaJ assistance under- aeetwn 523 of the Hous.inr Act 


12 of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1400e). 


13 (31) The prof!TBlIl of site loons _ndar _ 524 or the Housing 


14 Act uf 1949 (42 U,S,C, 149M). 


15 (311) The program _ndar part B or title IV of the ll:¥>er Edu· 


16 cation Act of 1965. 


17 (33) The p__ndar subpart I of part A or title IV of the 


18 H'igber Education Act of 1965_ 


19 (34) The .,..,..", undar part C of tiUe IV of the ll:¥>er Edn­

20 cation .Act."f 1965. 


21 (35) The progmm under subpert 3 of part A of flU. IV or the 


22 Higher Education Ad; of 1965_ 


'23 	 (36) The prognun under part E of tide IV of the ll:¥>er EIIu· 

24 cation Act of 1965. 

25 (3'1) The P~ under sobpart 4 Of part A !)f title ~ or the 

26 Higher Education ~ of 196:5. i 

1:7 (9S) The prognun under title IX of the ll:¥>er Education Act of 

28 1965. 

29 (SS) 'I'll< prognun undar ..bpert 5 of part A of tide IV of the 

30 ll:¥>er Education Act or 1965. 

31 (40) The p_ established in -... 39M nod 9388 of th. 

32 Publi. Health Serrire Act end the p_ established in part A of 

:u tide VII of such Act (relatinz to loons a.ud acholarsb.ips Ibr edueatioo 

34 in the: bealth profes<;IoIlS-), 


35 
 (41) The progmm estabIisbed in BeCtion 317G)(1) of the Publle 

36 Health Service Act; (relating.to grants ro.r[immunit.a~api.ost vae­

37 cwe-preventable diseases). 

38 (42) The program estabIiahod in BeCtion 31U of the Public 

39 Health Service Aet: (relating to mnts f()l'" sereeniug, retertals, and oon· 
40 eation ~ lead poisoning in infants and cllikl.ren), 

http:relating.to
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(43) The program established in part A of title XIX of the Public 

2 Health Semce Act (relating to block grants for pl"CV{!ntive health and 

3 health semces). 

4 (44) The prog:rams established in subparts I and II of part B of 

title XIX of the Public Health Service Act. 

6 (45)(A) T'.:..!' program of trai.nin.g for disadvantaged adults and 

7 youth under part A of title II of the Job Training Partnership Act (29 

8 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.), as in et'Cect before Ju1y 1, 1993. 

9 (B)(i) The program of trai.n.i.ng for disadvantaged adults under 

part A of title II of the Job Train.i.ng Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1601 

II et seq.), as in effect on and aftu July 1, 1993. 

12 (ii) The program of trai.ning for disadvantA(ed youth under part 

13 C of title II of the Job Train.ing Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1641 et 

14 seq.), as in effect on and after July 1, 1993. 

(46) The Job Corps program under part B of title IV of the Job 

16 Trnining Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1692 et aeq.). 

17 (47) The summer youth employment and training programs under 

18 pert B of ti~e 1I of the Job TnUning Partnership Act (29 U.S.C. 1630 

19 et aeq.). 

(48) The programs carried out under the Older Ameriean Comma· 

21 oily Service Empioymeot Act (42 U.S.C. 3001 et aeq.). 

22 (49) The programs under title m of the Older Americans Act of 

. 23 1965. 

24 (50) The progra.ms carried out under part B of title II of the Do­

mestie Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 5011-5012). Ir 

26 (51) The pro~ carried out under part C of title II of {he Do­

27 mestie Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 5013). 

28 (52) The program under the lmv·lnoome Energy Assistance Act 

29 of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 8621 et aeq.). 

(53) The weatherir.ation ass:ist.anee program under title IV of the 

31 EaergyConservation and Production Act (42 U.S.C. 6851). 

32 (54) The program of block grants to States for social services 

33 under title XX of the Social Security Act. 

34 (55) The programs carried out under the Community Semeea 

Block G.-ant Act (42 U.S.C. 9901 et aeq.). 

36 (56) The program of legal assistance to eligible clients and other 

37 programs under the Legal Serviees Corporation Act (42 U.S.C. 2996 

38 et aeq.). 

39 '(57) The program for emergency food and shelter grants under 

title m of the Stewart B. MelGnney Homeless Assistanee Act (42 

41 U.S.C. 11331 et aeq.). 
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(58) The p_ carried out under the Olild Care and Oimlop­

ment BI.... Ornot Act or 19oo (42 U.S.C. S85S et seq.). 

(59) A State program for provid.ing child eare under section 402(i} 

or the Soeial Seeurity Act. 

(60) The program at' State legalization impaet·assis.tanee grants ­

(SLIAG) undei'7ection 204 of the Lmmigration Reform and Control 

Act 01' 1986. 
(e) NOO'LFlCA'I'ION OF .ALJ:ENS.-Any Federal &genoy that admjnistenJ 

• program ",femld to in aubs<.etion (d) sIuin. d1rootIy ... ~ the Sta.... 
notify _ alien ....iving benefita _ the p_ whose eligibili... lor 

the p_ is or will be ~ by """". 01' this_ 
SEC. oIOt. STATE AFOC AGENCIES REQUIRED TO PROVIDE INFORMA­

TION ON ILLEGAL ALIENS TO 'tHE IMMIGRATION AND 

NATURALIZATION SERVICE. 

Sectio. 402(0) of the Social Seeurity Act (42 U.S.C. 002(.)), as 

amended by title I of this Aet,. is amended­

(1) byl!U'ilcini "and" at the end of paragre.pb (48); 

(2) by l!U'iIcini the period At the end of paragraph (49) and insert· 

(3) by inwting after paragre.pb (49) the ~. 

• "(SO) require the Soate age..". to provide to the ImmlgTatlon and 

NatnnllUatio. _ the name, address, and other ~ iIlfor. 

ttlAtio. that the 1Ijj\l"'" bas with _ to _ individua! ualawllilly 

in the United States any of whose clilldren is. a citizen of the Uni~ 

States." . , 
TITLE V-CONSOLIDATING FOOD' 


ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

SEC. 501. FOOD ASSISTANCE aLOCK GRANT PROGRAM. 

(0) AImiOJln'T To M.I.l!E BLOCK ORANTS.-The Secretary of.,Agri· 

enltlire shalllIl3ke gJ'Mtfi in aeeorda.nee with this 8f!!e'tion b;) States to' pro­
_ rood -... to _ who are ooonomi<ally disadvaIltaged and 

to individuals who .... '""""""" of economically disadvaIltaged families, 
~)~ONOF~~-

(1) ALLonmNTs TO 81'ATEO,--SuQioot to _ph (2), the 

'funds appropriatOO. to ea.n:Y out this section tor MY fiooal yt.a.r shall 

be allotted among the State!; as follows: 

(A) Of the aggregate amount to be distributed under this see­

don. .21 percent sb.all be re8eJ"Ved (or gr1LDta: to Guam. the Vugin 

lsIaod& or the United Sta"", AmeriClU) Samoa, the Commonwealth 

of the Northern Ma.ri.a..na. Islands, the R.epubHe: (It the Ma.r8halJ J.a. 

lands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Palau. 

http:Ma.ri.a..na
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I (B) Of the aggregate amount to be distributed under this sec· 

2 tion. .24 pereent shall be reserved (or grants to tribaJ organiza· 

3 tiona that have governmentaJ jurisdiction over geographically de­

4 tined areas and shall be alIoeared equiUbly by the Secretary 

5 among such organizations. 

6 (C) ~~e remainder of such a.ggrepte amount shall be allo­

7 cated among the remaining States. The amount allocated to each 

8 of the remainjng States shall bear the same proportion to such re­

9 mainder as the number of resident individuals in such State who 

10 are economically disadvantaged separately or as membera of eeo-
II nomieaUy disadvantaged families bears to the aggregate number of 

12 resident individuals in all such remajning States who are eoonomi. 

13 cally disadvantaged separately or as members of economically dis­

14 advantaged families. 

IS (2) LnnTATION.-After September 30, 1996, the aggregate 

16 amount allotted under paragraph (1) fOf any fiseal year shall not ex· 

17 ceed the aggregate amount allotted under paragrapb (1) for the then 

18 preceding fiscal year adjusted by the Secretary.to re!Ieet­

19 (A) the ".,...,tage c!>anie in popalation during the I-year pe­

20 riod ending JUDe 30 of such preceding tiseal yeai-, determined On 

21 the basis of the most co.rrent informatioD available in the Cu.rrent 

22 POpulatiOD Reporta, P25 series (as 81ijusted to include overseas 

-23 members of the armed forces of the U~ States), published by 

24 the BUmlu of the Census, and 

25 (B) the percentage change in the food at home compqnent of 

26 the Consumer Price Index For All Urban Consumers fo~ the 1· 

27 year period ending May 31 of such preceding fiscal year. 

28 (c) ELIamILITT To REcE:rvE GRANTS.-To be eligible to recem: a 

29 grant in the amount allotted to a State for a fiscal year, such State ahall 

30 submit to the Secretary an application in such form, and oontaining such 

31 information and assurances as the Secretary IIlA1 require by rule, 

32 including­

33 (1) an assurance that such grant will be expended by the State 

34 to provide food asgistance to resident individuals in such State who are 

3S . eoonomicalJy disadvantaged. separately or as members of economically 

36 Wsad""taged families, 

37 (2) not more than 5 percent of such grant will be expended by 

38 the State (or administrative oosts ineurTed to provide assistanee under 

39 this section, 

40 (3) Dot less thaD 12 percent o( each grant received from funds al­

41 lotted for fiscal yeaN 1996 through 2000 will be eq>ended to provide 

September 23, 1994 
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I fooi assistAnee and nutrition education to pregnant women. 
2 postpartum WOmen, b....tfeeding ........ infants, and young childreo. 

3 (4) not tess than 20 percent of each grant receil'!d (rom funds al~ 

• Iott<d for fis<a1 ,..". 1996 through 2000 will be "'IJ<Ilded to provide-

S (A) nonprofit sclrooI ~BSt p~ tor students tn)m _ 

6 oooMmicaliT'disad\'an~~" 

7 (8) milk in oonprofit schools: and in nonprofit nursery 

8 schools. child care centers., settlement bou.ses. summer ea.mps. and 
9 similar institutions devoted to the care and training of children. 

10 .. dlildren truro economically disadvantq\ld !amiIies, 

II (C) nonprofit schoo! luuclt p_ for students from _ 
nomieally _tq\ld _12 .. 	 13 iD) ~ food ....... p__ in institutiDllS providing 

14 ehUd ""'" for children from ...nomJeally _tq\ld tamlli<s. 
15 and 

16 (E) summer food ....... prollflUlll! carried out by nonprofit 

17 food authoritim. local goveroments., nonprofit higher education in­

18 !!Iimoo"" participa,;og in·the NatiDmIl Youth SPO"" Program. 

19 and ..mdential nonprolit summer _po, 10 provide mea!s 10 chil· 

20 dreu from eoooomieally d.i:sftma.ntapd families; and 
21 (5) an """"",,eo that the _t of food asslstanee that will be 

22 provided to a.n:y IIDDeIE!mpt individual who is otherwise eligible to teo 

. 23 ceive such emistance will be reduced proportionaUy to relleet the extent 

24 10 wbleh the individual h.. not performed 32 b..,. of worl< "" behlIl! 

25 or a State or a poptical subdivision of a State, through a progqun • 
26 tolJIished by the &ate or polio..J subdivision, during the month ~reeed. 
21 iIlg the month tor which snell as.sistanoe is provided. 

.. 	 28 (d) All'I'!I01U'I'!' To REDUCE ClmTAlN GlWI'l'S REQ__.-At 

29 the request of • &ate for a partieuIar fis<a1 ,..., the ~ _ reduce 

30 • percenlq1l require_t speciJled in parognoph (3) or (4) of subsection <e) 

31 if the ~ determines that the p1lI'flOOO d...".;bed in soeb parognoph 

32 will be odequ.tety earned out by sueh Slate without """,ding the full 

33 amou.. of lunda required by sud> paragraph. 

34 {e) LnmA'1'10N.-No State or politiea.! subdivision or a State that re­
35 """, lunda providud under thls title < &ball replace any employed worker 

-

36 with an individual who is participating in a program. ~ in subseetion 
31(0)(5) for the purpose of oomplyinf with sneh .._ion. Suclt an irulividmll 
38 may be plaoed in any position olI'end by the S_ or poIitieel _. 

39 that­

(A) is a new position; 
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(8) is a position that booame available in the DOrmal course of 

2 C(lnduetiJlg the bus~ Qr the State Qr politieal SUbdivisiOIl; 

3 (C; involves performing work that would mberwise be performed 

4 OD. an (lVl;rtime huis by It worlter who is not an individuAl participating 

5 in such program; or 

6 (D) that i.t.~position which became a:vailable by shifting Ii current 

7 employt!e to an sJternAte position. 

S (f) AtfTB01U.ZATlON OF APPROPIUA't'tON8.-{1} There are authorized to 

9 be lIPP"'IlriAtOO .. earry out thls _ $35,600,000,000 rot flSCOl ~ 

10 1996 and _b ..... as _be IItlCCS'lIU'Y rodlseal_ 1997. 1998, 1999, 

II and 2000. 

12 (2) !'or the _ of alfording adequate IIOIlce of funding available 

13 under this section. an appropriation to can')" out this seetioo is authorized 

I' .. be included ill an apP"'Il","",n .MI Co, the !'iseal ~p~ the fill. 

15 cal year for which S'Uch appropriation is available for obliptiolL 

16 SEC. sot. AVAlLA8tlJTY OF FEDERAL COUPON SYsrEM TO STATtS. 

17 (0) lssu.."",. ~ AND UBB OF CoUfONB.-The Secretar:y 

1& ahal.I issue, lDd t.nake available tor purchase by States., COUpoDS tor the re­

19 tail purebaae of rood fl:tlm retail food·.1<>Tea thaI .... approwd ill """,rdauoe 
20 with ",_on (h). Coupons issued, purchased, and used as provided ill thio 
21 section shaD be _ at flwe value by the Secretazy Ihrongh th. faeili­

22 ties or the Treasury of the UnitOO Sta.... Tb. purebase priee or eaeh eou­

23 !X'D issued under this Stdl$eetion shall be the face value of web eoupoa. , 
24 (h) APPROvAL OF RETAIL FOOl) STORES AN!) WllO!E8ALR FOOD 

25 CoNCEI\I!lI.-(l) Regulations issuEd punmant .. thio _on shaD ,provide 

26 for the Illbmission of appJieatiOllS tor approval by retail food ~res and 

Z7 _esale food ........,. which de9ire .. be authoriud .. """'1'1 end redeem 

28 oouPOIUJ under t.hi& &OOtion, rn determining the qt'alifiMfjOIl8 of appliean~ 

29 there shaD be eoMidered among suclt other faetor8 as: ma;y be appropriate, 

JO ther~ 
31 (4) The nalnre and _t of the __~ by the 

32 applleant. 
3) (S) The ",lu.,. of ...pon _ which _ ........wy be ex­

34 peeled .. be condue1ed by the applicanl rood ...... or wbolesale food 

35 OOtW!tt1l 

)6 (0) The _ integrity and reputation of the applieant. 

)1 ApP"""" of M .pplieant shaD be ,,;donee<! by the issu.... 10 suell. appli­

38 cant ot a. ooatnlnSt'erable certificate of approval. The SecretAry is author­
39 i.r.ed to issue regulations providing tor a periodie reauthorization of retail 

40 food atorea aDd 'Wholesale food concerns. 
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I (2) A buyer or- transferee (other than I bona fide buyer or lrfWSferee) 

2 of a retail food store or wholesale food OOneerD that has been disqualified 

:3 uDder subaection (d) may not accept o"r redeem coupons until the Seeretary 

.; rooeives full payment of any penalty imposed On such store or concern. 

S (3i Regulations issued pttttWlnt to tbis st'ction shaD require an appli­

6 cant retaiJ food stereor wboles8!e rood OOnt:em to 5Ilbmit information whlch 

7 will permit a determination to be made as to whetber such applicant QuaIi· 

g ties, or continues to quality, {ht' approval under this section or the regula. 

9 tions issued pursuant to this section. R.egulations is.-Jued pursuant to this 

10 Sft)tion shall provide for safeguards which limit the use or ~osure of in­

t I formation obtained under the authority granted by this subsection to pur­

12' poses directly connected with administration and enforcement or this section 

13 &r the reeulations issued purSuAnt to tWa 8OOtioo, except that such informa... 

14 tion may be disclosed to and used by States that pu~ such coupons. 

15 (4) Ally retail food ...... or _ ...... food co""'", whicl> has failed 

16 upon application to receive appnmU to participate: in the food stamp ~ .. 
17 gram "'" obtain • IrearitIg o. _ I1lI\JsoI as provided in ..._. (0. 

J8 (e) REDEMPTION OF Q)'01"(}t>."S.-ReguJl1tions issued under thi$ section 

19 sba11 providB for the redemptioo of "'"'PO" aooept<d by ..wi food &to"" 

·20 through appf'Ol'OO. wbolesale food oonooms: or thronp fi!l8ocial institntions 

21 whicl> are insured by the _ Deposit _ eo",.ration, or _. 

22 are insured under the Federal Credit Oui" Act (12 O,S.C, 1751 et seq.) 

23 and have retail food stores or wholesale rood c.onoerns in their field of mem­

24 bership, with the t".OOperation or the Treasury Department. exeepl that retail 

2S Cood ,t.lI" defined in .....,. 504(9)(0) shall be autborized to red.... their, 
26 nlfmbets' food coupons prior to reeeipt by the members of the food 80 ~ 

27 chased. end publicly operated oommunity mental health eenter& or private 

28 nonprofit organizations or institutions wilieh &em meals m narcotics ad­

=, 29 _ or 41_ in drng addietioo or AIoohoile _!.ment and _ilitat'" 

30 ~ publie and private nonprofit shelters: that prepare and sene 

3t meals fur battered \WJDefl and children. puNie or private nonprofit group 

32 tiring I'U'1'9.ngtmentB that serve meals to Wsabl.ed or blind residents, and 

33 publie or private nonprofit establishments. or publie or private nonprofit 

34 oheltenJ thet feed individuals who do ..., ...ide in peMllllJl••t dw<Uings ..d 

35 individuals who have .0.1) fixed ma.il.ing add.rEsses shall Dot be autbQrizai 1(1 

36 redeem coupons through financi.al institutions which 8J't' insured by the Fed­

37 erat Deposit Insurance CGrporatiGn or the Federal Credit Union Alrt. No 

3& financial iwltitutioo may impose on or- colJect from a retail food a~ a ree 

39 or other charge for the redemption of ooupoml dtat are submitted to the 

40 fina.ncia) institution in " manner oonBistect with the requirements.. other 

Seotembet23,l994 
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than any ~irements relating to eaneellation of eoupons, fOr the presen" 

2 tAtion of coupons by financial institutions to the Federal Reserve ba.nka. 

3 (d) Crvn. MoNEY PEYALTIE8 A.."fO DISQC..u..IFlCATION' OF RETAIL 

4 Fool.) SroMS .om WHOLESALE FooD CoNCER.."ta-(l) .Any approved re.­
S tail food store or wholesale food concern may be disqualified to. Ii specified ~ 

6 period of time Crom"-'iUrther participation in the coupon program under this 

7 section. or suQjected 00 a civil mOney penalty of up to $10,000 (or each vi(). 

8 latioo i! the Secretary determines that its disqualificatiOD would eause bard· 

9 ship to individuals who receive coupons, on a fiodinr. made as speci.fied in 

10 the reguJa.tions, that $Ueh store or eoncern has violated this seetion or the 

II reguJations issued pursuant to: this section. 

12 (2) Disqualifi<ation unde, ~ (1) shanbe­

13 (A) for a resson&bIe period of time, of no tess than 6 months nor 

J4 more than 5 yeant, upon the (1rSt oeeasion of disqualitication; 

IS (S) fur a reIlS(Inabie period of time, of no less than 12 months 

i6 iiOr 0l0l"e than 10 years, upon the seeond oocaaion of disqualification; 

17 and 

18 (0) pennanent upon­

19 (i) the third .,.,.,..;." or disqualilieation. 

20 Hi) the first occaaion or any ~ent oct:aSion of a dis­
21 qual_lion baaed no the purehase or _po.. or ""fIIeking in 

22 eoupons by a retail food store or wholesale food eoneern, aDept 

23 that the Sooretary shall have the discretion to impose a civil 

'24 money penalty of up to $20,000 for each violation {except that the 

25 amount ()f' civil money penalties: imposed for violations oecrurring, 
26 during a singlf!: inVl.'$f;iptiOIl may not exeeed $40,0(0) in lleo at 
27 disqualifi<atio. undff tIU3 su~ for such pu_ of 

28 ooupons or trafficking in eonpons that «institutes a. viQla.tion of 

29 tllis section or the reeWationS issued pursuant to this aeetio1l; if 

30 the Sooretary detennint's that there "sulJ8tnn1W evideDee (_d· 

31 ing evidence thAt neither the OWnership nor m.an.qement of the 

32 store or food eonr.ern WBS aware of, approved. benefited !rom. or 

33 was invo1ved in the conduct or approval of the vioIation}'that such 

34 store or food concern bad an effeetive p<;liey and program in efrtct 

35 to prevent violations of this section and suth ttgUlation&, or 

l6 (ill) • finding of the sale of firearm:s, .,,,,..,,.lion, ...,t_ 
37 or controlled substance (88 defined in section 802 of title 21, Unit­

38 ed States Code) fo, ""'pons, """",t thot the Soeretar)' shall b.", 

39 ·the diseretion to impose a eivil mOney penalty Of 'Up to $20,000 

40 for eaeh violation (except that the amount (If eivil money penalties. 

41 imposed for violations OC{fUrring during a single investigation may 
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not exceed $40,000) ill lieu or disqualification under this subpara­

graph if the Seeretoty determines that there ~ subotaotial <!Vi­

denoo (including evidence that neither the ownership nor IDAJ'l.IlP 

ment of the store or food concern was a.ware ot, approved. OOIlb­

fited from., or was inVGlved in the oonduet or approwl or Lbe viola~ 

tion) that '":.;re store or (ood eoneern had an effective poliey and 

program in effect to prevent vioJatiOO8 of this section, 

(3) The action of disqu6iifieation Or the imposition or a civil money 

peoal!;)' shall be sutUeet to "mew as provided in mbri<ction (~. 

(4) As: a eondition of authorimtion to accept J.nd redeem CQUp<tJ1S is-. 

sued under subsection {al, the Secretary may rEqUire a retail food store or­

wIwIesaie food ""'""'" whicll has _ disqualiJiEd or ..l-li- to • civil 

peoalty _t '" pomgreph (1) '" furnish • bond to ....'!he ..... of 

eoupo!l8 which sueb s:tore or ooncem may in the Ibblre accept ud rEdeem 

in violation of this section. The Seeret.ary shall, by regulatkUl. Pre<Jeribe the 

am..n~ lonna, and condition! of such bond. lf the Seeretoty finds that 

S\lch store or ooncem bas aooepted and redeemed eoupom ill violation of 
this --.. oller futni&hing such bond. such ...... ., co""""' shall _~ 

'" the Sec_ lUI ""'..... or such bond whicll is equal to the val.. of_. 

pons a<oepted and _ by such atore 0' eoneen> in inoIation or this 

section. Soch store or C'lOnOOTD tnaY obtain • hea.ring on aueh fOrfeiture ~ 
"""'" to _. (I). 

(5)(A) l.n the ..... an;y retail food store OJ" wholesale food .....,. that 

has been disqualifiDd u.der pomgreph (1) is sold or the ownmhlp _ 

is otherwise transferred to a purebuer or t.ra.usferee. the person or persona 
who sell 01' otherwise transi'er ownership of the retail food store or 'Wholesale 

rood eoneem shall be sutdooted to a civil money penal~ in an amount estab­

1_ by the Seeret.ary thro11ih replatioos to ref1... that portion or the die­quaI_. period that has JWt "" e.pired. lf the retail food ..... or 
wholesale rood concern baa been disqualified ~, the civil money 

penal!;)' shall be double the penal\)' for • teD'""" disqnallil<ati.. period, .. 

calcu1a.tod under regulatio .. issuEd by the Secretoty. The disquaI_titln 

period imposed under paragrapb (2) shall ooutiIrue in e&ct AS to the person , 
or penwns who sell or otherwise tnmsfe:r ownership or the retail food store 

Ot Wholesale food OOneern notw:lth.stand.ing the ilnposition of Il civi1 money 

penal!;)' under ~_h. 
(B} At ~ time after a civil money penalty imposed under gubpara­

graph (A) has b<eome fin&! under aubri<ction (1)(1), the Seeretoty may .... 

quest the Attorney General to institute a civil action arainst the l)et'S011 or 

persons subjoot to the penalty in I district oonrt of the Cnited States for 

fillY district in which sueh pertIOD or persons II.re ((fUnd, reside, or tnul8aet 
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business to eoUect the penalty IUld sucb court $ha1I have jurisdiction to bear 

2 and decide SUM action, In such action. the validity and amount {jf web pen· 

l a1ty shaU not be suQioot to l'C'iew. 

4 (C) Tbe Seeretaty may wpose a fine aplnst. any reta.i.l food store or 

S wholesale food eotI:eero that aooepts ooupons that are Dot act'Ompanied by 

6 the corresponding ~ oover. other than the deoomi.nation of OO1lpOa3 used 

7 for mak.:ing eh~ as $pI!cif"ted in ~lations is:suOO under this: section. The 

8 ammmt of any ",ell fllIe shall be ",tallIishtd by the Seeretaty and _ be 

9 _and _ in __ with ~M issuEd under this sec­

10 linn --.uIy or in combination willi any fiaeaI eIaim establishEd by the 
11 Seeretaty. '!'he ~ Genom! of the United s.. ... _ inlrtitu.. judicial 

12 action in any court of eompete.nt jurisdiction ~ the store or concern 
13 w _ the fiDe. 

14 (6) The Seeretaty _ impoae • fllIe apinst any person not .~ 

15 by the Secretary to aooept and redeem coupona who violates this section or 

16 a reculatioD issnOO. under this seetion. iDclud.ing vioratioDB concerning the 

17 aooeplanoo 01 000fI0lllI. '!'he ..,oont of any ..ell fine shall be __ by 

18 the Seeretar)' and _ be _ and _ in __ willi ,..,.wa. 
19 tioM issued u.odet this aeetion sepa.mteIy or ill combination with any tiseal 
20 clBlm.....wlished by the Seeretaty. The Attorney Geeerol of llie U oited 

21 States may institnte: judicial action in any oourt of eompetent jurisdiction 

22 
23 

Ilj!llinst the peroon W .0Dee! the fine. 
(e) COLLECTION.,." D_ON OF CLAws.-'!'he See.....,. shall 

24 haw the power to determi.De the amount of and settle and adjust aDY elaim 

25 aDd to oomprom.ise or deny all or part ot aIQ" sueb claim or claims ~ 

26 under this section or the regulations issued pursuant. to this aeet:iollo'inclnd­

27 tng, but not limited to, claims a.rI.sing from fraudule:nt and nonfraudulent 

28 

29 
30 

averissuanOt'S to recipienu.. including the power to wme claims if the See­
..tar)' de......... !.bat to 00 110 wvuld ..,.. the l'UJllOO'S of this ........ 
Such _!II with respect to claims Ilj!llinst nocipienta _ be delegated by 

31 the Seeretar)' to Stale agencies. 

32 

33 
34 

(0 Al>"""""",Tn'B AND JUDICIAL Rl!vmw.-{l) ~ 

(A) an application ot a retai1 food store or wholesale food eouoern 
for app_ to _t and ..00- _poIlB issued under ..._ (a) 

3S .is deniOO pursuant to this seetion. 
36 (B) a. retail food atore or 'Wholesale rood concern is disqualified or 

31 ..QieetEd to • cmJ "."'ey peealty under ..._ (d), 

38 

39 

40 

(0) an or part of MY claim or a retail food rtore or wboIRe food 

concern ia denied under sub<leetion (e), or 

(D) a claim Ilj!llinst a State is stated _t to subseetio" (e), 

Se-ptemoor 23, 1994 
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notioo of such ailmjnistmtlvt action shall be issued to the reta.il rood store., 

wholesale rood concern, o. State involved. Such notice shaH be dcliverOO. by 

eertifi~ mail 01' pemonaJ servioo. If sueb: store, ooneern. or State is 81~ 

grieved by $ncb action, it may, in accordance with re:plations promulga~ 

under this section, within 10 days of the date or delivery of such notiee:. _ 

fik , writtan ~·tor an (jtJportXlni~ to submit inrOrmAtioD in wppon 

of ita position t() such person or persons as the regulations may designate. 

It such a request is not made or if sueb store, ooooern. or State fa.i!s to 

submit infon:na.tiou in support of its pooition after filing a request, the ad· 

ministrat~ determination shaJl be final. It B'Ucll request is made by such 

store, concern. (lr State sueb wormatioll as QUIJ" be submitted by such 
store, concern. or State 88 well IJJJ such other information as ~ be·avail. 

able, shalt be ..vi.....:! by lb...""'. 01' [J<""''''' d","-ud by lb. Secrewy, 

who shall, sutliOO w tho right of judicial miew he...u.atter provided, make 

• oo..,.",;".tWn which shall be fiIW and which shall take effect 30 ~ 

After the date of the: deliwry or serviee of sueh final notice of determination. 

