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POLITICAL PROFILE 

Congressman Pete Stark has developed 

a reputation for being unorthodox. As 

Chairman of the Ways and Means 

Subcommittee on Health in the 103rd 

Congress, he was effective in moving 
legislation to meet his agenda. 

Congressman StarK was dealt a major 

blow in his efforts to Improve health 

services for the elderlv when the 

Medicare . catastrophic coverage 

legislation was repealed 16 months after 
it was enacted. While the demise of this 

legislation left many members of 

Congress wary Of. future efforts to 

expand health care coverage for any 

group, this was not the case for 

Congressman Stark. 


Stark made heroic efforts In the 102nd 

• 
Congress to be a player on health reform 
and to move the reform agenda. He Prev..

Pol. C,introduced legislation which provided 

universal health care coverage based on 

a play-or-pay model. As the session 
drew to a close, and the Democratic 
leadership searched for a reform vehicle 
to move, Congressman Stark offered his 
"Health Care Cost Containment and 
Reform Act.' That bill would have 
expanded health care coverage while imposing global budgets on health care providers , 
and reforming the health Insurance market. The bill did not move beyond the Health 
Subcommittee due to the hold placed on it by Chair"1an Rostenkowski and the lack 
of consensus among members on what type of reform was either ne"eded or wanted. 
Congressman Stark reintroduced that bill at the opentg of the 103rd Congress. 

He is sharply critical of the HMO industry. Moreover, ,e has feuded publicly with the 
AMA t AHA. the pharmaceutical manufacturersr and the insurance industry . 

• 




WElFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

, 

Congressman Stark was a co-sponsor of the Job Start i,or America Act of 1994 (Mink, 
H.R. 4498). 	 I , 

HEALTH REFORM 

ISSUES/PRIORITIES 


During the last Congress, Stark publicly attacked the Administration's plan and It. 
authors. He believed the Administration's health care r 'form plan would dismantle the 
Medicare program. He was deeply distrustful of marke competition in health care and 
did not believe that the Administration's risk adjustm nt would work. Furthermore, 
he did not believe premium regulation was effective, fatorln9 Medicare rate regulation 
instead. Lastly, Congressman Stark opposed HIPC and raised concerns about 

l 
reductions 	in payments to teaching hospitals, 

, 
During one health care reform hearing, he said he thought a Federal plan, from which 
States could opt out if they had a good program, wal' preferable to the President's 
approach. He also expressed concern about the effect fthe proposed Medicare cuts. 
At another hearing, he indicated that people were co fused over the long-term care 
coverage in the plan and believed it was a Medicare be~eflt and he asked what would 

• 	 happen if a State refused to participate in the Clinton Plan (Governor Wilson (CAl had 
indicated that he was not interested}. Congressman Stark also objected to 
establishing a National Health Board and said the Administration should build on the 
relationship establiShed within HHS. He questioned the advisability of designing a 
more generous package for those under 65 than fol those 65 and older and he 
objected to the alliances supplanting organizations sUlh as CALPERS. 

The Congressman was a co-sponsor of the American: Health Security Act of 1993 
(McDermott, H.R. 12001 and, despite his problems wit~ the Administration's bill. the 
President's Health Security Act IGephardt. H.R. 3600!. , 

• 




• LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

103rd Congress: 

Congressman Stark re-introduced the Health Care Co Containment Act !H.R. 2001 
as well as a Medicare-for-all plan (H.R. 26101. Furthermore, he sponsored legi,'ation 
to extend and improve the ban on phvsician referrals Ito health care providers with 
which the physician has a financial relationship !H.R. ;3451: to Impose an excise tax 
on certain sales of assets of medical service organi~ations to managers of such 
organizations !H.R. 4831: to establish in the Food rnd Drug· Administration the 
Patented Medicine Prices Review Board to regulate th prices Of certain prescription 
drugs and amend the Internal Revenue Code to recap,ure certain tax benefits (H.R. 
9161. Additionally, he sponsored legislation attempting Ito curb health care fraud IH.R. 
12551. The Congressman also sponsored legislation protecting the privacy of 
prescription drug records IH.R. 14971. Lastly, he sPOr'Ored legislation investing In 
essential health facilities (H.R. 24941. 

The Congressman co-sponsored the Family and Medical Leave Act (Ford, H.R. 1, P.L. 
103~3~ and Congressman Rostenkowski's' bill to cover certain preventive services 
under Medicare (Rostenkowski, H.R. 19). He also co-sp,msored a measure to improve 
the administration of the Medicare program (PiCkle'~H.R. 221. He co-sponsored 
legislation attempting to protect: III women's reprod ctive freedoms (Lowey, H.R. 
519): (2) women's access to clinic entrances (Schum., H.R. 796): (31 women from 
domestic violence (Schroeder, H.R. 11331; and wombn'. health (Schroeder, H.R. 
30751. He believed in providing emergency hunger and homelessness relief and thus • 

l,co-sponsored Congressman Vento's legislation (venl H.R. 6971. He was a co
sponsor of legislation attempting to protect children f om inhaling deadly cigarette 
smoke (Durbin, H.R. 7101, all individuals from deadly c garette smoke In all buildings 
(Waxman. H.R. 34341. and individuals from deadly ha dguns (Schumer 1025. H.R. 

I
1025, Pub. L. 103-159). Moreover, he co-sponsored ttie Reemployment Act of 1994 
(Rostankowskl, H.R. 40401, the Social Security Independence and Program 
Improvements Act of 1994 {Jacobs, H.R. 4277, Pub. L. n03-2961 and the Ryan White 
Reauthorization Act of 1994 (Waxman, H.R. 51411. Lbstly, he was a co-sponsor of 
the American Health Security Act of 1993 (McDefmnt!, H.R. 12001 and the 
President's Health Security Act (Gephardt. H.R. 360011 

GROUP RATINGS 
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YEAR ACLU COPE : ACU NTLC 
, 

, 1992 100 83 I 4 5, .,. 
1991 - lOa a -
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CHILD SlJPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• STATE U.S. 

ConeC1ions and Eueodituru 

Total CoII_ lin _) $736.9 $8.907.3 
AFDCIFC Collections. Un mitfionsl $335.2 $2.416.3 
NAFDC CoUactions Un millions} $401.6 &6.491.1 

ChUd Support ~. PO( Oollor of 
Total Admin. Expends. $2.54 $3.97 

Percentage Chanoe in TotDI Real 
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Total IV·D C"""""-l 1.833.853 17.110.468 
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IIl111e IV·E 
Fo..... C... 
Children 

T.taI Foster 
eare 
Children 

me IV·E Fo."" 
Care $ 

l11Ie 1V-8 FPIFS 
_in' 

FY 1983 

48.526 

90.311 

478.1 
(in_1 

FY 1994 

51.000 
(1st 3 qrs.' 

N.t Available 

555.3 
IEstimatad) 

6.9Iin_..1 



Januay 5. 1995 

• CAlIFORNIA 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ICCDBGI 


F'( 1993 

STATE u.s. 

Enrollment 39,989 755,000' 

$ Grant Un $90.062 $797.290 
thousands) 
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CAUFORNIA 

HEAD START 
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FY 1994 
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CAUFORNIA 


NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM • 
FY 1994 

STATE u.s. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

2.567.869 259 34,997,412 

CAUFORNIA 


• 
REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

FY 1993 

ARRIVALS (all OBLIGATIONS (bll EMPLOYMENT 
$ SERVICES (ell 
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Cash Asaisiance (RCA•• Refugee Medical Assistance (RMA). aid to unaccompanied minors, 
end State admlnis'U'dve t:xp$Mn. 

mctudn ad tefugea. ontrentl. 8I"td Am.asian immigrants enroUt(I in ORR...fundod 
employment services in FY 1993. 
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• POLITICAL PROFilE 

Congressman Andrew Jacobs has served 
in the House of Representatives longer 
than most being fi'st elected in 1964. 
He has served continuously except for a 
two~year hiatus when he was defeated 
for one term in 1972. He is known as 
frugal and a fiscal conservative. 

Being frugal means having one of the 
lowest staff payrolls in Congress. 
Additionally, he does not accept PAC 
contributions and raises very little money 
for campaigns. His fiscal conservatism 
can be seen in his support for a balanced 
budget amendment, support which has 
not wavered since 1976. Moreover, he 
opposes congressional salary increasesl 

usuaUy votes against spending for 

• 
defense and public works projects, and 
has authored legislation barring Inmates 
from receiving Social Security benefits 
while in prison. 

While attending law school, 
Congressman Jacobs was a police 
officer In the Sheriff's Department and 
strongly supports anti-crime legislation 
including strong measures to curb 
handgun violence. 

As Chair of the Social Security 
Subcommittee. he authored legislation, 
and vigilant fought, to make the Social 
Security Administration an independent agency . 

• 




• HEALTH REFORM 

ISSUES/PRIORITIES 


Before becoming Chairman of the Social Security Subcommittee of the Ways and 
Means Committee, Congressman Jacobs chaired the Health Subcommittee. When the 
Social Security Reform Act reached the Committee on Ways and Means in 1983, he 
added a Medicare payment plan setting fixed costs for inpatient treatment of various 
diseases. He also pushed to freeze Medicare payments to physicians and to prevent 
the charging of extra fees beyond those covered by Medicare. 

When. Congress voted to cover prescription drugs under Medicare in 1987, 
Congressman Jacobs authored all the oppOSing amendments on behalf of the 
pharmaceutical industry. 

He opposes a single payer system and supports personal medical savings accounts to 
pay for health car •. 

Strongly opposed to smoking, Congressman Jacobs has been a consistent advocate 
of doubling the cigarette tax and earmarking the extra revenues for the Hospital 
Insurance Trust Fund. 

• 
Congressman Jacobs co~sponsored former Congressman Santorum's health care 
reform proposal which called for the use of a medical savings account to pay for 
health care. He was also a co~sponsor Of Congressman Rowland's bill. the Health 
Reform Consensus Act of 1994 (Rowland, H.R. 3955). 

WELFARE REFORM 

ISSUES/PRIORITIES 


According to staff, Congressman Jacobs has no particular concerns with the 
Administration's welfare reform proposal. Generally, he has an interest in children and 
preventing dependency at an early age. 

The Family Support Act of 1986 Included a pilot program, authored by Congressman 
Jacobs, for college students to serve as "aunts and uncles· to welfare children . 

• 




• lEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

103rd Congress: 

Congressman Jacobs sponsored a number of Social Security-related bills; to 
streamline the disabilitY application and appeal process (H.R. 6461; to make the Social 
Security Administration Independent of the Department of Health and Human Services 
(H.R. 647 and H.R. 4277, Pub. L. 103-2961; to require the Secretary of the Treasury 
to issue to the Social Security trust funds certificates of U.S. obligations (H.R. 9311; 
to improve provisions prohibiting the use of Social Security symbols for deceptive 
purposes (H.R. 978); and to increase the 'Nanny Tax' (H.R. 4278, Pub. L. 103-387). 

In addition, he has co-sponsored a bill which would provide for the evaluation of 
information on HIV infection which would help make determinations of disabHitv under 
Titles 1I and XVI of the Social Security Act {Matsu;, H.R. 7281. He has also co
sponsored legislation protecting children from tobacco smoke (Durbin, H.R. 710) and 
all people from being subjected to tobacco smoke (Trafieant, H.R. 881, and Waxman, 
H.R. 34341. He supported the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention Act by being a co
sponsor as well as the Violence Against Women Act of 1993 (Schroeder, H oR. 1133). 
He co~sponsored former Congressman Santorum's health care reform proposal which 
called for the use of a medical savings account to pay for health care. He was also 

• 
a co-sponsor of Congressman Rowland's bill, the Health Reform Consensus Act of 
1994 (Rowland. H.R. 3955). Furthermore, he co-sponsored the Reemployment Act 
of 1994 (Rostenkowski, H.R. 4040) and the Reauthorization of Ryan White (Waxman, 
H.R.51411. 

GROUP RATINGS 

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC 
I, , 1992 91 83 20 40 

1991 - 91 20 - I' 
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• CBlIJ) SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• 

INDIANA 

FOSTER CARE 
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• INDIANA 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 
(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U.S. 

Enrollment ,15,491· 755,000· 

$ Grant (in $15,372 $797,290 
thousands) 

• 

·These data should be viewed in light of the fact that 
States have considerable latitude in spending their 
CCOBG funds (e.g., they may concentrate their funds on 
relatively fewer children and families, spread their funds 
to serve more children and families and/or blend Federal 
funding streamsl. Additionallv, States have three years 
in which to expend their CCDBG funds. 

INDIANA 

HEAD START 

FY 1994 

State U.S. 

FUNDING (in $46,543 $3,325,728 
thousands) 

ENROLLMENT 11,730 740,465 

• •• % ELIGIBLE 35 38 

# GRANTEES 36 1,405 
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• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE 
u.s. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

o o 259 34,997,412 

INDIANA 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

• 
FY 1993 

EMPLOYMENT 
ARRIVALS (a/) OBLIGATIONS (btl SERVICES (e/) 

$ 

460 303,582 377 

a/ Includes refugees. entrants, and Amerasian immigrants. 

b/ Includes (1) Social Services formula allocation, 12) Targeted 
Assistance formula allocation, and (3) Cash/Medicall Administration 
ICMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash A ••istance 
(RCA). Refugee Medical Assistance IRMA), aid to unaccompanied 
minorsl and State administrative expenses. 

• cl includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 
in ORR-funded employment services in FY 1993. 



• 


• 


• 


POLITICAL PROFILE 

While only 26, Congressman Ford began 
his pOlitical career as a member of the 
Tennessee state legislature. After ably 
serving his constituents for three years, 
he was elected to the United States 
House of Representatives where he has 
served ever since. His service in the 
House has been marked by both 
triumphs and failures; his triumphs are 
'mostly in the area of welfare reform and 
his failures primarily stem from a federal 
indictment for bank and tax fraud. The 
legal proceedings resulting from this 
indictment were drawn out over six 
years ending with an acquittal in 1993. 

WELFARE REFORM 
ISSUESIPR10RITIES 

As Chairman of the Ways and Means 
Subcommittee on Human Resources in 
the 103rd Congress, the Congressman 
was a leader on national welfare policy. 
He brought a "minority-rights' 
perspective to discussions of welfare 
policy and during the major welfare 
reform debate of 1987, he launched his 
own welfare-overhaul bill. The 
centerpiece of his bill was a program 
aimed at training welfare recipients so 
they could move Into the work force. Major portions of Congressman Ford'. program 
were incorporated into the final welfare package that became law in 1988. 

Congressman Ford was a co~sponsor of the Administration's welfare reform 
legislation. Yet, the Congressman expressed concern about the kind of Job training 
that would be provided under the Administration's welfare reform proposal and 
repeatedly stressed the importance of creating higher paying jobs for those hoping to 
break the poverty and welfare cycle. Whenever possible, he would also like to move 
recipients into jobs before the expiration of the two-year time limit . 



• HEALTH CARE REFORM 

ISSUES/PRIORITIES 


Congressman Ford was interested in health reform as a pre·requisite of welfare 
reform. His discomfort with the Administration's more conservative approach to 
welfare reform prompted him to voice related concern. with the health reform 
proposal. Specifically, he was protective of low income populations and foster 
children. He resisted efforts that isolated the 'poor in low cost plans. 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

lQ3rd Congress: 

Congressman Ford did not sponsor any legislation in the 103rd Congress. 


Congressman Ford co·sponsored the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 {Ford, 
H.R. 1. Pub. L. 103-31 and legislation protecting a women's access to abortion clinic 
entrances ISchumer. H.R. 7961. He has also co·sponsored measures to increase job 
and life skills training in inner cities {Waters. H.R. 10201. He is a Brady Handgun co· 
sponsor ISchumer. H.R. 1025, Pub. L. 103-1591 and a Violence Against Women co· 
sponsor ISchroeder, H.R. 11331. Additionally. he favored the single·payer approach 

• 
for health care reform and co-sponsored Congressman McDermott's American Health 
Security Act of 1993 (McDermott. H.R. 1200}. He also co·sponsored a bill regulating 
dietary supplements IRichardson, H.R. 1709}. He supported Congressman William 
Ford's School·to·Work Opportunities Act of 1994 as a co·sponsor IFord, H.R. 2884, 
Pub. L. 103-2391 the Administration's welfare reform legislation, the Work and 
Responsibility Act of 1994 (Gibbons, H.R. 4605). 