It SU<!b "",.., eo"""", or StAte feels ~ by such fiIW _OOn. 
;1 _ obtainjudicW review Ibereof by filint1. eomplaUrt apinst !be Unit­

ed Sta... in !be Uniud States oourt tor tho rustri<t in which n _ or' 

is e~ in ffitsintm, or, in the ea3e of a retail food store or wtioltzale 
tood ooneern., in any OO1Irt ot record or the State baving competent jurisdic­

tion. within 30 days after the date of delivery or &erviee. of the final ootioo 

of determination upon it, requesting the eourt to set aside such det.ertniJla.. 

tion. The COW of the summons and eomplaint required to be delivered to 

the official or aeeneY whose order is being attacked shall be sent to t.!;¥! See­
retItJy or such pel'$Oll or petsOOS AS the Secretary DlIlY desipatt to I~ 
smit;e of process.. The suit in the United States dist.riet court or State court 

shall be 8. trial de DOW by the oourt in whicll the court shall determine the 
validity of tM questioned administrative action in issue. If the oourt dete.... 

mines that such administrative action is invalid. it &hall enter sucll-judg· 

ment or order M it determines is in aecon.b.woo with the law and the m.. 
denoe. During the pendency of such juwci&l revie'W, or any appeal there­

from, the administratm action. under reriew ahal1 be and remain in tun 

t¢.r'OO and effect. unless on applieation to the oourt on not less dwt ten 

days' notice, ud atw hearing thereon and a eonsideration by the court of 

the applicant's likelihood of prevailing on the Il,lerita and of irreparable m. 
jur:Y, the court temporarily IitayS such adml.nlst:rative action pending disposi-. 

tion or such trial or appeal. 

, (g) "'OLATlO,," """ ENFORCElIENT,-(I) &l1ieot w pa.ragnlph (2), 

whoerer k:nowingly uses. transfers, aequire8. alters. or ~ ooupona in 
any m.a.n.ner eont-rary to this section or the regulatio~ issued pursnant to 
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I this section shall. if such coupons are of a vaJue of $5,000 or more, be 

2 guilty of a !elony and shall be C'me<! oot more than $250.000 or imprisoned 

). for not more than 20 years, or both. and shall, if such eooponS are ()f a 

.. value of $100 or more, trot less: fuM $5,000, be guilty of Ii feloqy and aba.1!, 

.5 upon the first conviction tht:i"'e(lt, bE fmOO not 1l'lOJ'e tban $10.000 01" impris- _ 

6 oned tor not moN:':!ian 5 yean:, or ooth. and, upon the smond and any 

7 sutmquent ooDViction thereat. shall be imprisol1~ for not less than 6 

8 months [101" more t.h&.n 5 years and may alII,) be fined oot more than 

9 $10,000 or) it such ooupons are of a value 0( less than $100. shall be guilty 

10 of a miademtanor. and. upon the finIt oouvietion tbe.ra'it, shall be fined not 

11 more than $1,000 or imprisen$i for not more than one year, or both. and 

12 upon the seoooo and any S'UOOequtmt ooavict.ion thereof, shall be imprisoned 

13 for not more than one year and may also be fined not more than $1,000. 

14 (2) In the ease of any individual convicted of an offense under par&­

IS graph (I), the oonrt may pennit such individual to pelform work appmed 

16 by the oourt for the ptlI'i)'08e of providing restitution tor losses ineumd by 

17 the United States and the State as • result of the oIfense for which such 

18 individual was oonvieted. [t the court permits such individual W perform 

19 such work and such individual _ thereto, the """'" shall wlthbotd the 

20 imposition ot the sentenee On the f»Udition that sueh individnaI perform the 

21 ",.,qnod work, U..,. the .._ completion of the assigned work the, 

n court may SU8pelld sucl1 Bentenoo. 

23 (3) Whoever pn!1Jents. or causes to be presented, eoupons for payment 

24 or redemption of the- value of $100 or more, knowing the same 1.0 have been 

25 ~iVOO., t.nu!3ferred, or used in aIij' manner in violation of t.b.is ~n or 

26 the rogutatio.. issued undor to this """"'" shall be guilty of • ftIoily and, 

21 upon the first oonviction thereof. shall be fined Dot more than $20,000 or 

28 imprisoned for Dot maN than 5 years, or ooth. and, upOn the fieIXInd and 

29 any B'tlb8eqnent oonvietion thereof, shall be impriwned for not less than ODe 

30 year nor mom than 5 years ud m8¥ also be fined not more than $2OjOOO, 

31 (lr, if sueb. eoupona are of a value of less than $100, shall be guUty or & 

32 misdemeanor and. upon the finJt conviction thereof, shan be fined not more 

33 than $1,000 or imprisoned fO'r not Dlt)re than one year, or both. and, upon 

34 the seoond and any subsequent conviction thereo( shall be imprisoned for 

35 not more than one- year and may also be fined not lOON! than $1,000. 

36 SEC. 503. AUTHORITY TO SELL FEDERAL SURPLUS COMMOnITIES. 

37 Notwithstanding any other provision or law. the SecretAry of Acri­
l& culture a.nd the Commodity Credit Corporation may tell surplus eommod­

39 it.it!s and surplus foodstuffs to the States to provide rood assistanee to mw.. 
40 'liduala who are ecollOmicaUy disad:v1UltagOO and 10 i.ndividuala wbo are 

members of ee<toomieally disadvantaged familial. 

September 23. 1994 
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1 SEC. $0«. DeFIN1TIONS. 


2 
 For purposes of this title­

3 
 (I) the term "bre8stfeOOlng woman" means wonlen up to 1 year 

4 postpartum who are breastfeeding their infantA. 

S (2) the term "coupon" means any eoupoll. stamp, or type of e;er. 

6 tificate, but d~..!lot include cumncy, 

7 (3) the tenn Heeonomica!ly disadvantaged" means an individual or· 

8 a family, as the ease .m..a.y be. whose inoome ~ not ~ the most 

9 ...,.nl iower Jivilljl' standard ineome ievel published by the Deportment 

10 of Labor, 

II (4) the term "elderly or disabled im:Iividual" ...... an individual 

12 who­

13 (A,) is 60 r-s of age or older,'. 
14 (B)[» _ supplementol ....rily moo.,. benefio. under 

15 title XVI of the Social Securily Act (42 t:.S.C. 1381 et ""l..), or 

16 Federalb' or State Mmjnistered supplemental benefits of the t;ype 

17 d=ribed in -w.. 212(.) of Pul:lie La,. 93--66 (42 U.S.C. 1382 

18 note), Or 

19 (ill receives FederaUy or State administered supplemental as­

20 sistanee ot the ~ d=ribed in sootion 1616(0) of the Social So. 

21 curity Act (42 U.S.C. 13S2e(a»), inUlrim assist.anne pendins .... 

22 reipt of 8Upplem~tal seeurity income, disability-relatEd medieal 
23 ""ist.anne under tiUe XIX of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.c. 
24 1396 et seq.), or disability.based State gmleral assi.staDee benefit&, 

Z5 if the Secretary detenninea that web benefits a..n! oonditii}~ on 

26 meeting disabUity or blindness- erit.e:ria. at least as ~nt all 

27 those used under title XVI of the Social ~ Act. 
28 (0) ""'""'" disability or blindmlss _ .... under titl. ~ ll, 

29 x. XIV, or XVI of the Social Securily.Act (42 U.S.C. 301" seq.) 

.,' 30 or receives disabilq retirement benefits from .. goven:uneutal
• 

31 agency beeause or a disability considered permanent under section 

32 221(.) or the Social Security Aot (42 U.S.C. 421(.)), 

33 (0) is a veteran who­

34 (i) has a servioe-eonnected or non·serviee-oonnected di<r 
35 ability whieb is rated as total under title 38, United State!i 

36 coo., or 

37 (ii) is ronsidered in need of regular aid and attendanoo 

38 or permanently bousebound under such title, 


39 
 (E) is a surviving spouse or a veteran and- ' 
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I (i) is considered in ~ of regular aid and atwndanoo 

2 or permanently housebound under title 38, United States 
) Code, or 

4 (iI) is entitled 10 compensation rot .a ~nnected 
5 death or pension benefits for a oon·seMCfH'OnDected death 

6 'Jllder~::'Ue 38. United States Code, and has a disability eon­

1 sidered pef"lJUWeot under seetion 221(i) of the Social Security 

8 At, (42 UKC. 421(1)). 

9 (F) is a child or a veteran and­

10 (1) is considered permanently l.neapable ot self..aupport 

II under section 414 of title 38. United States Code. or 
12 (ii) is entitled to compell$l1tion for .. servieewcooneeud 

13 death or pension benefits for a non-serviee-Mnnected death 

I' under title 38, United States Code. and has a disability con­

IS sidfftd perma.nent under section 221(i) flt the Social Security 

16 Act (42 U.s.C. 421(i)) ••r 

17 (G) is 811 individual rooeiving 8.0 annuity under sootiou 

18 2(0)(I)(iv) or 2(0)(1)(.) of 11>0 Railroad BetiremeDt Aet of 1914 

19 (45 U.S.C. 231a(a)(1)(iv) or 2318(0)(1)(.)), if the _ai's 

20 ..moe .. .. emp..,.. under the Railroad IletJrement Aet of 

21 1974, _ !leoemher 81, 1936, bad, been included in 1he ...,. 

22 "employmeot" .. _ in 1he Social Security Aet (42 U.S.C. 

2J 301 et "'I.), ami if au appHeation for disaIlility benefits bad been 

2' filEd. 
25 (5) the term >ifood" means. tor purposes ot section 3 Qnly-J! 

26 (A) any f(l(Id or food product for home consumption' e:mept 

27 alccbolJe ~ UJbacoo, and hot _ or hot food produ.ts 

28 ready tor immediate oousumption other than those ntho~ pur­

29 ",an' to subparqraphs (C), (D), (E), (G), (H), ami (I), 

30 (I!) _ and plants for use in gardena '" produ.. food t'o!' 

31 t.h~ peroonAl ooosumptron of the eligible individuals, 

32 (0) in the ease of those persona: who are 00 ymra of age or 

33 (nW or who receiw supplemental security ineome benefits Of' dis­

34 abUitt or blindness payments under title 1. II. X. XIV, (If XVI of 

35 1he Social Securitr Aet (42 U.S,C. 1381 .t ""I.), ami 1helr 
36 SJXTUSI.!8. meals p~ by and ~ in senior citizens' cen~ 
37 apartment buildings oceupied prirna.rily by such persons, publ.ie or 

38 private nonprofit establisbmenta (eating or otherwise) that feed 

39 'suclt peni(lDS, pmate estab1isbments that contnlCt with the appro­

4() priate agency ot the State to offtr mea.Is tor $Ucll persoos at 

September 23. 1994 
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ooncession.a.l priCes., and meals prepared for and served to residt'nts 

of federally subsidized bQusUlf for the elderly, 

(D) in the C8Be of persons 60 years of age or over and per­

sons who are physically or mentally handicappoo or othet"Wi<;e so 

disabled that they are unable adequatciy to prepare ali ot their 

meals, meals prepanrl for and deliverOO to them (and their 

spouses) at-their home by a public or private oonprofit o~. 

tWo or by a private establishment that contracts with the appro­

priate State ageocy to perform such services at eonoessional 

prices, 

(E) in the ....., of .......tieI addicts or a1coholi... and their 

ehitdren.. served by dnlg addiction or aJoobolie t.ree.t.ment and reha· 

bilitation ~ mea1s prepared and servai under such pro­

grams, 

(F) in the .... of eliBib!' indMduals living in Alaska, equip­

ment for V....ring food by hootin{t Md fishiug, ..ch as .,..., 
_. rods, harpoo .... and _ (OOt I10t equip....' for purposes 

of tranBportaUon.. e1othing. or aheiter. and not firea.rm8. ammuni· 
tion, and e:q>!..u...) if the !!eeretaI)' _ that ..01. individ­

uals are Ioeatod in an .,.. of the Sta.. where it is ~ dil· 
_, to .............. seIli!>i food and that _ indMduaIs depend 

to A substantial extent upon hunting and fishing tor subsistenee,. 

(0) in the .... of _00 or blind recipienta of benefits 

under title r. IJ, x. XlV. or XV[ of tho Social Security Aet, Or 

are indMdoehl de'l<lrihed in ~ph& (B) through (0) of 

pa,rttgrapb (4), who, are residents in a pnhlie or private nlnprofit 

gnrup living 8n1Ul@'tment that serves no more than 16 residents 

and VI eertilIed by the ",propria" Sta......"'l' Or agencies nnder 

~tio.. issued under -., 1616(e) of the Social Security .Act 

or under standards determined by the SecretaIy to be eom~e 
to standards implemented by appropriate State agencies under 

..01. ...uon (42 U.S.C. 13820(0)), IDeals pr<pa.red and _ 

under web 8.lT8.Xlgtment, 

(H) in the ease Of women and childr<!n tA!mporarily residin{ 

in publie 01' private nonprofit shelters for ba.ttered women IlDd chi1­

dren, ....us pr<pa.red and ..""" by such "'eire",. and 
{I) in the ease ot individualt;. that do not n.'.Side in permanent 

dwetJlJ!is and individuals that ha.. no fixed _ing addn:osoo, 

toel18 prepand for and served by a publie or pmate nonprofit es· 

tablishment (approved by an appropriate Swe or local agency) 

that foods $neb individuals &nd by private eltablisbments that oon· 

$eplember .23, 1994 
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1 t.rnct with th€ appropriate 8.gell €)' of the State to offer meals for' 

2. such indMduais At concession&! prices, 

3 (G) the term "infants" means individuals under 1 )Ur of age, 

4 (7) the term "nonexempt individual" means in individual who is 

.5 oot­
6 (A) a ~~"mid.irtg with a dependent ehild under 18 years ot 

7 8{1'!, 

g (B) a member of' a family with responsibility tor the care of an 

9 intApacitared family m<!mber. 

10 (e) mentally or ~ unfit, 

1t (D) under 1S yea.rti of .. or 

12 (E) 63 years.r 8B'1 or older, 

t3 (8) the term "postpartam women" means women during the lao­

14 day period after the end or their pregnancy, 

IS (9) the term "~t women" means women who have one or 

16 more fetuses in lltet'O. 

17 (10) the ...... "retail food.."..' _"S­
18 (A) an establishment .r ....,niz,ed department thereof or 
19 _to-house trade rou........ 50 pen:en' of _ food sal.. 

20 wlume, as determitud by visual inspection, iIllw reCords, purchase 

21 reoords, or other inventor; or aeoountinl reeordkeepil::&g methods 

22 that are enstomtlr,Y or reuonable in -the reta.B food iDdn.stly. eon­
13 .... of staple food ..... for 1m... prepantion Md """"'""Ption. 
24 such as """,, pouluy, tish, bread. oereaJs. ~ fmim, dairy 

25 produeta, and the like, but 110' incluw." """""'ry food jtems, 
26 such as dee. tea.. eoooa, MI'lxInated and uoca.rbonated drinks, 
1:1 eAndy, condiments, and spices., 


28 (8) an establishment,. organization., program. or group living 


29 ~.t ..Ie«Do! .. in subparagTaph (G). (D). (E), (0), (H), 


30 or (I) of paragt>ph (5), 


31 (C) ....... pu~ the hunting and fishing equipment de­

32 ..ribed in paragt>ph (5)(F), or 


33 (DJ _ p.m.", ....profil _"'live food pureb"""" "",. 


34 
 ture. iDcluding tbooe in which the members pay fur rood purehased 

35 prior to the ra'eipt of sneh food. 

36 
 (ll) the term "school" means an ~tatyt int.ennediate, or see­

37 ondary I<l>ool, 

38 (12) the !em> "S.....t.ry" m.... the SeenoIuy of A!!ri<uIture. 
39 (13) the I<nn "Slate" ___ &Ill' of the .....-.I Sta.,., Ibe Di>­

40 triet of Colu>nhiu, the Common'll'1!>ltb of Puel'W Rieo, Onam, th. VU'Ilin 

41 Islands of the United Statftl, Ameriean Samoa, the Commonwealth of 
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the ~orthern Mariana Islands. the Republic of the Mamha1l Islands. 

2 the Federated States of Mieronesia. Palaa. or a trihaJ orga.nir.a.tion that 

3 aereists governmental jurisdictlon over a (l't'OgT'Ilphically defmed area., 

-4 (l4-) the tenn "triha.I organization" baa the mea..ning riven it in 

5 section 4(1) of the Indian Selt·Detennination and Edueat:iQ.n AS'Sistanee _ 
6 ..I,,, (25 U.S.C";Wb(I)), and 


7 
 (15) the term "young children" means individuals who are not less 

8 than 1 year of age and not more tbAn 5 yea..rs or~, 

9 SEC. .s~. REPEALERS; AMENDMENTS. 

10 ta, REf>EALERS.-Tbe (oUowiD.g .Aeta are repealed: 

II (I) The Food Stamp Act of 1917 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et ""I.). 

11 (2) The Child Nutrition 

13 (3) The NauolUll Schoo! Lunch Act 42 U.S.C. 1151 et '"'I.) 

14 (4) '!'be EIII.rgenq Food Ass_ Act 01 1983 (7 U.S.O. 6120 

15 note), 

16 (5) The Hunger Prevention Act or 1988 (Public Law 1()()...435; 

17 10'2 Stac 1645). 

18 (6) The Com.modilY Disbibotioo Reform Act and WlO Amend· 

19 menta or 1987 (PubUc Law 100-237; 101 Stat. 1733). 

20 (7) The Child Nutrilio. and WlC Ileouthorit.atioo Aet of 1989 

21 (Publi, lAw 101-147, 103 Stat. 871). 

22 (h) Al!ENDlIE!m!.­

23 (I) The 01"", Am"""",,, Act of 1965 (42 U.s.C, 3030. et aeq.) 

24 ~ "",.odrd by .Iriking ae<tio.. 303(b) and 311, and part C of title 

lS UI. ;1 

2h (2) Seetio. 32 of the Act of Angust 24, 1935 (PubI;" Li.w 320; 

27 7 U.S.C. 612C) is &me.ded­

28 (AI ill the fim uodesienated ~ 

29 (i) by $t.r'ik.i.og "'ao per centum" and inserting "1.5 pet 

30 centum", and 

31 (Ii) by striking "; (2)" and all that foU.... through "~-

32 rieu1ture;", and 

33 (B) by slriking lbe last sentenoe. 

34 (3) The ~ture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973 (1. 

35 U.S.C, 6120 ••"') is amended by slriking seetinos 4 and 5. 
36 (4) The A4riculture and Food At!< of 1981 (7 U.S.C. 1431) is 

37 amended by strtk.:ini section 1114. 


38 
 (5) Seetio. 4j)2 of lbe Mutwll Soouri\Y Act of 1954 (22 U.S.C. 

39 1m) is amended by st.rilci.o4: the Wrt senlA!:nta 

40 (6) The Act of Sep....ber 6, 1958 (Public lAw 83-931; 7 U.S.C. 

41 1431b) is amended by striking seetin. 9. 

Seplombot 23, 19$4 
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1 
 (7) The Agrl",ltural Act of 1965 (7 U.S.C. 14464·1) ;,; Amended 

2 by strikin/1 section 709. 

3 SEC. Z06. EFFECTIVE DATE: APPLrCATrON OF REPEALERS AND 

4 AMENDMENTS. 

S (a) EFFECTIVE DAT'&a.­

6 (l) GZN'£7..iL EFFECMVB DAT&,-Except as provided in sub­

7 seetwn (b), this title and the amendments: made by this title shall take 

8 effect on the dare of the enactment of this Act. 

9 (2) SPECW. EI"I"EcrlVE D.!.TE.-The repeals mad. by section 505 

10 shall DOt take .- .ot' the fIrot <!a;y of the first fiscal year ror _ 
11 &ndi! ... appropriated roo........ 180 ~ in advance of such fiscal 

12 year 10 eany out section 501. 

13 (b) AYPI.JCAT10N' OF ~ AND AIm..-IDJ!E!\"1'8.-The repeaJs 

14 and atnend.lnenta: tnade by sectioo 505 aball not Apply with respeet to­

15 (1) po...... duti"" fwleti<>us, riMhts, elaims, penalties, o. obIiga­

!6 ..,.. applicable to financial ..._ p_ under the .6& repealed 

17 bel... !he effileti.. dAte.r IIUeh aeotion. and . 

18 {2} arlministrame actions and proeee:lings eommenocd Wore sueh 
19 date, or authorized before sueh date to be oommeneed. under wcll 

20 A<1lI. 

21 TITLE V1-EXPANDING STATUTORY 
22 FLEXIBILITY OF STATES 
23 SEC. 601. OPTION TO CONVERT Arne INTO A BLOCK GRANT PR~ 

24 GRAM. 

25 Section 403 of the SoeW SeruMty Art (4JI U.RC. 603) is ....oded by 

26 irurerting after ",_ion (h) the 1llII.,.;"g, .' 
27 "(e)(l) Any State _ el"" .. ...,.;", _18 uDder thO; su_ 

28 in lieu (It receivi.og payments under the other auOOectioaa of this sedion. 
29 "(2) If • State mak", an _ under ~ (1), then, ill I... 

30 of any pa;ytnCnt under any other subseetion of this seetion., the: Secretary 

31 shall make payments to the Stale uDder Ibis suboectioo !'or each _ ;year 

32 in An &mOUnt equal to 103 pereent of the totaJ ~t t() which the State 
33 """ entit1«l uDder thO; _ ror fiscal ~ 1994. aulU"" .. ~ 
34 (5). 

·35 . "(3) Each Stare ... which an amount ill paid uDder ~ (2) ror 
36 • fisca1 year shall expend the amouut to eany. out ""Y p_ astab!iched 

37 by the SlAte .. provide _ .. to needy families wich ,,-dent _ 

38 "(4) Witbill 3 montha .....r the end of each _ year. each State thet 

39 luis made au election uDder _b (1) shall submit ... the Secrowy. 

40 report that aeoountB tor all ~diturt6 of ammmts paid to the Sta:te under 

41 this wbsretion fQr the fiscal year. 

http:receivi.og
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I "(5) 1'be Seere1:aJj.' shall reduce by 20 pereent the amount that would 

2 otberwise be paya.b1e to a State under th.i.s subsection for a rl.Slilal year ,if 

3 the Secretary finds that tbe State has expended any amount pl'O'rided under 

4 this subsection Cor any purpose othilf' than to carT)' out a program of eash 

5 benefits to needy familioo with cbildren. 


6 
 j'{6} The reg-~:lHons issued with respect to State pllUUl and the oper. 

7 atioo of State programs uDder this part (other than under this subsection) 

8 shall 00\ apply 10 any SU.. that ""il"", an et_n under ~ (1).". 

9 SEC. 602. OnION TO TREAT NEW RESIDENTS OF A STATE UNDER 

10 RULES OF FORMER STATE. 


it Seetion 402(a) of the Social Seenrily Act (42 U,S,C, 602(a)). as 


12 amended by titJw I and IV of tbia Ad., is amended-


II m by ~ "and" at the end oC _h (49); 
..- 14 (2) by ~ the period at tho ,nd of _ph (50) ""d insert· 

IS i.nr "; and"; and 

16 (3) by inaerting after paragmph (50) the ~, 

17 "(51) at the optioo or the State, in the .... 0/ a Camily applying 

18 for aid under the SU.. pl.. that has _ '" the SU.. from _at 
19 juriadietioa 0/ the Uail«! SUtes with • State pl.. approood under this 
20 pari, and has resided in the SIA.. W less than 12' _ .."""",. 

21 mdy, apply the ""'" that wouJd he.. boon applied by ",ell other juris­

22 diction if the family bad Dot .JJKI1'td from sueb other jurisdietiOu, in de­

'23 WInining the oIigibilily of the family ror _II, and the .....nt 0/ 

24 benefits ~ to the family. noder the SUre Pian.", 
2S SEC. 003, OPrlON TO IMPOSE PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO ATTEND 

26 SCHOOL. , " 
27 Section 402(0) 0/ the SOCW Seenri\)' Act (42 U,S,C, 602(0», .. 

28 amended by tid.. I and IV. and seetinn 602. of this Act, is ""ended­

29 (1) by striking ....d .. at the end or paragmph (50), 

30 (2) by ~ the period at the end of paragmph (51) and·insert· 

31 in@: ". and", i\J:l:d 
32 (3) by inael1ing'- _ph (51) the f.nowu.g, 
33 U{52} at Ute option of the State. pl"'OVide that the ~ otherwi.ge 

34 ~e undtr the plan to a family may be reduced by oot more tban 

35 ' $75 per month £o.r each parent under 21 years of age who has not com­

36 pletcl seoondary school (or the equivnlent) and _ dependent clilld 

37 in the family who. during the inunediate!y p~ month, has failed, 

3S withoot good cause (lIB defined by the State in consultation with the 

39 Soomuy}, to maintain minimum attendanCE! (as det1ned by the State 

40 in consultatwn with the Secretaty) at an educational institution.". 

http:otherwi.ge
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SEC. 604. OPTlON TO PROVIDE MARRIED COUPLE TRANSITION BENE. 

2 frr. 
3 (a) L. OENER4L.--Seetioa 402(0) of the Social Security Ae! (42 

4 U.S.C. 602(a», as amended by titles I and IV, and sections G02 and 603, 

S of this Act. is amendOO.­

6 (I) by striki'lg "and" at the ead.f _h (51); 

7 (2) by striIciDg !he period at the end .r _b (52) and inse..... 

Sing", and"; and 

9 (3) by inserting altar ~ph (52) the rou.wiIlr. 

10 "(58) at the option of the State, provide tha!­

11 {'(A) it a recipient ot aid under the plan ~ an individual 
12 ..mo is not a ~t ot It. clilld. or the recipient a.nd (but COl" t.hi$ 

13 ~) the ...wu., !amiIy _ haw become ineligible f.r 

14 _ aid by ,..,.,., of the ~ then the !amiIy IIh8II remain 

IS eliriNe (or aid ur.tder- the plan. in &l) &mOUnt equal to 50 percent 

16 of the aid ~ '" the ....,;pieIlI. immediat.!y bef.re the mat­

17 riJIie. ror a period (spe<iIied by the Star.) or not ruo.. than 12 

18 monthe, but only lor .. looi IS die inoome of the family is Icaa 

19 than 150 pem!llt of the ineome .mciaI p<!\'elV line (as _ by 

20 the OllIe< of ~ IUld IIud&oI. and _ snnnalir in a.­
21 ""tdaaoe with seetin. 673(2) of the 0m.uihwI Eudset lleoo_­
22 alioa.l.e! of 1981) applieablo t<. • fomi\y of the me ilmlIved; aad 

23 "(E) if. teeipieat of aid!llldel: the pine _ au_ 
24 .... is .... parent of • child of the teeipieat IUld the ~ 

25 fomi\y wuuld (in the __ .r this ..b~) be elilljhle 10, 

26 sueb. aid by rtWWll of sootion 407t then the State 1iJa)t ~ aid 

27 '" the fomi\y in ....tdaaoe with """""' 407 or ~ (A) 

28 of this pat1IIp1Iph, but ... botb."_ 
29 (h) A.l':PLlOIo.8lUTt.-The _ made by _. (a) IIh8II 

30 apply only with respect '" individuals _ _ beeome teeipien18 of aid . 

31 uDder State plaDs apptOWd WIder part .Ii of ,;de IV of the Social Security 

32 .I.e! on or afb!t the eff..uv. date of this Act. 

33 SEC. GOG. OPTION TO DISREGARD INCOME AND RESOURCES DES­
34 IONATED FOR I EDUCATION, TRAINING. AND EMPLOY. 

35 ABIUTY, OR RELATED TO SELF-EMPLOYMENT. 

36 (a) RE!lOUl!CE DI8BEGAlIDS.--SeetinD 402(0)(7)(8) of the Social Secu­

31 rity.l.e! (42 U.S.C. 602(.)(7)(8» .. amended-'­

38 (1) by st.rikir:t.g 1'01"" before H(iv}"; &lid 

39 (2) by insert:i.ng "(v) at the option of the State, in the case of 8. 

40 !amiIy receiving aid under the StAib phIa (and • fomi\y Dot receiving 
41 ..ob aid bot whiob __ ",ob aid in at _ 1 of die precedin¥ 4 

-" ~p 4,e' 

{M'f 1U'~ 
tA-:.".{"..... ? 
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1 months or became ineligible for $Ueb aid during the p~ 12 

2' months beea.use of exeESSi~ ta.rnings), any amount (detennio«l by the: 

3 State) not to exceed $10,000 in a qualified I!..."ISCt account (8.1 de!l.OOO 

4 in section 406{i» QC the family, or (vi) at the OPtion of the State. tbt 

S 5rnt $10,000 of the net worth (assets reduced by liabilities with respect ~ 

6 thereto) o( all-=ieroenterpri.ses (as defined in section 4060)(1» owned. 
7 in whole or in part, by sueb ehild. relati~, or other individual, Cor a 

,. 	 8 period not to eXl!OOd 2 years" before H; and", 

9 (b) DISREOARD OF L"lOOO FROM: QUAl.JFtED AssET AccoUNTS,-See­

10 .ion 400(0)(8)(.1.) of sue!> Act (42 U.S.C. G02(.){8)(A.)) is iUIlended­

1I (1) by striking "and" at the cod DC cl.use (W), and 

12 (2) by inMrting alter cl.... (,jij) t.be foUowin!1_ cla..., 

13 "(ix) at the option or the Statt, _ ~ any in.....':.t•• 

I • 	 est or inoome earned on a quaJ.lfied a.s.set aeeou at (aa defined ." 
IS in _ 	 4136(1)), and any qualillo:! distrib.tio. (M defined 

16 in -. 4136(1)(2)) (rom a quali!\o:l ...... IIOOO1lIIt (ss de­
n fined in _ 406(1)(1)); and". 