GROUP RATINGS 

YEAR ACLU COPE ACU NTLC 

1992 100 86 5 0 

1991 .. 100 0 .. 
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I! G_ ..._<.........., ....., 

.. (If AUOCII~ 

, 

Ii 


STAn: U.s. 

Ul'l.... 
lOJ.l714._ 
4'>" 

4.981,301 
.,6Il....,...... 
1.> 

1.1 l.' 
4U" ..~ 
40.'" :17.1" 

..... ..... 
..,,,.. .l4Jl" 

Ll.91" 9.tS" 

lU, lU 

11.1" ,.. 
4,1'78 54•..., 

11.4.. .,.... 
NI< NIA 

$lW7,J5i $I.ooo.eoo._ 
S5,580,J.tt J 146,l9S,tiD 

30"" loU,," 

• 




January 6, 1m 

• CIllLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

STAlIi u.s. 

Collectiont and E!U)tQdlturn FY 93 FY 93 

Total CoOection, tin million,) .116.2 '8.907.3 
AFDCIFC C._ lin_, f33.4 $2.416.3 
NAFDC Collection, (in million,} $82,7 $6.491.1 

Child Support Collections per Donar of 
Total Admin. upends. '5.42 43.97 

Percentage Cheng. in Total Raat 
Collections since 1992 ·36.9% 11.8% 

TotaJ IV-O Caa.oad 516.640 17.110.468 
Percent of ,v..o Ca••• with 

Co_ 10.9% 18.2% 
Percent of IV-D Casu wi1h Orders 49.5% 55.4% 
Average Collection from Cue. with 

Colections $2.056 $2.855 

• Total Number of PlJ1emi1:iM Eltablished 11.463 554,205 
Out-of-Wedlock Birth,·1SS1 

(Source:NCHS) 24.026 1.213.769 
PttCtmt of Patamitiu 10 

Out-of·Wadlock Bir1:ha 47.7% 45.7% 

TENNESSEE 

FOSTER CARE 

FY 1993 FY 1994 U.S. 

.. • 111. IV"" nst 3 qr ••• 
Fo.ter Care 
Children 

To", FOotoJ Not AvaDable 
Care 
Children 

• Title IV-E Foster 15.77 (Eo1im_1 
Cere $ (in millkm.) 

'1IIe IV·S FPIFS 1.3 
Services in $ [in million.) 
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• TENNESSEE 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 
(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U.S. 

Enrollment 8,440" 755,000' 

$ Grant (in $17,521 $797,290 
thousands) 

• 

'These data should be viewed in light of the fact that 
States have considerable latitude in spending their 
CCDBG lunds (e.g., they may concentrate their funds on 
relatively fewer children and families, spread their funds 
to serve more children and familie. andlor blend Federal 
funding streams). Additionally, States have three years 
in which to expend their CCDBG funds. 

TENNESSEE 

HEAD START 

• 

FUNDING (in 
thousands) 

ENROLLMENT 

% ELIGIBLE 

# GRANTEES 

FY 1994 

State 

$58,590 

14,380 

36% 

23 

U.S. 

$3,325,728 

740,465 

38 

1,405 
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TENNESSEE 


• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE u.s. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

o o 259 34,997.412 


TENNESSEE 


REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 


• r,:•••• 

I 
,, 
, 

FY 1993 ,, 

EMPLOYMENT 
ARRIVALS (al) OBLIGATIONS (b/) SERVICES (ell 

$ 

1,077 658.521 874 

al Includes refugees. entrants, and Amerasian immigrants. 

bl Includes (1) Social Services formula allocation, (2) Targeted 
Assistance formula allneation, and (3) CashlMedicallAdministration 
(CMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance 
(RCA), Refugee Medical Assistance IRMA), aid to unaccompanied 
minors, and State administrative expenses. 

• cl Includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 
in ORR-funded employment services in FY 1993. 
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• 
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POLITICAL PROFILE 

Congressman Robert Matsui was first 
elected to the House in 1978. He is a 
skilled fundraiser who has considered 
seeking higher offices, including Alan 
Cranston's U. S. Senate seat, as well as 
the California governorship. 

With seven terms on the House Ways 
and Means Committee. Congressman 
Matsui combines a liberal approach to 
tax policy with a strong interest in 
protecting California businesses. tn the 
103rd Congress, he briefly served as the 
Acting Chairman of the Ways and Means 
Subcommittee on Human Resources. He 
also served as Acting Chairman of the 
Ways and Means Subcommittee on 
Trade, where he will remain a member of 
the Subcommittee for the 104th, He 
was appointed as the Ranking Minority 
for the Subcommittee on Oversight for 
the new Congress. 

One of his greatest accomplishments in 
the House was on Japanese-American 
redress. He was one of the lead 
sponsors of the 1988 law which 
provided monetary compensation for 
every survivor of the interment camps 
and for so-called "voluntary evacuees:' 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

Congressman Matsui supports phasing in 
coverage for pregnant women and 

'" 


Congressman· 
Robert Matsui 
(D-CA) 5th 

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

'Born: ., ·9/17141, 
,,<Sacramento, CA 

Education: ·-U of CA. Berkeiey, 
A.B.; U of CA. 
Hastings College of 
lew, J.D. 

. Military: " ,None 
'Prev.Occup.: ,- L&wyer 
Family: Wife, Doris Okada; 1 

child 
Religion: Methodist 

... ', Po!, C&ree{; :Sacramento City 
Council,1971-78

", Elected: 1978 
ReSidence: Sacramento 
Committeas: Ways end Means 

children first. He introduced H.R. 727, the Children and Pregnant Women Health 
Insurance Act of 1993, to provide health insurance coverage for pregnant women and 
children through employment and State based insurance plans. During the health care 
debate, Congressman Matsui worked closety with the Administration to enact the 
reform bill. 



• WELFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

Congressman Matsui has been working on a welfare reform proposal with other 
progressive members of Congress which he plans to introduce soon. Generally, he is 
seeking an approach that is less punitive than the Administration's proposal. He does 
not believe that the debate over welfare reform is as simple as "two years and out." 
He is concerned about children of recipients who will not or cannot comply with work 

requirements and 85 result are denied benefits, 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

103rd Congre§s: 

• 

Congressman Matsui introduced H,R, 727, the Children and Pregnant Women Health 
Insurance Act of 1993, to provide health insurance coverage for pregnant women and 
children through employment and State based insurance plans, He also introduced 
H,R, 728, the Social Security and SSI "AIDS" Disability Act of 1993, which would 
require inclusion of specific items of impairments for evaluating HIV fnfectioo io 
making determinations of dlsability under the Social Security Act. 

In addition, Congressman Matsui has co-sponsored the following pieces of legislation: 
the Health Security Act IGephardt, H,R, 36001; the Family and Medical leave Act af 
19931P,1, 103-31: the Gang Prevention and Youth Recreation Act of 1993, providing 
grants to cities to establish teen resources and education centers for at-risk youth 
IWaters, H,R, 10191: and the Hearing Loss Testing Act of 1993, which would have 
required hearing testing for all children barn in the US IWalsh, H,R, 4191. He also co
sponsored the Waxman's Minority Health Improvement Act (H,R, 38691, 

1Q2nd Congress: 

Congressman Matsui introduced H.R. 3393, the Children and Pregnant Women Health 
Insurance Act of 1993, which would have provided health insurance coverage for 
pregnant women and children through employment and State based insurance plans. 
He co-sponsored legislation to reform the health insurance market to make products 
more affordable and portable IRastenkowsk;, H.R, 36261, 

• 
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ACLU COPE ACU NTLC' 

1992 84 55 8 0 
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CALIFORNIA• II II 
DEMOGRAPHICS 

• 


STATE u.s. 

Child PapulatiOll (l950) 


Ptnedt ot I"opu!atloll that lin! Children{ < IS} 


Pet' Capita Pel'S(lnal fn«Iate {l9tl) 


Po.,erty IWe 1m

"..

''IS>..,. 


." f'OOIt ~ io .Rate (l~lm} 

CWid ro.,erty Ratf (1993) 5' to 17ytsn old 

"lAP 

3I,lll,_ 

7,810,_ 

l6.l'J. 

$11,178 

15.8"" 
13.9'l1i 
14.9% 
11,4.. 

4.4~ 

'.I'l1i 

:l5.7$ .," 

m.-._ 

~,JU.ooo 

1S.11f1 

$19,1141 

14.5.. 
13.$0;\ 
15.1" 
tl.1'l1i 
U .. 

1,4"X. 

lli.8'il

.... 

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDRE1'l (AFIlC) 

flNANCIAL DATA 
STATE U.s. 

16,393,441,000 $25,372,88.3,000 

Benellt Fa)'llW'.is 
AdmiuiJtrati,.e £llpetldifu.rf:!l 

S5,891,361.ooo

• 4%J)14,OOO 
$J2,553,OSl,OOO 
$ 1.81'J,801.000 

"'" "" 
'-l.0.... 38.DS 

Food S«tmp &nllllil-Jan. 1994 $ll4 .,9< 

Combl.otd Bea.d'iL~JflD. 1994 $82' 16<1 

.... .... 
-S.9 -1.3% 

J.49 4.96• 
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• AID TO F AMlLlES WI1TI DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) 

rl """ 

~UGAA\I PARTtCIPAn:U~ 

STATE U.S. 

A~Mcatbly Casdoad ....... 4.981.JOI
...., 718.000 4.&U•• 

UP 141.000 lS9._ 


,~,.UP as "- ofCueIoad 16.!"-

Anrqe Numbou is AfDC Um. U '" 
~~ (III ~11wll YeaR 5<1.3" ",$" 
"- ChaAp hi Cudo.d F\' 1__1991 31.B~ l1.l"

AFDC RKipieacy Ral. S.1"" 5.4,*, 

-M Cbaqe in AFDC Redpimcy FV 19fI3.1991 ...., 14.." 

Food Stamp Rtcipimcy Rate.FV 1991 ...... 9,95' 

, AFDC Cases Recei-riaa: HousiDa ~ .... :iUs 

OS AFDC Cases W"llb Ea.nM:d hw:om~ ,.... 7"~ 

Number or JOBS Participat:IU 56,'" ....... 

Participation Rat!': 9,9,*, 11.0..... 

UP Part:kipaoon Rate N/A ". 
JOBS AVocation $156,181,273 $1,000-,001,000 

Gru.! Amown ~ Datai $9r6.,809.104 $ 14i.l9!i.829 

~OfAlloeatioB (il.7' 14.'~ 

• 


• 




ClIllJ) SlJPPORT ENFORCEMI'NT 

• 


• 


Collection, ond ExP,ndhur8' 

Tota! Collection, (in millions) 
AFDC/FC Collections (in millions) 

NAFDC CoUectiona (in millions I 


Child Support Collections per Dollar of 
Tow Admin. Expands. 

Percentage Chqe in Total Real 
Collections since' 992 

Total IV-D C81eIoed 
Percent of IV..J) CUd with 

CoIIOCIIon. 
Percent of IV..£) Cne, wi1h Order$ 
Average eon.ction from Casas with 

Colleclion. 

Total Number of Patemi1:ie:5 Established 
OU1-of·Wedlock Slnh.·1991 

ISourc.:NCHSI 
Percol'lt of Pmernltie$ to 

OU1-ofwWedlock Bif"lh' 

STATE U.S. 

"'".. r:v M 

$736.9 $8.907.3 
$335.2. $2.416.3 
$401.6 $6.491.1 

$2.54 $3.97 

12.7% 11.8% 

1.833.853 17.110.488 

12.5% 18.2% 
43.9% 55.4% 

$3.223 $2.855 

77.321 554.204 

204.229 1.213.769 

38% 46% 

CALIFORNIA 

FOSTER CARE 

• 


II TJ1l. IV·E 
Foster Cere 
Children 

Total Foster 
e .... 
Children 

Trdo tV~E FOSfat 
Care $ 

Titi. IV·S FPIFS 
Services in $ 

FY 1993 

48.526 

90.311 

47S.1 
Un millions) 

FY 1994 

51.000 
(1st 3 qrs.} 

Not Available 

555.3 
IEstimatedl 

6.9 (in miiHoms) 
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• CAUfOIINIA 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CCDBGI 

II d 
FY 1993 II 

" , 

STATE U.S. 
, 
Ii 
" EnroUment 39.999" 755.000· 

$ Gran! (in $90.062 $797.290 
1ho\lsand'l 

·Th... data ahould be vlowed in light of the fact that State have 
considerable _ in oporuling their CCOBG fund. I••g .. thOV may 
concentrate 1heir funds on reldvof., t6Wef children and fM\iliu. 
spread 1heir funds to serve mot. chldten and families andlor blend 
Federal funding strums}. Additionally, States haYo three yotn in 
wl>o/l to expend 1I1oi. CCOSG funds. 

CAUfOIINIA 

HEAD START 
• 


FY 1994 

STATE U.S. 

i FUNDING lin $371.132 $3.325.729 
" ,,, 

thousands j 

ENROLLMENT 70.995 740.465 

% ELIGIBLE 33 38 

/I GRANTEES 56 1.405 

• 
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CAlJFO_ 

• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

~II ........... 


NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

28 2.587.869 259 34.997.412 

CAUFORNIA 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

• 
FY 1993 

ARRIVALS (all OBLIGATIONS (bll EMPLOYMENT 
$ SERVICES (e/) 

31.355 55.903.960 5.532 

aI Includos refugees. enV&rIU. and Amerasisn immigrants. 

bl Includes (1) Socia' Services formufa tdlocation. tZ) Targeted Ass]stunce formwa alloeatJon. 
and (3) Cash/Medical/Administration leMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee 
Cuh Assistance (RCA). Refugee Medical A:!I5istance eRMA). aid to unaccompanied minors. 
and State edministr8dve expens.s. 

c1 IneludDs en refugees, entnmts. end AmDr6$ibn immigrants enrolled In ORM~funded 
employment servif;8$ in FY 1993. 

• 




• 
POLITICAL PROFILE 

Congresswoman 
Congresswoman Barbar. Kennelly had Barbara Kennelly ID-CTJ 
been in the Congress less than a year "Democratic Ctrucua, Vice Chair 
when she won a seat on the powerful 
Ways and Means Committee. She was 

appointed to the Democratic Steering 

and Policy Committee in 1984. During 
the 100th Congress. she became an at· 
large member of the majority whip 
organIzation and was the first woman to 
serve on the Intelligence Committee as 

Chairwoman of the Subcommittee on 

Legislation. In the 104th Congress. 

Kennelly serves on the Ways and Means 

Committee. She i. the second ranking 

Democratic member on both the Social 
Security and the Human Resources Bom: ': . ' 

7110136. 
,Hartford, CTSubcommittees. 

Education: Trinity College iOCl. 
B.A.; Trinity CoUege

As one of her first accomplishments on 

• 
leTI. M.A. 

the Committee on Ways and Means. she Military: None 
won passage of a law to encourage .Prey,Occup.: Public offieial 

Family; Husband. James payment of child support. She is also 
Kennelly; 4 chitdren considered an expert on the taxation of 

Religion: Roman Catholic 
the insurance industry, and she has Pol. ellrOOf': Hartford Court of 
actively promoted legislation supporting Common Council, 
the industry. In 1991. she introduced a 1975·79; CT 
health care reform plan which attempted Secretary of State, 

to preserve pnvate medical insurance but 1979·62 
Elected: 1982required standardization of coverage and 
Residencit: 'Hartford

universal coverage, She suggested . Committees: 104th Congress;
paying for long·term care by allowing the Ways Bnd Means 
elderly to insure their assets so they can 
retain them and still be eligible for 
Medicaid. 

• 

Congresswoman Kennelly's interests are varied. She was a lead sponsor of the 
successful Hate Crime Statistics Act of 1990. She worked hard on the 1988 welfare 
refo(m bill to strengthen its child support provisions, She introduced a bill as an 
alternative to the balanced budget amendment which would require the President and 
both Budget Committees to submit balanced budgets each year. but it failed by a vote 
of 199·220. In 1989, Congresswoman Kennelly made a run for the Democratic 
Caucus chair, but lost to Congressman Steny Hoyer. In 1993. she became the only 
woman in the Democratic Leadership by being chosen one of four deputy whips. 

Congresswoman Kennelly won a position in the Democratic leadership of the 104th 
Congress by edging out 193·90) Congresswoman Louise Slaughter ID·NY) for the 
position of Vice-Chair of the Democratic Caucus. 



• WELFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

Congresswoman Kennelly is sponsor of child support enforcement legislation which 
serve as a basis of the child support bill of the Congressional Caucus for Women's 
Issues. Staff has also expressed Congresswoman Kennelly's concerns regarding the 
family cap provision under the Admfnistration welfare reform bill. 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

103ro Congress: 

Congresswoman Kennelly sponsored the long Term Care Act IH,R, 4516, and was 
a co-sponsor of the Child Support Responsibility Act of 1994lSchroeder. H,R, 45701; 
the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 IP_L 103-3); the National Institutes of 
Health Revitalization Act (Waxman, H_A- 4,; the Dietary Supplement Health and 
Education Act (H,R, 1709, Richardson); and the Social Security Independent Agency 
and Program Improvements Act (Jacobs, H,R, 427n 

• GROUP RATINGS: 

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC',, 
1992

, 
91 92 4 0 

1991 
, 
, 
I - 83 0 -

• Formerly NTU 

• 




• 


• 


• 


.-" -
":" "L' C.o _ 

"', Mllltal'/'" , 
Prev.Oceup.: 
·Family:· _ 

Residence: 
Committees: 

, " 

POUTICAl PROAlE 

Congressman William Coyne was elected 
to Congress in 1980. He was previously 
an accountant and a ten~year veteran of 
local politics. Congressman Coyne, who 
is single, stili lives In the Pittsburgh 
house in which he was born. 

A Democratic Party loyalist and member 
of the Ways and Means Committee since 
1985, Congressman Coyne switched 
from the Health Subcommittee to the 
Trade Subcommittee during the 103rd 
Congress. He found that he could be 
more actively involved in issues related 
to his Pittsburgh district's steel industry. 
Congressman Coyne remains on the 
Ways and Means Committee for the 
104th. 

In Congress, Congressman Coyne has 
supported an extension of Clean Air Act 
compliance dates for the steel industry, 
promoted additional funds for 
unemployed workers. and proposed his 
own version of enterprise lone 
legislation. He sponsored legislation to 
require the Bureau of Labor Statistics to 
collect and report data on "discouraged" 
unemployed, because the unemployment 
rate understated the 'problem of 
joblessness" in the United States. 

Congressman Coyne has not faced serious OppOSItion since he was electedl and has 
easily won reelection including the 1994 election. 

As a member of the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee, CongressmanCoyne has 
been particularly concerned about the effect of Medicare cuts on beneficiaries. H. 
noticed that reductions in payment amounts for providers often resulted in higher 
payments for beneficiaries. In response to a specific Meoicare problem in Pittsburgh, 
Congressman Coyne sponsored a bill to establish a demonstration project to pay for 
the services of technicians in home dialysis. Last year, he also supported equal 
Medicare pay for clinical psychologists and psychiatrists for the same services. 



• HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITiES 

Congressman Coyne has been active on health care issues, and is a former member 
of the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee, until he switched to the Trade 
Subcommittee. On health care reform, he was a co-sponsor of H.R. 1200, the single 
payer plan as well as the Medicare for All bill sponsored by Congressman Stark. 
Congressman Coyne is strong supporter of mental health and backs payments for non· 
physician providers. During health care reform, he inquired about the feasibility of 
funding biomedical research through a surcharge on premiums. 

WELFARE REFORM 

ISSUES/PRIORITIES 


According to his staff, Congressman Coyne has no particular concerns and would like 
to be helpful. 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

• 
1Q3rd Congress: 


Congressman Coyne sponsored the Medicare Beneficiary Coinsurance Protection Act 
IH.R. 42161 and the Health Research Act IH.R. 4260). Coyne co-sponsored 
McDermott's American Health Security Act IH.R. 12001: the Family and Medical 
Leave Act !P.L 103-31: the Social Security Independence and Program Improvement 
Act (Jacobs, H.R. 42771: and the Mediplan Health Care Act (Stark, H.R. 2610). 

1 02nd CoOg[~u: 

On health care reform, Congressman Coyne co~sponsored comprehenSive reform 
measures introduced by Congressman Russo IH.R. 1300) and Congressman Stark 
IH.R. 55021. 

GROUP RATINGS: 

• 
ACLU COPE ACU NTLC· , 

1992 96 92 4 5 
, 

i 1991 . 83 0 . 
, • Formerly NTU 
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• DEMOGRAPWCS 

STAn: u.s. 

3,271,000 151.-.000 

CbiJd Popubtiull (1990) 754,000 6J,nuoo 

J'en"1:lI1 (If Pnpuliltioa wt art! Chlklrna( < 18) 22." 25.1'$ 

Pot'erty ~ 1992.... 

'\183
•m 

'" Point Cbaqe ill "* Om..lt92) 

Child ro't,rty ~ il'9!1J, !I to 11 yean.w 

UatClplO)'I'.I1IWt RAte it"}) 

526,919 $19,811) 

9.4% 14.5-' 
6.0~ U.s'.5
iI.'';..... ..... 

15ol"l. 

II.'"In 

• 

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFIlC) 

........ 

FINANCIAL DATA 

STATE U,S. 

• 


AFDC Benefits Wi % of 1993 Pneny 'Ibmhold 

Food Stamp Bakfit-Jaa. 1994 

.. Cbaact in API)C 8tee6ts SlI3ce 1991 

QC En9r RlU (J991) 

$4(3,101,. $lS.371,8S3,oot 

-"...... $11,553,082,000 
$ 11,454 $1.819,801,000 

.....,.-11.0" 18.0% 

.,..
"" ...,
$812 

91.0t. ~.. 
• 4.3% 

1.14 .... 
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AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) 

PROGRAM PARDCIUTlON 

A~MoDWy CaeJead ..... 
!Jl' 
UP".MC~ 

Aterqt! Number iD AFDC Uoic 

" Cueload UII MGft 1'1wI : YttU'1 

.. t~ ia c-Jo.ad YY ,,..1,,2 

Af1)(: Rt:cl~ Rate 

• 
" Ch.a.qe ill Afi'DC ~ fY t988-1991 

Food Stamp Redpi.eac:y Rate- fall pmKNM} FV ."2 

.. AFDC C_ Recei...... H~~ 

.. AFDC Cases With ~ luI:amtr 

N~ of JOBS Partkipe,:nU 

Partici~ Ra~ 

l.t'P~1l$ 

JOB..li AllomioD 

Gru.t Amomd {PretimiDary Dati. 

"I or AlJocatioD 

srA'" 

51..US 
55,U, 
U ..,.... 

lJl 

....S 

..~" 
!!,OS 

".... 
6:.16"1 
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5,9. 

',010 

1 • .3" 

N/A 

$U:,137,l&l 

S '-.135.366 ...... 

"' 
u.s. 
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CONNECTICUT 


• CIDLD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• 


• 


STATE 

CoIIQcMn$ pnd Expenditures FY 93 

TQtaI CoUections (in millions' $93.4 
AFOC/FC CoUecdona iin millions) $41.3 
NAFOC Collections (in mUllans) $52.2 

Child Support CoII"""'n...... Dol"" of 
Total Admin. Expends. $3.19 

Percentage Change in Total Reel 
Collections since 1992 11.0% 

Totctl IV-0 Caseload 181.309 
Percent of IV..o Casas with 

Colle_ 17.9% 
Percent of IV-o Cas8S with: Orders 66.1% 
Average Collection from CUta with 

Collactions $2.879 

Total Number of hterfiitias EstabUanad 5.368 
Ou• ..,f·Wodlock I!irth!l·1991 

ISourc.:NCHSI 13.581 
Percent of Paternities to 

Out.of·Wedlock Births 39.5% 

CONNECnCUT 

fOSTER CARE 

# 71do IV-E _ .... e... 
CI1Bdr.... 

Total Foster 
Cor. 
Children 

rnt. IV-E foetor 
C.... $ 

Till. IV·8 FPIFS 
Servicet in • 

FY 1993 

1.482 

4.410 

15.9 
(In millions I 

FY 1994 

ns.t 3 qrs.1 

Not Availebte 

!Estimotodl 

444.3 
Un thouaand.) 

U.s. 

FY 93 

$8.907.3 
$2.416.3 
$6.491.1 

$3.97 

11.8% 

17.110.468 

18.2% 
55.4% 

$2.855 

554.205 

1.213.769 

45.7% 
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• CON.NECTICIIT 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT ICCDBGI 

FY 1993 

s ..... U.S. 

Enrollment 12.465' 755.000' 

$ Grant lin $5.994 $797.290 
thousands} 

-These d8t$ should be viewed in light of the fact thmt SUtM have 
considerable Ialitudo In spending their CCDBG funds 1•.g .. 1hoy may 
eonctn1fete: 1heir funds on ttAetively fewer children end families. 
spread their funds to 10000a more chlldrOll end familieS' and/or blend 
Federel funding &tfeemt). AckUtionaIIy. Statu have three years in 
which to expend their CCDBG fundi. 

• 
 HEAD START 


FY 1994 

S"". U.s. 
FUNDING lin $26.053 $3.325.728 
""""'endsl 

ENROLLMENT 5.660 740.465 

% EUGIBLE 42% 38 

IIGRANT£ES 17 1.405 

• 




J........ S.1995 

CONNECTICUT 


• 
NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE u.s. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ AWARDED 
GRANTS AWAROED GRANTS 

4 378.239 259 34.997.412 

CONNECllCUT 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

FY 1993 

• EMPLOYMENT 
ARRIVALS loll OBLIGATIONS (bll SERVICES {ell 

1.018 $1.893.624 399 

aJ tnc:IudM rfffugees. entrantl, and Amerasian immigrants. 

bl Includ.. 111 Social Sotvl_ formula allocation. (2! T"'1Iotod 
A....-.. formula allocation. end 13! CashIMadical/Adminlt'n,tion 
ICMA! funding lor F't 1993. CMA In_Refug.. Cash A....-.. 
(RCAI. Refug •• Medical Aui.-'. iRMA!. aid 10 """"""lIlPllllied 
minort:, and Sta1:e adminiatr8tive • .-penNS, 

el Indud.. all refugees. envant:l, end Ametetian immjgrant:l ""rolled 
in O'RR-funded employment services in FY 1993. 

• 




, ; ';, .'

"''''.' ''-'; ,'''. ' _,m , 
.'> 

:.,_Res~enc:~: ''''.' .",,' 
. Commlttee5:.~',.'. ," 

>,-.>,," 
;~"~'~'~';';~~~:.i:!l~:.!~~ 

• POLITICAL PROFilE 

A former labor leader who represents a 

district dominated by aula Industry 

workers, Congressman Levin's primary 

legislative Interest is International trade . . 

He continues to serve on the Human 

Resources Subcommittee of the Ways 

and Means Committee In the l04th 

Congress. 


A strong party loyalist, Congressman 

levin was appointed to Ways and Means 

in 1988. He has used the seat largely to 

pursue his interests on trade. First 

elected In 1982, he has won each 

reelection with over 70 percent of the 

vote, except for the 1994 election 

where he only won with 52 percent. 


• HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

Congressman Levin as a co~sponsor of 
the President's Heaith Security Act. He 

was an Important participant In drafting
H.R. 5502, the Stark·Gephardt" 
Democrat compromise proposal in the 
102nd. Congressman levin was one of the last defenders of the 1988 Medicare 
catastrophic health insurance legislation prior to Its repeal. In support of the large 
teaching hospitals in his district, he is a strong defender of Medicare payments to 
hospitals, particularly defending Indirect medical education tiME) payments to teaching 
hospitals. 

Congressman levin is Interested In combining managed competition with global 
budgets. He feels strongly that we need to eliminate waste, fraud and abuse in the 
system before generating revenues from the public. He is also concerned about 
reductions in GME to the extent It could hurt teaching hospitals. 

• 




• WelFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

When Congressman Levin arrived on Ways and Means, he proposed welfare reform 
legislation, which he co-sponsored with Senator Moynihan of New York. His bill 
would have required states to establish work training and education for AFDC 
recipients and provide services to help those trying to become self*sufficient, 

Congressman levin and his staff have expressed concerns with the Administration's 
welfare reform legislation including time limits and the phase-in strategy. 
Representative Levin introduced legislation in the 103rd to require child support 
enforcement agencies to report the status 01 payments to credit bureaus. 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

103rd Congress: 

Congressman levin introduced legislation to require child support enforcement 

• 
agencies to repon the status of payments to credit bureaus. He also sponsored the 
Medicare Cancer Coverage Improvement Act (H.R. 17871. He was a co-sponsor of the 
Health Security Plan (Gephardt, H.R. 36001 and the Family and Medical Leave Act 
(P.L. 103-3). 

102nd Congress: 

Congressman Levin co-sponsored Stark's comprehensive reform legislation (H,R, 
55021. 

GROUP RATINGS: 

1992 

ACLU 

96 

COPE 

83 

ACU 

4 

NTLC' 

0 
,,,, 

1991 - 100 0 - , 
, 

rormarly N I U 
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• MICHIGANil ~ 
DEMOGRAPIUCS 

II 
" :: 	 PnpuJatioA {t99J) 

Child Pupulatioa (1990) 

PerttlSl of Population that are Cbildrm\ <IS. 

Per CapitA: f'erson.allo(:owl! (t9911 

Po"", .... 1991 ,...

.""
,.... 


.. Puint C~ is: Rate (l9"f9..J~) 


thIaoploymeat be (19!1;h 


Child Ptrm1y Rate- (1993) 5 II> 11 yean old 


F>lAl' 


STATE ".'!. 
',418,000 257,908,000 

1,468,000 63,9U,_ 

l'.'GJi 25,1'" 

$19,508 $1',841 

l3.ss 14.5$ 
14.3'\, ,..." 
10'.444 
3.1" 

US" 
lSJ' 
n.7',..... 

..... fA" 
,.3" loU" 

55.84'" "" 

• 

AI» TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CIIILDREN (AFIlC) 

• 


nNANCIAL DATA 

Total AFDC E:.-~ 

Bmefit P:aym,lllb 
Adm.iaiItrati'1! Es~ 

AFDC Grut ~2 cbild1m-O i.Dcomt"i 

ArnC ~ M GJj of 1993 1Vtt:t1y 1"h.rI!sIIoW 

Food Stamp Ikwdit-Jaa. 1994 

Combined BtDefiU-Jaa. 1",. 

Combi.d .u " or 1993 Ponrcy 1'hffl.boId 

" o.q. m AFOC 8et:I1!ftts ~ 1992 

QC Itrt'or ~ (1991) 

FV .... 

srA.. 

SI.J62,774.ooo 

$ 1,192.105.000 
$ t1t,e6t.ooo 

..,. 
".K 

",. 
$711 

"" 
• 
4.14 

U.s. 

$25.)12,883,000 

$21,'«J.(J81,OOO 
$ 2,819,80\,_ 

..... 
18.." 

".. 
S." .... 
.1.3" .... 



_.. 
AID TO PA,\t1L1FS wrm DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) 

• 


....... 

PROGRAM PARn!;IPADON 

srATE U.S, 

AftI'aIt! MOIIthty Cueiuad Z19,585 4,981,301 
198,000 4,tilZ,ooo 

!Jl' JI,585 3".... -UP .., ,. cf CauiruuI 1.1.... U .. 

A~Number to AFDC u.it 3.0 19 

1i C~ oa Mot'\! 1'hao Z Yean 61.3' ...... 
" CbaI:lp mC~ FV 1988-1992 21.l~."" 
AFDC Rtdpli!ary RUe US 5..... 

.. C~ ia A¥DC Retlpiiency FV 1988-19'91 4 •• ',\. "'.... 
Food Stamp R«~ JUte.PY .991 1&..53" ,."' 
.. AFDC Clm'$ Rocei..1.q H~~ ".... 11.Jfo 

.. AFDC C.. W'db £a.n:afId wOIIIe 13.l~ 1.". 
Number orJOa.'J Patticlpttuu 41,458 541,9J:S 

Participation Rare :ro.l4- 11.0" 

UP~1t.aiA! NI' N/A 

JOBS~ $55,.1&5.49t $1,000,000,000 

Gr'W 4mMot (PnI1imicuu'y Data) SJ5,t".957 S 146,1",.81:9 

.. ot Alloc.ooc OJ,64 14,Ai1ft 

• 




J.t.II1W)' $, 1995 

• 
MlCHlGMi 

CIIILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• 


tglliu:;tions and Expenditur" 

T ota! Collectioot, Un milHons) 

AFOC/FC Collections (in millions) 

NAFOC CoiItctions (in mWonst 


Child Support Cohctions per Dollar of 
Total Admin. elCl*\ds. 