18 (e) NoNRECllBlllNG Lm<P Ilw IixEla'T FRo" LUMP fltJl( RrlLB.­
19 -. 400(.)(17) or sueb Act (42 U.S.C. 602(0)(17)) is ,_do:! by odd­

·20 "" at t.be end.th. following; " and. at t.be optic. or t.be State. that this 
21 paragraph $hall not apply to earned 01' unearned inoome received in a month 

22 on a nonreeu~ bMis. tQ flle extent thIt.t sueh iooome is plaeed in a quaJ.iw. 

'23 tied asset acoount (as defined in sootion 406(i)) the total amounts in which, 

24 after SlJd1 plaetment, does not excted $10.000;". 

25 (d) ONLT NET PaoFrrs OF MICOOEN'1'ERf1USS 'l'lmATED 1.3 IN~ 

26 "'....--Sectio. 402(0)(7) or sueb Act (42 U.S.C. 602(0)(1)), as ~ 
27 by wb:leetian (8) of thia section, ia amended­

,­... 28 (1) by 1llliki0ll "and" at the cod 0( su~ (H), 

: 	 29 (2) by striking the ..miooloo at t.be cod or "'~ (e) and 

30 inserting 11, and";. and 

31 (3) by adding at t.be end the toU",""" 

32 Ct(D) at the option at the State, may take into oonsideration 

3> as earned income ot ~e tamily ot whiclt the ehild is a member. 
34 only the net profits (as defined in """"'. 4ll6G)(2)) or..• 
35 microen..rprisee (as defino:! in _ion 406(j)(1)) '"""'" in whole 

36 or i.o part, by such ebild. relative, or ~ther individual, for a period 

Yl not to exceed 2 yoo.rs,", 

38 (e) DEFINITlO"S.-Seetion 406 or such AIlt (42 U.S.C. 606) ~ ....nd· 

39 o:! by adding ,t the end t.be CoUo"",,, 

40 1I(i)(I) The tm"m 'quaI.if'iM asset. aooount' means a mechanism approved 

4J by the State (sueb as individual retirement aecoWlUt.; egerow a.etOunts, or 
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savings bonds) that aI.I(IWs savinp of a famity rooei~ aid to families with 

dependent cl!.ildren to be used tor qualified distributions. 

"'(2) The term 'qualified distribution' means 6 d..istnbnpon fn:l1D a 

qualified asset aeeou.nt tor expenses direcl.Iy related to 1 or more of the (ol~ 

Io~ purposes: 

"(A) The il'rrendance of 8 member of the £amity at any education 

or training program. 

"(8) The imp"'_"'! of tho employability (including oell..mploy­

ment) at. a member of tbe family (sud! as through the pUl"(!h.ase or an 

automQbile). 

"(C) The purd!aae of. bom. for the WniIy. 


"(D) A ch&nl!" of the fAmily reoideate. 


i~(jHl} The term 'mieroenterprise' me.am .. eomme:rcial enterprise 

which baa 5 or !'ewer employtreS, 1 Or mOre of whom OW'O$ the enterprise. 

"f:?) The term <net profits' means. with respect to 4 mieroenterprine. 

the gmt!Ij ~pt& of the ~ It!i!m&­

"(A} payments of principal or mterest on a Joan to the 

mieroenterprise; 

UtB) tl"lUlSPOl'fA.Wn ~ 

U(e) inventory costa; 

"(D) ""'Ddita.... to ",,_ capital equipmen~ 

"(E) e.axb. retained. by the mieroenterprise for future use by the 

busines!J; 

"(F) ..... paid by reason of the business; 

"(0) if the bJsiness is covered under a poliey or insurance ~ , 
1oss­

"(i) tho premiums paid fur such _"'- and 
"(n) tho !osseo incurred by the ___ .... not reim. 

btm;ed by the iwmret solely by teaBOD of the elistenee of I. d.eduet­
ibk! with respect to the insurance politm 
"(1I) the __ DC obtaining 1 motor Wlhle!. """"""'7 

(<It the conduct of the business; and 

"(1) the other ~ of the business!'. 

SEC. 800. OPI'IOS TO REQUIRE ATTENDANCE AT PARENTING AND 

MONEY MANAGEMENT CLASSES, AND PRlOa APPROVAL 

OF ANY ACTIQ:'Il THAT WOULD RESULT rN It. CHANGE OF 

SCHOOL FOR It. DEPENDENT CHILD. 

(a) IN OBNERAL.-&ctio. 402(a) of the Soc;,} Security Ad (42 

U.S.C, 602(.)), .. amended by aU", I and lV, and ""Ii... 602, 603, and 

604, of this Act, is amended­

(1) hystriking ....d" at the end of _h (52); 

http:tl"lUlSPOl'fA.Wn
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(2) by striking the period at the end (If paragraph (53) and it:t'i(!rt~ 

~ "; and"; and 

(3) by inserting afW p~ph (53) the foll~ 

"(54) .t the option of the State, provide that. as a oondition ot 
receiving aid under the State plan. the reetiplent must attend 

parenting and c:::.~tle.y management classes, and must recefl.''e the per­

missinn of the State ageney before ~ any action that would require 

a e.hange in the edueatioool institution t1t.t£!ooed by a dependent child 

of the recipient.". 

TITLE VII-DRUG TESTING FOR 

WELFARE RECIPIENTS 


SEC. 101. AFDC RECIPlEJIo'TS REQUIRED TO UNDERGO NECESSARY 

SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT AS A CONDITION or 
RECEIVlNG AFDC. 

(a) IN GENERAL.-Se<rtion 402(a) of the Social Soon";ty Act (42 

U.S.C. 602(0)) 	is......aed by imerting after _ph (34) the foll~ 

"(3S) provide that­

"(A.} as 8. condition of eligib:il1~ tor aid under the State plan, 

each applieant or n;lciprent wbo the State determines is addicted 

ro alcohol or drugs must be required to agree to Participate, and 

must main..... satisfactory participation (as de~ by the 

State), in an apprOpriate addiction t.reatment Proentm (if avail~ 

able), and must be required to agree to submit to tests tor the 

presence of alcohol or ~ without adYll.nCe notice, during and 

" 
"(B) eaeb appliea.nt or recipient who fa.ils to oomply wiUl tI.Dy 

requirement imposed pUJ'SU8..Dt to subpa,ragrapb (A) shall not be: 

eligible fur such aid during the 2·_ period that begins with such 

flilure to comply. oot shall be oonaidered to be reeeiving troth aid 

for ~ or eligibilit¥ f{lf m<dical assist.a.net under the State 

pl!w approved undet title XIX". 

(b) DEI...AYED APPLl:c.um..JTY PEmIrM'&o IF STATE LEGISLATION RB· 

QUlRIID.-In the ease of a State plan appr'OVOO under section 402(aj of the 

SoeiAI Soonritr ..... which the Soore1m'y of Health and Human _ do­

teru::rines requires State legislation (other than legislation appn>pri.ating 

funds) in order for the plan to meet the adIDtional requirement imposed by 

the amendment made by subsectiou (a) of this section. the State plan shall 

not be regarded as ~ to comply with the requirements of such ~ 

402(0) solely on the basis 01 the failure of the plan l<> moo. such additional 

requirement befo", the end of the 2.""" period thAt begios with the __ 

tire date ot this A.et. 

http:APPLl:c.um
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TITLE VIII-EFFECTIVE DATE 
2 SEC. 801. EFFECTIVE DATE. 


.3 Thls Act and the amendmenb; made by this Act shall take effect on 


4 0cr0beJ' 1, 1995. 


" 

,:' 

Soptember23,1994 
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. 	 " 

~',., " .', ",., TilE ,,"t\SONAr. REsI'O..s;ni~~ Acr . 
". .. .' . 

, " ; House Republ1can Contract With America ~ We!f~re RefQrm 
. . (imrociucl((m ('0 Omgrt!j's forthcoming) 

, - , t 	 ' .. : . 

, . 
' .., " 	 '. 

, 

,DJ:L.EJ. REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY 

Sections 100 ~ l~' . 
. I,. . . . 	 ,. 

• 	 Would d"r AFDC eligibility to ,hild"", whose paternity is not established. 'Exceptions ' 
granted for those C()m;:ei~ as a result of rape, incest etJ:. a:r!d for those eases where.the state 
.dt:l.~~in~ that effo,:s to' esrabl1sh patetnlt)' would result in physical danger to tbe family, 

. \ 

• Families el:tgaged'j,; required paternity establishment effon. would b. eligible for Medicaid,
" the needs bf the d,p••dent child would be disregarded in determining the amount of aid. . 

[pdternlty brablullmem proYiJioflS are tit< s~ as i. H.R. '3500, =<pt 'stares may. nQ longer .' 
()pt-Gur viA passa,f fJ/ a stale law c:t£mptil1.g the UOlf!j'rom ,his ~4ull'1mte11tsl

.' 

, ' , , I. ' 	 , 


Tee'n.par"ts 'sed 19 and below rectivlq AIDC are required to live'at borne ,(sU!!e option , 
. uoder,<ucr:ont law). [.uun. pn;vuion "" in n,R. 1500}. . " 	 , 

• t. 	 ' " • 

, . . New paterhlty eSt>blishm<Dt r~,s" at 90%: sudos above 50% but,belaw 90% must in""""", 
by 6" pe~ year, .""es below SO,. must Inor...e by 10% pel' year to be in t:Ompiionctl

'. !' '.' .." 	 . " : . . ,'. ' 
- '.,\ ., 	 . , . -,'. . 

• 	 Eligibility for oi<1 shall be <1enied IX> children bam 10 mothers under 18 unless they are "'. 
married to ear subsequently become married to) in. b,ialoglcaI father, or ifth. cUstodial parent· 
becomes married to,Somoone who legally.adopts the chlldr.n (..ot.: current recipients "'l' 
""empt ~ this provision••fft<.'lS new reCipients only). [wid" n,R" 3500••IIB/bill/)' is " 
denied to ¢lldren ofmirwrs unlm SlII!I!S opto()U1 via passage Of a Star. law e:wnpling the 
statefro,. this ",q.lremelli) Th~ is an additiomd stat. optiop to deny eligibility,to both 
chlldren b<!m to p.....ts botWeCn oS'" 18-21 and the eustod1al'PatcnU (.am. "emptio",,). (110 
'luck pavilion wider H.R, 3500] . • .. , , 

! "" 	 ," , 
• 	 Famlly cap:' eligibility Is denied to, oitildren.oo,. into tilmUies re<:eiving aWStllnce at any time 

10 month. prior to the birtli, Isame 4S H,R. 3500, ezcep! no longer a $UJ1e oprlon] 

• 	 EligibilitY lot Housing benefitS would b. denied '" all ~iIIes of parenti uoder age 21. 
ExM1ptloni 'from this provision in cases where the individu!I subsequently =les the , 
bioloiicaJ famer. or the cu:c.tndl.al ,"rent becomes: married to comeona who t~ly adopts m., , 
'cbildten, or the individual ii the biological and custodial partlltt of. cbUd tlQt bomout-of­
wedlock, or if the eligibility for SItch hou.ing assistance is due. to any disability of. member. 

~ of the houSehold. fM su.ch praybicli wrdt!r /l.R. '35001 	 " . 	 , - . 

• 	 ,~ This 'bin ~~~d c~eate a new program of grants to states foe assist~ee to chUdren barD 'o,rt>of'" 
", wedlock. ~uch tunds could b. used to promote adoption, establish and ope1'llIe orphlliiage$, . 

. es",blish arid operate g!O\lp hom.., or other ielated pUrpO~. Funds could nat be used lOr 
payments t6 individuals or their relatives, or for abortion.' . .i ' 	 . , 

• 	 The bm in~ludes proviKions designed to promote muJti~ethnlci adoption. 

. ' 

http:cu:c.tndl.al
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". , .. 

, " 
• 	 , A weir)e p~ogr..,m is Gre(utd.. Stales may place r~ij)ients in '4ither the JOBS or WORK' 

pro,,"c3m '! ,,' ',-, , "I' ,', ..~,.,' . ".. :" , 	 , , ' '" 

• 	 There is~ 2~' month limit o~ non.work O •• c, IOBSi'services. ,R..,ipi...s must be ' , ' 
sUl;>$equeI\Iiyenrolied In the work progr1m, ' ' , , 

, , , 

• 	 Work pro2,am requirements' 3540 hours per wee. (includes some job , ••reb)" At least' I 
, p~rent mU~( wOrk'for UP cas~ .. , 	 ' 

• 	 Eli:ibmt~ll: is deni~ 'after re~el~[ ~f ~id f~, ~ comhin~ 60 :nom:hs in both the ~O,~s and ~rk " 
programs. ','- , '" ' . ­

, , , 
,. , 'I " . , ' " 	 , " ,. ­

• 	 Sta.te -option to deny .liglbiHty after Q combined 2:+ rl'xmms. 45 long as the recipient was 
required 19 be in llie work',program for any 12 month period (although ,'work ,Iofiriay not 
tiave been ",.Hable fur any or all of the 12 months). , "': 

• 	 ;'11 JOBS exemptions are eliminated., ' : , 

• 	 ROsmetiolon CWEP eliminated, work supplementation 'program ..paeded.: ' 	 , " 

I , 	 • " 

'.' 	 Sanctions +, states would ,bave. complete dj~etinn, tt'l impose unctiom r~1na: the 'reverify 
aed duratiOn of the sanction (curreril law client prote<:tions are'ellminat,ed), Also. state option 

,to terminate eligibility of a f>mily afu!t 3 ""aions, 
. " . 

• 	 State match rate is at,SOl'OlOt admlnistrativeeow aed at 70!10 or FMAP, whichever is
" . I ' . 	 . " 

gteater, for other ""SIS, rundingavallable for the work progra;n: , ,', I 

FY 96 : $!OO mUli~n • " 	 I . 
FY 97 - $900 million 	 " 
FY98 - $1.8 billion 

FY 99, $2,7 billion' 

FY QO • $<\ billion 


. I ' 	 .'., '.' 

• 	 PartleipatiJn rate (or Ih. work progratl) as follows: (.wee: this Is Puc.1Il0g. 0,(,he <Wire 
',AFDC c4S4J()/JJj tine, JOBS exemptions 'are eliminated) 

. I. " 

, ,FY96 -2$ 
IT91~4$ . " 


FY98 -8% 

FY 99 • n',. 

t..'"V I'V> ...',., 
... ...v~ Ail'" 	 , ' 
FY 01 	• 2~" .
FY 

" 

02· 40" .,' 
FY 03 - sO;,. and "..'11 yeor tn.,eafter 

, 2 ' 



TO· .. , '. 
. 	 . 

, N"" HOUk lt~pflbUatJ1 PMpfnDJ • .ntmIlVty.COtftMwd .' 
, '. ,. ... : 

. C~PPltIG TIlt AG.(iBEGATE GROWTH QEWEL~ABE SPENDll$ , 
..s..tlo... 301 -'3Qj 

. . 'i ~" 

• . -All familyl.upp<>rtptograjns; (in,luding AFDC. Child SUPP<>I1.10BS: the proposed work ,,' 
· 	 program. and chlla carel. '55l and IwUslng assistance progmms are placed'under • SPendlni 
· cap. 'The cap i, frozen at FY 95 spending l""oIs, adjusted for lnllation. . 

• 	 Th~e progra'ms wo'~ld no ,kmger he entitIemenr ptograms. 

'1 ' , " . 

mw IV BESISlCIING WELFARE FOR AUENS ,, 

. s..tlo... 4(l1 - 40i . ' , . . 

~ Lawn;1 "on-oiti.ens'w"~ld no longer In eligible for benefits [similar to provi.rlon ill H.R, 
'3500] , 	 . . 

I 	 ,
TITLE V Q1!NSOLJDATING FOOD, ASSISTANCE fRQliBAMS 

, ',' 

~. -All foo<i.!!ld nutrition assisranee ProiflllllS would bO ecmblned Into a single bJoel; grant to b. 
d""ibutodi by lb ••taI<:3. Food _pons (food _tarnPl) would b. mild. lMIll.tM 10 ........ for· . 

. , distributiob. provid!d regulatioM were met regarding the enrollment of qu3lified food ''fUll,.. 
fOr purposb of C(\up<>n redemption. . '. .' .' .'. , 	 . , ,., 

• 	 State oplio}> to receiveAFDC as •blook gra.t. frozen at 103, of what ill. state ,,,,Oived in 
FY 94_ . . . ' ' .• . I -.. .. 	 '. . 


•. 	.'State OPtiar to limit benefits to non-sesidenlS to ci.elevel of the. benefits paid by the !brme,' 
.state and apply other rule!! of tiio former :JUICe. ' , 

• 	 . Optio,) to link benetits to sohool attond8noe, Option [0 also require attenda_ in parenting. 
money ma~ulg!ment or similar instruction. . 

"'. .~on ~ frovide a trans~loi:at ben~t to cou.pl~ who marry_, 	 -,/1. 
o ,., , ' , 	 • • • 1 

'. .Option to *isr"l!ll,d income an<! r••01"""" (upta $\0,000 in a qualified ISSei accoUnt) !l$edfOr . 
· purposes Of eddcatinn, tntinine. Qf related fa employment. . 

". , . 

TITLE VII pflUG TESTI1:!QEQB WELEABE BEC!l'mNTS 

• .As. condiiion of eligibility. any recipient detetmlned to be addicted to drugs ~r alcohol may . 
· b •. required lli participate In approprl!l1e tr"'merl!' I'ailu ... to comply will result in . 
tertninatio~ of eligibility for 2 years (excluding medicai1!): ~ta,es may iinpose testing. ' . 	 '. ., 

I 

3 
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TO; Bruce Reed 
FROM; Wendell Primus 
DATE; December 1, 1994 
SUBJECT: Enclosed Material on the Personal ResponsibiHty Act 

This packet represents ASPE's analysis to date of the Personal Responsibility Act. AU of 
this analysis is preliminary and subject to dl~nges as we do further work and get more data, 

Enclosed is the following: 

• Background memo on PRA, 
• Pteliminary number of children affected by PRA, 
• Effective wage rates 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, 

cc: Emily Bromberg 
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Brief Description and Pn!Jiminary Analysts 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 describes its key provisions and 
gives a preliminary analysis. 

, . 
It is important to Wlderstand that there are major differences between the original House 
Republican welfare reform plan introduced last year (HR 3500) and the Personal 
Responsibility Act. Uke the Administration's Work and Responsibility Act. HR 3500 built on 
the Family Support Act of 1988 .and required participants to engage in training and placement 
services for up to two years. It then required them to ,work if they had not found private 
sector employment. 

In contrast, while the PM 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 th'em for worK. 
Indeed, it removes the participation requirements of the JOBS program which wits a key 
element of the Family Support Act. The PM also does not create a "two years and you 
work" framework or eontain any child support enforcement provisions, although there are a 
limited set ~f child support enforcement proposal~ in other parts of $e contract. Iristead. its . 
focus is simply reducing the welfare caseload, in large part by dramatically limiting eligibility 
for children bom to unmarried mothers and an unoonditionaJ cutoff of assistance (induding 
any sort of work opportunity) after five years. ' 

Section-by-Section Analysis 

The Personal Responsibility Act contains 'the major welfare reform provisiQ'ns of the Contract 
With America, It has seven titles as listed below and runs 53 pages: ,. 

L Reducing lJIegitimacy {16 pages)--This section denies cash aid to aU children born to 
unmarried teenagers under age 18. The child is barred from aid for the entire 18 years of 
childhood Wlless the mother marries the father or another man who legally adopts the child. 
There arc no exceptions, even for rape or incest. States havo the additional option of 
permanently denying both cash and housing aid to children bom to unmarried mothers who 
are between the ages of 18 and 20. The federal money saved by this: provision is to be 
returned to the states for use in pregnancy prevention programs. orphanages. or similar 
programs, but cannot be used for direct support of the children or families. A family cap is 
required in every state. 

The bill also denies cash benefits to children oorwtu "mothers of any age for Whom paternity 
has not been established, In other words. even if the mother had cooperated fully in 
providing information needed to help locate the father. the child would still remain ineligible 
for cash, aid. (The mother could continue to receive her portion of the grant.) Both the 
mother and child would remain eligible for Mcdic::tid. Just over 50% of children on AFOC 
arc horn out-of-:wcdlock, and in roughly two thirds of these cases, paternity has not been 



established. The provision seems to be effective immediately. If so this provision alone 
appears to render f{lughly o"e~thtrd (3 million children) of all children currently on AFDe 
ineligible for aid. 

U. Itequiring Work {8 pages)-This section requires 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) rising 
from 2% initially to 50% after the year 2002, This applies to all persons regardless of the 
size of the grant they receive or the current state~by-state variation in AFDC benefits. For 
example. under PRA. some families in Mississippi would be required to work 140 hours for a 
S 120 monthly grant. plus whatever nutrition assistance was availab1e. The legislation appears 
unclear as to whether states are required to provide child care either during work'Of program 
participation. 

All other federal requirements for participation in education and training activities are 
eliminated, effectively making the JOBS program, which was the cor. of the Family SUPPoJ;! 
Act of 1988, optional, although states are allowed to impose rules of their own. After 24 . 
months .of aid (including at least 12 months of being required to work), states may 
permanently terminate eligibility. After an absolute maximum of 60 months. states must 
unconditionally and permanently terminate eligibility. No exceptions are aliowed, even for 
persons suffering from illness or disability. advanced age or responsibility for a disabled child. 
Families would be cut off after 2 to 5 years even if they arc were wilHng to work for their 
benefit. 

IlL Capping illO Aggregate Growfu or Welf.... Spending (3 pages)--This section caps the 
aggregate growth of AFDC, SSI, housing assistance and JOBS. It also reclassifies AFDC and 
SSI as discretionary rather than entitlement programs~ thus benefits would not be guaranteed.. 
TIle cap is set at current expenditures, plus inflation and the growth in the poverty rate. 
However, because the expenditures would be discretionary. money would have to be 
separately appropriated each year. The bill does not specify what happens to persons who .are 
qualified for one of these pro~s when the cap has been exceeded: there could be an 
across~the-board benefit cut, or new applicants could be placed on a waiting list. Because 
these proviSIOns apply to both AFDC and SSI. large numbers of disabled and elderly 
Amcricnns. as well as young parents, would be affected. 

IV. Restricting Welfare for Aliens (5 pages)~~This provision eliminates the eligibility of most 
legal immigrants for 60 Federal programs including AFDC, SSl, non~emergency Medicaid, 
foster care, nutrition programs and housing assistance. The provision is retroactive in the 
sense that current beneficiaries under age 75 would have their current benefits taken away' 
after a one-year grace period. Some exemptions are included, for refugees, for example. We 
estimate that approximately L5 million legal residents would be affected. 

V. Consolidating Food Assistance Programs (15 pages)~-This repeals essentially aU food and 
nutrition programs. including Food Stamps, WIC, school IW1Ch and other programs, replacing 
them w1th a $35.6 billion discretionary appropriation paid out as a block grant' with a very 
limited set of "strings." (It must be spent on "nutrition assistance" for persons who are 
economically disadvantaged, at least 20 percent must go for schOOl lunch, breakfast, milk, or 



similar programs, etc.) It also requires that many recipients of state food aid work Our 
preliminary estimate is that this S35.6 billion' figure is 12% less than ~he aggregat'e' $40.4 
billion projected to be'spent on 'such programs in FY 1996. The distribution formula would 
also significantly redistribute the current flow of nutrition funds to, states, with l~w AFDC 
benefit states hit the hardest. 	 ,.. 

VL Expanding Statutooy Flexibility of States (5 pages)-·l1,is allows slates to convert AFDe 
into a federal block grant equal'to 103% of the 1994 federal expenditures. The only 
requirement is that the'money be used to fund' a system of cash payments to needy families 
with dependent children: The bill language does not specifically say whether states that take' 
this option will stilt have to implement the requirements of the other titles, though it appears 
that all requirements of AFDC are eliminated for states that take the block grant.: No state 
maintenance of effort is required, 

This section contains numerous other smaller provisions such as an allowance to pay interstate 
migrants at the old state's benefit level, an allowance to require school attendance of all .~ 
children, "married couple transition benefits," and microenterprise changes. 

. . 
VIL Drug Testing for Welfare Recipients (1 page)-This requires aU persons determined by 
the state to be addicted to drugs or aicohol to participate in treatment (if available) and be 
periodically tested for drugs. . 

Ov.",11 Effects 

Results are still preliminary> but inlti'31 w(lrk suggests the following: 

o 	Burdens on states would increase dramaticUJly. States could lose at ieast'S5 -billion a 
year in federal matching funds for AFDC, although states do retain the option of 
taking a block grant for their current AFDC allotment. In addition, states would be 
asked to design their own nutrition programs to replace food stamps, WIC. and other 
existing programs for $5 billion per year less than is currently provided by the federal 
government Close to SS hillion per year now going to support legal immigrants on 
SS1. AFDC. and food stamps would be lost Demands on state child welfare systems 
are also likely to increase. 

o 	 A major effect of the bill would be to reduce tite number of children receiving aid by 
making them ineligible for benefits. Because of the paternity establishment, teen 
parent, and unconditional 60 month cutoff provisions of the PRA, miilions of chBdren 
would be dropped from AFDC. whether Of not their patents were able or willing to 
work White further analvsis is needed to determine. the effects of the bill over time.· 
nearly a third of children 'all ArDC appear to be ineligible immediately.· and ultimately 
at least 60% of children would be cut off. Thus at least 5 million children would 
eventually be affected, If states adopted a cut off of children born to motbers age IS­. 	 ., 
21, or imposed a 2 year cutoff, the impacts. would be even greater. Note, however, 
these effects eould be significantly mitigated if states instead accepted dIe block grant, 



". . . ," . ' 

-

though then state behavior WQuld be Wlknow:n, Since no state maintenance of effort 
is required, some states might significantly cut back their own expenditures and reduce 
support for the poor, . , _., 

., 

., 



DRAFT 

PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF THE NUMBER OF CHILDREN AFFECTED BY 

SPECIFIC PROVISION OF THE PERSONAL RESPONSmlL1TY ACT (PRA) 

The Personal Responsibilily Act (PRA) has many provisions that would deny. assistance to 
poor children. In 1993. an average of 9.5 million children received AFDC henefits. Preliminary 
analysis of the PRA shows that approximately 70 percent of these children now receiving AFDC 
benefits would be ineligt'ble for 3ssistance if the PRA had heen fully implemented in 1993 . 

.. 
The main provisions that would affect these children are: 

• 	 Section 101: Denies benefits to children for whom paternity has not been established. This 
applies to new child applicants and children currentiy on the caseload. Children may not 
receive benefits even if tne mother cooperates and the state has not followed through. 
30 percent of children currently receiving AFDC do not have paternity established. 

• 	 Section 105: Denies benefits to the children of unmarried mothers nnder the age of 18 (these 
children could get aid only if their mother marries the father of the cbild or she marries 
someone who adopts the child). 7 percent of the children receiving AFDC were born to an 
unmarried mother under the age of 18. 

• 	 Section 106: Denies benefits for additional childre~ born to a mother who is receiving AFDC 
or one who has received AFDC in the last ten months prior to the child's birth. 21 percent 
of aU children currently receiving AFDC were hom (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 pere.nt of the children currently receiving AFDC were 
born to an unmarried mo~r between the ages of 18 and 20, : 

I, 
• 	 Section 202: Allows states to tenninate 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 to 
all spells on AFDC that began after enactment of the PRA. We know that S8 percent of'all 
children currently 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. . 

. 
The following table summarizes the effects of the above provisions for California, New 

York, and the entire country. Some children will be affected by more than one provision. sa, one 
cannot sum the separate effects to obtain the entire impacl. The first five rows represent the effects 
of each provision separately. and the sixth row represents the total effects taking into account the 
inleraction of all of tbese provisions. . 

I 
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For instance, if the only section implemented in California was Section 101, denying benefits 
to children born to a mother under 18, 60,000 children would be removed from theAFDC rolls. If 
all of the provisions were implemented in California, 1.210,000 children would be removed from 
the AFDC roils, representing 74 percent percent of the children currently on the AFDC caseload in 
California. 

One ntust be cautious in interpreting the results of this table. A:; currently drafted, the 
legislation implies that states could avoid implementing the above provisions if they take the state 
option to receive their AFDC payments as a block grant. Our estimates"of the number of children 
affected assume that no states will take this option. Also, these estimates 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 take this option, the 
total munber of affected children would increase. 