Percenmge Clumgt in Total Real 
CoUeC1iona Iinee 1992 

Total IV~D Cu"oad 
Percent of lV..() CUt. with 

Collections 
Peteent of IV.£> CUe, with Otdfn 
Average CoUection 1rom ea_ withCoII_. 

: Total Number of Patemitiu Established 
Out-of-Wedloek 8ia1h.~1991 

ISourct:NCHS) 
Percent of Paternitie. to 

OU1-of~Wedlock Births 

STATE U.s. 

FY93 fi..U 

$859.5 $8,907.3 
$169.3 $2.416.3 
$690.2 $6.491.1 

$8.29 &3.97 

9.8% 11.8% 

1.241.644 17.110.468 

17.5% 18.2% 
46.9% 55.4% 

$3.951 $2.855 

28.076 554.204 

40.941 1.213.769 

69% 46% 

MICHIGAN 

FOSTER CARE 

II Tod. IV·E 
Foster Cate 
CI!lIdren 

Total Foster 
C.... 
Children 

Trde JV~E Foster 
c...•• 

FY 1993 

8.672 

10.473 

103.3 
11n_.., 

FY 1994 

8.300 
(1s' 3 qro.l 

Not Available 

111.6 
(EstirnMecU

• " :: TItle IV·8 FPIFS 2.3 lin_I 
:: Services in $ 
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MICHIGAN 

• CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CCDBGI 

FV 1993 

sm. U.S. 

EnfoI!men. 23.554· 755.000· 

• Grant Un $24.658 $797.290 
thousands) 

-Those dato shoutd be viewed in light of the fact 1het Sun.. have 
comidetabl& latitude in spending their eCDBe; funds (e.g •• they m!t'( 
concentrate their funds Ott relatively fewer children and families, 
spread their funds to .erve moro cbildran and fwniUa end/or blend 
Federol funding stream.l. Additionally, State. have three years in 
which to expend thair CCDBG funds. 

MICHIGAN 

HEAD START • 

FUNDING lin 
thousands) 

ENROLLMENT 

% ELIGIBLE 
. 

1/ GRANTEES 

FV ,994 

s .... 
$126.644 

30.695 

42 

32 

U.S. 

$3.325.728 

740.465 

38 

1.405 

• 
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• MICHIGAN 

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE u.s. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF • 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

, 
:' 11 926.272 259 34.997.412 

MICHIGAN 


• REFUGEE AND RESElTLEMENT PROGRAM 

FV 1993 

EMPLOYMENT 
ARRIVALS (ail OBLIGATIONS Ibl) SERVICES lei! 

2.245 $4.962.625 2.272 

aJ Inelud" rofuoeea. etlb'anm, and Amerasian immigl'entt. 

bl Intiud.. !1! Social S.",_ Ionn". aI_n. 12) Taro818d 
Almtance tonnul. aOocation, and (3) Cuh/Medicai/AdminiU'adon 
ICMA) funding for FV 1993. CMA Inc:lud.. Refug.. C.... A..I.".,.,. 
(RCA), Refugee Medical Asai.tance (RMA), aid to unaccompanied 
minot$'. and State adrninl'tretive • ..".nses. 

of Includes aU refugees. entrants, end Amerasian immigrant! enrolled 
In ORR-funded employment .enrico. In FV 1993. 

• 
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• 


• 


POLITICAL PROFILE 

Congressman Benjamin Cardin was 
elected to Congress In 1986 after 
serving in the Maryland State Legislature 
for 20 years. He served his last eight 
years as Speaker. 

Congressman Cardin was only 23 years 
old when he was elected to the 
Maryland General Assembly. At the age 
of 35, he became the Speaker of the 
Maryland House, the youngest Speaker 
in the State's history. 

Representative Cardin's understanding of 
the legislative process and his 
willingness to help the Democratic 
leadership were soon noticed by senior 
members. who rewarded him with a 
regional whip post. Although he sought 
a place on the Ways and Means 
Committee as a freshman. he was 
appointed to the Public Works 
Committee. where he was successful in 
obtaining funding for projects in 
Maryland. 

Congressman Cardin was appointed to 
the Comminee on Ways and Means In 
his third year. He has joined the 
Committee's bloc of younger, more 
liberal members who believe that the 
Federal tax structure has become 
regressive. He also opposed a cut in 

capital gains taxes that would primarily benefit the wealthy. 


On the Ways and Means Committee, Congressman Cardin became a member of the 
Health Subcommittee, where he has supported the party positions on the Medicare 
and Social Security Subcommlnee. He remains on the Health Subcomminee in the 
104th Congress. He has a new appointment to the Oversight Subcomminee. He no 
longer serves on the abolished House Administration Committee and members have 
not yet been named to the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, on which 
Congressman Cardin served on in the 103rd. 



• HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

On health care reform, the Congressman strongly advocates an all-payer rate setting 
system, much like the one he helped to create in Maryland. He introduced his own 
health care reform bill in the 103ro, which would have permitted individuals to buy 
into Medicare. This approach was adopted by the Ways and Means Committee as 
Medicare Part C. He was also an active participant in drafting H.R. 5502, the Stark
Gephardt Democratic compromise bill. Congressman Cardin was a co-sponsor of the 
Health Security Act. 

Congressman Cardin is also interested in primary care training. He wants states to 
have flexibility in maintaining or developing programs to ensure access to services. 

WELFARE REFORM 

ISSUES/PRIORITIES 


Congressman Cardin has expressed his interest in issues of state flexibility I 

• 
administrative simplification, and the way these issues fit in with state programs. He 
is concerned about time limits and performance standards. 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

1Qard Congress: 

Congressman Cardin sponsored a Medicare bill that would impose standards relating 
to the prevention of fraud and abuse on suppliers of durable medical equipment under 
Part B of Medicare IH.R. 9421. 

Congressman Cardin was a co-sponsor of the Health Security Act (Gephardt, H.R. 
36001. He also cosponsored the Family and Medical Leave ACt (P.L. 103-31 and 
Stark's National Health Care Anti-Fraud and Abuse Act IH.R. 1255). 

lQ20d Congress: 

Congressman Cardin introduced legislation to require employers to provide health 
insurance for their employees iH.R. 4889), He co-sponsored Congressman Stark's 
universal access legislation IH.R. 5502}. 

• 




• 
GROUP RATINGS: 


NTlC·ACLU COPE ACU 

1992 
 4 
 10
96 
 83 

..
1991 
 92 
 0 

• Formerly NTU 

• 


• 




• DEMOGRAPHICS 

Populatioa it99)) 

eNId Populaoan (1M) 

Per Capito hnooIU hleome (1992) 

Po..erty Itau. 1992 ,... 
'983 
1979 

... t'oiat CfwlIe Us Rare (t~l"Z. 

UlMlllplu),mmt RaIk (1992) 

• 

STATE 

4,965,080 

1,168.000 

".4 

II.''So

9.'''' 

.~~ 

u. 
u« 

u.s, 

1.51,908,000 

15.7" 

$J9,841 

14.5'(. 

13.5'5 

15.2.' 

II.7S 
,n 

1.4% 


s." 


-


AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDI!NT CIIILIlIIEN (AFIlC) 

• 

FINANCIAL DAIA 

Total AF'IlC IUpuutitures

s-llt..,....... 
......hU$I ...ti'l'lI! Expmd:i:tum 

Food sw.. 8dw:fi.t-Jaa. 19M 

COCDhiDed s-fitl-Ju. 1994 

CombiDed .... ef l!19J f(n:et1y 1'hnlshold 

,:1 .. Cba.aae m.uoc Beadits Sinte: 1m 

• 
, 

QC ErT9r a.t. (1991) 



• AID TO FAlIIILIES WITH DIlI'ENDENT ClDLDREN (AFDC) 

PROGflAM PARTI~lrAnQN 

"-l'l1IP Monthly ~oad... 
VI' 

UP as .. or Cm:Ioad 


A¥~NQmb« HI. A1IDC UDit 

.. CIIIIdoU 00 Mote Than 1 Yean 

.. Cla.I.ftp!:D CtOOoad FV 1988-1991 

• 

AFDC Rtc:ipitKy Rate 

.. c~ in AFDC 1tedpieaty fY 1988-1'" 

Food Stamp Recl~y Rate (VI pmo.o.5l-F'V 1992 

.. AJI'DC c.sa k««i.riq HIIQIina ~ 

... AFDC C... Wlih Earned hK:oae 

Nw:aber .ul JOBS Partidparatl 

Pa.rticlpItioa Rate 

UP Putidpatioo Rate 

JOSS ADocIlioG 

Gtwlt Amc!mJt (PIdioutiaaty D&tIl 

... 01 AlloclttioD 

STATE 

80,199
19.m.., 

1.2" 

,., 
46.0" 

26,0;"4 

4.4% 

15,9"1i 

,..... 

"'.... 

..." 

1.451 

15.1* 

NIA 

516,682,490 

$14.069,669 

84.." 

PV .... 

U,S, 

4.981.)01 
4-'11,_ 

359....,,,,, 
... 
....." 

21.l... 

$.•44 

un 

9,9:5" 

1l.3" 

,.... 
..,.... 

11.0'" 

NIA 

$1,000,000,000 

S 146.195,8Z9 

"'.... 
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MARYLAND 


• 
 CH1LD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 


• 


FY 1993 FY'_ 
1/ TlIIo IV·E 3.073 C1st 3 qrs.l 
Foster C•• 
Childr.. 

Total Foster 6.446 Not Available 
Cor. 
Children 

• TI1I. IV·E Foster 44.60 IEstimotedl 
Cor. $ lin millions) 

Tille IV-II FPIFS 760.9 {In Ihoul 
SoMcooln • 

~gllectiQn. and ExptnditlJru 

Total Collections (in million.) 
AFOC/FC Collections {in millions) 
NAFDC Collections Un miUions) 

Chikt Support Collections per OoJh". of 
T.taI Admin. Expend•• 

p.,cootage Chango in Total Raal 
CotIoodons since 1992 

TotallV-D C_ 
Pete_ 01 IV-D C_ with 

CoUections 
Percent o1IV~O CMU with 01'_' 
Average Collection from Caos with 

Collections 

Total Numb.. of Plrto_ E._eel 
O.NII·Wedlock BirtN·1991 

!Sourc.:NCHSI 
Poteent of Patemitiet: to 

Out-of·Weellock Binh. 

STATE U.s. 

FY 93 FY93 

$219.1 $8.907.3 
$51.3 $2.416.3 

$167.8 $6.491.1 

$4.56 $3.97 

12.9% 11.8% 

313.088 17.110.468 

24.4% 18.2% 
77.0% 55.4% 

$2,863 $2.855 

9.993 554.205 

24.292 1.213.769 

41.1% 45.7% 

MARYLAND 


FOSTER CARE 
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• MARYLAND 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 
(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U,S. 

Enrollment 2,507" 755,000" 

$ Grant (in $10,339 $797,290 
thousands) 

• 

'These data should be viewed in light of the fact that 
States have considerable latitude in spending their 
CCDBG funds (e.g., they may concentrate their funds on 
relatively fewer children and families, spread their funds 
to serve more children and families and/or blend Federal 
funding stream$~. Additionally, States have three years 
in which to expend their CCOBG funds. 

MARYLAND 

HEAD START 

• 

FUNDING (in 
thousands) 

ENROLLMENT 

% ELIGI8LE 

# GRANTEES 

FY 1994 

State 

$38,798 

8,509 

40% 

15 

U.S. 

$3,325,728 

740,465 

38 

1.405 



January 5, 1995 
MARYLAND 


• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE 
u.s. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED. GRANTS AWARDED 

1 65.000 259 34.997,412 

MARYLAND 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

• 
ARRIVALS (al) 

2,365 

FY 1993 

OBLIGATIONS (bl) 
$ 


2,511.478 


EMPLOYMENT 

SERVICES (ell 


1,603 

af Includes refugees. entrants, and Amerasian immigrants. 

b/ Includes 111 Social Services formula allocation, (2) Targeted 
Assistance formula allocation. and (3) Cash/Medical/Administration 
(CMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance 
(RCA). Refugee Medical Assistance (AMM. aid to unaccompanied 
minors, and State administrative expenses. 

• cl Includes aU refugee•• entrants. and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 
in ORR-funded employment services in FY 1993. 



• 

• 


• 

POLITICAL PROFILE 

Congressman Jim McDermott began his 
political career in the Washington State 
House in 1971, served in the State 
~enate from 1975-80, and ran three 
times unsuccessfully for the governor's 
office. In 1988, Congressman 
McDermott gave up a three year Foreign 
Service commitment as a psychiatrist in 
Zaire to run for the U.S. House of 
Representatives l seat. 

Congressman McDermott is keenly 
Interested in establishing national health 
insurance and has been a key advocate 
on AIDS issues. In the latter arena, he 
was instrumental in authorizing $150 
million for housing assistance for people 
with AIDS. In the 104th Congress, 
Congressman McDermott will serve on 
the Ways and Means Subcommittees on 
Health and Oversight. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES I PRIORITIES 

As a member of the Ways and Means 
Health Subcommittee and a physician 
Ipsychiatrist), Congressman McDermott 
is perhaps the most knowledgeable and 
active Member on health care reform. 
He strongly supported a single payer 
approach, and was the House leader of 

,<
' 

><,~ .-~ 
,.,' -" 
.-,",' ,' , 

the single payer forces. During the 
Ways and Means deliberations on health 
care reform, Congressmen Kleczka and 
Lewis of Ways and Means worked 
closely with Congressman McDermott. 

Congressman McDermott has traveled all over the country to build a national 
constituency for Single payer heath reform. In California, with his encouragement, 
more than a million voters forced a single payer initiative onto the November ballot. 
Congressman McDermott holds a commanding bloc of Democratic votes that are likely 
to Intluence the shape of health care reform in the House. 



• During the Ways and Means mark up of health care reform, Cangressman McDermott 
sponsored. and passed, a long term care amendment to designate a state agency to 
manage and coordinate benefits under the new long term care pragram. Congressman 
McDermott's single payer bill was defeated in committe. by a vote of 9-29. 
Congressman McDermott was one of four Democrats ta vote against final passage of 
the Chairman~s mark. 

WELFARE REFORM 

ISSUES/PRIORITIES 


Congressman McDermott's staff indicate that he recognizes there is a problem with 
the current welfare system. but he does not want the reforms to make the present 
system worse. He staunchly opposes the family cap. He is concerned about the 
harm to children and families; two year time limit; child care for recipients and the 
working poor; the SSI financing proposal; extreme state flexibility; and the 
implementation of welfare reform under future Administrations. 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

1Q3rd Congre§~: 

Congressman McDermott sponsored the American Health Security Act (H.R. 12001 • and the Women's Violence Related Injury Reduction Act (H.R. 18291. He was a co
sponsor of the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993, (PL# 103-31; the Miscellaneous 
and Technical Medicare Amendments of 1993. (Rostenkowski, H.R. 21); the National 
Domestic Violence Hotline Act of 1993, (Morella, H.R. 522); the Comprehensive Child 
Immunization Act, (Waxman. H.R. 16401; and the Preventing Our Kids from Inhaling 
Deadly Smoke (PRO-KIDS) Act of 1993. (Durbin, H.R. 710). 

GROUP RATINGS: 

, 

Ii ACLU COPE ACU NTLC' 
, 

1992 100 83 0 5 

1991 - 83 0 -
formerly N I' 
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• WASHINGTON! II 
DEMOGRAPHICS 

Po.,erty If.&tt. 1992 ,... 
''''' "", 

s f'oiat Cb.aqe ill R#te: (lm~lm) 

ClWd Pu"f!l'ty ~ (Jt93) 5 to 11 YUf'loid 

UDemp(oymeot bte (1991) 

STATE U.S. 

u.• 

IUS 
1iL9'1o 
10.8" 
U~ 
,~ 

55..," 

$19,841 

I"~"IJ.... 
I$.ls 
11.'S,..,. 

7.4t. 

".. 

AID TO FAMILIES WITII DEPEND!!.'" CHILDREN (AFDC) 
• 


FINANCIAL DATA 
STATE U.s, 

$669,460,000 

$ll.!Sl,OIU.OOO 
$ 1,819,801.000 

AFDC Benefits as .. of 1993 PtrJerty lbrnhold 

Food SWdp ~.., 1994 ",. '19, .... $<61 

34.0S ,." 
.. Cbaqe ie AJOC Beoe5ts iioet-I~l ,.... -1.3" 

QC im.tr' Rate (199l} ...."''''• 




• AID TO FAMIIJES Wl11I DEPENDJlNI' CHlLDllEN (AFI)C) 

• 




WASBINGTON 


• CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

STATE U.s. 

'-QUoctiQnt IOd Exundituru 
FY93 FY93 

Total Collection. Un millions) $307.3 $8.907.3 
AFDC/FC Collections (in millions. $100.3 $2.416.3 
NAFDC CoAeatiom tin millions I U06.9 $6.491.1 

Child Support CoAeatiom .... Dollar 01 
To"" Admin. Ex""". $3.42 $3.97 

Percentage Chll:n1iJO in Total Real 
Colloctiof\t. tinea 1992 14.9'l!o 11.S'l!o 

r.bIIlV·D Cueload 308.092 17.110.468 
Pereeo1 -of IV-D c... Wi1h 

C_ 34.3'l!o 18.2'l!o 
_ 01 IV.o en.. with Ord.... 76.8'l!o 55.4'l!o 
AV8f8iJe CoIJee'tion from Casu with 

C.he1ion. $2..904 $2.855 

• Total Numb ... of Paternities Establb~h$d 12..539 554.205 
Out-of·Wedlock Births-'991 

tSourc.:NCHS) 19.861 1.213.769 
Petcant of Petemities 10 

Out-oI·W__ 63.1% 45.7% 

WASHINGTON 

FOSTER CARE 

FY 1993 FY 1994 

II TItle IV.£ 2.484 "" 3 qrl.1 "".tor c.... 
Children 

TobII "",ttl< 8.835 Not Available 
c.... 
Children 

• 
 Tl1te IV~E Foster 19.89 IEo~m_1 


, Cat•• (in million,} 


: Till. !V-II FP/FS 938.6 lin thou) 

i SeMcu in 6: 



• 
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WASHINGTON 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 
(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U.S. 

Enrollment 37.809' 755.000' 

$ Grant lin $12.974 $797.290 
thousands) 

• 

'These date should be viewed in light of the faet that 
States have considerable latitude in spending their 
CCDBG lunds (e.g•• they may concentrate their lunds on 
relatively fewer children and families. spread their lunds 
to serve more children and families andlor blend Federal 
funding streams). Additionally, State. have three vears 
in which to expend their CCDSG funds. 

WASHINGTON 

HEAD START 

• 

FUNDING (in 
thousands) 

ENROLLMENT 

% ELIGIBLE 

# GRANTEES 

FY 1994 

State 

$45,958 

8.260 

27 

26 

U.S. 

$3.325.728 

740,465 

38 

1,405 
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WASHINGTON 


• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE U.S. 


NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 

I GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

44 a.222.853 259 34.997.412 

WASHINGTON 

REFUGEE AND RESETILEMENT PROGRAM 

• 
ARRIVALS (al) 

5,730 

FY 1993 

OBLIGATIONS (bl) 
$ 

11,383,013 

EMPLOYMENT 

SERVICES (ell 


4.756 

a/ Includes refugees. entrants, and Amerasian immigrants. 

b{ Includes (1 ~ Social Services formula alloc"tion, (2) Targeted 
Assistance formula allocation. and (3) Cash{MedicalfAdministfation 
(CMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance 
(RCA). Refugee Medical Assistance IRMA), aid to unaccompanied 
minors, and State administrative expenses. 

• cl Includes all refugees, entrants. and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 
in ORR-funded employment services in FY 1993. 



• 


• 


• 


.' 

Pol. c.,.." 
Rorrtan 
WI 

. 73: WI 

, : ,:,;,

POLITICAL PROFILE 

First elected to the Wisconsin State 

Assembly at the age of 24, 

Congressman Gerald Kleczka has had a 

long career in politics. He served 11 

years In the State House and was 

elected to the U.S. House of 

Representatives In 1984. 


Congressman Kleczka comes from a 

largely Polish district from the southside 

of Milwaukee. Viewed as loyal to the 

Democratic leadership. he is known also 
as a tough, combative politician. 

Much of his past legislative agenda has 

been on banking and savings end loan 

issues. In the social issues arens, 
Congressman Kleczka had been a 
consistent vote against abortion rights 

. until the 1989 Supreme Court Wellsler 
ruling, when he provided the swing vote 
allowing federal funding of abortions in 

cases of rape and incest. 


WELFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

As a member of the Subcommittees on 

Health and Oversight, Congressman 

Kleczka did not focus on the 

Administration's welfare reform 
proposal. According to staff, he supports time~limited welfare as along as adequate 
support services are provided. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES / PRIORITIES 

As a member of the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee, Congressman Kleczka 
was one of the most active and knowledgeable Members on health care reform. He, 
along with Congressmen McDermott and Lewis, strongly supported a single payer 
approach. Congressman Kleczka Is a co·sponsor of Congressman McDermott'. 
American Health Security Act (H.R. J 2001. 



• LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 


10ard Congress: 

Congressman Kleczka sponsored the Designation of National Health Care Quality 
Week !H.J.Res. 2601. Congressman Kleczka cosponsored the Family and Medical 
leave Act !P.l. 103-3); H.R_ 21. the Miscellaneous and Technical Medicare 
Amendments of 1993; the Monthly Reporting of Child Support Obligation Act !H.R. 
4677. levin); and the Gift of life Congressional Medal Act of 1993. a measure that 
would establish a congressional commemorative medal for organ donors and their 
families !Stark. H.R. 10121. 

lQ20d Congress: 

Congressman Kleczka co~sponsorad legislation to establish a single~paver health care 
system !Russo. H.R. 1300). 

GROU~ RATINGS: 

•• 

AClU COPE ACU NTlC' . 

1992 91 82 4 0 

1991 - 91 0 .. 
I"'ormem'y Nil 

• 
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• WISCONSINII II 
DEMOGRAPmCS 

Population {J993l 

Percent 0' PopulatinG that are ChlidreA( <UI) 


Per Captu ffltSQlW IllCom~ (1992) 


Po,erty Rate l,~n 
,... 

'''''
,m 

.. Pumt CbaPp in ~ (l9'19-1992) 

STATE u.s. 

1,191,000 

25.'* 
$18.121 $19.841 

10.8" 14.5" 
13.5'10'J~ 

lUili 15.2" 
8.1'liJ 
2.1" 

II.'""'.. 

,,,. 

• 

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) 

FINANCIAL DATA 

Total AFOC. £X~ 

....... ...,....... 

t\dmkllm'ati'1! EJ:peaditurei. 

Combiued AI .. m 1993 Po.erty 1l.m!shotd 

.. C~ ill AfOC BePdiU ~f 1992 

• 

rr .... 

STAn: 

S48S,0t3.ooo 

$441,'15.000 
S 43,388,000 

"17 

S4,O'J{. 

$241 

.,,. 

,.~.. 
• 


4.77 

U.S. 

SlS,l1%,883.000 

mm,!l8l.... 
S UU.,80I,OOO 

"'" 
38.0.'" 

$1" 

,.61 
69.0."" 

. U .. 

... 
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• 


• 


....... 

PRQQRAM PARll~!r:AI!QN 

STAn u.s. 

ATmlIt! Mont.bJy C.Mdnad 4,-1.)01'..... 
4,iUl.OOO"...."""UP 7.... 359,000 

UP u ~ 0' Cueload 9.911 ,~.. 
An~1Wn~f ill AJI'DC VI'Iit U l.' 
1l CueINd." Moft "f'lIao 1 Yean ".. .." 

,,~"Chap m~ F\' 199M988 .., 
APDC lWci)'Mlxy Rate 4.' ••• 
.,. Ctt.a.d.p ia AFDC Ilecip.eaq FV 19914_ .... ,... 
,.000 SWnp R«ipmc:y Rate-F\' 1991 ...... 117.." 

" AFDC Cues Rec:eirtna HovsiDa ~ 11.8-' 21.3' 

' AfDC CIL'MllII WItb Earned laCt'lme- 1'-1' 1.4'4 

..,....Nambtr orJOBS ParticipaDb 14,418 

Participotilm :Raw 30,9'" ".0'" 
L'F Panidpatloo RaW N/A NfA 

lOBS AUox;Ilioo $10,411,651 $1.000,000,000 

Gn.ot Am&;uat iPniiml.twy Data) $%0,41.1.'51 $ 746,IJ5.m 

'Qf~ l00AI!4 ,..... 
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WISCONSIN 


• CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

STATE U.S. 

Collections and Expmditvrts FY 93 FY93 

Tota! Collections (in tniWons) $332.8 $8.907.3 
AFDCIFC Collections Un miUions} $65.4 $2,416.3 
NAFDC Collections lin millions) $267.4 $6.491.1 

Child Support CoUoctions per DoRer of 
Total Admin. Expendill. $7.15 $3.97 

Percentage Change In Total Reel 
Collections since 1992 13.4% 11.8% 

TotallV-O C8seloed 339.159 17.110.468 
Pfwcent of IV-0 CUU with 
~. 33.2% 18.2% 

Porcent of IV..t) Cn•• with OroOtS 56.9% 55.4% 
Average Colloetion from cae. with 

Collection. $2,514 $2,855 

• TotaJ Number of Patemi1iet Established 17.678 554.205 
Out-ofoWodlock 1IIt1Ilt·1991 

ISourc.:NCHS) 18.235 1.213.769 
Percent of Patlfnltiea to 

Out-of·Wedlock Births 97.0% 45.7% 

FOSTER CARE 


FY 1993 FY 1994 

#Trde IV-E 
Foster Core 
Children 

5.987 I1sl 3 qrlI.) 

• 
Tota! Fo.tor 
Cat. 
Children 

Ti1Ie W·E Fo."" 
Cato $ 

TIlle w.a FPIFS 
SeMen in $ 

6.920 

42.58 
{In millions} 

No1 Available 

(E.~m...d) 

822 lin !!Iou! 
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• WISCONSIN 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 
(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U.S. 

Enrollment 5,671' 755.000' 

$ Grant (In $13,080 $797,290 
thousands) 

• 

'These data should be viewed in light of the fact that 
States have considerable latitude in spending their 
CCDBG funds le.g., they may concentrate their funds on 
relatively fewer children and families, spread their funds 
to serve more children and families andlor blend Federal 
funding streams). Additionally, States have three years 
in which to expend their CCDBG funds. 

WISCONSIN 

HEAD START 

• 

FUNDING lin 
thousands) 

ENROLLMENT 

% ELIGIBLE 

# GRANTEES 

FY 1994 

State 

$49,445 

11,953260 

37% 

26 

U.S. 

$3,325,728 

740,465 

38 

1,405 
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WISCONSIN 


• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FV 1994 

STATE U.S. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

7 972,779 259 34,997,412 

WISCONSIN 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

• 
FY 1993 

EMPLOYMENT 
ARRIVALS (al) OBLIGATIONS (bl) SERVICES (ell 

$ 

1,793 1,407,446 2,320 

al Includes refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants. 

bl Includes (1) Social Service. formula allocation, 121 Targeted 
Assistance formula allocation, and 13) Cash/Medical/Administration 
(CMA) funding for FV 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance 
(RCA), Refugee Medical Assistance (RMA), aid to unaccompanied 
minors. and State administrative expenses. 

• c/ Includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 
in ORR-funded employment services in FY 1993. 
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• 


• 
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POLITICAL PROFILE 

The son of a black sharecropper and the 
first in his family to finish high school, 
Congressman John Lewis is a celebrated 
leader of the Civil Rights movement. 
Having met and been influenced by Dr. 
Martin Luther King at the age of 18, 
Congressman Lewis organized the first 
lunch counter sit~in which occurred in 
Nashville, Tennessee. In May 1961, he 
was on the first of what came to be 
known as Freedom Rides -- riding buses 
as they were attacked and burned. In 
the 19708, he headed the Voter 
Education Project in Atlanta, and he 
served as the Associate Director of 
ACTION under President Caner. 

After serving four years in the Atlanta 
city council, Congressman lewis fought 
a bitter campaign with his former ally, 
state Senator Julian Bond, for the U.S. 
House of Representatives seat vacated 
by Congressman Wyche Fowler in 1986. 
He won that seat, and subsequent 
House elections, with over 75 percent of 
the vote. During the 103rd Congress, 
Congressman Lewis was appointed a 
Chief Majority Whip. In the 104th 
Congress, he will continue to serve with 
Congressman David Bonfor as a Chief 
Minority Whip and will sit on the Ways 
and Means Subcommittee on Health. 

Congressman Lewis votes with the Democratic leadership on key issues, including 
cutting funds on the Strategic Defense Initiative, opposing death penaltie. for drug
related murders. and supporting the requirement for plant-closing notifications. 



• WELFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

Congressman lewis strongly opposed the changes to the immigrant deeming rules. 
According to staff~ Congressman Lewis had concerns with the structure of the WORK 
program, including the type of jobs available as WORK positions and the duration of 
the assignments, 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 

ISSUES / PRIORITIES 


As a member of the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee, Congressman Lewis was 
an active and knowledgeable Member on health care reform. He. along with 
Congressmen McDermon, strongly supported a single payer approach. 

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

103rd Coogress: 

Congressman Lewis was a co-sponsor of the following bllls related to welfare reform: 

• 
the Work-First Welfare Reform Act of 1994 (Lowey, H.R. 4126); the Secure 
Assurance for Families Everywhere (SAFE) Act (Woolsey, H.R. 40511; and the Job 
Start for America Act of 1994 (Mink, H.R. 4498). 

Congressman lewis has co-sponsored the Family and Medical Leave Act (P.L. 103-3); 
the Freedom of Choice Act (H.R. 25, Edwards); the American Health Security Act 
(H.R. 1200, McDermon); the Health Security Act (H.R. 3500, Gephardt); and the 
Minority Health Improvement Act IH.R. 3699, Stokes). 

1020d Congress: 

Congressman Lewis co~sponsoredseveral comprehensive, universal access reform bills 
IOakar, H.R. B; Russo, H.R. 1300; Gibbons, H.R. 17771. 

GROUP RATINGS: 

, 
ACU NTLC'ACLU COPE 

.
1992 100 92 0 5 

,, .., 1991 92 0 0 , 
Formerly NT 

• 
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• GEORGIAil II 

• 


• 

PupuJ.adno 0993; 


Child Pnp,datioo aM} 


~j oi 'ilpul.atiM that au-ChildlUl{<18:; 


Per Capitli I'HM£IlIllacGme (1992) 


l'lnerty Raw-
 I"" ... 

19113 
197\1 

s I'oiat ~m}We (1m.I99%) 

Child Ptwuty ~ (l993) 5 te 11 yean oW 

Ummplbymmt R4u (l99l} 

FMAP 

DEMOGRAPHICS 


srATE u.s. 

6.'11.000 151........ 

l.rn,ooo 63.924._ 

u.s 15.1'lW 

513,130 $",09 

14.5,.. 
13.!" 

".8

I'"18" 15.1' 
1'-6 n.,,,, 
I.l U~ 

17.!S 

"..... "." 

AID TO FAMILIES wrm DEPIlNDF.NT CIIlLDREN (AF'DC) 

WANCIAL DATA 

AFDC IkueIiu as" of 1"3 h..ny 1'b.reshoId 

FOdd SWap Beoefit-.lIu:I. IN 

"Cluutae ill AFDC BmefitJ. he 1992 

QC EnwRate (1991) 

""_ 
STATE 

$489,171,000 

$433.':29,(100 
$ 55.l48.000 

..... 

:29.0'$ 

"..
-
...... 

• 
3.37,. 

U.s. 

SlS.l7l,:88.l,lOO 

$l1,M3,081.ooo 
$2,819,801.000 

".. 

38.0" 

.,.. 
$061 

'" 
·1.3~ 

4."'" 
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• AID TO FAMILII!S WITH DEPENDENT CIIILDREN (AFDC) 

~QGBM1 PARllCIPATIQN 

"\'mIle-MOIdhJy Cueload.... 
UP 
UP lUI .. of C.IltdafId 

• 

A..~ Nwnber in AFDC Unit 

~ Cueload m:I Mot'!' TIwll Yean 

S CbaI:tp bI: Cua-l FY t988-1"1 

AFDC Re(ipimty Rate 

S ~L::t AFOC R~ fY 1968-'991 

Food Stamp Redpimcy RaUo-FV 1993 

~ AmC Cues Recei9ina HODSiaC. ~ 

... AnK: Cases. With Eanw!d lJ::Icom.t 

NumberotJOB.."> ~ 

liP Partk~doa Rate 

JOBS AIlocstilOll 

Graot Am0Ull1 (J"reIiali.ury Data) 

""""-
... lrl' AIlocaboD 

"'
srATE 'U.S. 