: 
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(Rounded to Nearest Thousand) 
, 

Provision us TOTAL CaUtornla.I I 
Total Number of Children Befon PRA 9,191,000 1,628.000 

Seteion tOl: 

Denial or AFDC to OtUdren for 
 2.164.000 4ilS.000I,,whom Paternity is not Established 

Settton lOS: 
,Denial -or AFDC to Children Born 625,000 , 75.000 

, to UllRllU"ried Motbers Under 18 , , 

Section 106: 
,Denial of AFDC to Addttiom\l ,,

Children Born to 11 Current 1,929,000 338.000 
,,or Former Recent Recipients of AFDC 

Section Uri: 

State Option to Dtny AFDC (0 


Children Born to Unmarried Women 
 311,000 
BetwC:en the Ages of 18 snd 20 

1.316.000 

Sectlon=, 
Dcitial of AIDe to 

, 


5.S15,000 , 
 1.073.000Families who have ,, :1 

, 

, Received AFDC for 
: more than (i0 months 

TOTAL OF ABOVE PROVISIONS 

EXCEPT FOR SECTION 107 
 6,260,000 1.210.000 

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN 
ClJRRE!>."I'LY ON AFDC 

WHO WOl.JU) BE AFFECTED 68% 


--""" 
74%I 

, , 

The Number of Children Removed from the AFDC Rolls by 
Specific Provisions of the Personal Responsibility Act II, 

Note: The first five: rows represent tbe separate effeds of eacll provision They do not 
add up to the total nwube. of children. affected because some clt!ldren witl be affected. 

,
by multiple provisiQI1$, The total represenb our estimate of the above Pl'!)vtsions. assunung that no state denies benefit.<; to cblldrcn born to mothers aged 18 til 20 and 
that JlO state removes ramllles rrom Ule rolls: prror to 60 months of receipt. ­

,, 

New York 

,687.000 , 

,l3S.QOO , 

.. 
53.000 

, 
,, , 
,, I 

9i,OOO 
, 

I 
, 

,, 

142.000 
, 
, 

,, ,,311,000 

,, 
,i , 

,, 
402.000 

,, 

58% 
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REDUCTIONS IN ASSISTANCE 


REQUIRED BY THE PERSONAL RESPONSmlLITY ACT
, 

The Personal Responsibility Act, the welfare reform bill included in the Contract with 
America, would require drastic reductions in the services provided to low-income individuals 
and families. 

, 
• 	 The provisiollS in Titles III, IV and V of the Republican bill would require the 

affected programs to be cut by more than $52 biUion over four years (FY s 96 
through 99), according to preliminary estimates. 

Title m. Capping the Aggregate Growth 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 !he designated programs during 
the preceding year. adjusted for inflation and the change in the size of the poverty . 
popUlation, 

, , 
• 	 The programs under tlie cap would include the following: AFDe, the At-Risk, IV-A 

and Tmnsitiooal Child: Care programs, !he new mandatory work program established 
by the Personal Responsibility Act, the Child Support Enforcement program under 
Title IV-D of the Social Security Act, Supplemental Security Income and a lengthy 
list of Federal housing programs, inclnding section 8 housing assistance, low-rent 
public housing and a number of rural housing programs operated by the Department 
of Agriculture. 

A number 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 outp.ce inflation for FYs 1996, 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 SSt from 
entitlement programs into discretionary programs, enabling expenditures on these programs 
to 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 <:ap. 

This calculation assumes that all States elect to receive AFDC in the form of a block grant 
(see notes to attached table), 

Title rv, Restricting Welfare for Aliens 

The Personal Responsibility Act would deny legal immigrants access to benefits under 60 
Federal programs including public health, child immunization. and child nutrition programs. 
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as well as AFDe, SSI and regular Medieaid. Legal immigrants would. however, be eligible 
to receive emergency Medicaid. The legislation would exempt legal immigrants over age 75 
that have 5 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 programs would 
bave one more year of eligibility before beeoming ineligible. 

• 	 Title IV would require reductions in assistance to legal immigrants totaling at 
least $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 chUd nutrition programs, as well as 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 fuoding level . 
specified in the proposal will actually be appropriated. The block grant imposes limited 
restrictions on States, including the following: 

• 	 grant funds must be used to provide nutrition assistance to .'economically 
disadvantagod' individuals and families (defined as those with 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 aod 
breakfast programs, child care food programs, summer food service programs). 

Non-elderly, .ble-bodied, single individuals or childless couples would be required to work 
at least 32 hours per month 011 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 limits set for the block grant. 
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• Table 1. Reducuon m Outlays ReqUired by Selected Provisions in the Personal 

Responsibility Act (in billions of dollars) ., . 
I 

I . Total FY96 FY 97 FY 99, FY98 
, 


Capping Welfare Sponding: ! 

Baseline Spending (Title Ill)' 
 $73,68 $82,81 $87,09$78.64 $322.22 

,, .
,Capping Welfare Spending: I 
••Level of Cap (Title III) ! $73,33 $75.35 $79,79 ·$306.Q1$77.54 • 

, · I, 
,,, Capping Welfare Spending: 

, , I I,Outlay Reductions (Title Ill) : $.35 $3.29 $5.27 $7.30 $16.21 , 

Restricting,Welfare for Alien!. • I, ,,$3.70 , $4.20' · $12.50(Title IV) $4.600.0 
· • ,

Consolidating Food Assistance ,,I.Programs (Title V) $5.16 $5.89 $6.21 $6.59 , $23.85 ,,, 
•• ., . , . 
$52,56, $5.51 $12.88 $15,68 $18.49 , TOTAL 	 • 

Notes to Title III Estimate " 
A number of provisions in Title I of [be Personal Responsibility Act (concerning paternity 
establishment, out-of-wedlock childbearing and children born to AFDC recipients) would 
require substantial reductions in the AFDC caseload and, by extension, AFDC spending. At 
the same time, [be bill permits iStates to withdraw from [be AFDC program and iDstead 
receive a block grant equal to !O3 percent of FY 1994 FederalFantily SUpport payments. 
As a result of the reductions in'ttW AFDC caseload, that amount would likely exceed the 
Federal Share of ful'!'e Family'Support payments, . . : 

. 
• 	 We assume for purposes of this estim.te that all States would elect to withdraw from 

the AFDC program in favor of receiving the block grant. States electing Ule block 
grant would not be req~ired to operate [be mandatory work program, :' ,

· 
The Bureau of [be Census does not project [be size of poverty population for 'future years; 
the estimate assumes neither an increase nor -a -decrease in the poverty population: , . 

Notes to Title IV Estimate I 

The Title IV estimate was provided by the Congressional Budget Office (as part of its 

analysis of H .R. 3500. the RePublican welfare reform bill introduced during ttie 103rct' 

'Session; ,its noncitizen provisio'ns are ,virtually identical to those in the Title V of the Personal 

Responsibility Act).- This estimate, however, assumes a date of enactment of October 1, 

1995; the CBO .estho.te for H:R. 3500 assumed an October 1, 1994 date of enactment. 


Notes to Title V Estimate , ' , 

The estimate of the impact of the Title V provisions was provided by [be U.S. Department of 

Agriculture.' " r '. .' . 
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ANALYSIS OF THE PERSONAL RESPONSmILITY (PRA) WORK PROGRAM' 


EFFECTIVE HOURLY WAGE RATES 


Title II of the Personal Responsibility Act (PRA) states iliat AFDC recipients are 
required to work for 35 hours per week (or 30 hours per week of work and 5 hours of job 
searell), TIle attached table and charts illustrate the effective hourly wage rates that would 
result in each of the fifty states if the PRA were iniplemented 'and re<:lpients were working 
the required number of hours. The family type that shown is a single parem with two 
children (which is the average family size for an AFDC family), The wage rate for this 
mother with two childreo 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 Fond Stamp benefit level. The inclusion of Food Stamps assumes that states, with 
reduced food and nutrition dollars, would maintain their current level of Fond Stamp' 
benefits. Child care and other work expenses are not included in these calculations. ' 
Column 2 shows the wage rate for just earning AFDC benefits and column S shows the rail> 
needed to earn AFDC and Food Stamp benefits. 

The PRA wage analysis yields the following results. 

.. 	 In only fOUf states (Alaska. Hawaii, Connecticut and VemlOJit) would ArDC 
recipients eam above the minimum wage in a 35 hour per week slot taking into 
account only ArDC benefits. 

- In 28 jurisdictions, AFDC recipients would still earn below the minimum wage in a 
3S hour per week slot taking into account hoth ArDC and Food Stamp benefits. 

-In the median AFDC s,tate (Maryland). AFDC recipients would receive $2.46 per 
hour taking into account AFDC benefits and $4.21 for Ule combinnd AFDe and Food 
Stamp benefits. TI,is means that. in half the states, the typical moUler's effective wage 
rate would be less than $2.46 or $4.21, respectively. 

• 	 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 AFDC benefits and $2.74 for combined AFDe 
and Food Stamp benefits in Mississippi .•, The maximum hourly rate is $6.09 for 
AFDC and $7.61 for AFDe and Food Stamps in Alaska. 

., 

. 
This analysis shows that the work requirements of the PAA will require many parents 

(primarily mothers) to work for subminimum wages in order to "carn" their AFDC and 
(possibly) Food Stamps. ' , 
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PRA WORK PROGRAM EFFECTIVE WAGE RATES'TO EARN AFDC BENEFITS 

AND AFOO PLUS FOOD STAMPS BENEFITS WORKING 35 HOURS PER WEEK 


FOR A OHE~PARENT FAMilY OF niREE PERSONS, JULV 1094 

Annual ' olloetlvo Annu{d """"aI OffOOUllo 
AFDC wagq_<J Food AFQC .... wago 100401 

Ceoofrl& ..,.AFOC Stamp; Food AFDC + F.S. 
Staton (by AFOC ooMfit lovott) Jut... 61)n(tQb .Pr" Stamps . Beooflts-_. • 
_kG 
HlIWsU 
ConnoOUout 
Vermont 
Co/lIomta 
MuSllot\ulSotta 
NowV,,", (>I.Y.c.) _...""" 
Now Hompahlro 
Wtl:lJhlogton 

Mlnno** 
Wlt00n4ln 
Orogen 

Mkmtgan rNoyno Co.)

NOI1h Oako1a 
SouIhOal«>ta 
KM... 
Iowa 
P(lnnsylvAnla 
Dlctrlc[ (Ii Columbfa 

MaIno 
Montana 
UtaIt 
Now Mo)deo 
IIIlnots 

Mruy1e:nd
NObrasI«t 
Wyoming 
Cofotl'ldo 
VirgInIa 

No'Vada· 
Ariron. 
OhIo 
OolAwaro 
Oklahoma 

Idaho 
Florida 
Mtawurl 
Indiana 
Gomgla 

North CIlrolIna 
Woat Vtestnld 
Kentucky 
Manses 
South CarolIna. 

Now Jon;.oy 
Lou[sana 
TO);lls 
TenneuGo 
Alabamll 
M!sslsslppi 

ModianAFOC 
Stlltl) (Maryland) 

Avora..,o 
~!~~_~~OfI19~ 

$11.076 
6-,544 
6,160 
1,600 
1.264 ..... 
6,924' 
6.646­
6.600 
6,552

6""..... 
5,520 
s.soo 
6.172 
5.160 
6.148 ' 
5.112 
5,002 
5",,0 

5,016........... 
4.572 
4.524 

4,476..... 
4_.=
4.24&. 

4.176 
4.164 
4_ 
4.056

"'00 
3.... 
3:036 
'.504 
3,456 
3,360 
3._ 
3.006 
2,724 
2,448 
2.400 

2,360 
2.200 

.'. 2,256 
2,220 
f .... 
1,440 

4.476 
-~~-

$4,726 
4,66t __.___ 

• $6,09 
4.69 
<lAB 
4.20 
4.00 

3,82 
'.00 
3.<)5 
3." 
3." 

''''
3.41 
3.03 
'.03 
2.64 

2." 
2.83 
• .tII 
2.16 
2.17 

2.7' 
2.74 
'.73 
2.51 
2.4' 
2.46 
...0 
2.37 
2.35 
2.33 

2.29 
2." , 2.25 ..... 

2.14 

..09 
••00 
1.93 
1.00 
1.65' 

1,79 
I.G? 
1.50,.3'

1,32, 

1.31 • 
1,25 
1.2.4 
'.22 
t.00 
0,79 

2..16 

$2.60 • 
2,56

-"' ­

$2.772, 
',536
I ..... 
2.040 
2,196 

2.292 
2,400...... 

2.400 
2,724 

2,460 
2.520 
3.144 
2,724 
2.832 

2.... 
3,0313 
2.844..... 

2.... 

2....,,680..... 

3.012.­3,Un: 
3.072'.004

3,096 
3,108 

3,120 
3,132 
3,156 
3.156 
3,216 

3,240
'.2Il6 
3.324 
3,339 
3,372 

3,396 
3,468 
3,540 
3,546 
3,540 

3,540 
3,540 
3:540 
3.540 
3,546 
3,540 

3.fj}2-_. 

$3,053 
'.!l!lO--_.. 

$13,648 
t3.0e0 
10,092 
9,840

'. ­
G.240 
9,420..... 

••000 
9,276 , 
6,844 
8,724..... 

6.23'
8.00. 
7.... 
8,184 
7Jl56 
7.020 
7.... 
7._ 
11m 
7.860 
7....
1.""" 
7.... 
7_ 
7.404 
7.368 ' 
7.356 • 

7.296 ~ 
7.200 
7.246 , 
7.212 
7,104 

7,044 . 
6,92:4..... 


.,tS,792 
••732 

6.""" 
6,504.6_ 

5.968 
5,940 

5.92:8 
5.,"" 
5,796 
5,760 
5_ 
4.900 

7.668 

$1.762 
7.642._--­

$7.61 
1.19 
5.55 
5.41 

. 5.21 

5.08 
5,18 
5.22.... 

6,10 

4.86 
4.79 
4.76 
• .52 

; .... 
u 4.39 

4.5<) 
4.37 .. 	 .~"'",,' 

4"'" 
4.33,... 
4.32 
4.17 
4.16 

4.21 
4.00 
'.<ri''.00
4.04 
4.01 
4,01."'.3."" 
3.00 

3.67 
'',<, 3.60 
',' '3.75 

3.73 
3.10 . 
3,1)6 
3.57 
3.<4 
3.29 
3.26 

3.26 
3.20 
3,16 
3.Hi 
3.03 
,tN 

4,21-_._...._­
$4.20 

4.20--"--' ­
No«<" 	 Ur>dar It.... p'<MoI<;I01. 01 '[!!FAA (lOOn, fI"~ .tot.OOds lIn<I b«\oIjl ......W4lkl<~t I(Y IV'He iI. I'~ tI~, <>TO muru;!<lG down IoU.... I'\Mt~ dtIol ...... ttl<> rood 

t.14mp b..,"'" <!<!I~OI'\. uwmO<lf1 0__ i\!1.,.1..-rnx.1 <100"""'" 01 ~ 01 tt""l\llo...,.,hl" m'~l~~Y ~l. 

5"",,,,, Anf>!:: sl&1'f <!<!I<!<II.~",,,. 
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EFFECTIVE WAGE RATES TO EARN AFDC BENEFITS UNDER PRA WORK PROGRAM 

Worl<!ng 35 hours per week 

Mln!mum $0.791~ 
Me:dmum 6.09 
Medlan 2.46 
Average 2.$0 
Wolghted Avg 2.56 

II 	 -
" 

w " ]j 
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,N«-; 	Thb A114/ylI1$ UI(jffi$ 1\ 52_ky.-r: If a.$OWHttyeat1t usumttd~r.ao.tm medIM t..ve~.'MO," by' 10otnts,. ttl. tnIn!mum toy 3 ~ -" ~ 
&rid 1M mAdmum ~ 24 ~l\1:I. 

Source: AS?E ~aff ce.lculatlont. 
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EFFECTIVE WAGE RATES TO EARN TOTAL BENEFITS UNDER PRA WORK PROGRAM 
35 houn perw••k 

18 
M1nImUm $2.74 
Maximum 7.61 
Med1an 421 
Average 426 
WeIghted Avg 4,20 

o 

I I 
0 " 
il 
'"(; 
a ~ 
.0 
E 
z• 

,I 

$5.00 $5,50 $6,00 $6.50 $7,00vnder: $3.00 

Effective Wage 


Note: Thi:lI.flaly5{, UlI1If'I')U 4 52_10: roer.1f .50 \'I'Hltyear b 113~ _ ralsM tho tned'IM &. """'lQ:o ~ by 11 car.tll, tIlo minimum by 11 ¢ftItt. 

-1\1'111 L"lo miiclmum by :K> emm. - * - _. - •'T ­

Source: ASPE staff calculations, 
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.' TABLE I UK,.d-=T. 
The Number and Percentage of Children Eliminated from AFDC in Total . and by Specific Provisions 

/ of the Personal Responsibility Act by $tate 
- ---­ - ----­, 

STAT!! 
, Tota,I Number of Denit! of AfDC ttt Denial of AFOC to Denlal of AfDC to Denial of Aroc 10 TOTAL TOTAL, 

Child"", Child.rl:n Born to Additional Children . FarniHu who- Children Whom NUlI'ibt::t of Nl,Im'berof' ­
(blllWusands) UMWTied Motbm Domw Cumnt Have Rtttived P;\utmmy i$ not Cbildftn Cbildren 

Under 1& Redpiems gf AFOe AFDC for More Esu.blished Elimiuated E!i.minated - - . . - - ~ ­ (m Pcreent) Than 6l Months (in pe~nl) (in Ihauwld1} (in pe«:ellt) •~{in pert:ent} 
(in pctwlll 

---­ -­

Alabama 99.3 12.0 19.7 23.2 39_0 59.5 59.9 

Alaska 18.8 4.8 8.5 8.5 20.0 5.7 30.5 
-

Arluma 124.7 6.5 10.5 2.0 385 56.3 45. ! 
-

ArKansas 52.0 10.2 18.1 20.2 28.0 27.1 52_0 
-

California 1628.0 3.7 20.7 25.6 24.9 812.4 49.9 
-

Colorado . 1n.6 6.9 12.9 11.7 36.8 40.7 49.3 
-

Connecticm 103.0 8.9 22.2 23.1 27.5 56.8 55.2 
- -­ - -

Delaware 20.9 9.7 13.4 12.9 28.1 9.8 46,9 

Dimict of Columbia 42.2 9.8 26.1 24.2 66.6 31.9 . 75.7 
-

Florida 427.6 8.1 17.6 13.7 32.6 211.9 49.5 

Georgia 268.4 9.5 19.9 22.6 7.8 123.1 45.9 
- -- ­ - - ks 23.8 . .

Hawaii 36.1 3.8 19.1 15.4 42.5 
-

Idaho 13.6 4.5 7.2 6.9 \6.4 3.8 27.6 
~ -

Illinois 466.0 9.2 33.5 34.2 55.0 345.6 74.2 . 
[ruHana 133<5 8.7 20.3 20.1 24.9 67.4 50.5 . 

low, 69.3 5.2 18.8 21.9 ~ 24.1 33.0 47.6 

Kansas 57.5 5.9 20.6 16.9 27.7 28.1 48.S 
. 

Kentucky 147.1 6.0 23.0 2&.2 25.4 74.8 50:~_ 

Louisiana 195.6 lOA 21.6 26.9 50.8 134.6 68.S 

Maine 43.2 4.1 21.9 24.9 16.1 19~3 44.6 
---­

, 




! 
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~. land'Y. 

, Massachusetts 

Michigan 
-

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 
-

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

a-regen 
- ., ~ . 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

TelUlesset: 

Tex" 

Utah 

Vermont 

, 
I 
I 
I , 

. 

-'----­

144.1 9.7 23.7 

Z02.8 5.5 . 21.& 

429.& 8.8 34.7 

124.6 5.9 ZO.3 

129.3 10.4 27.0 
-

166.1 8.3 24.7 

20.5 2.5 IDA 
-

32.0 6.5 28.4 

21.2 8.8 14.9 

18.2 3.0 9.1 

246.7 8.2 27.5 

55.9 4.9 7,4 

687.0 6.2 13.2 
. 

208.9 9.8 20.9 

12.1 4.9 20.2 

494,6 5.5 29.1 

92.7 5.8 13.5 

78.3 4.9 
. - 14.8 

391.3 7.7 27.3 

39.9 6.5 23.3 

101.5 9,4 16.9 

13.2 5.3 14.6 

174.3 8.2 21.5 
-

53!.! 6.9 10.9 

34.5 4.2 8.9 

16.9 3.4 18.1 

.~ 

20.0 21.6 76.0 52.7 

17.1 30.1 IOS.& 52.2 

38.3 28.2 281.5 65.5 
-

. 21.2 11.7 51.7 41.5 

35.2 44.6 89,4 69.1 
- - ~--. 

23.0 30.1 . 90.6 54.5 

10.7 21.1 7.3 35.4 

23.2 39.8 18.5 57.8. 
8.8 42.9 11.0 52.1 

~-

5.9 20.1 5.7 31.2 I 

. 
30.2 34.7 159.1 64.5 , 
4.0 31.7 21.5 38.5 

17.6 19.6 289.8 42.2 
. . 

19.6 28.9 ll3.1 54.1 
-

27.6 14.3 6.0 49,3 
-

30.3 36.2 300.5 60.8 

I4A 34.1 44.6 48.1 

9.3 . 21,3-­ 28.8 36.8-

30.6 34.6 233.5 59.7 

22.5 21.9 20.9 5'2.5 

13.6 . 45.3 58.8 57,9 

17.2 33.2 6.6 5().O 
--­ ._. 

22.0 30.6 93.1 53.4 
- . 

8.5 41.6 262.5 49.4 

. 5.5 18.6 10.0 29.0 - - . 

22.0 14.3 6.9 41.0 

. 
. 
' Ui'\.AFl 
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. 
Virgillja 127,2 8.8 17.7 37,717.3 69.9 55.0 

" II • . . 
14.1 21.0.Washington 114.7 4.2 15.4 69.7 39.' 

West Virginia 33.2 44A74.1 4.2 17.5 22.3 19.1 

Wisconsin 25.1 83.7 50.3166.3 7.4 20.2 18.4 

Wyoming 12.3 3.5 10.1 6.6 26.3-" ~ " -
 . .. . -- ­
4.3 ~' - - 30: 1 U.SJmal 919L2 6.8 -21.0 22:5 4860.6 ,: -- -- -52.9'.1 

I-SOURCE, 1992 AFDC'QC data I 
'NOTE: The percentages of children affected by the spec.ific provisions repreSent independent effects of these provisions. They do not add up to the 100aJ number c( 
children affected became some child!en will be affected by Ipultiple provisions, These number.s 'are conservative estimates since the current spell length is used to 

estimate Ole number of families who received AFDC for more than 60 months. The bill specifies the to(ai amount of time on welfare; not JUSt the current ~peU. 
Also, these estimates assume no stale elects the option to deny benefits to children of unmarried mothers aged 18·10 or to deny AFDC benefits earlier than 60_S,,1, 

. 
..-. ------ --_.. 
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TABLE II 

n Co~parison of the Num~er and Percentage of Children Eliminated from AFDC with the 60 month and 24 month provuion __ __ 

STATE f Total Number Denial of AFDC Denial of AFDC Total Number Total Number Percentage of Percentage of 
of Children ~to Families who to Families who of Children of Children _ Children _ Children I 

{in thousands) bave Received have received Eliminated Eliminated Eliminated Eliminated ' 
AFDC for more AFDC for more with the with the with the 24 with the 60 
than 24 months tban 60 months 24 month 60 month month month 

(in perr:ent) (in percent) provision plus provision plus provision provision 
other other plus other plus other 

provIsions provisions provisionS provisions 
{in thousands) (in thousands) (in percent) (in percent) 

99.3 46.0 I 23;-1 !69.5 5951 '-70;t-- - 59.9! 

, 
Ii Alabama 

Alaska IU 29.2 8.5 SA - 5.7 44.8 30.5 

Arizona 124.1 33.} 2.0 73.1 56.3 59.1 45,1 

Arkansas 52.0 43.7 20.2 33.7 21.1 . 64.7 52.0 , 

California: 1628.0 54.6 25,6 1104,5 812.4 67.8 . 49,9 

I
Colorado 82.6 31.4 11.7 48.2 40.7 58.4 49.3 

Connecticut 103.0 51.1 23.1 72,9 56.S 70.8 55.2 
_. .. . .. 

Delaware 20,9 30.5· 12.9 12.0 - - 9.8 _. -57,6 46.9 

DistrictofColumbi" 42.2 53.2 24.2' 34.9 31.9 82.7 75.7 

I Florida 427,6 39.3 13.7' 265,3 2ll.9 62.Q I 49.5 

Georgia 26$.4 49,6 22.6' 166.5 123.1 62.1 , 45.9 

Hawaii 36.1 I 49.7 I 14.8 I 23,2 I 15,4 I 64.3 42.5 , 

. Idaho 13.6 25.9 6,9 5,8' 3.$' 42.8 ~I 
1l1iuQIS 466.0 61.4 34.2 388.6 345.6 83.4 ~ 

. . 
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~ 

Iowa 69.3 47.9 21.9 44.0 33.0 63.5 47.6 

Kansas 57.5 45.1 16.9 36.6 28.1 63.6 48.8 

Kentucky 141.1 53.0 28.2 95.7 74.8 65.1 50.9 
. , . ~ . . . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

Louisiana 195.6 56.8 26.9 154.3 134.6 18.9 68.8 
~~ 

Maine 43.2 54.9 24.9 28.' 19.3 65.7 44.6 
~ . 

Maryland 144.1 49.0 20.0 97.1 76.0 67.4 52.1 I 
Massachusetts 202.8 49.5 17.1 139.0 L05.8 68.5 52.2 I 

__ ~__ I 

Michigan 429.8 67.0 38.3 340.9 281.5 19.3 65.5 

Minnesota 124.6 48.8 21.2 74.8 51.7 60.0 41.$ 
~ 

Mississippi 129.3 62.3 35.2 102.1 89.4 79.4 69.1 
-----­

Missouri 166.1 50.3 23.0 112.4 90.6 67.6 54.5 
~ 

~ 

Montana 20.5 31:9 , 10.7 10.0 7.3 
.. 

48.8 35,.1 
~ ------­

Nebraska 32.0 . 56.2 23.2 23.1 18.5 72,4­ ·578 

Nevada 21.2 32.9 S.8 13.4 11.0 63.3 
I 

52.1 
-----­ ~~~.~ 

New"Hampshire 18.2 31.4 5.9 8.5 5.7 46.8 3L2 
~ 

New Jersey .­ - ~246.7 57.6 ~ 30.2 ISU 159.1' ~ 16.2 64.5 I 
-----­

New Mexico 55,9 23.5 4.0 28.3 21.5 50.7 38.5 
~ 

New York 687.0 . 47,4 11.6 419.1 289.8 
. 
6l.! 42,2 

NOrth Carolina 208.9 46,4 19.6 140.7 m.l 67.3 54, I 
, . 

Nonh Dakola 12.1 50.5 27.6 7.6 6.0 62.6 49.3 

Ohio 494.6 59.9 30.3 31Ll 300.5 .15.0 60.8 
------­

Oklahoma 92.7 38.9 14.4 55.1 44,6 60.0 48.1 
-----

OregGn 78.3 33.1 9.3 39.5 28.8 50.4 36.8 
~ 

QR'­
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Pennsylvania 391,3 57,7 30~6 288.6 233,5 73.8 59,7 
-~--~ 

Rhode Island 39,9 53,9 22.5 27.3 20.9 68.4 52.5 
-

South Carolina 101.5 47,2 13.6 74.4 58.S 73.3 57,9 
~ ~ 

SoUth Dakota . . ~ 13.2 ... 
43.0 11.2 -8.4 . ~6.6 64.2 ~ 50.0 i 

----­ ~-~~-

Tennessee 174.3 49,5 22.0 119.5 93.1 6S.6 53.4 

Te"" 531, I 35.2 8.5 324.0 262,5 6LO 49.4 
~ 

~ 

~ 

Utllh 34,5 34.7 5.5 17.4 10.0 50~3 29.0 
---­

Vermont, 16.9 5LO 22.0 to.3 6~9 60,9 41.0 

Virginia 127.2 41.3 17.3 84,8 69.9 66.6 55,0 

Washington 174.7 45.7 14.7 105.1 69.7 60,2 39.9 

West Virginia 74.7 47.7 22,3 44.8 33.2 60,0 44.4 

Wisconsin 166~3 46~O 18,4 107.7 83.7 ", "64,7 50~3 
-~ 

~ 

Wyoming 12.3 29.1 6.6 5.9 4,3 47.9 _,34.9 

U,S, TOTAL 919L2 50.5 22.5 6230.3 486().6 67.8 52.9 

SOURer, 1992 AFDC·QC d." ~ 

NOTE: The percentages of children affected by the specific provisions represent independent effects of these provisions. They do not add up to the 
total number of cbildren affected because $Come children will be affected ~y Ill'.lltipJe provisions. These numbers are conservative estimates since (he 
current spell length is used to estimate the number of families who received AFf.?C for more (han 24 months and more than 60 momhs, This bill 
specifies (he total amount of lime OIl welfare; (JOt juS! the current spell. Also, these estimates assume no state elects the option to deny benefits to 
children of unmarried mothers aged 18·20. 
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PERsONAL REsi'ONSIBILITY ACT 

TITLE I • REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY, 
Section 101 	 Reduction ot ttenJaI" of AFDC for eertaill children whose paternity is not 

established ' ' 

Current Law 

To be eligible for AFDC and Medicaid. mothers must cooperate with IV-D agencies to establish 
paternity unless good cause exceptions are granted, Cooperation is defined as appearance for 
appointments (including genetic Jests). appearance for judicial or administrative proceedings, and 
provision of complete and accurate infonnation. In addition tn assigning her rights to support to the 
State, the mother must tum over to the State any support paymerlts received directly from the father. 
As long as these cooperation requirements are maintained. the dependent child and mother remain 
eligible for AFDC and Medicaid regardless of the outcome of any procedures to establish paternity. 

House Republican PropcS41 

Children for whom paternity has not been legally established would be ineligible for AFDC benefits•... 
This provis!on'applies to at! children currently receiving welfare. Exceptions would be made for 
children conceived as a resu1t of rape or incesr, or for cases where the State detennines that efforts to ' 
establish paternity would reSult in physical danger to the relative claiming such aid. 

If paternity of a dependent child has: not been'established, the famUy,may receive AFI)C benefits and 
remain eligibJe for Medicaid if the relative claiming such aid provides the names of not more tIuu1 
three individuals who may be the biological 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 4l determining the amount of aid. ' It is our 
understanding that in a one child family, the mother would remain eligible for benefits even though
b __~~ . 	 I 

The relative claiming aid shaH have ·the burden of proving any allegation of paternity 'of a child by an 
individual who is deceased. There would be 00 effect on eligibility for Foster Care Maintenance 
payments or Adoption Assistance payments, 

Administration Proposal ,, 	 . 
Section 601 stipulates that the .mother will be required to cooperate in tile paternity establishment 
process in order for her children to receive AFDe andlor Medicaid. IV-D agencies will be 
responsible for determining whether the cooperation requirement has been met before children may 
receive benefits. Individuals qualifying for emergency assistance or expedited processing may begin 
receiving benefits before a determination is made. Good cause exceptions will be granted for n()n~ 
cooperation if recipients Ineet the existing good cause exceptions for the AFDC program. 

The new cooperation standards will apply to AFDC or Medicaid applicaHons for children born on or 
after 10 months following the date of enactment. 

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

, 
• 	 The initial cooperation requirement is met only when the mother has provided the State the 

following infonnation: name of the father; sufficient information to verify the identity of the 
person named; if there is: more than one possible father, the names of all po~sible fathers. 
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• 	 Continued cooperation requirements under current law are maintained: additional information 
reque..'ited by the State; appearance at administrative or judicial proceedings; appearance to 
submit to genetic tests. 

The State IV~D agency must make an initiaJ detennination of cooperation within 10 days of 
application for AFDC and or Medicaid. Once the determination is made. the IV-D agency must 
infonn the mother and the relevant programs of its detennination. 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 chiJdren born 10 months after the 
enactment of the law, 

AlUllysis 

For a child to be eligible for APDC the Republican bill requires that paternity must be established 
" legally, whereas t~e Administration blll requires that strict cooperation standards must be met. Utlder 

the Republican bill, if the mother cooperated and provided the information the family would continue 
to be Medicaid eligible although 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 to name,the 
likely father(s). the entire family would be ineligible for AFDC. althougn the children may continue 
to be eligible for Medicaid under existing Medicaid rules. In the Administration's bill, failure to 
cooperate with· the IV~D agency would result in an immediate sanction which would remove the­
mother's portion of the benefit. 

A major problem establishing paternity relates to the inability 'of some State child support enforcement 
, systems to process paternity cases e1>peditiously, Even if a mother were to cooperate fully. slle and 

her child would have 00 ability to speed up the process and would be penaliu:d if the State 

experienced delays. In many states. delays of two years or more for the State to establish paternity 

are cominon. 'The Administration'S bill ,proposes Strict cooperation standards without penalizing 

children who live in States with backlogged caseloads, Instead. the State is penalized if paternity is 

not established. The Administration's proposal also requires the use of administrative. processes and 

provides financial lncentiv~ (0 expedite the paternity establislunent process. 


Another key difference'between the proposals is that the Republican provision applies universally to 
aR children receiving welfare benefits, while the Administration's bili applies to new chHd applicants 
only. Even when mothers cooperate, there arc numerous reasons why paternity establishment takes .. 
time or may not occur. Research has shown that paternity establishment rates diminish significantly 
the longer the time period after the birth (due to inabiHty to locate the father.) The ~epublican 
provision would create severe difficulties for mothers who need to establish paternity for older' , 

, children when there has been iong-term parental separation. By targeting the provisions to new child 
applicants. the Administration's bill eliminates the extreme financial impact on families who have lost 
contact with the father. . 

A significant consequence of the Republican provision impacts the children of urunarried women who 
are unable to contact or locate the fathers. For example, if the father were incarcerated. Jiving 
abroad or in the miHlary, or if the father had abandoned the child and mother. the child would 
experience a delay in receiving assistance until the mother and State could establish paternity. In 
cases of child abandorunent. paternity may never be established which would further punish the child 
for the irresponsible actions of the father, 



The good cause exception in the RepubJican bill is too narrowly drawn, It only appHes 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 cons:equences if it does tittle or nothing to establish paternity (at most, an audit 
penalty). while it saves money on AFDC expenditures. In contrast, the Administration proposal shifts 
the burden to the State when the mother has fuUy cooperated, Coupled with a penalty for .failure to 
establish paternity in a given time frame, the Administration holds the States accountable in a much 
more serious, way < 

Example: 	 Danny lives alone with his mother, Julie, Julie loses her job, but is not 
eligible for unemployment benefits, Under the Republican proposal she is 
unable to receive AFDC assistance because Danny's"paternity was never 
tstablishtLt even though he was born before the Republican plan was eJUlCltd, 
The Stale child support agency insists that Julie provide names and addresses 
ofpussible fathen or, at the least. names and addresses uf immediate reimivl!s 
ofpossible biological fathers. As it has been several years since she haS Juid . 
comact with ""l' ofthese people, Julie is unable to comply: the State elSE 
Agency is too back-logged to offer any meaningful assistance in this regard. 
As a result, Danny and his mother au deprived of all means ofsupport and 
Danny is compelled to drop out of high school. 

Section 102' 	 Teens ReceIving AFDC Required t. Uve .t Home 

CurnntLaw 

. States'are given the option of requiring minor·parents (those-under age 18) to reside in their parents' 
household or with a legal guardian or other adult relative. or reside in a foster horne, maternity home 
or other adult supervised supportive liVing arrangement (with certain elceptions). Thiee States 
(Delaware, Michigan, and Maine) and two territories have adopted this provision. 

House Republican Proposal 

This proVision is made a State requirement and the age requirement is changed to under age 19. The 
exceptions remain intact:. -This provision does not apply until after the effective date of October 1, 
1995. 

Adminufrotion Proposal 

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 live with a parentllegal guardian. If a State determines the minor should not live with a 
parentllegal guardian because one of the exceptions apply. then the State must assist them in obtaining 
an appropriate supportive alremative [0 living independently, 

Analysis 

Both the Republican proposal aod the Admjnistration's proposal require Slates to mandate that teens ' 
live at home, The major difference between the Republican proposal and the Administration hilt is 
the change In the age. Under the Administration's proposal, those under 18 are considered minor and 
should be under adult supervision. Under the Republican proposal, since unmarried teens under age 
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18 are denied AfiDC benefits (see Section 1.05), this provision would primarily apply t? those who 
were 18 years of age. 

The Administration'S proposal improves the existing provision because now, if one of the exceptions . 
applies. the minor is subject to no restrictions on the living arrangement and may live independently, 
Under the Administration's bill, the exceptions are intended to determine if a minor should stay in 
tbeir 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 establislnnent efforts by Stat .. 

CurrenJ lAw 

No current law exists that mandates State employees to infonn unmarried, pregnant women of issues 
related to paternity establishment 

OBRA 1993 requires States to adopt Jaws requiring civil procedures to voluntarily acknowledge 
paternity (including hospital-based programs.) 

lIouse Republican Proposal 

Officers 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 paternity after the birth. The State . 

"official must also encourage her to urge the prospective father to acknowledge paternity. 

, . . A sense of Congress is expressed to encourage voluntary in~hospital paternity establislunent and to 
establish legal procedures to expedite the paternity establishment process. ' 

The Administration's bill requires States to implement outreach programs promoting voluntary 
acknowledgment of paternity. States are also encouraged to establish prewnatal programs for 
expectant couples - married or unmarried - and to eduate parents about their joint rights and 
responsibilities. States would have the option to require pre-natal programs for aU expectant welfare 
recipients., . 

States are also required to make reasonable efforts to foUow~up with individuals who do not establish 
paternity in the hospital, providing them infonnation on the benefits and procedures for establishing 
paternity. 

The Department of Health and Human Services would take the lead in developing a comprehensive 
media campaign designed to reinforce the importance of paternity establishment, . . 
States would be required to enact taws to expedite the paternity establishment process, primarily 
through the use of administrative procedures (see Section' 636.) 

Analysis 

The Republican biU targets State officers and employees as the conduit for providing pre~birth 
outreach information, while the Administration proposal gives States much greater flexibility to design 
comprehensivC' paternity outreach programs,~ " 
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Th.e Republican bill does not define which State officers and employees are subject to this provision. 
As written, this means aU State officerS and employees would be required to provide the necessary 
information. For example. this means license bureau staff. state police, legislators and welfare 
workers would be requited to inform appropriate women of the eligibility rules for AFDC" 

, 
The Republican proposal's ~mandated infonner" provision would Hkely incur resistance from State 
employee unions, especially given that paternity information must be provided immediately. both 
orally and in writing, once an expectant, unmarried woman is identified. Enforceinent of a 
"mandated informer" ~aw would be problematic and also might raise First Ame!,dmeJ:J.! objections. 

The Administration's outreach proposal seeks to promote parental responsibility and pateritity before 
and after pregnancies occur by disseminating broad·based information to men and women, not just 
pregnant, unmarried women. In contrast to the Republican bill, the Administration'g proposal also 
allows States to design 'Outreach efforts that are tailored to the specifiC needs of its population. 

The Republican sense of Congress is redundant given OBRA 1993's requirement that aU States 
establish civil procedures for voluntary paternity eStablishment (including Iwspital-based programs.) 

Section 104 1ncreaso in paternity _blisbm..t percentage 

Current Law 
" 

OBRA 1993 established that beginniOll fIScal year 1994 a State's paternity establi,iunent percentage 
must equal or exceed: 1) 75%; 2) for a State with a paternity establishment percentage _of not less 
tiUlIl 50% but less than 75%. the paternity establishment percentage must be 3 percentage points 
greater than the preceding fiscal year; for a. State with a paternity establishment percentage between 
40% and 45%. the paternity establishment percentage must be 5 percentage points greater than the 
preceding fiscal year; for a State with a paternity establishment percentage of less than 40%. the . 
paternity establishment percentage must be 6 percentage points greater than preceding fiscal year. 
Public Law 10343 made technical amendments to the way the paternity establishment percentage is 
calculated, 

House Republican Proposal 

The paternity establishment percentage for States is set at 90%. States above 50% but below 90% 
must increase by 6% per year; while States below 50 % must increase by lO% per year to be in 
complianCe. 

Administration ProJWsal 

The paternity establislunent standards in current Jaw remain in place for cases in the IV-D system. In 
Section 643 the Administration's proposal adds a new provision to encourage paternity, establishment 
in all out~of~wedlock births. regardless of the parents' welfare or CSE status. ,States. will receive 
performance-based incentive payments in the form of increased FFP of up to 5% for paternities 
established within the first year after birth (see Section 458)., . 

States will be subject to a penalty for failure to establisn paternity promptly in all CSE cases wnere 
the child"was born 10 months subsequent to the enacttnet,1t of the law (see Section 642.) 
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Analysis 

The Republican bill stipulates specific and high paternity standards (annual increases 0(6% 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 paternity establishments in aU out-of~ 
wedlock births. Under the Republican proposal, families that do not cooperate or are unable to 
establish paternity will be ineligible for AFDC, but their low~income children will remain Medicaid 
eligible and are required to be served by the CSB program jf they are Mediciad recipients. 

The paternity standards in the Republican proposal will be extremely difficult to achieve. Despite 
considerable and aggressive improvements in paternity establishment procedures, only a few 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 continue to remain large because Medi<:aid eUgibte children win be· 
counted. However.' many of these mothers will have no incentive to cooperate with CSE since the 
family is not eligible to receive AFDC even if paternity is established (minor parent,having an out-of- , 
wedlock child or an AFDC recipient meeting the 5 year time limit) and the children cannot be denfed., 
Medicaid'even if the mother does not cooperate. Another significant problem meeting the Republican . 
standards is that paternities willl1kely never be established for older children and in cases where the 
family has lost contact with the father. Lastly. State laws and performance vary significantly 
regarding paternity establishment, as does State funding for staff and information systems. Most 
States do not have sufficient resources to work their current caseloads. Since CSE resources win be 
capped under the Republican propusal, paternity establishment will be coffipetiog with establis!mlent 
and enforcement activities for resources that will not be able to expand to fill the need. Although 
paternity establishment rates wiU improve when in-hospital paternity establishment procedures are 
universal. the increase will not likely be to the degree envisioned in the Republican proposal. 

The Administration's proposal maintains current paternity standards and gives States more time to 
pass laws enacting OHRA 1993 provisions to improve paternity establishment. Annual incentive 
payments are proposed to reward paternity establishment in all out--of~wedl~ births. The 
Administration's proposal does not impose an unrealistic Federal mandate on the States; rather. it 
imposes penalties.in the ,form of reduced FFP only ,when paternity is not established fur children born 
10 months after the date of bill enactment. The Administration's proposal provides States the 
flexibility and fesoulUS (0 implement state-specific mechanisms to improve [he paternity 
establislunent rate. 

Sedion 105 Denial or AFDe for certain children born out-of-wedlock 

Current uw 
, 

APDC benefits are available for each eligible dependent child and the adult caretaker relative(s) with 
whom the chi1d resides, regardless of marital status. To be considered a dependent child for AFDe. 
the child must be deprived of parental care or support due to the death, incapacity, Of continued . 
absence of a pa.rent. or. since October 1, 1991. the unemployment of a parent (working less than 100 
hours in II month) who is the principal earner. In addition, tile child must be under the age of 18, or. 
at State option, under the age of 19 and a full-time student attending secondary school (or an 
equivalent level vocational or teChnical school) and woo is expected to complete school before his or 
her nineteenth birthday, t 

http:penalties.in
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Howe Republican Proposal ­

In cases where an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th birthday, AFDC claims with respect 
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 J. 1995. This 
section would not affect benefits the minor mother receives as a dependent with respect to her own 
mother's case, but tbese benefits \V9uld be subject to Jearofare requirements described under Section 
603< < 

Atlmini1tratWn Proposal 

The Administration's proposal does not deny benefits to teen mothers who had a nonmarital birth. 
Teen mothers would. however, be subject to several requirements intended to encourage respon~ible 
behavior. As discussed above (Section 102). teen custOdial parents would be required to live with' 
their parents Of lega1 guardian unless the guardian could not be found. was not suitable. or did not 
allow the teen mother to move in. AU custodial parents under age 20 would receive case 
management, and those who had not received theil: high school dipJoma or GED wQUI" be required (0 

participate in JOBS with education as the presumed activity. Months of. AFDC benefits would not 
count toward the two year limit untU the parent reached age 18. States would have the option to use 
financial incentives and/or sanctions to encourage teens to stay in schooJ or enroll in parental 

. education classes. 

Analysis 

UnJike current law. both proposals emphasize the importance of reducing nonma.rital births among 
teens. The Republican proposal seeks'to discourage nonmaritai births among minors by removing the 
AFDC "incentive," senduqpeens a strong message that AFDC wilt no longer be a means of support 
for their QUt--of-wedlock children and that they will have to accept financial responsibility, However, 
while there is'gi-eat debate·in the research over whether welfare affects norunarital fertility at all. even 
those who find significant imPacts concur that the effects are small, and that the majority of 
nonmarital births would occur in spite of a Jarge reduction in AFDe. Thus, even under the 
Republican plan. there WQuld ·likely be a significant·number of children born to unwed parents under 
18. Under the Republican proposal, these children would not r~ive 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 
status' and future need for assistance than whether {be mother gave birth as a teen. ·While the 
Republican proposal points out that young singJe mothers are much less likely to finish high school, 
and single mothers without a diploma incur longer welfare spells, the bill does nothing to encourage 
education of most single minor parents. By denying AFDC benefits to most single parents under age­
18, the Republican proposal has no mechanism for keeping these parents in school or:providing tbem 
with training. unless they receive benefits under their own mother's cla.im and are subject to. the 
learnfare requirements (see Section 603). ' 
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Example: 	 Chrissy is seventeen and pregnant. Her low-wage job will not be sujfidenl to 
support both her and her expected child. She is only able to work part-time 
since she is currentlyalltnding high school, Under the Republican plan. she 
and her child wiJllJe ineligible for AFDC assistance. This leaves her with 
si:veraJ options. She can carry her child to term and turn it over to the State 
to live in a Stale-run orphanage. She can quit school and attempt to support 
her and her new child on her meager salary - this would pose additional 
problems since Medicaid assistance would not be available for her and her 
new-born. Or she can opt (0 have an abonion. 

'11!.e Administration's proposal. on the other hand, includes· single teen parents in the AFDC program, 
and includes provisions to keep them in school and increase their employability through training and 
case management. The proposa; also offers states: the option to use a program 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 OED. The 
Administration's proposalstiU sends teens a strong message that they have to accept responsibility for 
their actions and that AFDC will not provide tllem a free ride. Teens parents receive case ' 
management until they are age ,20. are required to live at home, are required to attend scllool. and are 
subject to the two year time limit and employment requirements once they reach age ]8, . Like the 
RepubHcan proposal, the Administration's proposal provides strong deterrents to becoming a teen 
parent. but unlike the Republican proposal, -it provides a safety net for children born to single parents 
under 18, and a mechanism to encourage their responsible behavior and increase their employability,­

·The Republican proposal treats women and children who are in similar circumstances inequitably. 
For example, a single women who has her child at an oider 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 suppon herself in the labor. market. Second, a single mother under age 18 who 
supported herself for ·several years and then became unemployed at age 26 would stIlI be ineligible for 
benefits. even' though other m.others of the same age would be eligible. FuIthennore, statistics show 
that roughly one~third of single mothers without a diploma dropped out of schoot.prior to becoming 
pregnant. Research indicates that their likelihood of being poor and income eligible are high. 
regardless of,wheilier they gave birth as a young teen or Jater. Yet while both mothers would.be in 
need of benefits and training to become self-supporting, only the older mother would qualify, 

This provision also introduces a set -of complicated rules for determining eligibility for AFDC. For 
example, if the woman in the discussed above, Chrissy. has another child after she tums IB, she and 
the second child would be eligible for aid if paternity had been established. while the first child would 
remain ineligible. This could create an interesting and perhaps perverse set of incentives whereby 
young mothers could qualify for AFDC benefits for herself and one child by having another chil~ 
after she turned 18 (and establishing paternity). This CQutd be perceived by the mottier as a more 
preferable than receiving no benefits. ' 

Because: a child is permanently ineligible for AFDC 
< 

if slhe was born out-Qfwwedloc!c to a teen under 
age 18, the child would not be eligible for assistance on a relative caretaker or chiidNonly case, The 
child also woUld not eligible for foster care unless a child welfare proceeding was initiated. 

flnlllly, by limiting the options,available to young mothers. the Republican policy could also result in 
an increase in abortion rates. 

http:would.be
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Section 106 Denial of AFDe for additional children 

Curren! Law 

Families on welfare receive additional AFDC benefits whenever they have an additional child, , . 
Republican Propos~ 

AFDC benefits would not be available to additional children born to families already receiving 

welfare or to additional children of families that received welfare at any time during the 10 month ~ 


period ending with the birth of the chiid. Although bin is silent on the effective date of this 

provision, it could be interpreted as applying retroactively to children currently on or otherwise 

eligible aid. ' 


AdministmtWn i'ropt>S<1i 

States are given the option to limit the inc:rease in the AFDC benefit amount when an additional child 
is conceived while the parent is on welfare. The additional benefit amount may be partially 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 
equa1 to the amount the AFDC benefit would have been increased. States choosing this option must 
alSQ provide family planning services to all recipient'! who request them. Federal match dollars would 
be available for family planning counseling or referral services .. 

Analysis 

The major difference between the two proposals is that the family cap Is a State option under the 

Administration'S proposal compared to a mandatory requirement under the Republican proposaL In 

States wliich adopt the family cap option under the Administration's proposal, AFDC benefits are 


. denied to an additional chUd onJy if·that chUd was conceived white the mother is on welfare.- The 
Republican proposal's family cap provision is somewhat different than the Administration proposal in 
that it would also deny assistance to some children even though. coru:eption took place while the 
mother was not receiving welfare. For example, under the Republican proposal, a woman pregnant 
with her second child could make a first time application tor AFDC and receive assistance during the 
last trimester of her pregnancy. That baby would then be ineligible to receive AFDC benefits for the 
remainder of his or het life. Under ¢e Administration's: proposal, that child would be eligible for aid 
because s/he was not oonceived while the mother was on aid. 

The rules of this provision interact with other provisions in Title ( and result -in a very complicated 

system of eligibility for AFDC. 


E(xRl1Iule: Susan had herftrSt child after she was 18. however. she did not establish 
'paternity. Under the Republican propqsal. this child is ineligible for aid. If 

Susan had a subsequent child and paternity was established, the second child 
would be eligible for aid. However, ifpaternity had been established for the 
first child and the family was still on aid when tlU! second child was 
conce.illed; the second child would not be eligible for assistance. 
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The family cap ,?ption is included under the Administratiot:l's proposal as one of a broad range of 
incentives and requirements to encourage and reward responsible behavior. Within this 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 
and child support, which will serve to partially Of fully offset the Joss of additional assistance. This is 
an important provision because it allows families to "earn back" the amount of the foregone benefit 
increase in a way that reinforces responsible behavior, In response to the need for family planning 
seJVices. the Administrations's proposal requires that States. opting to implement the family cap also 
make these services available and will provide federal matching funds for counseling and family 
planning referrat services, J 

tn contrast, no such related. provisions are included in the Republican's proposa1. It appears, although 
not explicitly addressed in the Republican proposal, that earnings and child support income would be 
included in determining the grant amount for the family even though the needs of the additional child 
are not considered. The Republican's proposal also makes no provision for the need to make family 
planning services available to AFDC famiHes. 

Se<:iion 107 	 State option to deny AFDC bene1IIs to cblJdren bom out-of·W<dlock to individuals 
aged 18, 19, or 20, and to deny sw:h bene1IIs and housing benefits 10 such 
individuals 

Cu"enlLaw 

As stated above, current law gives States the option to require a minor mother on AFDC to Jive 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 2l. 

House Republican Pro[HJsal 

The stipulations for denying AFDC'benefits described under Section 106 may be extended to mothers 
, up to age 21. at the State's discretion. The State aloo bas the discretion to deny housing benefits 
under the sarne provisions. 

Administration Proposal 
, 

As noted under section 106, ·the Administration's proposal does not deny AFDC benefits or housing 
benefits to mothers under age 21, though the mothers do face some requirements designed to 
encourage more responsible behavior and increase scbool attainment. 

Analysis 

As noted under section 106, research evidence suggests that limiting access to AFDC will not 
eliminate the majority of out-of~wedlock births among teens. This. section of the bill gives states the 
opportunity to CUI not onty AFDC benefits but also housing benefits for the mother and her child, 
Such a policy could 1ead to increases in homeiessness, White the Adminis.tration's proposal requires ' 
the minor mother to live with her parentS, in most cases, so the minor mother can receive guidance 
and supervision, under no circumstances would it leave II mother and her ch!!d with no place to live. 
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Section lOll and 107 (Housing aspects) 

Cu"emLaw 

Eligibility for housing assistance is based on Income. In addition, for units developed specifically for 
the elderly. admission may be limited to elderly of 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 Qr are involuntarily displaced, 
homeless, or living in substandard Units. 

House Republican Proposal 

The governor of a State may elect for that State to be "covered". The covered option means that, 

subject to four exceptions, housing assistance may not be provided. to a household whose bead has 

bome a child out of wedlock if !hat head was between the ages of 18 and 21. 


The four exceptions are; (1) subsequent marriage of the mother to the biological father: (2) 

subsequent marriage of the mother to another man, who legally adopts the child; (3) the mother is the 

biological and custodial parent of another child who was not born out of wedlock; (4) eligibility for 

Federal assistance is based in whole or in part on the disability or handicap of a household member, 


The definition of housing assistance appears intended to cover nearly aU rental assistance programs 

operated either by HUn or the Department of Agriculture, ex:cept those speCifically targeted at the 

elderly or disabled. 


The proposal does not apply to applications for assistance made prior to the enactment of the 

proposal. 


Adminislr(l.lUJn ProfJ()sal 

No corresponding provision. 

Analys" . , 

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,rest of the mother's life, If the latter is meant, 
then determination of eligibility by Public Housing Authorities (PHAs) would become more 
cumbersome, as for every child the head would have to provide evidence about whether she was or 
\\'as 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 married to someone who adopted the'child, 

The billianguage'does not prohibit providing housing assistance to households whose mothers bad an 
outw()f~wedlock birth before age 18 (although this could be a drafting error). 

The bUt excepts housing targeted to the aged,and disabled. However, di.."iability or handicap does not 
make a household eligible for rental assistance from HUD, either in whole or in part. It is income 
that makes households eligible Of ineligible. 
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There seem to be minor errors in the enumeration of covered housing programs, The authors 
, probably intended to inctude Seeden 23, the precufS()r program to Sectlon 8, and the bill language 
refers to 221(d)(3) and 221(d)(4) when 221(d)(5) is mel!nt. 

Initially. the substantive impact on HUD programs would be modest since less than 10 percent of 
HUD~assisted renter household heads are under the age of 25. HUD data sbows that there are 18,000 
welfare mothers under the age of 23 who are public housing leaseholders, However, over time, many 
more f~iIi.~ will be prohibited from receiving bousing assistance. 

ElOUIlple: 	 Judith is twenty years old and receives rental assistance: her Child, SamueJ, is 
six mt)nJhs old. 1he Stale in which she resides has exercised its option under 
the Republican plan to deny AFDC and housing benefits to children born Q~t~ 
of-wedlock to individuals aged JB, J9, or 20, uad to the parents Of these 
children. As (1 result, Judith stopped receiving rental-fJSsistance payments 
when Samuel was born. She is wwbJe to pay her rent from her low~wage 
salary atul is forced to move into an unsafe, crime~infested tenemenr house 
with her young child. i 

There would be minimal ,Federal cost implicatioru; of this provision, because housing aSsistance is not 
an entitlement and there are many'older families on the waiting (ist whQ would occupY housing denied 
to mothers 18 to 21. Families usually have waited for months or years before they receive asslstance. 
Because the .supply of assisted housing is less than demand.. prohibiting the eligibility of some 
households is unlikely to reduce the number of households that receive asSistance, 

Section 108· 	 GmnIs to States For Assistance to Children Born Out....r·Wedlock 

Current Law 

None. 

House Republican Proposal 

Savings from denying AFDC benefits to young unmarried mothers and their Qu(--of~wedlock children 
will be used 10 fund grants to States to discourage out-of-wedlock births and care for children born 
out~of-wedlock" States may use these grants to establish or expand programs to reduce out--of­
wedlock pregnancies. to promote adoption, to establish and operate orphanages, to establish and 
operate closely supervised residential group homes for unwed mothers. or any other related program . 
the State sees fit to fund. 

States may not use the grant funds for abortion services, including any counseling or advising with 

respect to abortion. ! 


The grant amount for any given year will be the product of the State per capita amount for that f!Scal 
year and the State's excluded population (children and parents excluded from AFDC as a result of the 
prohibition of aid to children born out-of-wedlock) and the number of individuals in the State's phase~ 
in popuJation for that fiscal year. 
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The number of excluded children is defmed as: 

• 	 zero for FY96; 

• 	 for FY97. SO percent of the monthly average number of ex.cluded children who are under age " 
one during FY94: 

• 	 for FY93. the ruOflthly average number of excluded children who are under age one during 
FY94 and 50 percent of the monthly average number of excluded children who over age one 
and under age two during FY94; 

• 	 f.or PY99. the monthly average number of ex.cluded children who are under age two during 
FY94 and 50 percent of the monthly average number of excluded children dudng FY94 who 
are over age two and under age three; 

• 	 for FY2000,' the monthiy average nwnber of excluded children'during FY94 who are under 
age,three and 50 per~ of the monthly average number of excluded children who were over 
age three, and under age four during FY94. 

, 
• 	 for FY2001 and thereafter. a number determined by (he Secretary using a fonnula which does 

not result in a payment to any State that exceeds the payment made to the State for FY2000 
and takes into account changes in out of wedlock birthrates, State incentives to continue 
programs de.')igned to reduce out of wedlock births, and other factors determined by the .. 
Secretary. 

For FY96, the phase-in population is a product of 4,11 percent times the average monthly number of 
ex.cluded children in FY94 and the number of parents excluded in connection with those children 
times the number of months by which the dale of the enactment of act precedes October I, 1995, For 
FY97. the pbase~in population is a product of 4, 17 percent tillles the average monthly number of 
excluded children in FY94 and the number of parents excluded in connection with !.hose 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 monies. the effect of expenditures on the wen~being of mothers and children, and whether 
there is evidence that illegitimaey rates have changed, 

Administration Proposal 

No such provision under Administration proposal. 