141,2'19 "-'11,,301 ,..".. 4,61%._ 
toOl' 

0.7' "','" 

'" 

1,,.. 


2,' 


44J.. ...... 
...... 21.1' 

..... 5,4' 

...... , ...S 


MI''Io ...... 

19.41(0 1I.3".i 

,.... 
'"'' 

12.... S41,99S 

1S.1'!!f. .,.... 
NIA NIA 

S2!.8Q.l5t $1.-.000.000 

SI4,'I88,m $ 146.195,8Z9 

6U-.. 74,6"" 
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GEORGIA 


• CHUD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• 


STATE U.S. 

Cglloctiom mld EXl!!ndjturu 
FY 93 FY93 

Tots! Collections (in million •• $205.6 $8.907.3 
AFOC/Fe Cohctions (in millions) $84.6 $2.416.3 
NAFDC Collections Cin millions) $120.9 $6.491.1 

Child Support CoIeetiont per DoUat of 
Total Admin. Expends. $4.47 $3.97 

Percentage Chanoo in Total Real 
C<>II_ olnc:e 1992 17.8% 11.8% 

TotollV-D Cooelood 
Percent of 1V..o Casu wttbC._. 478.116 

16.9% 

17.110.468 

18.2% 
Percent of tV..o cases wt1b Ordors 49.7% 55.4% 
Average eoUection from ca•• wfth 

Collections $2.540 $2.855 

Toto! Number of Pate_I Eltabliohod 29.329 554.205 
Out-of·Wedlock Sinha·1991 

ISour••:NCHS) 38.116 1.213.769 
Percent of Patemltios to 

Out-ot·Wedloc:k Bir1h. 77.0% 45.7% 

GEORGIA 

FOSTER CARE 

FV 1993 FY 1994 

lfTIdo IV-E 3.254 lIst 3 "".1 
Foster Cat. 
Chlldt... 

Totol Fosw 16.654 Not Available 
Cor. 

• 
Children 

TIIIo IV·E Fo.w 24.5 (Estimated) 
C.... Un dien.} 

TIIIo IV-S FPII'S 1.6 
Servicea in $ {in millions} 
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• GEORGIA 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 
(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U.S. 

Enrollment 10.881· 755.000' 

$ Grant lin $25,037 $797.290 
thousandsl 

• 

'These data should be viewed in light of the fact that 
States have considerable latitude in spending their 
CCD8G funds (e.g •• they may concentrate their funds on 
relatively fewer children and families. spread their funds 
to serve more children and families and/or blend Federal 
funding streamsl. Additionally, States have three years 
in which to expend their CCDBG funds. 

GEORGIA 

HEAD START 

• 

FUNDING (in 
thousands) 

ENROLLMENT 

% ELIGIBLE 

# GRANTEES 

FY 1994 

State 

$81,948 

19,445 

36 

28 

U.S. 

$3,325.728 

740,465 

38 

1,405 
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GEORGIA 

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

• 	 FY 1994 

STATE 	 U.S. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

1 65,000 259 34,997,412 

GEORGIA 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

• 	 FY 1993 

EMPLOYMENT 
ARRIVALS (al) OBLIGATIONS (bl) SERVICES (el) 

$ 

3,128 3,196,350 	 4,267 

a/ 	 Includes refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants, 

b/ 	 Includes (1) Social Services formula allocation, (2) Targeted 
Assistance formula allocation, and 131 Cash/Medical/Administration 
(CMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance 
(RCA), Refugee Medical Assistance (RMAI, aid to unaccompanied 
minors, and State administrative expenses. 

• 
cl Includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 

in ORR-funded emplovment services in FY 1993. 
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POLITICAL PROFILE 

Congressman L.F. Payne, a successful 
developer. was tapped, in 1988. to fill 
the seat vacated by the death of 
Congressman Dan Daniel. In the 104th 
Congress. he will serve on the Ways and 
Means Subcommittees on Social 
Security and Trade. 

According to the Almanac of Amer;can 
Politjcs, Congressman Payne js 

considered a ·progressiveconservatlve." 
who balances being a conservative with 
traditional Democratic Interests. For 
instance, he voted for using force 
against Iraq and for a constitutional ban 
on flag burning. However. Congressman 
Payne is a con.lstent supporter of both 
abortion rights and civil rights. He did 
vote against a minimum wage increase 
and the family and medical leave act. 

WELFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

Congressman Payne was generally very 
supportive of the Administration'. 
proposal. However. staff indicated that 
he has some problems with teen 
pregnancy prevention and the role of 
abortion. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES / PRIORITIES 

During the health care reform debate. Congressman Payne strongly advocated 
reducing the tax on tobacco products from the level proposed by the President. In 
return for a reduced rate, he supported the Ways and Means health care reform bill. 
after he also cast a variety of vote. during mark-up to make the bill more favorable 
to "managed competition" and less governmental In nature. Congressman Payne has 
5000 tobacco farmers in his district. so his concerns about the tobacco tax. 
reductions in Graduate Medical Education and access to health care services in rura' 
medically underserved areas will C8(ry over into the new Congress. 



• LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 


lQ3rd Congress: 

Congressman Payne has co-sponsored the Job Start for America Act of 1994 (Mink, 
H,R, 4498); the Independence for Families Act of 1994 (McCurdy, H,R, 4414); the 
Immunizations NOW Act (Byrne. H,R, 940); the Health Professional Shortage Area Act 
(Roberts, H,R, 1763); and the Rural Health Delivery Systems Development Act 
(Stenholm, H,R, 4555), 

GROUP RATINGS; 

, 
ACLU COPE ACU NTLC' 

, 

1992 43 50 32 30 
, 

1991 - 58 50 .. 
FormerI'!' I'lly 

• 


• 




• VIRGINIAII II 
DEMOGRAPHICS 

~(l99l} 

Child Pnplllatiml (l9!JO) 

Po1'etty Rate 1991 

'990 
,983..,. 

" hioi Cb.aql! .. be (19'19-1991) 

STATE 

$10,629 

9.4, 
11.1* 
ltA'I
U.8.. 
·lA~ 

u.s. 

$19,841 

14,5"1 
u.n. 
U.l" 
11.7.. ..." 

Child PMtrly kate {j9t3} S to 11 yftl'I: old 11.64 

U~ Rate H"2) 1.4" 

so.o" 

• 
AID TO FAMlUES wrrn DEPENDENf CHILDREN (AFDC) 

• 

FINANCIAL DATA 

Beaefit r')'JlI.tI1u 
Adalinistt'8tife l<7.!Ipendit1m.'s 

Food SWup Bmefit-Jaa. 1'" 

COII».biMd Btotfiu-Jaa. 1994 

QC Error RlW! (l991) 

STATE 

$275.785.000 

$lll.73l.O00 
$ 44,053,000 

$354 

.,.. -
• 
3.39.. 

u.s. 

W.5S1,OIU.ooo 
$ 2,819,.81111,000 

"" ,..... 
.... ..., 
.... 
.... 
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• AID TO FAMILD!S wrm DEPENDENT CIIILDREN (AFIlC) 

PROGRAM PARllCIPAnON 

Al'H't4+ MomMy Cueioad ..... 
liP 
lIP 11.1 ~ or C.ueload 

A'fUlllt Number ill AFDC UaiI: 

% Cueload 011 More TILaa 2 Yean 

,. Cban;t' W C~ FV 1985-I"2 

AFDC It«ipit!aty Ibm 

'" Cbup la Af'OC bipit'Qcy FY 1 ...1992 

Food Stamp RecipieDC)' Rate-FY 1m 

'% AFDC Cua ka'fiu& Houiq: SaWditrs 

.,. AFDC CIltotS W'dIJi Euued lDe:ome• N_ber orJOBS Pa.rticipaaU 

Pat1idprtioo )We 

UP PHticl~ lbue 

JOSS AIIor.fioo 

Gram AwowK (PrWmioary Datal 

.,. or A»ocatioa 

STAn< 

13,'" 
11,883 

1.j)~ '" 

,., 
38.'''' 

19.1"" 

,.... 
30'" 

1.16" 

21JiS 

..... 
7,'" 

18.'" 
NIA 

S13,6U,401 

St,896.134 

.u.. 

py .... 

U.s. 

4.931,361 ..."....
""....
,.... 
... 
.u~ 
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!."'" 
".." 
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7,4" 

541.995 

11.0,," 

NlA 

$'............ 
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VIRGINIA 


CHU.D SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

STATE u.s. 

Collections and Expenditures FY93 FY 93 

Total CollocUons (In millions) $151.9 $8,907.3 
AFOCiFC CoIlocUons !In_! $39.6 $2,416.3 
NAFDC Collection. lin millions) $112.3 $6.491.1 

Child Support CoDeetions per DoUar ()f 
Total Admin. Expenda, $3.09 $3.97 

Percentage Ch8110e in Total Rear 
Collections sinCe 1992 4.7% 11.8% 

Total IV·D C..eIoad 325.114 17,110,488 
Percent of IV.o c..s with 

Collections 22.4% 18.2%""'cent of W·D ca.. _ 61.0%Ord.... 55.4% 
Average Collection 1fom Cases with 

Cohc1:kms $2,084 42,855 

• Total Number of PatemitiN Established 21,506 554,205 
Out-ofvWedloek EUr1ha~1991 

ISource:NCHSI 27,125 1,213,769 
Percent of Paternities to 

Dut..,'·WadloeJ< W_ 79,3% 45.7% 

VIRGINIA 

FOSTER CARE 

FY 1993 FY1994 

II Tn!e IV·E 
Foster Caro 
Children 

1,778 (1" 3 qrs,) 

• 
Total Fottot 
eer. 
Children 

TI1ie IV-E FG.ter 
C..... 

Tl1Io IV·I! FPIFS 
Services in $ 

6,168 

13,39 
(In_I 

Not Available 

(Es1im_1 

927.5 (in 1hou1 
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VIRGINIA• 
CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U.S. 

Enrollment 9,236' 755,000' 

$ Grant (in $14.844 $797,290 
thousandsl 

'These data should be viewed in light of the fact that 
States have considerable latitude in spending their 
CCDBG funds (e.g., they may concentrate their funds on 

• relatively fewer children and families, spread their funds 
to serve more children and families and/or blend Federal 
funding streamsl. Additionally, States have three years 
In which to expend their CCDBG funds. 

VIRGINIA 

HEAD START 

FY 1994 

State U.S. 

FUNDING (in $3,325,728 
thousandsl 

ENROLLMENT 740,465 

• 
% ELIGIBLE 38 

# GRANTEES 1,405 
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VIRGINIA 


• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE U.S. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

1 110,000 259 34.997,412 

VIRGINIA 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

• 
ARRIVALS (al) 

2.249 

. FY 1993 

OBLIGATIONS (btl 
$ 

5.015,092 

EMPLOYMENT 

SERVICES (el) 


2.237 

8/ Includes rafugass, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants. 

b/ Includes (1) Social Service. formula allocation, (2) Targeted 
Assistance formula allocation. and (3) Cash/Medical/Administration 
(CMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance 
(RCA). Refugee Medical Assistance iRMA), aid to unaccompanied 
minors, and State administrative expenses, 

• c/ Includes all refugee •• entrants. and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 
in ORR·funded employment services in FY 1993. 
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POLITICAL PROFILE 

A former city councilman and mayor of 
Springfield, Congressman Richard Neal 
was first elected to Congress in 1988. 
and spent a quiet first term on the 
Banking Committee. After surviving 8 

strong challenge in 1990, Congressman 
Neal was appointed to the Ways and 
Means Committee, replacing retiring 
Massachusetts Member, Brian Donnelly. 
In the 104th Congress, Congressman 
Neal will serve on the Social Security 
and Trade Subcommittees. 

Although Congressman Neal has usually 
supported the Democratic Leadership, he 
voted against the party position on 
several high profile issues. For example, 
he opposed Federal funding for 
abortions. even in cases of rape and 
incest. He voted against the 1989 
congressional pay raise, and he opposed 
the 1990 budget summit agreement. 

Congressman Neal's legislative activities 
have focused on banking Issues, such as 
legislation to bailout insolvent savings 
and loan institutions and legislation to 
restructure the industry's deposit 
insurance system. 

WELFARE REFORM 
ISSUES/PRIORITIES 

Congressman Neal is generally supportive of the Administration's approach; 
particularly, the time limit and the work-for·wages WORK program. 

HEALTH CARE REFORM 
ISSUES / PRIORITIES 

Although Congressman Neal did not co-sponsor health care reform legislation, he 
worked positively to develop a bill in the Ways and Means Committee, and he 
supported the bill which the WaifS and Means Committee reported. His chief concern 
was to protect small health insurance firms, which predominate in his district. 



• LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS 

lQ3rd Cangress: 

Congressman Neal sponsored the Women's Health Services Act tH.R. 32021. Neal 
cosponsored the Family and Medical Leave Act !P.L. 103-31: the Violence Against 
Women Act (Schroeder, H.R. 11331: the Health Research Act (Coyne, H.R. 42601; 
and the Enterprise Zone Community Development Act 01 1993 to provide tax 
incentives to encourage community development in onterprisezones (Rangel, H.R.15). 

GROUP RATINGS: 

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC' ., 
•1992 91 92 0 0 

1991 - 100 5 -
formerly NTl 

• 


• 




II II • DEMOGRAPHICS 

SfATE U.S. 

Po..ny Rate 1991 10.',-, 14,$*
to.7" U.s,I'" 7.7' 15':"1"",,,. '.6'll> 11.7' 

.. Pmat ~ in Rate {lm-I99ll 0.4" U .. 

16,4" 

0.." 

"'.... .." 
• 

AID TO J'AMILII!S WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC) 

""tm 

FINANCIAL DATA 

Populatiou {l993) 

Child PupWatjoo «990) 

n .... 

$19,841 

51:5,311.883._ 

$750.300,000 $1l,s53.0Kl,oao 
$66,690,000 S 1,819',801,000 

AFDC BtudiU M'" of 1993l"1m1tty ~ 

"(IUd Slmip Btecl'it-Ju. J".. sm 

c.l'Iio.td hefit.-J... I"": $&41 

.... 

7.4.. 

• 


http:c.l'Iio.td


_...... 


• AID 'It) FAMILIES wrm DEPENDENT ClIlI..DIlEN (AFIlC) 

PV .... 

PROGRAM PARll~IPAnQN 
STATE U,s. 

Ayenat'MoDtlIly Caeload 114,441 4,981.301 
IIGi< 107.!lil6 4,611,000 
UP .,.us 359,000 
l!1' ., .,.. Dr Cu&wl . $,1' 1~" 

ATf!fltIe Number in AFDC Uait 1,8 1.9 

s CMeIoad GO Mwe 'I'baA 2 Yean "'.1'-' ...... 
"" Cbapo ill Cudo.If FV 19fI8..1991 nus 21.%'" 

AmC IUdpimq Rat. '-'" ,..." 
"" CbaDge iD AFDC Recipieacy FV 1985-1991 lZ.O"" un 

Food SWop RetiJU«y Rate-FY 199:1 3'.lS "",, 

• 
'i AFDC C_ R«:ei-riaa Hoasioa SubU:tift -u.s... lUS 

.. AFDC Cae W@ &IrDed ~ 4,'" 7,4.. 

NGmber of JOBS Particlputt 18,(1:11 "1.... 
ParticipatioG .Rate Ui..l", 11..0" 

t,T' participatiqo a..te SfA NlA 

JOBS AIiocaIioD $U.3'4.$61 $1,000,000.000 

Graat Amouat {Prftimiaary Data) , $.U,184,412 " '<W,t95,.8D 

.. of A1kIcMioa ...... 14.44f 

• 


http:W,t95,.8D


MASSACII1JSETTS 


• CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

• 

MASSACHUSETTS 


FOSTER CARE 


• 


CoUectionl and tixR;on!@turtl 

Tote! CollectioJl$ (in millions) 
AFDC/FC Collections (in millions. 
NAFl)C Co-. lin miIIion,1 

Child $tIppon C.-. pet Dollar 01 
Total Admin. E_. 

Poreentege ChcInp in Total Rest 
CoBaction....... ,992 

TolOllV·D Couload 
Percent of W..o Casoa with 

CoDecticnl 
Percent of IV·O enu with O,ders 
Average CoIl8C1ion from Casea with 

CollK1ion. 