Analysis 

This proposal raises a number of concerns regarding how the needs of children affected by the 
RepubHcan proposal will be meL Pirst. the grant fonnula assumes that the number of young famiUes 
with children born out of wedlock and eligible for AFDC will not increase beyond the number that 
received APOC in 1994. However, if out of wedlock childbearing continues to increase, despite the 
proposed policy change, States will be faced' with increasing numbers of children in need oC 
orphanages, temporary shelters, foster care. etc, but no additional federal support to respond to these 
needs, Second. the needs of families denied benefits are immediate, while it would take time to 
create the public institutional seuings to accommodate them, it is unclear what would'happen to these 
families in the interim. Also, because States can use the grant money for a number of different 
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purposes, the economic needs of oUlo(}f-wedlock children will have to 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 proposed orp~es 
would improve on past experiences. Finally, the resources needed to build and maintain Qrpha.I:iages 
is yet unknown and therefore. the "savings" gained from denying benefits may nol cover the costs 
associated with the policy change. 

Section 109 Removal of Barriers to Interetbnic Adoption 

Current Lttw 

A provision on mulliethnic adoption was passed by the Congress and signed into law quite recently, 
It was contained in H.R. 6 which became P.L. 103-382, 'That provision probtbits child welfare 
agencies from denying or delaying placement of a child in a foster or adoptive home solely on the 
basis of race. Agencies may consider the cultural. ethnic or racial background of the child and the 
capacity of the prospective foster or adoptive parents to meet the needs of a child of this background 
as one of a number of factors used to detennine the best interests of the child. It also requires child 
welfare agencies to make diligent efforts to identitY foster and adoptive homes that reflect the racial 
and ethnic diversity of the children in need of such hprnes. . 

Houre Republican PropostJi 

Removes the "pennissibie consi~eration~ section of the recently passed cUrrent law and provides that 
chUd welfare agencies may not "delay or deny the placement of a child for adoption or into foster 
care, or otherwise discriminate in making a placement decision. on the basis of race, color or national 
origin of the adoptive or foster parent .. or the child. involved." (t 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 Proposal 

The Administration's welfare refoTIll proposal. does not 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 similar in some respects to the receruly enacted Jaw. There are several 
'significant differences, however. as follows: 

1. 	 Needs of·the child~ In the findings and purpose section, this provision specifies that the 

families sought for adoption should be those who ~meef the child's needs." The Republican 

proposal does not explicitly mention the needs of the child, ­

2. 	 Clarification on role of race in decisionmaking. The enacted version of this provision 
provides (hat raceJethnicity atone may not be used to deny a chUd an adoptive,placement, bul 
provides that race/ethnicity may be one of a number of factors used to make placement 
decisions. The Republican proposal removes this section, 

3, 	 Diligent efforts :requirement. The enacted version of tbis provision requires that child 

welfare agencies make diligent efforts to recruit foster and adoptive families that reflect the 

racial and ethnic diversity of lhe children for whom foster and adoptive homes are needed. 

No such requirement is included in the Republican proposal. 
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4. 	 Deadline for compliance. The enacted version includes a deadline for agencies to comply 
with the new law. as well as requirements for HHS to publish guidance within 6 months of 
enactmefJ,t. Neither are included in the Republican proposal. 

5. 	 Sanctions for llOD<ompliance. TIle enacted version of the law defines non-.rompliance as a 
violation of title VI 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. 

! . 
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TITLE II - REQUIRING WORK 

Section 202(0) Work program 

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 
uniformly and JOBS programs may vary across Slates. The services that must be provided as part of 
a State's JOBS program are: education activities inciuding high school and equivalent education. basic' 
and remedial education, ESL, job skills training; job readiness acrivities: job development and 
placement; and supportive services (child care, transportation, and other work-related expenses) 
necessary for participation. States must also offer af least two of the following: group and individual 
job search, on-the-job training. work: supplementation programs, and community work eKpCrienoo, 

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 neids, 
On the basis of the assessment. agencies are required to develop an employability pJan 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 a type of 
time limit on participation in the AFDC-UP program. restricting eligibility for AFDC-UP fot as, few 
as 6 toonths in any 13 month period, Thirteen States presently impose time limits on AFDC-UP 
eligibility" • 

AFDC-UP c"ases must participate in work activities for at least 16 holJJ'8 per week. APDC-UP 
parents under age 25 are allowed to panicipate in educational activities. One parent on a AFDC-UP 
~e is required to participate in JOBS. Both parents can be required to participate in JOBS. as long 
as child care is guaranteed. 

The'hours of work for CWEP positions are determined by dividing me grant amount by the minimum 
wage. Individuals ire not required to' continue in the position for nine months unless the hours are 
tess 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 occupations by the same empioye~ at the ~ame. ' 
site. 

Individuals in JOBS can be sanctioned for faiUng to· participate without good cause or ~refu~ing to 
accept an offer of employment with no good cause. The amount of the sanction is the adult's ponion 
of the grant, Sanctions continue, in the first instance, until the individual complies, in the second 
instance. for 3 months. and for the third and subsequent instances. for six months. Sanctions do not 
apply if child care is not available. Individuals are only required to accept a job if it results in no net 

-loss of income. . , 

Ilouse Republican Proposal 

JOBS, The State may not provide subsidized non-work activities -- such as education and training 
(i.e. JOBS) - to an AFDC recipient for more than a total of 24 months (whether or not consecutive). 

There is no requirement fot the State to operate a JOBS program and there are no participaiion 

requirements for the JOBS program (as discussed in Section 202(b}.) 
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WORK, States are required to establish a work program, A work program is defined as a work 
supplementati.on program, a community work experience program, .or any other work: program 
approved by the Secretary. A State may require any adult recipient, regardless of the length of time 
on assistance. to parti(;ipate 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 participate in work 
activities for an average of at least 35 hours per week (or in work activities for at (east 30·hours per 
week and job search for at least 5 hours per week). The State may not require individuals to 
participate tn work activities for more than 40 hQurs during any week. 

At least one parent on a AFDC-UP case must participate in work activities for 32 hours per week on 
average and in job search activities for an average of 8 hours per week. The State must combine 
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. States may impose sanctions as they consider 
appropriate for an Individual who fails to participate in a satisfactory manner, For individuals 
aSsigned to the work program who do not fulfill the required number of hours in Work activities. the 
grant is pro rated based on the number of hours worked (this only applies to those who have 'receive 

- aid for more than 24 cwnulatjve months). The State may suspend or tenninate eligibility an 
individual's eligibility for aid if s/he has been'sanctioned on three or more occasions. 

Tiine Limits. Individuals who had received aid for 60 cumulative months after the effective of the 
bill· is not eligible for aid. Although it may· be a drafting issue, as written, this-provision would apply 
to both adult and child recipients. At State option, the State may tenninate the eligibility for aid of ' 
any family if they have received aid for 24 cumulative months and have been required to participate 
in a work program for at least 12 cumulative months: 

, 
The RepubJican proposal does not include a phase-in strategy. although a Sense of Congress section 
indicates that priority in the work program would be given to aider preschool or school-age chHdren. 

Administration Proposal 

JOBS. Iodividuals are required to' participate in JOBS activities - education, training. 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 a AFDC-UP family could be deferred 
(see section below for deferral criteria). The proposal requires tne development of an employability 
plan and six-molJth reviews O'f progress made towards reaching the goals of this pian. 

There are a number of exceptions to this time limit on JOB services: (1) The time limit does: not 
apply until an individual turns 18. (2) Time spent working 20 hours or more per week (30 hours at 
State option) in an unsubsiditedjob would not count against the time limit. (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 the employability plan. In addition, 
there is a 10 percent cap on the number of extensions for other s.pecified reasons, such as completing 
a GED or certificate-granting training program. (4) PerSOns who had left AFDC with fewer than six 
months of eligibility for JOBS participation would qualify for one additional month of eligibility for 
every four months the individual did not receive AFDC, up to a limit of six months. ' 

! 

State agencies are required to make an initial assessment of JOBS participants with respect to 
emp!oyability. skiils, prior work experience and educational, child care, and supportive service needs. 
On (he basis of the assessment, agencies are required (0 develop:atl 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 received more than 24 cumulaUve 
months of aid. States are given flexibility in designing the work program, Assigrunents can consist 
of subsidized employment in fhe private, public. or non-profit sector or community work experience 
positions, Individual work. assignments can last no longer than 12 monlhs, After an individual has 
completed two work: assignments and job search Ilctivities, slhe is assessed and assigned to either the 
JOBS program or to another WORK'assignment. or, is deferred (if appropriate). An individual 
continues to receive cash assistance as long as s/he follows the program rules. ' 

States would have the Oexibility'w determine the number of hours of each WORK assigrunent, 
However. certain conditions must be met. First, WORK assignments would have to be for at least an 
average of 15 hours per week during a month and for uo more than an average of 35 hours per week 
during a month. Second, participants empJoyed in the WORK program would be paid the highest of 
the Federal, State, or local minimum wage or the rate paid to employees of the same employer 
perfonning the same type of work and having similar employment tenure with the employer. Finally. 
in instances where the individual was in a work: assignment that met these hour and wage 
requirements but was not paid an amount equal tOo the AFDC benefit for a family of that size, slhe" 
would receive an additional supplement to leave the family no worse off. • 

Sanctions. The sanction for refusing a job offer without good cause would be the loss 'of the family's 
eruire AFDC benefit for 6 months or until the adult accepts ajob offer. whichever, is shorter. In 
addition, for those in the WORK program. the individual would nol be eligibJe for a WORK ' 
assignment for the duration of the penalty period even if the sanction was cured.. The State cannot 
sanction an individual for refusing to accept an offer of employment, if that employme1tt would result 
in a net loss of income for the family. ' 

Sanctions for noncompliance in the JOBS program ,remain the same as current Jaw. Noncompliance in 
the WORK program results in the follOWing penalties: (1) For first occurrence, the family receives a 
SO percent reduction in the AFDC grant for one month Or until the individual complies, (2) For the , 
second occurrence, the family receives a 50 percent reduction in the AFDC grant for three months or 
until the individual complies (whicbever is longer), (3) For the third occurrence, the famity's grant is 
eliminated for a period of 3 months or until the individual complies (whichever is longer), (4) For a 
fourth and subsequent occUrrence, the family'S grant keHminated for a period,of 6 months or until 
the individual complies (whichever is longer), 

All penalties (any occurrence, both JOBS and WORK) would be curable upon acceptance of an 
unsubsidized job meeting the minimum work standard {20 hours per week; 30 hours at Slate option). 
In addition. for those in the WORK program, the individual would not be eJigible for a WORK 
assignment for the duration of the penalty period even if the sanction was cured, 

Individuals who without good cause voluntarily quit an unsubsidized job that met me minimum work 
standard would not be eligible for the WORK program for a period of 3 months following the quit. 
The same provision applies to those wbo have been on AFDC for at least two cumulative years but 
are working in an WlSubsidized job and not receiving a supplement 7' if they quit this job they will 
not be eligible for the WORK program for three months. 

The Administration's proposal applies to custodial parents bom after 1971 (known as the pllase~in 
group).. 
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Analysis 

The Republican proposal would reduce AFOC expenditures more than the Administration's proposal 
and current Jaw by imposing a strict time limit on AFDC (5 years), aJlowing States to tenninate aid 
after 24 months (contingent on being required to participate for 12 months in the work program), and 
aUowing States to terminate benefits permanently after 3 sanctions. (The cost savings of this bill are 
mitigated minimally by an increase in costs associated with (racking the length of time spent on 
AFDC,) Those who are willing [0 work and have complied with the program requlrements would not 
be eligible for benefits once tbey have been permanently tenninated. This contrafits sharply with the 
Administration's bill, which places no limit on benefits as long as the individual complies with the 
rules (including taking a WORK assignment) and which limits the duration of sanctions. 

WhUe: government expenditures on welfare are reduced, the Republican proposal could have 
consequences for many who become ineligible for aid. Because an important piece of the safety net 
would be eliminated, it is unclear how this group would be supported financially. Although the 
Republican bin is intended to increase the work incentives (and thus employment) among welfare 
recipients, for several reasons, it is unlikely that perma.neruly ending welfare would result in an 
increase in employment for this population. First. individuals that would be pennanendy,terminated 
from aid are likely to be a very disadvantaged group, Research indicates that more than Utree­
quarters of women who never left welfare witbin 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 percent 
had worked at some point during the five year period. most only did so for brief periods. Given 
these low literacy 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 require participation in the JOBS program (see next section) it is likely that welfare recipientS 
would have little opportunity to improve their skiU levels. Finally. according to studies by the 
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. community work experience programs ~ where 
individuals work in exchange for their welfare grant ~~ do not increase tlte employment and earnings < 

of welfare recipients. ' 

Overan. the s'ervices long~term welfare recipients are likely to receive through the Republican pJan 
will' not increase thetr very level of employability. Thus, it is "unclear how these: relatively 
disadvantaged individuals and their children will be supported without the AFDC safety net. While 
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 Uke'y be exacerbated given the disappearance of the safety net. This proposal would 
potentia1ly le:ad to' a large increase in the use of other public, non~profit, or community-based 
services. such as services for the homeless. These indirect COSlS of the proposal should be factored 
into its overall COSts• 

. There are no previsions in the Republican plan for', additional months of eligibility for AFDC 
(extensions, earning time back when off AFDC). This means individuals wUl be pennanently barred 
from receiving benefits, regardless of their circumstances. This type of policy makes no allowances 
for changes in families' circumstances that may necessitate assistance at another - even much later ­
point 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 sire. 
This means that many individuals participating in tbe work program could work for less than 
niinimum wage. For example, under this proVision, if an individual had a AFDC grant for a family 
of three of $366 (the grant level for Ihe median Stale). they would cam $2.42 per hour. Wages are 
cven lower in low grnnt states. 
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Under the Republican proposai, sanctioning in the JOBS program would be left to the discretion of 
States -- a result which does not ensure that clients are adequately protected and that disputes are 
handled appropriately, The cost implications of this provision are: not clear, given that some States 
may not use this authority to implement severe sanctions and may implement sanctioning rules that 
are more similar to current law or the Administration's proposal, Also, while work program 
sancrions are more similar to the Administration's proposal (individuals are only paid for the hours 
worked), there are no grievance procedures to ensure the individuals are treated fairly on the job, It 
is unclear how workplace disputes would be resolved. 

Research has shown that the welfare population is a diverse group, with a wide range of needs, skills, 
and work experience. However. the plan contains no provisions designed meet the individual needs 
of' clients such as employability plans or assessments at designated intervals. Without these 
provisions. it is: unclear how individuals wiIJ receive services that will best help them become self­
sufficient. The'tack of an employability plan also substantially weakens the concept of mutual 
obligation between the participant and the agency. a key area of consemus~in past welfare refoon 
efforts. The elimination of the assessment and employability plan would produce some COSt savings. 

, However. these costs are likcly to be small'given that States will need to implement a simUar type o,f. 
system to assign clients to appropriate work slots. This assessment and assignment process would be 
'essential in Qrder to estabHsh and maintain a sufficient number of work slots. 

Section 202(b) Payments to States; Sanctions 

CurnntLaw 

Federal funding for the JOBS program is provided through a capped entitlement which' is allocated 
according to the number of adult recipients in a State. relative to the number in all States. A State 
can draw down Federal funds up to its allotment. For spending up to the level of the Statels 1987 
WIN allocation, States are reimbursed. from the JOBS capped entitlement. at a 90 percent rate. 
Expenditures above the amount reimbursable at 90 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 tile Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) with respect to spending on fuIJ-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 ftom 1V:-A funds 

" without any limitation, The JOBS entitlement (Federal funding) is capped at $1.1 billion for FY 94. 
$1.3 billion for l'Y95. and $1 billion for FY 96 and each subs"'luent fiscal year, 

'The Family Support Act of 1988 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 
1995 (see Section 202(d) for diseussion of exemptions from JOBS participation). tn FY 1994 States 
were required to ensure that at least IS % of the non-ex:empt caseload in the State was participating in 
JOBS (in an average month). The standard for FY 1995 is·20%: there are no standards specified for 
the subsequent fiscal years. Individuals who lire 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 am required to meet separate, higher participation standards for principal earners in AFDC~UP 
families. For FY 1994, a number of AFDC~UP parents equal to 40 percent of all AFDC~UP 
principal earners are required to participate in work activities for at least 16 hours pe~ week. The 
standard rises to 50 percent for PY J995, 60 percent for FY 1996 and 75 percent for each of the 
fiscal years t997 and 1998. ' 
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States which fail to meet eitner the overall participation sUmdard or the separate AFDCUP standard 
are reimbursed for JOBS expenditures at a'reduced match rate (50 percent for ail JOBS spending, 
rather than at the three rates described previoos\y; the AFDC-UP penaltY is established: by regu1ation 
rather than statute). 

Ilouse Republican Proposal 

The Personal Responsibility Act would provide for additional matching funds to cover the cost of the 
work program:. A State which had dra\Jl1l down its full allotment of Federal matching funds from lhe 
JOBS capped entitlement would be reimbursed for expenditures on the work program beyond that 
amount from this new stream of funding. The amount of new funding made available would be $500 
million for FY 96, $900 million for FY 97, $1:8 billion for FY 98, $2.7 billion for FY 99 and $4 
binion for FY 2000, Spending On administrative costs would be matched at SO percent, while 
spending on aU other se(Vices would be matched at the higher of 70 percent and the FMAP. 

The JOBS participation standards,and targeting requirements would be eliminated (Section 203) and ' 
replaced with new work program participation standards ..States would be required to enroll a 
percentage of the adult caseload in work activities for at least 35 hours per week (or in work activities 
for at least 30 hours per week and job search for at least 5-hours per week), The {Wtieipation 
standards would be as follows: 

2 percent for FY 1996; 
4 percent for FY 1997; 
8 percent for FY t998; 
12 percent for F,Y 1999; 
17 percent for FY 2000; 

'.', 
29 percent for FY 200 1; 
40 percent for FY 2002; and 
50 percent for FY 2003 and ,each fiscal year thereafter, 

The bili actually refers to families rather than adult recipients in defining the denominator for 
purposes of the participation rate, but this may be a drafting error, 

, 
The legislation is not entirely clear on the point. but it appears that States which failed to meet the 
work participation rale would have their Federal matching funds from the new work program fund'ng 
stream for the following fIScal year reduced by 25 percent " 

Administration Proposal 
, 

The Work and Responsibility Act expands the JOBS program and establishes the WORK program to 
provide work opportunities for persons who have reached the two-year time limit. 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 year thereafter. with penalties imposed on any State 
whose participation rate fell below 45 percent (sec below). The Act would also_boost the JOBS 
capped entitlement from the current law level of $1 billion (for each ft...cal year after FY 95) to $1.75 
billion for FY 19%. $1.7 billion for FY 1997, $1.8 billion for FY 1998 and $1.9 billion for fiscal 
years 1999 through 2004. For FY 2005 and each ftscal year thereafter. the level of the JOBS capped 
entitlement would be set at $1,9 billi~n, adjusted for inflation using the CPl. 

The three JOBS match rates would be replaced by a single match rate for aU JOBS expenditures. The 
rate would be set at trw following levels: 
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,,65 percent or the FMAP plus five percentage points, whichever. is higher, for FY 1996 and FY t997; 
67 percent or the' FMAP plus seven percentage points, whichever is higher. for FY 1998; 

·69 perCent or the FMAP plus nine percentage poin~. whichever is higner. 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 fAte would not be reduced. Instead. the Federal matching funds for AFDC benefits would be ~ 

r~uced by an amQunt equal to 25' percent of the Federal reimbursement otherwise payable to 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, Federal AFDC matching 
funds would be reduced by 25 percent of the amount otherwise payable to a !lumber of recipients 
equal to 5 percent of the total number of recipients required to participate jn JOBS (for participation ., 
rate purposes). , ' . ": 

, States would be reimbursed for ,,"ages paid to WORK participants at the FMAP, with no limitation . 
.' Por other WORK program expenditures (operational costs), States wOuld be reimbursed at the same 

match rate as for JOBS. from a new WORK capped entitlement " . 

The WORK capped entitlement would be aHocated among the States according to the number of 
recipients requited to participate in JOBS (and subject to the time limit) and the number of individuals 
registered for the WORK program, The level of the cap would be set at $200 minion for FY 1998. 
$700 million for FY 1999, $l.l billion for FY 2000; $1.3 billion for FY 2001, $1.4 billion for FY 
2002, $1.6 billion for FY 2003 and $1.7 billion for FY 2004. For FY 2005 and each subsequent 
fiscal year, the cap would he set at $1,7 billion. adjusted for inflation and for the increase over time 
in the proportion of the AFDC caseload subject to the work requirement. ' 

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 (to be established by the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services). The penalty for failing to meet at least one of these standards would be similar 
to the ncv.' JOBS penalty (see above). 

Analysis .. ' 

The PerSOflal Responsibility Act effectively replaces the JOB"S program with a new mandatory work 
program,· While States are pennitted to provide education and training services for up to two years 
(see Section 201), they arc in no way required to do' so-there are no participation Ntalldards with 
respect to the JOBS program. They are, however, mandated to enroll a steadily increasing percen.t.atie 
of the caseload in work actlvities. The growth of tl)e work prograJIl would almost certainly crowd 
out virtualJy all education and training servIces, 

The work participation standard is set at a modest '2 percent for FY 1996 and increases fairly 
graduaUy (about 4 percentage points per year) within the ftve--year -budget window. reaching 17 
percent by FY ,2000. The participation standards. however, rise sharply in the years outside the 
budget window;to 29 percent for FY 200t, 40 percent for FY 2002 and 50 percent for FY 2003 and 
~ach fiscal year thereafter. 

The number of recipients required to participate in JOBS under current law represents about4l 
percent of the total number of AFDC cases. Under the Personal Responsibility Act, exemptions 
would be eliminated. The denominator for the participation rate calculation would be the entire 
AFDC caseload-~the total number of families receiving AFDC. A participation rate of 17 pt?rcent <the 
rate required for FY 2000) as defined by the Republican proposal would be equivalent!o a 41 percent 
participation rate using the JOBS-mandatory cascload as the denominator. The 29 pe~cent rate 
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mandated for 2001 would be equivaJent to a 71 percent rate; the 40 percent rate required for FY 2002 
would be equivalent to an 98 perren( rate. 'fo achieve the 50 percent rate set for FY 2003. a Stale 
would have to enroll in the work program a number of participants greater than the entire JOBS­
mandatory caseload under current law. 

By comparison, in the Saturation Work: lnitiative Model (SWIM) program, which was designed 
explicitly to maximize participation, the monthty participation rate (in program activities) averaged 22 
percent of the i!ligible CtlSelood. When participation in self~initiated activities and employment is 
included, the program achieved an average rate of 52 percent of the eligibJe caseload. 
Monthly participation in SWIM (for purposes of calculating these figures) was: defined as attending an 
activity for at least one day during the month. This definition is considerably less stringent than'that 
cailed for by the Republican proposal-an average of 35 hours of work activities per week during the 
month. Moreover, the eligib1e caseload for the SWIM program was a smaller proportion of the adult 
AFDe caseload than is the JOBS~mandatory caseload, Mothers of chi1dren under 3 are exempt from 
JOBS (in some States. the age for exemption is 2 or 1), whereas mothern of children under 6 were 
exempt fro'm SWIM. ' 

The West Virginia Community Work Experience demonstrations, a.'l with SWIM. had the goal of . 
maximizing participation among the eligible caseload. Every AFDC~UP case was classified 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> the Republican proposal would require States to meet work participation standards higher 
than any yet achieved by a saturation welfare-ta-work program serving single-parem (as opposed to 
exclusively UP) families. The·50 percent rate'required for 2003 is equlvaJent to a 121 percent rate, 
with the JOBS-mandatory caseload as the denominator. As a point of comparison. it appears that the 
majority of States witJ not meet the 1994 Arne-Up participation standard. which calls for States to 
enroU40 percent of UP principal earners in work activities for 16 hours per week; UP families 
represent abOllt 7 percent of the caseload. 

States almost certainly could nm achieve the work participation rates and also provide education and 
training services to more than a nominal' number of recipients, Meeting the rates set by the bill for 
FY 2002 and subsequent years would require enrolling virtually all able-bodied recipients in work 
activities, which might leave States unable to provide education and training services to any 
recipients, regardless of employability or literacy level. States might be left with 00 option but to 
require some recipients with a disability or some of those caring for a disabled child or relative to 
participate in work activities in order to meet the rate. 

The Administration proposal simplifies [he match rate structure by replacing the three match rates 
under current law with a single enhanced match rate. The Republican proposal1eaves the current 
match rate structure in place for the JOBS capped entitlement, and"adds a new enhanced match rate 
for the new work program funding stream (for a [otal of four rates). The Administration bill provides 
for an enhanced match rate for each State, whereas the Personal Responsibility Act leaves the match 
rate unchanged for States with an FMAP at 70 percent or higher. The Republican proposal does. 
with respect to the new funding stream, provide the enhanced match for the cost of all staff involved 
in operating the work program, rather than only the cost of staff working fuU.time on the program (as 
is the case with respect to JOBS staff cOStS under current law). 
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Section 202(c) Other provisions reI.ling to unemployed parents 

Current Law 

This section makes severaj changes to conform current law to the proposal. The current law 
provisions addressed in this section are: (1) Stales with an AFDC~U program as of September 26. 
J988 are required to operate the program without a time limitation, (2) AFDC~UPs are required to 
participate in work activities for at least 16 hours per week. AFDC~UP parents under age 25 are 
allowed to participate in educational activities. (3) The participation rate for AFDC-UPs is set at 60 
percent in 1996 and 75 percen! in 1997 and 1998, 

Rouse Republican Proposal 

PRA makes the following confonrung"changes to current Jaw: (}) Eliminates the provision which 
requires States has an AFDC-U program as of September 26. 198B to operate the program without a 
time limitation. ' (2) The requirement that AFDC~UPs participateJn work activities for at least 16 
hours per week is eliminated: The provision which allows States to require AFDC~UP parents under 
age 25 to participate in educational activities is eliminated. (3) The participation rate for APDC~UP8 
is set at 90 percent in 1998. Other AFDC-UP participation rates remain the same as current law, (4) 
The Secretary may not waive penalties for failiug to met{ the AFDC-UP participation requirements 
more than once during any five~year period. 

Administradon Proposal 

In the'Administration's proposal, current law participation rates and hourly requirements for AFDC-· 
UPs are maintained, 

Analysis 

See above. 

Section 202(d) Elimination of certain JOBS program requi.....,.",ts 

Current Law 

This section make several changes to conform current law to the proposal. The current law 
provisions addressed in this section are: (1) The match rate for the JOBS program is set at 50 percent 
jf standards for targeting and participation are not met. (2) The hours of work for CWBP positions 
is detennined by dividing the grant amount by the minimum wage, Individuals are not required (0 

continue after nine months in the poSition unless. the hours are less than the grant amount divided by 
. 	the higher of the minimum wage or the rate of pay for individuals employed in the sante or similar 

occupations by the same employer at the same site. (3) After (; months of participation in a CWBP 
position and at the conclusion of each'asslgnment, the State agency must provide a reassessment and 
revision (if appropriate) of the employability plan, (4) fueropUons are made for those who are: ill, 
incapacitated, or over age 60; needed in the home because of the iIlness'or incapacity of another 
family member; the caretaker of a child under 3 (or at State option under age I); employed more than 
30 hours per week; a dependent child under age 16 or attending an educational program full time; 
women in the second and third trimester of pregnancy; and residing in an area where the program is 
not available. (5) Priority is given to those who volunteer to participate. (6) States ~re allowed not 
10 require participation if it would result in not meeting targeting provjsiQn.~, 
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Hause Republican Prop()Sai 

PRA details the following changes to current law: 

(l) Eliminate JOBS targeting and AFOC participation rare standards. Maintain 
participation rate requirements for AFDC~Us (except for 1998), , 

(2) Eliminate the requirement that the hours of work for CWEP positions be detetmined 
by dividing the grant amount by the minimum wage, 

(3) Eliminate reassessment of eWEP position every six months or at the conclusion· of 
assignment, 

(4) Eliminate all current law exemptions, Eliminate State option to require both parents 
of AFDC-UP case to participate, if child care is guaranteed, 

(5) Eliminate current law sanctioning provlsioll.'I. Including provision which allows 
individuals 10 refuse a job offer if it results in a net loss of income. 

(6) Eliminate the provision which gives priority [0 those who volunteer (0 participate. 
(7) Eliminate the provision which allows States not to require participation if it.would . 

"result in not meeting targeting provisions. 
(8) Eliminate the provision requiring both parent's portion of grant to be reduced for a 

sanction (or only one parent's portion if second parent is not required to participate), 
(9) Eliminate the provision in which the State cannot require participation in job $earch 

for those who are exempted, 
(10) Eliminate the provision which requires an in~epth assessment of potential participants 

requires HHS and DOL to provide technical assistance on:assessments. 

Administration Proposal 

. 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 assigrunents 
are set (see above). (3) Individuals arc assessed at the conclusion 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 illness or incapacity of another family member; the caretaker of a child under 
1, provided the child was not conceived while the pat~nt was on assistance; women in the third 
trimester of pregnancy; and residing in a remote area. htdividuals can also be deferred- for other 
·good cause reasons, but this type of deferral is limited to 5 percent of those subject to the time limit 
(10 percent after FY99). 