Total Number of Patemlti.. established 
Oll1~f·Wedlock Bir1hs~1991 

ISourco:NCHSI 
Porcent of Patemitlu to 

Ou'-of·Wodlock Birlhs 

STAlE U.s. 

FY 93 FY 93 

U95.4 $8.907.3 
$77.3 $2.416.3 

$118.1 06.491.1 

$4.30 $3.97 

5.6% 11.11% 

214.616 17.110.468 

20.6% 18.2% 
68.4% 55.4% 

$4,413 $2.855 

6.234 554.205 

22.873 1,213.769 

27.3% 45.7% 

.. TI1!o IV.£ 
Foster Cere 
Children 

Total Foster 
COt. 
Children 

Till. IV.£ roo. 
c•• $ 

T.... IV-B FPIFS 
S_in • 

FY 1993 

7,904 

13.395 

57.40 
lin_1 

FY 1994 

11.. 3 q,..1 

Not Available 

{Estimatedl 

960.8 lin thoul 
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MASSACHUSETTS 

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 
(CCDBG) 

FY 1993 

State U.S. 

Enrollment 2.117" 755,000' 

$ Grant (In $11.130 $797.290 
thousandsl 

• 

"These data should be viewed in light of the fact that 
States have considerabl& latitude in spending their 
CCDBG funds {e.g., they may concentrate their funds on 
relatively fewer children and families. spread their funds 
to serve more children and families andlor blend F&d&ral 
funding streamsl. Additionally, States have three years 
in which to expend their CCDBG funds. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

HEAD START 

• 

FUNDING Un· 

! thousandsi 

ENROLLMENT 

% ELIGIBLE 

. /I GRANTEES 

FY 1994 

State 

$57,249 

10,794 

36 

31 

U.S. 

$3,325,728 

740,465 

38 

1,405 
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MASSACHUSETTS 


• NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM 

FY 1994 

STATE U.S. 

NO. OF $ NO. OF $ 
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED 

o o 259 34,997,412 

MASSACHUSETTS 

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM 

• 
FY 1993 

EMPLOYMENT 
ARRIVALS (all OBLIGATIONS (b/l SERVICES (ell 

$ 

3,534 9,163.403 2.492 

al Includes refugees. entrants! and Amerasian immigrants. 

b/ Includes (1) Social Services formula allocation, (2) Targeted 
Assistance formula allocation, and (3) Cash/Medical/Administration 
leMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance 
(RCA), Refugee Medical Assistance (RMA), aid to unaccompanied 
minors, and State administrative expenses. 

• cl Includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrolled 
in ORR-funded employment services in FY 1993. 





Welfare Reform Working Group 
Talking Points: OVERALL PLAN 
REDRAFT: December 22, 1994 

. ~ .. ""I believe we must end welfare as"we"'know it. 'because 'the current·welfare'system,is·a bad 
deal for the taxpayers who pay the bills and for the families who are trapped on it. The 
American people deserve a government that honors their values and spends their money 
judiciously, and a country that rewards people who work hard and play by the rules ... 
President Clinton, 1218194 

Tbe President's commitment to welfare reform is part of bis longstanding commitment 
to the middle class values of work, responsIbility and family. While governor of 
Arkansas, President Clinton worked closely with elected official, from both parties to pass 
the Family Suppon Act. As President, he has given more than 20 state, the flexibility to 
reform welfare at the loeal level and introduced the most comprehensive welfare reform 
legi,lation ever proposed. 

Now be's invited Ibe countey's bipartisan leadership to come together to forge a national 
tonsensus on welfare refonn - and restore American valut'S to a badly broken welfare 
system. Americans have asked their elected officials to put aside politics as usual and begin 
earnest work to solve our nation', problems .. and welfare reform is at the top of our 
agenda, People want their leaders to ,top the partisan bickering, come together, and roll up 
their sleeves and get to work. 

The President is fighting 10 reward work and responslbllily In eveey government 
program, The Earned Income Tax Credit had already been signed into law, cutting taxes 
for 15 million working Americans and creating an incentive to work and stay off welfare, 
As a next step, the Middle Class Bill of Rights wiH reduee taxes for millions more 
Americans who work hard to save money, raise their chi1dren and train for a better economic 
fulure. The welfare system, like the tax system. must be changed to reward work and 
responsibility, 

Welfare reform must ensure Ibat taxpayers' money Is weD spent. The federal 
government should help young mothers and their children escape welfare, but it shouldn't 
suppon long-term dependency, That is why the President would invest in education and 
training, not orphanages; devote more resources to child support enforcement. not less; put a 
two year time limit on welfare benefits; require work for those who are able to work; and 
mount a new effon to fight welfare fraud, The American people deserve a government that 
honors their values, spends their money wisely, and rewards people who work hard and play 
by the rules, 

Welfare reform should give single parents a chance at the middle class. Work is still the 
best social program ever invented, and anyone who can work should do,.,. But if you're 
going to require work, there has to be a job there, along with the requirement that people on 
welfare will have to get off it and go to work after a specified period of time. There also 
has to be support for people who are working"and raising their cllildren • like education, 
training and child care, 



Welfare refonn must strengthen families, because there Is no substitute for caring 
families when it comes. to teaching children Ibe value of work and responsibility. We 

.•"",no'l.unch a national campaign against teen ·pregnancy, and'make it clear that no-one 
should get pregnant or father a child if they're not prepared to take responsibility for that 
child's futune. Teenagers who do have a child must be required to live at home with their 
parents, finish high school. work and pay child ,uppon, but they must also get the help they 
need to become good role models for their children. Arbitrarily denying aid to young 
mothers and putting their children in orphanages will weaken families, not strengthen them . 

• 
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PERso~AL REsPONSIBILITY ACT 
House Republican Proposal to Congress 

Summary of Provisions 

TITLE I • REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY 

Section 101 	 Reduction or denial of AIDC for certain chlldren whose paternity is not established 

Children for whom paternity has not been legally established would be ineligible for AFDC benefits but 
remain eligible for Medicaid benefits. This provision applies to all children of AFDC applicants. 
Exceptions would be made for children conceived as a result of rape or incest. or for cases where the 
State determines that efforts to establish paternity would result in physical danger to die relative claiming 
such aid. 

If paternity of a dependent child has not been established. the mother and remaining children would 
_receive AFDC benefits if the relative claiming such aid provIdes the names of not more than three 
individuals who may be the biological father. The relative must provide addresses of the individuals or 
jf not known. addresses of immediate relatives. 

Section 102 	 Teens Receiving AIDC Required to Live at Home 

This provision is made a Stale 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, 

Section 104 Increase in paternity establislunent percentage 

The paternity establishment percentage for Stales is set at 90%. States above 50% but below 90% must 
increase by 6% per year, while States below 50% must increase by 10% per year to be in compliance. 

Section lOS 	 Denial of AIDC for certain children born out-of·wedloc:k 

In cases where an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th birthday. AFDC claims with respea to 
that child would be permanently 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 chHd after age 17. This section would not apply if the child's birth date and the most 
recent AFDC application date were before the Republican proposal's effective date, October I, 1995. 
There are no exceptions to this policy. including cases of rape and incest, 

Section 106 	 Denial of AFDC for additional chlldeeu (mandatory family <Ap) 

AFDC benefits must be denied 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 child, 

Section 107 	 State option to deny AIDC benefits to children born out-of·wed!ock to Indivlduals 
aged 18, 19, or 20, and to deny such benefits and bousing benefits to such 
Indivlduals 

The stipulations for denying AFDC benefits described under Section 106 may be ex.tended to mothers 
through age 20. at the State's discretion, The State also has the discretion to deny housing benefits under 
the same provisions. 
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Section 108 Grants 10 Stat.. For Assistance I. Children Born Oul..,r·Wedlock . 

A portion of the funds saved from denying AFDC benefits to young unmarried mothers and their ou[~of~ 
wedlock chiJdren will be used to fund grants to States to disCQurage out~of-wedlock births and care for 
children born out-of-wedlock:, States may use these grams to establish or expand programs to reduce OU{~ 

. of-wedlock pregnancies, 10 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 10 fund, States may not use the grant funds for abonion services, including any counseling 
or advising with respect to abortion. 

Section 109 Removal of llaniers 10 Inlerethnic Adoption 

Provisions are similar to those in the Metzenbawn amendment, 

TITLE II • REQUlRIl\'G WORK 

Sedion 202(0) Work program 

~. The State may not provide subsidized non-work activities - such as education and training (Le. 
JOBS) - to an AFDC recipient for more than a total of 24 months (whether or not consecutive). There 
is no requirement for the State to operate a JOBS program and there are no participation requirements 
for the JOBS program (as dis<:usscd in Section 202(b).) 

WORK. States are required to establish a work program (work supplementation. conununity work 
experlence, or any other work program approved by the Secretary). A State may require any adult 
recipient, regardless of the length of lime on assistance, to participate in me work. program. 
The JOBS participation standards and targeting requirements would be eliminated (Section 203) and 
replaced with new work program participation standards .. States would be required [0 emoil a percentage 
of the adult caseload in work activities for at least 35 boors per week (or in work activities for at least 
30 hours per week and job ~earcb for at least 5 hours per week). At least one parent in a UP family 
wquld be required to participate in work activities fur 32 hours per week. The State must combine 
AFDC and lhe cash vatue of food assistance received for UPS. 

The participation standard. would be as follows: l percent for FY 1996; 4 percent for FY 1997; 8 
percent for FY 1998; 12 percent for FY 1999; 17 percent for FY 2000; 29 percent for FY 2001; 40 
percent for FY 2002; and 50 percent for FY 2003 and each fiscal year thereafter, It appears that States 
which failed to meet the work participation rare would have their Federal matching funds from the new 
work program funding stream for the fol1owing fiscal year reduced by 25 percent. 

The PRA would provide for additional matching funds to cover the cost of the work program, A State 
wbich bad drawn down its full allotment of Federal matChing funds from the JOBS capped entitlement 
would be reimbursed for expenditures on the work program beyond that amoUnt from this new stream 
of funding. The amount of new funding made available would be $500 minion for FY 96, $900 million 
for FY 97. $1.8 billion for FY 98. $2.7 billion for FY 99 and $4 billion for FY 2000. 

SanctioDs. For the first 24 months on AFOC. States may impose sanctiom 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 fulfiU the required number of hours in work: activities, the grant is pro rated based 
on the number of hours worked (this only appUes to those who have receive aid for more than 24 
cumulative months). The Stale may suspend or terminate eligibility an individual's eligibility for aid if 
s/he has been sanctioned on three or more occasions. 



PtnonaJ RetponsihWty Act summary of provisions - conJi1WJ!d 	 DRAFI'-.,..3 

• 
Time Limits. Adults who had received aid for 60 cumulative months after the effective of the bin is not 
eligible for aid, There are no exemptions from this lime limit. At Slate 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 al least J2 cumulative months and have been offered a work 

" 	placel1)ent at the outset. 

Child Care. It does not appear that AFDC recipients required to participafe in the new mandatory work 
program would be guaranteed child care. This is problematic, given that the bill strikes the prohibition 
against sanctioning an AFDC recipient for nonparticipatlon if child care is not available. It also appears 
that recipients leaving welfare for work would no longer be guaranteed a year of transitional chjld care. 
The bill does state in a sense of the Congress section that priority in the work program should be given 
to older preschool or school-age children. (note child care funding is placed under the cap in Title III) 

Seelion 202«) 	Other provisions relating to unemployed parents 

The PRA would aUow all Slates to limit UP eligibility to as few as 6 months in a 13 month period. 

Section lO2(d) Elimination or certain JOBS program r<quirements 

The PRA also makes certain changes to the JOBS progrwn including: 

(I) 	 Eliminate JOBS targeting and AFDC participation rate standards. Maintain participation rate 
requirements for AFDC-Us (except for 1998). 

• 
(2) Eliminate all current law exemptions, Eliminate State option to require both parents of AFDC

UP case to participate, if child care is guaranteed. 
(3) 	 Eliminate current law sanctioning provisions, including provision which allows individuals to 

refuse a job offer if it results in a net loss of income. 
(4) 	 Eliminate the provision in which the State cannot require partIcipation in job search for those who 

are exempted. 

Section 103 	 Work supplementation program amendments 

The Personal Responsibility Act would make a number of changes to the work supplementation program. 
Sllltes would be pennitted 10 use not only AFDC benefilS but also the cash value of food aid th"would 
be provided 10 the family under the new fOOd assistance block grant (see Title V of the PRA) to subsidize 
the wages of a work supplementation participant. ]t would also remove the ban on placing work 
supplementation participarus in established unfilled vacancies-eliminadng the new jobs requirement in 
current law. 

Section 204 	 Payments to .tat.. for certain individuals .-.ce!vIng food ass_ from the St<ite 
wbo perfonn work on behalf of the State 

• 

The Employment and Training Program is eliminated (the Food Stamp Act is repealed; see Tille V) and 
replaced by a work requirement for nonexempt individuals receiving aid under the food assistance bJock 
grant. Nonexempt recipients of food aid are required to perform 32 hoors of work per month on behalf 
of the State or a subdivision, regardless of employment status. Food assistance program recipients who 
failed to comply would have their food aid reduced on a pro-rated basis. Stales would receive $20 
(adjusted for inflation) for each none;tempt food assistance recipient who met the work standard during 
a given month. 
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TITLE III - CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWl1l OF WELFARE SPIlNDING 

SectioDs 301 	 Cap on growth of Federal spending on certaln welfare PfOgrams 

Federa! spending during. fiscal year on AFDC, the AFDC-related child care programs, the Child 
'SupporfEnforcement program, SSI. housing assistance'and the mandatorY work program established by 
the Republican proposal would be capped al a level equal to the IOlal estimated Federal spending on the 
designated programs during the pfeceding fiscal year. adjusted for inflation and the change in the size of 
the poverty population. 

Section 30Z 	 CODve...ion of AFDC and SS) from ..,1111_ to discretionary 

The Personal Responsibility Act also convens the Family Suppon programs (AFDC. the AFDC-related 
child care programs, the Child Support Enforcement program) and Supplemental Security Income from 
entitlement programs into discretionary programs. 

TITLIl IV - RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALmNS 

Section 401 	 Ineligibility of All..,. for Public Welf.... _ .. 

Legal immigrants would be denied access to benefits under 60 Federal programs induding pubHc health, 
child immunization, and child nutrition programs as wen as AFDC. SST and regular Medicaid. Legal 
immigrants would 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 have one more year of eligibility before becoming ineligible. 

Section 401 	 Stale AFDC Agencies Required 10 Repon Information Regarding Illego! AIlens to 
the INS 

Slate agencies would be required (0 provide the Immigration and Naturalization Service the name, 
address, and other identifying infonnation that the agency has with respect to any individual unlawfuJly 
in the United States with citizen children. 

TITLJ:: V - CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSIST ANCIl PROGRAMS 

SocIIon SOl 	 Food assistance block grant program 

AU food assistance programs would be replaced with a Food Assistance B}ock Grant Program, Funding 
fOT Fiscal Vear (FV) 1996 is set at S35.6 billion. Funding for subsequent years would be adjusted for 
food price inflation and population increases. Funding would be apportioned among Srates based on the 
proponion of the economically disadvantaged population living in each State, 

States could use no more than five percent of their grant for program administration. In addition, each 
State would be required to spend a minimum of 12 percent on food assistance and nutrition education for 
women, infants, ~d young children and a minimum of 20 percent on child nutrition programs; i.e.• 
school lunch and breakfast programs. child care food programs. food service programs in institutions. 
and summer food service programs. The 12 percent and 20 percent minimums could be lowered at State 
request with USDA approval. States are directed to use grant funds to provide food assistance to 
economically disadvantaged individuals and families, 
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Penonal Responsibility Art sumnwy of provisions - cDtl.1intu!d 	 DRAFr-_' 

The proposal repeals all existing authority for food assistance programs. aU authority to estabJish nutrition 
standards for these programs. and all authority to provide nutrition education to anyone other than 
women. infants and their young cltildren. 

This provision would replace USDA'5 authority under current law to purchase commodities and donate 
them to States and institufions with the authority to sen surplus conunodities to States. 

TITLE VI· EXPANDING STATIJTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES 

Section fiIll 	 OptIon to convert AFDC loto a block grant 

The Personal Responsibi1ity Act would permit States to receive. in lieu of reimbursement for expenditures 
on AFDC benefits am! services (including the JOBS prognun), a block gnm' equal '0 103 percen' of 'he 
total Federal share of such expenditures for FY 1992. A State electing this option would not be subject 
to any AfDC 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 program, 

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 armual1y detailing the 
expenditure of these funds. If the Secretary detennined that a State had expended funds from the block 
grant for any other purpose, its block grant would be reduced by 20 percent. 