Analysis 

The elimination of exemptions from the work program will be burdensome for participants and states. 
Participants with serious illnesses or disabilities would be required to participate in work assignments, 
which could be onerou.'I and. for some, impossible: States would also be required to develop work 
assignments for this very'disadvantaged group. Given: the difficutries inherenl 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 participation standards and to take the penalty. As a 
result. this more vulnerable group may not receive any type of assistance before they are permanently 
cut off AFDC. 



Section 203 Work supplementation program amendments 

Current Lnw 

Under the work supplem6n1arion program, recipients are placed in jobs .md the AFDC benefits 
otherwise payable are used to subsidize their wages. Payments by States to individuals and employers 
under the work supplementation program are treated as AFDC expenditures and are reimbursed 
accordingly, Federal matching funds are payable for no more than 9 months of work: supplementation 
participation, States are permitted tel adjust the need and benefit standards and the earned income 
disregards as necessary to operate the program. Work supplementation participants must be placed in 
newly created jobs; a participant cannot be assigned to fill an established unfilled vacancy. 

, 

Republican Proposal 

: 
The Personal Responsibility Act would make several major cha..ng.es to the work supplementation 
program, States would be pennitted·to use not only AFDC benefits but also the cash value of food 
aid that would be provided to the family under the new food assistance block grant (see Title V of the 
PRA) to subsidize the wages of a work supplementation participant. 

The employer would' be required to pay the panicipant wages such that the sum of wages paid and 
APDe benefits is equal to at least tne AFDC benefits'orherwise payable (if the individual were not in 

. a 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 swn- of the wages and AFDC 

. benefits paid could be no less than the sum of the AFDC benefits otherwise payable and the cash 
value of food aid otherwise provided. 

A State would be permitted to draw down the maximum amount of Federal, funding payable for a 
work supplementation partiCipant, regardless of the amount actually paid to the individual and/or the 
employer under the program. For example, even if the total payment to an employer of a work 
supplementation participant amounted to $50 per month (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 fun benefit 
(e,g,. $500) for each month the individual was in the program. 

The Persona! Responsibility Act would also remove the ban on placing work supplementation 
participants in established untilled vacancies-eUminating the new jobs requirement in current 'Jaw. 

Administration ProJWsa1 

The Work and Responsibility Act also modifies the work supplementation program. The prohibition 
on placing work supplementation participants in unfilled vacancies in the private sector is eUminated. 
Other nondisplacement provisions, however, are added, including a ban on placing work 
supplementation participants (as well as other JOBS and WORK participants) in vacancies in public 
agencies, unless the agency has been unable to fill the vacancy through normal procedures within 60 
days. Another of the new provisions prohibits p!a.cement of a JOBS or WORK participant in a 
position with a non-profit in which he or she would perfon" functions similar to those usually carried 
out by a State or local agency. If any State or local agency employee were in any wa.y displaced in {he 
process. 

In addition, under the Administration bill, Pederal funds would be payable for up to 12 months of 

work supplementation participation, as opposed to 9 months under current taw. 
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, Analysis 

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 law. 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 equally uncertain that 
removing the provision would make it substantially easier to place recipients in work supplementation 
positions. While it is true that the number of participants 'in work supplementation (previously called 
grant diversion) dropped sharply after the passage of the Family Support Act. which included the new 
jobs requirement, it is also true that grant diversion programs were never especially large-in 1987. 
for example, there were 6,800 work supplementation participants out of an average monthly casel-oad 
of 3.8 million. . 

The new nondisptacemem provisions in the Administration bill would reduce rhe negative impact. if 
any. on other employees from eHminating the unfilled vacancy provision. These new requirements 
would, however. similarly diminisb any gain from aboiishing the restriction, 

The Republican proposal pemtits States to claim the maximum amount of Federal funding (see above) 
for each participant in a work supplementation program, which provides States with a <considerable 
incentive to maximize the number of recipients in a work supplementation program, A State could, 
in some cases, depending on the share of wages picked up by the employer, actually make an outright 
profit from pJacing an individual in a work supplementation position. The Administration bill does 
not comain a similar proposal. 

Section 204 	 Payments to states for certain individuals receiving food assistance fro"!1l the State 
who perfonn work on behalf of tbe State 

Current Law 

Nonexempt fOod Stamp program recipients are required to participate in the Food Stamp program 
Emp'oyment and Training program. Exempt recipients include persons under 16 and those subject to 
a similar work: requirement under another program. e:g,. JOBS. 

Republican Propos& . 

The Employment and Training Program is eliminated (the Food Stamp Act is repealed; see Tide V) 
and replaced by a work: requirement for nonexempl individuals receiving aid under the food assistance 
block grant. Nonexempt recipients of food aid are required to perform 32 hours of work per month 
on behalf cf the State or a subdivision, It appears that nonexempt individuals working fun~time in 
paid positions would nonetheless also. be required to work an additional 32 hours for the State. Food 
assistance program recipients who failed to comply would have their food aid reduced on a pro~rated 
basis. States would receive $20 (adjusted for inflation) fcr each no.nexempt food assistance recipient 
who. met the work Standard during a given month. 

Administration Proposal 

No change. 
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Amuysis 

The Food Stamp employment and training program is seriously underfunded-at present, About $136 
miUioD in Federal funding ($75 million in 100 percent Federal funds; the remainder in matching 
funds at a 50 peroent match rate) is available to serve an eligible population that totals an estimated 
5.8 million recipients annually. Roughly 1.5 million of these reclpients parttcipate 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 hours per month. MDRC 
found that the cost of placing a participant in a workfare poSition for a month ranged from $60 to 
almost $700. The inadequate funding. combined with the notable absence of any participation 
standard and the relatively modest work requirement. suggest that the proposal may not intend to 
significantly strengthen the work requirement for food aid recipien~ ~ho are not in the :AFDC 
program, 



DRAFI' - page 29 ' 

TITLE III - CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING 

Sedions 301, 302 and 303 

Current Law 

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). the AFDC and Transitional Child Care programs, 
the Child Support Enforcement program under Title IV~D of the Social Security Act and 
Supplemental Security Income are entitlement programs. Eligible individuals are entitled to aid or 
services and States to reimbursement for expenditureS without limitation. The At·Risk child care 
program is a capped entitlement; total Federal funding is limited to $300 million for FY 1995 and 
each fiscal year thereafter, 

House RepubliMn ProptJs(JJ 

Federal spending during a fiscal year on AFDC. tl\e AFDC-related cl1ild care progr.utlS. the Child 
Support Enforcement program, SSI, housing assistance and the mandatory work program established 
by the Republican proposal would be capped at a level equal to the total estimated Federal spending 
on the designated programs during the preceding fiseaJ year. adjusted for inflation and the change in 
the size of the poverty population. ' 

The measure of inflation used for purposes of adjusting the cap would be the percentage change in the 
Gross Domestic Product deflator, The change in the poverty population would be calculated in 
January of the calendar year in wbich that fiscal year began. based on data from the most recent 
Bureau of the Census report on poverty. . . 

The programs under the cap would include AFDC. the AtwRisk. IV-A and Transitional Child Care 
programs. the new mandatory work program established by the Personal ResponsibilitY,Act> the Child 
Support Enfor<:ement program under Title IV-D, Supplemental Security lru:ome and a lengthy list of 
Federal housing programs, including section 8 housing assistance. low~renl public housing and a 
number of rural housing programs operated by the Depanment of Agriculture. 

The Personal Responsibility Act alsQ converts the FamiJy 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 Proposal 

No comparable provision. 

Analysis 

~ number of the programs included under the cap are projected to grow considerably more rapidly 
than inflation, and consequently substantial reductions would be required to renlain within the cap, 
53! outlays, for example, are expected to rise almost 10 percent from FY 1996 to FY 1997. and by 
more than !O percent from FY 1997 to FY 1998 and from FY 1998 to FY 1999. Inclusion of the 
new work program is particularly problematic, since (he program would grow much more rapidly 
than inflation and the poverty population during the phase-in period-the number of work program 
participants. is expected to increase from 100,000 in FY 1996 to 1,5 million in FY 2003. 
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Preliminary Administration 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 fonn of a block gram). Other work, based on cno outlay estimates and 
slightly different assumptions, indicates that deeper cuts may be necessary, possibly as much as $23 
billion in reductions over fOUf years, 

The inclusion of the Child Support Enforcement program C(}uld be questioned, given that the program 
is in some respects quite cost-effective. In 1993, $3.98 in child support was collected for each dollar 
spent on child support enforcement.' The benefits from the program are, however, divided quite 
unevenly between the States and [he Federal government. States reaped a profit from the Child 
Support Enforcement program in FY 1993. 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 
allocations to each committee that are consistent with the spending cap. 

. 
Several of the housing programs placed under the cap. including the program of interest reduction' 
payments under Section 236 of the National Housing Act and the program of homeownership 
assistance for lower income famines under Section 235 of the National Housing Act, no longer exist. 
Outlays on these programs represent exclusively liquidation of prior year obligations; much of the 
increase in total housing expenditures is driven by such ob\igations. It is 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 run years, which could have the 
unintended effect of reducing the cap during a year of economic recession and increasing the cap 
during a year of economic recovery, The adjustment for a flscal year would be calculated in January 
of the calendar ycar in which the'fiscal year began, based on the latest available Bureau of the Census 
poverty data, The adjustment for FY 1998 would be calculated in January 1997. At that point, tbe 
Census poverty report for 1996 would not yet be available. Accordingly, the adjustment for f<"Y 1998 
would be based on the percentage change in the poverty population from 1994 to 1995. It is possible, 
if not likely. that economic conditions in FY 1998 wiH differ substantially from those in calendar year 
1995, If the economy is strong in calendar year 1995. the poverty population may decline between 
1994 and 1995,' in which case the cap for FY 1998 would be adjusted downward. even if the 
economy entered recession in FY 1997 and was in a fuU-scale tailspin by FY 1998. An adjustment 
factor that is lagged by two years may have an effect that is exactly the opposite of what was 
inlended, 

Further clarification is needed regarding the provision in the Republican proposal that converts 
AFDC, the AFDC-related child care programs. the IV-D program and SSI from entitlement to 
discretionary programs. The intent is Hkely to ensure that cao would score savings for the cap. 
eBO declined to estimate any savings from the similar cap on means-tested programs found in H,R. 
3500. arguing that Congress would not adhere to a cap on entitlement spending. The progra.mmatic 
impact of the provision is, however. considerably 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 amount of money allocated for AFDC or SSI proved 
insufficient, otherwise eligible elderly or disabled persons or families with children might be denied 
benefits, or might have their benefits sharply reduced. Qli1d support enforcement services mighl be 
denied to_some custodial mothers, including those not on AFDC. 
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The fixed sum for Family Support (AFDC. tbe AFDC child care programs and the Child Support 
Enforcement program) might be allocated among the States much as the JOBS capped entitlement is at 
present. Faced with a limitation on total Family Support expenditures. some States might opt to 
eliminate their At-Risk or Transitional Child Care programs entirely in order to continue providing 
cash benefits to needy families. If funds for each program were allocated separately, some States 
might be forced 10 reduce the AFDC benefit level or need standard or both in order to be certain of 
having sufficient funding to continue providing aid throughout the year. Similarly. States might have 
to limit child support enforcement services to AFDC families in order to conserve funds; entry into 
the AFDC system might become the only way to access IV-O services. 

In any event, it does not appear that AFDC recipients required to participate in the new mandatory 
work program would be guaranteed clUld care, which is particularly problematic, given that the bill 
strikes the prohibition against sanctioning an APOC recipient for nonpanicipation if chUd care is not 
avaUable. In addition, recipients leaving welfare for work would no longer be guaranteed a year of 
transitional chlld care, or continuing IV~D services, 
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TITLE IV - RESTRICTING WEl..FARE ~'OR ALIENS 

Section 401 Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welfare Assistance 

Current Law 

Under current law, illegal immigrants are ineligible for benefits under the vast majority'of federal 
progra:rn.s. Legal immigrants, however, are generally permitted to participate in some ftderally­
assisted programs. The legal immigrants allowed to participate include legal permanent residents. 
refugees, asylees and parolees among others, 

As a condition of entry as a lawfu1 pennanent resident, almost all immigrants are required to have a 
sponsor, Sponsors sign affidavits of support affirming that they will be responsible for supporting the 
immigrants and ensuring that the immigrants will not become a public charge. During their first three 
years in the U.S .• immigrants who wert sponsored for admission by a family member generally 
cannot receive AFDC or food staJIlPS'unless their sponsor is unabJe to support them due to death or 
poverty, Sponsored immigrants are generallY'ineligible for SSJ for their,first five years in this . 
country. 

House Republican Proposal 

Legal immigrants would be denied access to benefits under 60 Federal programs including public 
health, child immunization, and child nutrition programs as well as AFDC, SSl and regular Medicaid. 
Legal immigtants wou1d be eligible to receive emergency Medicaid. The legislation would exempt 
Jegal immigrants over age 75' that have 5 years continuous residence and refugees in their first six 
years. of residence in the United States, lmmigrants receiving current benefits under any of the 60 
programs would have one more year of eligibility before becoming ineligible.' 

Administration Proposal 

H. R. 4605 makes permanent the five year sponsoNo-alien deeming provision under the SSI program. 
It extends from three to five years sponsor-to-alien deeming under. the AFDC and Pood Stamp . 
programs .. Beginning in the sixth year, after being lawfully admitted for pennanent residence, 
sponsored immigrants would only be eligible for benefits under the AFDC. SSI and Food Stamp 
programs if the annual income of rhe 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 (CaO) to save almost $22 biUion over 5 years and would deny 
benefits (0 at least 1.5 million legal immlgrants. A majority of the savings estimated by rno result 
from denying eJigibillty to most legal immigrants under the AFDC. S5l, Food Stamp. and Medicaid 
programs 

Most of (he immigrants affected by the Republican proposal are earlier arrivals who would have their 
benefits taken away retroactively. The Admlnistration's Welfare Refonn biU-H,R, 4605-would not 
deny outright eligibility to legal immigrants and would not be applied retroactively. 
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An underlying principle of U.S. immigration policy has been to admit immigrants that further the 

national interest with the expectation that they will reside permanently in the United States as 

productive individuals and be accorded virtually the same rights and responsibilities as citizens. Two 

general criteria have been developed to define thuse immigrants that further our nafional interest­

immigrants admitted for family reunification purposes and inunigrants admitted for their economic 

contribution. Categorically denying these legal immigrants public assjstance based solely on their 

alienage status is corurary to these fundamental principles and would have several adverse 

consequences, includjng~~ 


.. ' A large nurttber of legal immigrants would be denied federal assistance eveI}> if thei[' need 

for assistance arose subsequent to entry-for example, due to a disabling accidoot • 


. Under the Republican proposal. Jegal immigrants who pay taxes, contributc<to safety net programs 
and are productive members of scx;iety could be ineligible for any assislance in a 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., 5SI) due 
soJely to alienage status. In December, 1993. the~ were 176,(X)O legal permanent residents receivIng 
55I benefits based on diS.1bility. AI! of these immigrants who are still in immigrant status when the 
Republican proposal be<:omes effective would be thrown off the program, 

Under !.he Administration's bill,legal immigrants would maintain eligibility. 

Example: 	 Reina/dQ immigrated legally from Brazil in J990. lIe has been werking and 
paying taxes for four years when he is involved in an accidefJI and becomes 
severely disabled and loses all sources of income. Under the Republican plan. 
Reinaldo would be ineligible[or S8l benefits, even though he is 'unable If) 
suppart his family while'he recoverSfrom his injury. ' .. 

.. 	 A significant number of legal immigrants that dO.. not have sponsors would be denied 

federal assistance • 


. The Republican proposal would deny the federal safety net to legal immigrants who have no family 
members or friends that have agreed to assume some financial responsibility. While most of these 
immigrants are productively employed and never apply for public assistance. there are some that . 
become disabled or. temporarily unemployed and are .in need of certain assistance. iNS data indicates 
that in 1992 there were about 116,000 empioyment-based (Le,. non-sponsored) immigrants admitted, 
or about 17 percent of an non-I RCA legul immigrants admiued that year. Given the additional 
number of non~sponsored family-based immigrants admitted. it is estimated that one-fifth of all legal 
immigrants have no sponsors. 

We estimate that about 300,000 ngn-soonsored legal inunigrams would be denied federal assistance in 
FY 19% (or 20 percent of the total number of legal immigrants denied assistance in FY 19% under 
the Republican proposal). 

The Administration's bill does not affect the eligibility of immigrants that do not have sponsors. 
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.. 	 Public Healtb in the U.S. would he seriously undenniued by denying federal services to 
legal pemtanent 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 programs serve a vital 
role in protecting public health and safety, For example, denying immunization services to Jegal 
inunigrants would undermine decades of efforts to eradicate the presence of various dise'ases in 
society. These include: diphtheria. perrussis. tetanus, hepatitis b, measles. pOlio, mumps, influenza, 
and others. Many of the..~e diseases are highly communicable: when one child is afflicted, the entire 
community is placed at risk, Data are not availabJe to estimate the number of legal immigrants that 
would be denied these (and otber) public health services, 

'fhe Administration's bill would not modify the eligibility criteria for any public health programs. 

Example; 	 Carmen hfll two children: Martin. who is fight years old and was horn in 
Brazil; and Maribelle. who "is three and is a U.S. citizen by birth, According 
to the Repuhlican·proposaJ. Carmen Would be unable to get immunizationslor 
either ofhis children - Martin is ineligible and Carmen isn't aware that 
immunization services are available jor Maribtlle, who is a U.S. citizen 
because outreach services (i.e. community health centers) are not available to 
him. As a result, Martin contracts measles, a highly contagious disease, and 
infects several of his classmates; resulting in a serious community health risk, 
Maribellt is afflicted with childhood polio and, due to her citizenship status, 
receives ongoing medical services via Medicaid, 

• 	 Legal immigrant children woald no longer be eligible ror foster care (!Iawncn! and child 
nutrition services, and the federal government would no longer investigate allegations of 
neglect or abuse related to legallmmigrant children. 

eso estimates that almost 260,000 legal imriligrant children would be denied nutrition services-such 
as the school lunch program-and (oster care and adoption assistance, The Administration bill would 
not alter the eHgibili~y criteria for any of these children program.s. 

, 

Example:! 	 KirlJ .{s l! seven-year old immigrant from Taiwan. His parents are killed in an 
accident and, since he has no other relatives in the United'States, he is taken' 
i1!to the custody ofthe state. If the Republican bill is enacted, aJoster home 
that takes him in would not receive!ederal assistance/or his care. 
Furthermore, his chances jor adcption are decreased since Adoption 
Assistance. which provides monthly payments to parents who adept low-income 
children, would not be available to anyone who adopts him. 

.. 	 Stute and loc:al governments would face potentially large increases in public assistance 
costs for legal immigrants. 

Various court decisions have limited the ability of State and local governments to 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 local programs of assistance. These programs would experience potentially 
large increases in their rolls. This would be viewed by States and localities as a large unfunded 
fed.era\ mandate. \ 



DRAFJ' - page 3!!i 

Exrmmle: 	 Marta, who is pregnant, is a recent immigratU who has JPSt lost her job and 
subsequently 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 Supplemental Food Programjcf Women, [njams, and 
Children (WIC). With no medical services provided during her pregnancy, 
Marta gives birth prematurely 10 a low birth weight baby which requires a 
lengthy Iwspffal slay, covered by Medicaid (since the child is a U.S. citizen). 
Marta's baby subsequently has a learning disability and will require 
substantial State and focal assistance. 

~ 	 New eligibility detenninations would be administratively bUrdensome for state and local 
agencies. 

The provision would require a significant increase in administrative resources in order to enforce the 
new requirements. Many programs do not currently require alien eligibility determinations for 
individuals; the requirement to detennine alienage would necessitate the implementation of a whole set 
of new administrative functions. Other programs. have alien eUglbility· tests but only make 
determinations at application and when redeterminations of eligibility are necessary. ,For these 
programs, new alien eligibility procedures would need to be implemented in communities across the 
country for both current and future individuals receiving services or benefits. Even for those 
programs that currently require a determination of alienage for eligibility purposes (e.g." AFDC and 
SS}), by changing the alien eligibiiil)' definitions a massive effort of redetermination would be . 
necessary to ensure that only those who were newly ineligible would be denied benefits or services, 

Furtnennore, several programs under current law do not base eligibility on the characteristies of 
individual participants, but· rather on the characteristics of an institution or organization .. For 
example. some housing and school lunch program benefits are distributed to schoojs and organizations 
according to the populations served by these organizations. These programs do not administer 
eligibility tests to indjvidual participants. Under the House Republican proposal. however, new 
administl1ltive procedures would have to be instituted to 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 50 l of the RepUblican proposal that would limit federal" participation 
for administrative costs associated witb food and nutrition assistance programs to 5 percent of the 
amount of the entire federal grant for such programs, Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) estimates 
that the CllI't'ent administrative costs are approximately 8 percent on average for these programs.' 
States would be required to make additional expenditures to meet current administrative costs. 

A potential effect of these resulting requirements would be a substantially greater need.for staff, 
resources, in addition to new administrative complexity. It is unclear whether any savings estimates 
that have been generated have taken into account these potentially large and administratiVe costs, 

The Administration bill provides that States and localities could implement under (heir assistance 
programs the same modified deeming policies as the federal programs would implement.­

~ 	 These policies promote negative social efTects_ 

These proviSions deny access to services to tax-paying legal non-citizens solely on the basis of their 
immigration status, While most assistance programs arbitrarily determine eligibility according to 
some characteristics (Le" income) the distinction based on alienage serves to further segment 
American society by laheUing certain pennanent residents as ~undeserving~ of the assistance granted 
to other re..'1ideots. As these examples illustrate. the result would have a socia! as well as an 
administrative effect. 
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Example: Timmy and lAura are citizens and receive free lunches at school. but Vong. 
who was bern in Vietnam. does not, Timmy and Laura ask their parents why 
their classmate has to pay for his lunch. They are told thtJt it's because he is 
different (han they aTe ­ he isn 'f:an American, 

, 
Example! Eduardo immigrated to Ihe U.S. and is currently livin.g in a low:.income 

farming community in SoUlhern California. His comrtUlnity has formed a 
homeowner '5 associa!ion to promore self-help efforts to improve their hoUSing 
and living environmentS. Un!onunately, they had to exclude Eduardo from 
this group tn order to be eligible jor aid under such programs as the Rural 
Self-Help HOUSing Technical Assi?tance Program and the RuroJ Housing Site 
Loans Program, 

I> There'would be substantiall~ challenges to the Republican policy. 

An important Supreme Court case-Plyler v, /)oe-invQlv?x1 the issue of denying public education to 
children based on their alienage (tn this case, the issue was whether pubJic education could be denied 
to undocumented 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, 

TIle Republican proposal would result in cases where otherwise eligible legal immigrant children-i,e" 
poor immigrant children--wo\lld be denied welfare benefits due to the inactIon of their legal 
inunigrant parents, . This is because immigrant children with immigrant parents can not alter their 
legal immigrant status by themselves until the age of 18. Prior to reaching age 18, the only way a 
child can adjust from immigrant to citizenship 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 principle stated by the Coun in Plyler v. Doe. 

In addition, there would likely be legal challenges to the policy due to the large INS backlogs and 
long processing times related to applications for naturalization. Thus, a legal immigrant who was 
otherwise eligible for benefits and had completed all requirement<; for naturalization (i.e., bad passed 

. the language and history tests; etc.), could be prevented from receiving assistance due solely to the 
government's inability to adjust tbe immigrant's status in a timely manner. 

Sin'ce the Administration's bilt does not 'deny categorical eligibility to legal immigrants based solely 
on their aUenage, it would not face these types of legal challenges, 

Section 402 	 State AFDC Agencies Required to Report Infonnation Regarding llIegal Aliens to 
the INS 

CurrenliAw 

State AFDC plans mus( include safeguards which restrict the use Qf disclosure of information 
concerning applicants or recipients to purposes directly connected with the administration of the plan. 
The release of information about applicants and recipients to the INS is probibited. 

House Republican Proposal 

State agencies would be required 10 provide the Immigration and Naturalization Service the name, 
address. and other identifying information that the agency has with respect to any Individual 
unlawfully in the United States with citizen children. 



Administration Proposal 

There is no similar provision in the Administration's proposal. 

Analysis 

The purpose of this provision is unclear. One likely purpose is to share information so that 
deportation proceedings can begin. No matter what the intention of the proposal, it may, have several 
deleterious consequences, 

• 	 The children are U,S, citizens 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 responsibilities of a police officer charged with . 
turning families over to 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 601 Option to convert AI<"'DC into a block grant ., 

CurrenlLaw 

Presently, States participate in the AFDC program at their option, but a State choosing to participare 
must (!Qmply with the applicable provisjons of the Social Security Act and the relevant Federal 
regulations. Currently all 50 slates. the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico. Guam and ~he Virgin 
Islands operate AFDe programs. 

States are reimbursed. without limitation, for expenditures on AFDC benefits, IV-A and Transitional 
child care at the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP). Spending on the At-Risk child care 
program is also matched at the FMAP. but total Federal funding for the program is capped at $300 
million and allotted on the basis of the nwnber of children residing in the'State. Expenditures on the 
JOBS program are matched at one of three rates (90 percent, the higher 'of 60 percent and FMAP, 
and 50 percent; see descrlption of current Jaw in analysis of Section 202(b». States currently do not 
have tile option of receiving AFDC funds in the fonn of a block grant. " 

Republican Propvsa/ 

The Personai Responsibility Act would permit States to receive. in lieu of reimbursement for 
expenditures on AFDC benefits and services (including the JOBS progran~). 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 AFDe program requirements. including the provisions in the Personal 
Responsibility Act concerning the new mandatory work program. Such a State would for all intents 
and purposes be withdrawing from the AFDC Prog~l. 

The State would. however. be required to use the block·granted funds to operate a program providing 
benefits to needy families with dependent children, and to submit a report annually derailing the 
expenditure of these funds. If the Secretary determined that a State had expended funds from the 
block grant for any other purpose, its block grant, presumably for a subsequent fiscal year. would be 
reduced by 20 percent. 

Administratron Proposal 

No com"parabJe provision, 

Analysis 

It is not clear how attractive this option would be ffom a State standpoint. The block grant would be 
set at 103 percent of the FY 1994 Federal share of AFDC spending (benefits and services, including 
JOBS), with no adjuslment for inflation. A State electing the block grant option for FY J999, for 
example, would receive for that year an amount equal to 103 percenl of iL'> FY 1994 Federal funding 
for" AFDC and related services. the real value of whk;h would have seriously eroded since that base 
year. particularly if inflation rates were relatively high in the interim, Moreover, the level of the 
block grant would not respond to changes in ~he number of needy families with children, which could 
leave such a State in an unenviable position should the number of applicants for assistance rise 
rapid.ly. The legislation does not indicate whether a State which elected the block grant option would 
still be part of the Child Support Enforcement program and, if so. under what condilions. 

http:rapid.ly
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A State which had chosen the block grant option could return to the AFDC program if circumstances 

so demanded. Re-entering the program, especially after an absence of several years. might, however. 

prove to be administratively difficult. It IS unlikely a State would exit and return to the AFDC <I 


program on a regular basis, 


On the other hand, the Republican proposal contains several provisions (concerning paternity 

establlsrunent, ou[·ofwwedlock 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 share of such spending for fiscal years.after 

the Personal Responsibility Act took effect. 


Moreover, a State which elected the block grant option would not be subject to any AFDC State plan 

requirements and accordingly would not be required to operate the mandatory work program or 

implement any of the more administratively challenging provisions in the Republican bill. 


The block grant alternative might therefore prove to have considerable appeal. It is not clear, 

however, that a State electing the block grant would be guaranteed an atOOunt equal to 103 percent of 

the FY 1994 Federal share of its AFDC and related spending. The amount of the block grant might 

be subject to 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 III of the 

bill. If the block-granted funds were subject to tne cap and the reductions required by ~he cap fell 

disproportionately on AFDC and the bJock:~granted funds, there might not be adequate dollars 

available to provide the fuU amount to each State opting for the block grant 


In sum, it is difficult to discuss the impact of this. provision until a nwnber of critical issues have been 

addressed, 


Section 602 Option to Treat New Residents of a State Under Rules of Fonner State 

Current Law 

Citizens are immediately eligible [0 receive full APDC benefits once they move to the State. 

House Republican Proposal 

States have an option to limit AFDC benefits to the level of the famities' previous State' untillhe 
famiiy has resided in the new State for twelve consecutive months. Other eligibility rules of the 
former State may apply as welt 

AdministratWn Proporal 

There is no similar provision in the Administration"s proposaL 

Analysis 

It is likely that only high benefit States wilt consider (his option, A low benefit State is unlikely to 
pass a provision that would require it to provide the more generous benefits of its neighbors. 
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The provision appears to rest on the assumption that low~income families make location decisions 
based on State AFDC benefillevels. Many studies indicate. however, that benefit levels do not have 
a significant impact on the migration decision, To the e;ltcnt that benefit levels do infl~ence 
migration, there may be negative consequences. 

Research indicates that one of the principal reasons AFDC recipients move interstate is,to find 
employment. A residency requirement may prohibit recipients in high~unemployment-low~benefit 
States from migrating in order to find work and become self-sufficient. Such a requirement restricts 
the free flow of labor and impairs national economic growth, 

A second major reason for migration is to be near the family. Such migration often occurs after a 
child's caretaker has separated from the other parent. sometimes as a result of domestic violence. 
Being near family who can provide care and support helps parents maintain the wen 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 to 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 Hving that is significantly higher than its prior State of 
residence, 

Several states already have received Section 1115 waivers to conduct demonstration ptojects that 
provide different levels of APDC benefits to new residents. In 1992, after receiving a waiver, 
California enacted a statute that limits new residents' AFDC benefits 10 the amount the family would 
have received in its prior State of residence. Unlike the provision in the Republican proposal 
however, California's statute only alters benefits when the prior State's benefit level is lower than the 
"normal" benefits paid to California recipients. 

Section 603 Option to Impose Penalty for Failure to Attend School 

CwrentLaw 

To e.'tlent that the program is available and State resources permit, custodial parems 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, 
or are in the last seven months of pregnancy, Current law JOBS sanctioning rules apply in instances 
of non-compliance (see section 202 above). Under a Se<::lion 1115 waiver. States can implement 
programs which utilize incentives or sanctions to encourage or require teen parents on AFDC to 
continue their education. : . 

llouse Republican Proposal 

At State option, aid may be reduced 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 requirements at 
an educational institution in the previous month (note: language in bill needs to be clarified hut I 
assume this is [he meaning). This sanction can also applied for each dependent child in a family 
receiving aid who does nm meet minimum atlendance requirements at an educational institution in the 
previous month. 
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AdminsJration's Proposal 

All custodial parents under the age of 20 who have not successfully completed a high school 
education (or its equivalent) would be required to participate in an educational activity. Those who 
had a child under one would be required to panicipate in JOBS as soon as the child reached 12 weeks 
of age, States would be permitted to defer leen parents in event of a serious illness or other condition 
which precluded school attendance. Revised JOBS sanctioning rules apply in instances of non­
compliance (s~ section 202 above). States would be required to provide case management to these 
teens. The time limit 011 JOBS services would not begin until the teen reached age 18, At State 
option, monetary incentives (which must be combined with sanctions) could be provided to pregnant 
and parenting teens to serve as an inducement to attend school. 

Analysis 

Since unmarried teens under the age of 18 would not be eligible for assistance, the first part of this 
provision would primarily apply to those who are 18, 19. and 20 years old, Because 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 provision 
only if they are dependent children on a case" 

This provision shows some similarities to the Administration's bill, alrhough there are important 
distinctions. The Administration's proposal gives States the option to use monetary incentives as well 
as sanctions to encourage attendance, and requires case management for alileen parents, In contrast. 
the House Republican proposal mandates the learnfare reqUirements for ail States and does not include 
monetary 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'use 
management to encourage the school attendance of teen parents. produced positive results on school 
enrollment and completion. (Evidence on the effects of LEAP on employmem, earnings, and welfare 
receipt is not available at this tillll:.) However. LEAP produced smaller effects on school drop-outs, 
compared to those who were still in school when the program began, For example. for in~school 
teens, LEAP produced a 9 percentage point increase in the receipt of a GED while there was 00 
increase for out-of-school teens. Thus, the effects of this provision on encouraging school completion 
may be limited for those who have dropped om of school, As discussed above, this is likely to be a 
substantial group given the age group affected by the provision, 

In addition. out-<Jf-schooJ teens were a group that was sanctioned more heavily in LEA~ -- 22 percent 
of the out-of-school teens were sanctioned repeatedly compared to 4 percent of in-school teens. This 
result is discouraging given that the heavy sanctioning did not increase school completion, However, 
these results do indicate that cost savings are likely,to 
be associated with the policy. The LEAP evaluation showed the program Wa.1l feasible to implement 

on a relatively large scale, but also stressed the importance of the case management in producing the 
resuhs_ Overall. while some of these results are encouraging. it is important to emphasiz.e that {be 
effecls of this proposal ~* which only includes sanctions ~~ are not known . 

• 

The effects of the proVision for dependent children is also unclear. Similar to the RepubHcau 
proposal. Wisconsin's Learnfare program reqUired all those between the ages of 13 and J9 (including 
those who are not parents) 10 attend school in order for their families to continue to qualifY for their 
fun AflDC grant. An evaluation indicated the program has been ineffective. bur the results have been 
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questioned. Thus. the effects this program win produce beyond reducing payments to. families are 
unclear. 

., 
The costs associated -with this provision are those required for tracking attendance requirements ­
these are-particularly significant given that the attendance of all dependent children as well as parents 
must tracked, This win require new and extensive institutional cooperation and arrangements at the 
local ievel. Because the attendance of all dependents must be tracked (not just teens), the program is 
more onerous than Wisconsin's program and is likeJy to have high costs with few savings (Y9ung 
children are less_likely to have attendance problems and be sanctioned). 

The ex.perience of both LEAP and Wisconsin Learnfare indicate that - because of complexities 
involved in collecting and communieating appropriate data -~ the timing suggested in the proposal is 
not feasible (Le. grants are reduced the month after failing the attendance requirement). 

Section 6()4 Married couple transition benefit 

Current Law 

Under current law. if a single ,AFDC case head marries, then eligibility for AFDC would end unless 
[he family qualifies for AFDC as a two-parent family. To qualify as a two~parent family the family 
must meet the same AFDC eligibility requirements as a single parent farriHy, plus, the primary wage 
earner in the household must be ,ncapacitated or employed less than tOO-hours in a month. Further. 
the primary wage earner must have had some modest, recent attachment to l~e labor force. 

House Republican Proposal 

At State option. aid may continue to be provided for up to twelve months if a recipient marries an 
individual who is not a parent of a child' in the AFDC unit, and jf this marriage results in the loss of 
AFDC eligibility. Aid would be 50% of the amount received by the ArDe unit prior to marriage. 
This provision would apply so long as the family's income is below 150% of the official poverty line. 

If the resulting family would have been eligible for AFDC anyway, the Sta[e may_provi~e benefits to 
the family under the AFDC-UP program. or apply the above rules. 

This provision affects oruy those who first receive aid subsequent to passage of this bill. 

Administration Proposal 

There is no similar provision in the Administration Proposal. 

Analysis 
. 

The provision in the Republican Proposal allows States to provide an incentive for single-parent 
AFDe units to marry. . 

I~ the short term, this provision is expected to bave negligible impacts on States and the Federal 
government: even in the lo~ger term,. impacts, may be modest. at best. For recipients, the impacts 
may be meaningful; however. few recipients would be expected (0 qualify for the marriage transition 
benefit 
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Because the provision applies only to AFDC units wno gained eligibility after enactment of the bilt. 
initially very few units would be eligible, • 

Data on exit rates suggests that even in the long-tenn •. impacts of the bill would be small; 

• 	 ) J to 13 percent of AFDC exits are due to marriage~ 

• 	 Roughly one-third of those exiting due to marriage remain poor. suggesting that (he majority 
of marriage exits would not qualify for the transition benefit due to excess income; 

• 	 Some fraction (If the marriage exits will include the parent of a child in the AFDC unit. 
making the family ineligible 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 new 
fwnily would otherwise qualify as an AFDC-UP family. the Stale may choose (0 provide tbe 
transition benefit instead, This could disadvantage so~ families. therefore discouraging marriage. 
However. such occurrences would likely be the exception (because in most cases the fru.nily would not 
be eligible for APDC). . 

Additional Note: 

There appears to be an inconsistency in the bill language. Subparagraph A states that the transition 
benefit is only available [0 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
UP benefit or the transition benefit. 

Section 605 	 Option to disregard inrome and resQurce! desjgnated for education, training? 
employablllty, or related to self-employment 

CurrmtLAw 

The Social Security Act and implementing regulations set a $1,000 limit (or a lower limit at State 
option) on the equity value of resources that a family may OO..'e and be eligible for APDC. with only 
limited exclusions. At State option, items essential for the production of goods or services can be 
excluded; roughly half of the States nave some exclusion for income producing property. 

Regarding non~recurring lump sum income, current law considers such income to be available to meet 
an AFDC family's current and future needs. If me,_assistance unit's countable income, because of 
receipt of lump sum income, exceeds the app1icable state need standard, the unit is ineligible for a 
period detennined by dividing the total countable income (including the lump sum) by the need 
standard. For example. if the countable income in a month is four times greater than the need 
standard, (hen the AFDC unit will be ineligible for the current month. and the following three 
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 allowed as 
business expenses include purchases of capital equipment; payments on the principal of ,loans for 
capital assets or durable goods: personal transponation~ and. depreciation expenses. 
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House Republiam Proposal 

Qualified Asset Accounts 

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 
also choose to disregard the interest and dividend income generated from the account.· 

A qualified asset account is any mechanism approved by the State that allows savings to be used for 
qualified distributions. Examples of mechanisms are individual retirement accounts. escrow accounts, 
or savings bonds. 

Funds in the account can be used for attendance of a member of the family at any education or 
training program; the improvement of the emp)oyabiUty (indudjng self..employment) of a family 
member (such as the purchase of a car); the purchase of a home; or. a change in residence. 

2. Lump Sum Income 

At State option. non~recurring lump swn income (earned and unearned) would be excluded so long as 
the income is placed in a qualified asset account. 

3. Microentergc!SSi 

At State option, $10.000 in net worth in a microentetprise 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 a microenterprise counts as income for a period not to exceed 
two years. A microemerprise IS defined as a conunercial enterprise of five or fewer people, one of 
whom owns the enterprise. 

Net profits a.re defined in the biU. and generally include gross receipts minus the expenses of the 
business. including inventory costs and cash retained by the microenterprise 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, 

Adminlslration Proposal 

The Administration proposal includes provisions on: 

• A national unsubsidized IDA program; 
• Subsidized IDA demonstrations; 
• Self-employment microenterprise demonstrations 
• Treatment of lump sum income; and, 
• Microenterprise resource exclusions. 

In general. these provisions apply to both the AFDe and Food Stamp Programs. 
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I, National Unsubsldized lOA program 

At State option, IDAs could be established at federally insured financial institutions. Funds in IDA 
accounts could be used exclusively for post~secondary education or training expenses. first nome 
purchases, or business capitalization. 

IDAs could be held by AFDe andlor Food Stamp recipients, and individuals eligible for the f:.arned 
Income Tax Credit (some restrictions would apply to EITe panicipants). 

Annual contributions to the IDA could not exceed $1,000 per year, or 100% of non-assistance 
income, whichever is less, with a total acooumlimit of $10,000 per family. 

Up to $10,000 in accounts established by AFDC or Food Stamp recipients 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 lOA Demonstration 

States. localities, and community development financial institutions would be allowed to' apply to 
receive grant funds to operate IDA demonstration projects where contributions to IDA accounts would 
be subsidized. Individual participants would be provided with an initial $500 account balance; 
contributions by the individual would then be matched in an amount ranging from $,50 (0 $4 for each 
$1 deposited to the account. 

Eligibility would be limited to households eligible for the ElTe; adjusted gross income not in excess 
of $18.000; and, net worth not in excess of $20,000. 

3, Self~ErneloymentlMicroenterprise Demonstratlons 

Limited funds would be authorized to allow HHS and the Small Business Administration to jointly 
develop and administer a demonstration program to lest promising prognun models used to provide 
self-employment and related services to low~incQme persons. 

4, Treatment of Lump Sum fncome 

AFDe and Food Stamp Statutes would be amended; non-recurring lump sum income would not be 
counted for resource purposes if the funds were put into an lOA. 

AFDC statute would be amended to exclude non~r«urring lump sum payments as income (such 
treatment already exists in the Food Stamp Program), 

AFDC and Food Stamp statutes would be amended' to disregard as resources for one year non­
recurring lump sum payments that are reimbursements or advanced payments, or any Federai or State 
EITC lump sum payments. 

5. MicroelJl~rnrise Resource Exclusions 

AFDC and Food Stamp statutes would be amended tD give Ule respeclive Secretarles the authority to 

speciry in regulations exclusions necessary for self~employmenL The Pood Stamp Act would be 
amended to exclude business loans from resources. 
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Analysis 

Under the Administration plan, an IDA is a trust; as such. it requires a trust docUment and a trustee, 
The trustee must be a financial institution insured by the Federal Government. In addition. under the 
Adminis[ration plan. IDA contributions and income are tax exempt; funds are taxable in the year of 
distribution, The requirement thai the IDA is a trust, and requires a trust document and a financial 
institution wi1ling ro be a trustee may make the creation of an IDA account complex fox: some 
recipients ' 

In the Republican bill. an IDA, or "qualified asseI acc()unt~. is any mechanism approved by the State 
that allows savings to accumulate and be used for qualified distributions. Because the Republican bill 
does nor require a trust or a trustee. and because the array of savings mechanisms t1lat States may 
choose would likeJy include savings mechanisms readily available to AFDC recipients {such as IRAs. 
savings bonds, and bank accounts). the Republican mechanism may be easier for recipients to use and 
understand, 

In the Administration hilt distributions can be made for very limited purposes: post~secondary 
education; training; purchase of a first home; and/or. business capitalizaHon. The Republican bin 
allows distributions for a wider array of expenses (hal may improve the well-being of the family. For 
example, the RepUblican bill allows distributions for expenses [hat improve the employability of a 
family member {such as the purcbase of an automobile), and the expenses related to the cbange family 
residential location (not just the purchase of a first home). 

The Republican bill does not include a demonstration of subsidi~d IDAs as does the Administration 
bill. Further, the Republican bill does not specify provisions [0 monitor and safeguard the use of 
funds, insure that funds are used for qualified purposes. and provide for penalties for the misuse of 
funds. Because the Administration bill establishes a trust, the trustee will be responsible for insuring 
that funds are used for qualified purposes. Further, there are penalties for the misuse of funds. 

Unlike the Administration bill which makes changes to both the AFDe and Pood Stamp programs, 
the Republican bill amends the AFOe program only; this facet of the Republican bill win result in 
lower Federal costs. However, excluding low-income families who do not receive AFDC raises some 
equity concerns. Further, some AFDC families may lose Food Stamp eligibility if conforming 
changes are not made. 

2. Treatment of Lump Sum Income 

The Republican bill disregards lump sum income at State option only if payments are deposited into 
an IDA account (n States that do not select this option. or if funds are not deposited into an IDA 
account, then a lump sum payment can result in several months of ineligibility for AFDC benefits, 

The Administration bill corrects the statute in this area and conforms policy with that established in 
,the S5I and Food Stamp programs. In those programs, lump sum payments are considered income in 
the month received, and would count against the resource limit in subsequent months. Lump sum 
payments that are EITe payments would be d:isregarded from the resource limit for one-year, 
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3, MicfgeDtemrise 

The Republican hill would increase microemerprise 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 a 
mlcroenterprise are calculated, The Republican bill wo'uld change the calculation of net profits; the 
method specified would make it easier for microenterprise owners to reinvest it! the business and 
purchase capital equipment, HO"Yever; [he Republican,bill would make these changes a stale option. 

4, SYlJlI!!ary 

The mechanisms established )n the Republican bill would allow easier access to IDAs t~an the 
Administration bi1L 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 hill makes the microenterprise resource and income 
exclusions available only for up to two- years. 

Section 606 State option to require atttndarn:.e at parenting and money managem~t classes, 
and prior approval of any action that would result in n change of school for a 
dependent child 

Current Law 

The Family Preservation and Support Program passed in OBRA 1993 {IV-B Subpart II of the Social 
Security Act) provides funds to States which can be used for parenting and money management 
activities. Child welfare (IV-B Subpart I) funds can also be used by the Slates 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) attendance of adolescents. 

There is nothing in current law. except under section 1115 waiver authority, that allow States to 
require welfare recipients to get permission regarding a change in place of child's education. 

HOUSl Republican Proposal 

StateS will be given the option to require welfare recipients to attend parenting and money 
management classes in order to receive aid, and to require recipients to get permission from the Slate 
agency before making any change in a dependent child's educational in~titution. 

Administration Proposal 

, The case management provision for custodial teen parents requires States to insure access to a range 
of service.<; that include parenting education, This component is designed to assist young parents in 
meeting their educational and other responsibllilies. 
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Stafe,<; 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 OED,to enroll in and regularly attend a school or education program leading to a 
high school diploma or GED, States may also choose {o provide incentives for participation in 
parenting education activities, ' 

'There is no provision on recipients needing pennisslon from the State agency to change a dependent 
child's educational institution. 

Analysis 

Section 606 allows States to increase the welfare worker's direct involvement in parenting.' The 
Republican proposal requires aU. recIpients to take parenting/money management classes if the State 
takes this option. whereas the Administration propOsal focuses on teens and does not require these 
activities, Rather. the Administration proposal provides these services to teens in the context of 
assessment and training .for moving from welfare to work, on a case~by~case basis. The only public 
sector precedent for requiring parenting education is that courts often use evidence of participation in 
such classes in deciding the parental termination of rights after children have been in outo{}f~home 
placement. Research evidence on effects of mandatory attendance !n these activities is weak. 

Tying benefit levels to school attendance of adolescents is an option in several states in both current 
law and in the Adminstration proposal. However. the place of attendance is not taken into 
consideration by the welfare case worker.• In the provision of support services and/or case 
management. the issue of location or cbange in a child's educational inStitution or child care 
placement may arise, but on a case-by-case basis .. In contrast. the Republican proposal allows states: 
to require that public welfare departments get involved in paremal decL"lion-making. 
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TITLE VII - DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS 

s.ction 701 AIDe rcdpients required to undergo necessary substance abuse treatment as a 
condition of receiving AFDC 

Current Law 

There is no comparable provision in current law. One component of the Oregon JOBS waiver 
(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. 

flause Republican Proposal 

Recipients who are determined by States to be addicted to alcohol 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 State) or who 
refuse a drug screen lose their AfDC eligibility for a period of 2 years. Medicaid benefits would 
continue, however. 

Administration Proposal 
,

The Work and Responsibility Act alJows~ but does not require. that States make participation in 
substance abuse treatment a requirement for those AFDC recipients whose employabiHty 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 a value in using the welfare system as a lever to encourage those who need 
substance abuse treatment to get it. There are a number of dtfferences between the provisions, 
however. 

Population affected. The Republican proposal makes the requirements of those the State 
identifies as "addicted," while the Administration's proposal makes the requirements of those " 
in need of subSla.nce abuse treatment. It is not clear how the States would differently interpret 
distinctions between the two language constructions. Depending on the interpretation. the 
population "in need of treatmenr could be interpreted to be broader than those who meet the 
medical definition {including the physiological component) of alcohol (Jr drug,dependence. 

2. 	 Allowable extension.... The Republican proposal does not allow extensions for those whose 
substance abuse treatment~needs (or other medical conditions) preclude their immediate 
participation in employment activities, The Administration's proposal (under its 
illness/incapacity exclusion) would allow temporary deferrals of those whose medical 
conditions (impliCitly including substance abuse treaunem needs) preclude concurrent 
employment or training, [NOTE: the original Republican proposal had allowed for an 
extension of up to 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 to alcoh.ol or other drugs, How a positive test would be 
interpreted however. is unclear. Potentially, the emphasis on drug testing implies that a ., 
positive drug screen would result in expulsion from AFDe. However. as drafted one oould 
aiso interpret the provision as simply requiring testing as one component of compliance with 
treatment. 

Drug testing should not be used as the sole or primary measure of treatment compHance. While drug 

tests are a useful clinical tool. they should nQt be substituted for clinical judgement Most persons 

recovering from substance abuse will have at !eas[ one significant relapse, This does not necessarily 

mean they arc not makIng progress, and other measures (e.g. increasing periods of abstinence, 

improved social functioning. a reduction in the symptomatology of substance abuse) should be used in 

conjunction with drug testing 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 AFDe with significant substance abuse problems (as in the general 
population) are alcoholics, not illicit drug abusers. Drug testing will not adequately determine 
compliance for these persons. There are tests that detect alcohol use, but these are either intrusive 

, (e.g, requiring blood to be drawn) or detect only current intoxication (e.g. breathalyz.er). 

Questions: 

Are the provisions intended to pertain only to those with medical diagnoses of aicohoi or drug 

dependence (Le. "addic~d~) or also those in need of treatment who may fit into the less severe 

medical diagnostic category of ~a1oohol or drug abuse?~ 


It is not clear what would happen in the event someone tests positive for aJeobol or drugs. 

PotentiaHy. the emphasis on drug testing implies that a positive drug screen would result in expulsion 

from AFDC. However, as drafted one could also interpret the provision as simply requiring: testing 

as one component of compliance with treatment . 


http:breathalyz.er
http:alcoh.ol


FAMILY ~'FORCEME.'IT ACT 

TITLE I -- ADOPTION ASSISTANCE 

S«tion 101 Relnndable Credit for Adopllon Expenses 

Current Law 

No comparable provtsion. 

House Republican Proposal 

Creates a refundable lax credit for up to 55.000 for qualified adoption expenses such as,'attorney fees 
and court costs. The amount of the credit is limited for upper income individuals, and the tax credit 
is not applicable to ,he adoption of one's spouse's children. 

Administration Proposal 

No comparable provision. 

Analysis 

It is unclear the extent to which this level of monetary incentive toward adoption would encourage 
adoptions of ehildren in need of adoptive honteS. The Policy assumption behind the provision would 
have to be that the one-time legal and other associated costs of adopting a child are a key reason for 
the lack of adoptive homes and long waits of children for adoption. This provision would certainly 
give a financial benefit to those planning to adopt a child anyway (either from the U.S. or from 
abroad) but may not address. Illore fundamental barriers to adoption. 

., 
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TITLE II • ELDERCARE ASSISTANCE 

Defer commenllo Division of Family Community and Long Term Care Policy ., 

http:analyr.is
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TITLE 1II - cmw PROTECTION 

Sections 361, 302, 303, 304, 305 

Current Law 

Title 18, United States Code ~ U,S. Sentencing Commission's sentencing guidelines, 
[Applies to DO} areas oj concern) 

House Republican Proposal 

Directs the U.S. Sentencing Commission to increase the penalties for: 

• 	 use of a computer in sexual crimes against children; 

• 	 prostitution of children; 

• 
• 	 prostitution of older children (when guidelines provide for a lighter sentence for older 

children); 

• 	 sexual abuse of a minor; and 

• 	 sexual abuse of a ward. 

Administration Proposal 

No provisions, 

Analysis 

HHS should defer cOmmenfs to DOJ. 



DRAFI' - page 55 

TITLE IV· FAMILY PRIVACY PROTECTION 

Analysis forthcoming 



FsmUy RclnfortflJlC1lt Act settion-by-seetion analysi$ - continued DRAFJ' - page 56 

TITLE V - CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

Section 501 EnI.rcement of Child Support Orders 

CUrrent Law 

Section 1738A of title 28 of the US Code provides that full faith and credit be provided to child 
custody determinations and that once entered states are precluded from modifying or superseding that 
custody determination unless certain jurisdictional requirements are met. Section 1738B of title 28 of 
the US Code, just passed by the 103rd Congress (PL. 103-383) added a new section which provided 
for similar fun faith and credit protections for child support orders . 

.llouse Republican Proposal 

The revision to section 1738A of tide 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 duplicate the provision of P.L. 103-383. 

Administration Proposal 

The Administration's proposal provides a solution to the jurisdictional issues raised by multiple orders 
by requiring that an states pass the Uniform Interstate FaroUy Support Act and by establishing the 
jurisdictional rules which all states must use in asserting original and continuing jurisdiction of a 
paternity or child support case. Passage of these provisions would be a requirement of the Child 
Support Enforcetneru: Program. 

Analysis 

Neither the Republican proposal or 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. l03~3g3 do 
preclude modification of another State's order unless ceruin jurisdictional requirements are met, they 
do nol address the basic issue at the beart of many interstate conflicts--that more than one State can 
assert, under it's own laws, valid jurisdiction to the same case. For example, if a father continued to 
reside in the State where the couple last lived together with their child and the mother and the child 
nQW lived in another State, both states would have valid claims to exclusive jurisdiction. Unless 
States are required to adopt a single rule for asserting jurisdiction to the eXClusion of all other States' 
claim'>, ihe interstate muddle 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 is estimated that about one third of all child support . 
eligible families may live in a different State than the non-custooial parent, no one has an estimate of 
the number of cases in which multiple valid orders ,exist and there is no dara base from which this 
information could be obtained. 
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Section 502 Unifonn Terms in Orders 

Current lAw 

There is no provision in current law which requires uniform terms be used in all chUd support orders. 

House Republican Proposal 

The Republican proposal requires that a set of uniform terms. be included in all court orders, These 
include the date child support orders are to begin, the circumstances under which the payments end, 
the monthly amoum payable. other expenses included in the order including provision of health care 
support. the names and social security of the parents and thildren. [he name of the court that issued 
the order and a contact for additional infonnation, 

Administration ProJNJsal 

Section 651 of the Administration's proposal provides that the National Commission on Child Support 
Guidelines shall consider the feasibility of adopting uniform terms in all orders. Although tile 
proposal defers the decision on uniform tenus, sections 621--Cemral State Case Registry and 625­
National Welfare Reform Clearinghouse do require that certain pieces of information be kept by the 
State. These provisions includes many of the same information requirements as in the Republican 
proposal, but also allows the Secretary to set additional requirements, 

Analysis 

While both proposals would result in increasing rhe uniformity of the tenus and type of infonnation 
available in aU child support orders, the Republican proposal would have a much more limited effect. 
First, it does nothing to assure that the infonnation 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) to obtain all 
the relevant information needed to process a child suppon case. Secondly. the requirements apply 
only to orders and not to all CSE child support cases in the State. ihis means that uniformity across 
all chUd support cases wtll not be achieved. 

It should be noted, however, that the report ofIhe US Commission on lnterstate Child Support 
recommended that a federal law be passed which rCCjuires uniform terms/information be included in 
all child support orders and that central state registries be established which contains all CSE cases 
(with an opt-in provision for non-CSE. cases), The two proposals focus on slighUy different problems 
and the Republican proposal is not inconsistent with the Administration's provisions. Rather such 
requirements were seen as unnecessary in light of the Administration's provision for state and national 
registries which would require that similar info~ion be collected. In the absence of a requirement 
for central registries, the provision in the Republican bill to require uniform tenns/infonnation would 
be an improvement OVer current law. 

Section 503 \-Vork Requirement for NUli-Custodial Parents with Child Support Arrearages 

Current Law 

There is nO such requirement under curren! law. Demonstrations have been funded under authority in 
Title II of the Family Supporr Act and under section Il15 of the Social Security Act. 
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House Republiron Proposal 

The Republican proposal places a work requirement on non-custodial parents who have a court order 
to pay child support for any child who was receiving AFDC benefits and who are at least fWO months 
in arrears on that support to participate in a job search and work program. The non-wstodial 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 to get a court order which would require the non-custodial parent to 
participate in a job search program for 2 to 4 weeks, If the non-custodial parent did not find a job 
within the al10ued time period, (he court order would also require participation in a work program for 
not less than 35 hours per week. 

Administration ProJXIW 

The Administration's proposal allows States to spend up to 10 percent of (heir JOBS arid WORK 
allocations in providing work, training. education and supportive services for non-<:ustodial parents 
whose children are receiving AFDC or who have an outstanding AFDC arrearages. Srates have 
flexibility in designing the program. Work activities, training and services can be provided as part of 
the process for establishing awards as well as to 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 child support. Arrearages can be reduced through participation in JOBS/wORK 
activities. . I 

Analysis 

The Administration's proposal provides States with much more flexibility in program design and 
implementation than does the Republican proposaL The Administration's oon<-ustodial parent 
provision is 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 a1so develop supportive services to address barriers to work and 
payment of suppOrt, It also allows for services to be provided as part of the establishment of an 
order. The Republican proposal sets out one rnOOcl 10 be used by all States, States are required to 
contact all fathers of APDC children with arrearages and without court approved repayment plans for 
such arrearages and to bring them back into court if at least some payment is not made on the 
arrearage, If repaYment is not made and ajob is oot found. the non-custodial,parent is required to 
work 35 hours a week: until the debt is repaid. There are no alternative mode1s which States can 
implement This is particularly problematic since experience with non<-ustodial parent programs is 
limited, 1t seems premature to mandate so broadly and rigidly a new program activity with high costs 
and unknown returns. 

The Republican'proposal does not auempt to address the causes of non-payment of support. but rather 
assumes willful non-compliance on the part of all non-cuslodial parents, While many non..custodial 
parents may be abJe to borrow enough money to avoid the court-ordered work requirements, nothing 
in the Republican proposal will increase the payment of current child support by non-custodial parents 
wbo, have inadequate training or job skills to get or keep stabie employment. In fact (he mandatory 
35 hour a week work requirement to he credited solely against attearages will ensure that the non­
custodial parent will always have an outstanding arrearage because there are no wages to 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. If huge numbers of non-custodial parents were a::osigned to work 
program activities, the cost of the program would be significant without increasing the father's ability 
or willingness to pay support to cu5todial parem famities. The work provisions are mandated in tide 
IV~D. not as part of other state employment or work activities. and I\'-D has no experience providing 
these services. Such services may be provided by other state entities, but coordination and staffing 
may be a problem especiatly given eSE's current high caseloads. Additionally. the work 
requirements must be ordered by the court. There are 00 provisions fQf adminislrative orders Qr 
volul'ltary participation in lieu 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. Thls will surely create 
substantial delays in putting such work requirements in place. Lastly, it will have 00 effect on 
improving payment rates or establishment r3(es for low-sklHed parems because it does not address any 
of the problems which reduce non-custodial parents employment prospects. 