Section 602 	 Option to T ..... t New Residents of • State Under Rules of Fonner Stat. 

States have an option to limit AFDC benefits to the level of the families' previous State until the family 
has resided in the new State for twelve consecutive months, Other eligibility rules of the former State 
may apply as well. 

Section 603 	 Option to Impose Penalty for Fall"", to Attend Sebool 

At State option. aid may be reduced up to $15 per month for each parent under 21 who has not completed 
secondary school (or its equivalent) and does not meet minimum attendance requirements at an 
educational institution in the preyious month. Thls sanction can also applied for each dependent child 
in a family receiving aid who does not meet m.inimwn attendance requirements at an educational 
institution in the previous month. 

Section fillS . 	Option to disregard Income and ............ designated for educadon, training, 
employability, or related to self-employment 

1. 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 for education or training.· Qf purchase of a horne or car or moving expenses. 
These funds would not count toward the AFDC resource limit: stales could also choose to disregard the 
interest and dividend income generated from the account 

2. Lump Sum Income 
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• 
At State option, non~recurring lump sum income (earned and unearned) would be excluded so long as 
the income is placed in a qualified asset account. 

3. Microenterprises 

• 


~At State option~ $10:000 in net worth'in a microenterprise'owned in 'whole or in part by a"family'member 
may be disregarded from the resource limit for a period nol to exceed two years. 

Section 606 	 State option to require attendance at parenting and money management classes. and 
prior approval or any action that would result in a change of school for a dependent 
child 

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 Stale agency before 
making any change in a dependent child's educational institution. 

TITLE VII - DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS 

Sedion 701 	 AFDC r<ciplenl$ ""JUired to undergo necessary subs/an"" abuse treatment as a 
conditio. of re<elving AFDC 

Recipients who are detennined by States to be addicted to alcohol or drugs must be required to participate 
in substance abuse treatment. if available. and mu~t 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 
Jose their AFDC eJigibility for a period of2 years, Medicaid benefits would continue, however, 

• 
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TITLE I 

Sec. 100 
Sec. 101 
Sec. 102 
Sec. 103 
Sec. 104 
Sec. 105 
Sec. 106 
Sec. 107 

Sec. 108 
Sec. 109 

TITLE II 

Sec. 201 
Sec. 202 
Sec. 203 
Sec. 204 

TITLE III 

Sec. 301 
Sec. 302 
Sec. 303 

TITLE IV 

Sec. 401 
Sec. 402 

TITLE V 

Sec. SOl 
Sec. 502 
Sec. S03 
Scc.504 
Sec. 505 
Sec. 506 

The Personal Responsibility Act 
and Family Reinforcement Act 

House Republican Proposal to Congress 

Analysis of Major Provisions 

Personal Responsibllity Act 

REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY 

Sense of Congress 
Reduction or denial of AFDC for certain children whose paternity is not established 
Teens receiving AFDC required to' live at home 
Earlier pa<emity establishment efforts by Stales 
Increase in paternity establishment percentage 
Denial of AFDC for certain children born out-of~wediock 
Denial of AFDC for additional children 
State option to deny AFDC benefits to children born ouro()f~wedlock to individuals aged 
18, 19,20, and to deny such benefits and housing benefits to such individuals 
Grants to States for assistance to children born outo{}f~wedlock 
Removal of barriers to interaethnic adoption 

REQUIRING WORK 

Findings; intent; statement of purpose 
Work program 
Work Supplementation program amendments 
Payments to States for ~rtain individuals receiving food assistance from the State who 
perfonu work: on behalf of the Stare 

CAPPING TIlE AGGREGATE GROWfH OF WELFARE SPENDING 

Cap on growth of Federal spending on certain welfare programs ." 
Conversion of funding under certain welfare programs 
Savings from welfare spending limits to be used for deficit reduction 

RESl'RICTING WELFARE FOR AlJENS 

Ineligibility of aliens for public welfare assistance 
State AFDC agencies required to provide information on illegal aliens to INS 

CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Food assistance block grant program 
Availability of Federal coupon system to Slates 
Authority to seU Federal surplus commodities 
Definitions 
Repealers; amendments 
Effecti¥e date; application of repealers and amendments 



TITLE VI EXPANDING STATUTORY FLEXlBILI1Y OF STATES 

• 500.601 Option to convert ArDC into a block grant program 
500.602 Option to treat new residents of a state under rules (If a former state 
Scc.603 Option to impose a penalty for failure to attend school 
Sec. 604 Option to provide married couple transition benefit 
Sec. 605 Option to disregard income and resources designared for education, training, and 

employability, or related self..employment 
Sec. 606 Option require attendance at parenting: and money management classes, and prior 

approval of any actton that would result in a change of school for a dependent child 

TITLE VII DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS 

Sec. 701 AFDC recipients required to undergo necessary substance abuse treatment as a condition 
of receiving AFDC 

TITLE VIII EFFECTIVE DATE 

Sec. 801 Effective date 

• 

• 
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PERsoNAL REsPoNSIBILITY Acr 

TITLE I • REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY 

Section 101 Reduction or denial of AFDe for certain cltildren whose paternity is not established 

House Republican Proposal 

Children for whom paternity has not been legally established would be ineligible for AFDC benefits but 
remain eligible for Medicaid benefits, This provision applies to all children of AFDC applicants. 
Exceptions would be made for children conceived as a result of rape or incest, or for cases where the 
State determines 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 mother and remaining children would 
receive APDC benefits if the rtlative claiming such aid provides the names of not morc than d1.Tee 
individuals who may be the biological father. The relative must provide addresses of the individuals or 
if not known, addresses of immediate relatives. 

Analysis 

Ifa mother were to cooperate funy, she and her child wouJd have no ability to speed the paternity process 
and would be penalized if the State experienced delays. Even when mothers cooperate. paternity 
establishment takes time or may not occur. The PRA puts the burden almost entirely on the mother; the 
State agency faces few consequences if it does little or nothing to establish paternity. 

Section 102 Teens Receiving AFDe Required to Live at Home 

House Republican ProptmxJ 

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 untii after the effective date of October 1. 1995. 

Analysis 

Since unmarried teens under age 18 are denied AFDC benefits (see Section lOS), this provision would 
primarily apply to those who were 18 years of age. 

Seetion 104 Inc...... in paternity establishment percentage 

House Republican Proposal . 

The paternity establishment percema:ge 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 10% per year to be in compliance. 

Analysis 

The Republican bill stipulates specific and very high paternity standards which would be extremely 
difficult to achieve. Only a few States have come close to meeting the percentages m.andated by the bill. 
Moot States do not have sufficient resources to work their current caseloads and wlU have even less ability 
to do so under the PRA, which caps CSE spending. Oddly. the but does not provide fur penalties in the 
event that States faU to meet these rates, Under current practice, audit penalties are rarely taken. 
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Section 105 	 Denial of AFDC for certain children born out..(}f~wedlock 

HOU58 Republican Proposal 

In cases where an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th birthday. AFDC claims with respect to 
that child would be permanendy denied. The mother and child could become eligible in the future only 
if the mother marries the biological father (as detennined by the State) or she has legal custody of the 
child and marries an individual WM 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 date were before the Republican proposal's effective date, October 1. 1995, 
There are no exceptions to this policy. including cases of rape and incest, 

Analysis 

Research indicates that welfare bas no significant impact on non-marital births. Thus, denial of benefits 
to teen mothers will not significantly reduce the number of children born to unwed mothers under nge 
18. By denying AFDC benefits to most single parents under age 18, the PRA has no mechanism for 
keeping these parents in school or providing them with training. If. however. the young teen mother has 
another chiJd after she rums 18, she and the second child would be eligible for aid while the first child 
would remain ineligible. This policy could also result in an increase in abortion rates, 

Sectioo 106 	 Denial of AFDC for additionnl children (mandatory fsmlly cap) 

House Republican Proposal 

AFDC benefits must be denied to additional children born to families already receiving welfare or to 
additional children of on-going AFDC famiUes that received welfare at any time during the 10 month 
period ending with the birth of the child. 

Sectioo 107 	 State option to daly AFOC benefits to children oom out-of-wodlock to individuals 
aged 18, 19, or 20. and to deny housing benefits to suclJ individuals 

House Republican Proposal 

The stipulations for denying AFDC benefits described under Section 106 may be extended to mothers 
lhrough age 20, at the State's discretion. The State also has the discretion to deny housing benefits under 
the same provisions, 

Analysis 

Research evidence suggests that limiting access to ArDe will not eliminate the majority of out'·of~ 
wedlock births among teens. 

Section lOS 	 Grants to States For Assistance to Children Born Out-of-WedIock 

House Republican Proposal 

A portion of the funds saved from denying AFDC benefits to young unmarried mothers and their out~of~ 
wedlock children will be used to fund grants to States to discourage outMof-wedJock births and care for 
children born out*of~wed(ock. 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 c1ose1y supervised residential group homes for unwed mothers, or any other related program the 
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• State sees fit to fund. States may not use tne grant funds for abortion services. including any counseling 
or advising with respect to abortion, 

Analysis 

The grant fonnula further assumes that the number of young families with children born out of wedlock 
and eligible for AFDC will not increase beyond the number that received AFDC in 1994. However, if 
out of wedlock childbearing continues to increase, despite the proposed policy change, States will be 
faced with increasing nwnbers of children in need of orphanages, temporary shelters, foster care, etc. 
but no additional federal support to respond to these needs. 

Section 109 Removal of Barriers to Interethnic Adoption 

House Republican Proposal 

Provisions are similar to those in the Metzenbaum amendment. 

Analysis 

• 
The Republican proposal differs from recently enacted law. including: (1) the 'needs oftbe child" is not 
explicitly mentioned; (2) the provision that race/ethnicity alone may not be used to deny a child an 
adoptive placement, but may be one of a number of factors used to make placement decisions was 
removed; (3) the requirement that child welfare agencies make diHgent efforts to recruit f'?Ster and 
adoptive families that reflect the racial and ethnic diversity of the children for whom foster and adoptive 
homes are needed is not included; (4) no deadJines for agencies to comply with or provide guidance 
regarding the new law is included. 

TITLE II - RF.QUlRING WORK 

_0.202(0) Work program 

H••se Republicon Proposal 

lOBS. The State may not provide subsidized non-work activities - such as education and training (Le. 
lOBS) - to an AFDC recipient for more than a total of 24 months (whether or not consecutive). There 
is no requirement for the State to operate a JOBS program and there are no participation requirements 
ror the JOBS program (as discusS«! in Section 202(b).) 

• 

WORK, States are required to estabHsh a work program (work supplementation, commtlnity work 
experience. 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 particjpate in the work program. 
The JOBS participation srandards and targeting requirements would be eliminated (Section 203) and 
replaced lA':ith new work program participation standards. States would be required to enroll a. pereenmge 
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 ac least S hours per week). At least one parent in a UP family 
would be required to panicipate in work 'activities for 32 hours per week. The State must combine 
AFDC and the cash value of food assistance received for UP!L 

The participation standards would be as follows: '2 percent for FY 1996; 4 percent for FY 1997; 8 
percent for PY 1998; 12 percent for FY 1999; 17 percent for FY 2000; 29 percent for FY 2001; 40 
percent for FY 2002; and 50 percent for FY 2003 and each fIScal year thereafter, It appears that States 
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which failed to meet the work participation rate would have their Federal matching funds from the new 
work program funding stream for the fohowing fiscal year reduced by 25 percent. 

,, 
The PRA would provide for additional matching funds to cover the cost of the work program. A State 
which bad drawn down its full allotment of Federal matching funds from the JOBS capped entItlement 
would be reimbursed for expenditures on the work program beyond that amount from this new stream 
of funding. The amounl of new funding ~ade 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 billion for FY 2000. 

Sanctions. For the first 24 months on AFDC, Slales 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 gram is pro rated based 
on the number of hours worked (this only applies to those who have receive aid for more than 24 
cumulative months). The State may suspend or terminate eligibility an individual's eligibility for aid if 
s/he has been sanctioned on three or more occasions. 

Time Limits. Adults who had received aid for 60 cumuJative months after the effective of the bilt is not 
eligible for aid. There are no exemptions from this time limit. At State option. the Stare may terminate 
the eligibility for aid of any family if they have received aid for 24 cumulative months and have been 
required to participate in a work program for at least 12 cumu1ative months and have been offered a work 
placement at the outset. 

Child Care, It does not appear that AFDC recIpients required to panicjpat~ in the new mandatory work 
program would be guaranteed child care. This is problematic, given that the bill strikes the prohibition 
against sanctioning an AFDC recipient for nonparticipation if child care is not avalla~le. It also appears 
that recipients leaving welfare for work would no longer be guaranteed a year of transitional child care. 
The bill does state in a sense of tM Congress section that priority in the work program should be given 
to 01der preschoo1 or school-age children. (note child care funding is p1aced under the cap in Tide III) 

Analysis 

The Personal Responsibility Act effectively replaces the lOBS program with a new mandatory work 
program. While States are permitted to provide education and training services for up to two years (see 
Section 201), they are in no way required to do so-there are no participation standards with respect to 
the JOBS program (see Section 203). They art, however, manda~ed to enroll a steadily increasing 
percentage of the caseload in work activities. The growth of the work program would almost certainly 
crowd out virtually all education and trahiing services. 

The number of recipients required to participate in JOBS under current law represents about 41 percent 
of the total number of AFDC cases. Under the Personal Responsibility Act. ex.emptions would be 
eliminated. The participation rate of 17 percent mandated by the PRA for FY 2000 would be equivalent 
to a 41 percent participation rate using the JOBS-mandatory caseload as the denominator. To achieve 
the SO percent rate set for FY 2003, a State would have to enroll in the work program a number of 
participants greater than the entire JOBS-mandatory caseload under curreru law. 

Meeting the rates set hy the bill for FY 2002 :and subsequent years might require enroHing virtually all 
able-bodied recipients in work activities, which would leave States unable to provide education and 
training services to any recipients. regardless of employability or literacy level. States might be left with 
no option bur 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. 
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• Under the Republican proposal, even individuals who are willing to work could be denied benefits, 
regardless of whether or not they are employable or are caring for a disabled child. States would be 
required to enroll individuals for 35 hours a week, regardless of family size, Consequently, many 

• 


participants would in effect be working for less than the minimum wage, 

Sanctioning of persons on assistance for less than 24 months would be left to the discretion of States ~. 
a result which does not ensure that clients are adequately protected. Also, there are 00 grievance 
procedures to ensure [he individuals are treated fairly on the job. 

Section 202«) Otll<r provisions relating to unemployed par<!flts 

The PRA would allow all States to limit UP eligibility to as few as 6 months in a 13 month period. 

Section l02(d) Elimination of certain JOBS program requiremeots 

The PRA also makes certain changes to til< lOBS program including: 
(1) 	 Eliminate lOBS targeting and AFDC participation rate srandards. :Maintain participation rate 

requirements for AFDC·U, (except for 1998). 
{2} 	 Eliminate aU current law exemptions. Bliminate State option to require both parents of AFOC

UP case to participate. if child care is guaranteed. 
(3} 	 Eliminate current law sanctioning provisions, including provision which allOWS individuals to 

refuse a job offer if it results in a net loss of income. 
(4) 	 Eliminate the provision in which the State cannot require participati<;'l" lnjob search for those who 

are exempted, 

Section 203 Work supplementation program amendments 

The Personal Responsibility Act would make a number of-changes 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 Tide V of the PRA) to subsidize 
the wages of a work supplementation participant. It would also remove the ban on placing work 
supplementation participants in established unfilled vacancies-eliminating the new jobs requirement in 
current law. 

Section 204 Payments to states for certain individuals receiving food assistance from the State 

The Employment and Training Program is eliminated (the Food Stamp Act is repealed; see Title V) and 
replaced by a work requirement for nonexempt individuaJs receiving aid under the food assistance block 
grant. Nonexempt recipients of food aid are required to perfonn 32 hours of work per month on behalf 
of the State 01' a subdivision, regardless of employment status. Food assistance program recipients who 
failed to comply would have their food a_d reduced on a pro--rated basis. States would receive $20 
(adjusted for inflation) for each nonexentpt food assistance recipient who met the work standard during 
a given month. 

Analysis 

• The Republican proposal provides only $20 per month in Federal funds to the States for the cost of 
placing a nonexempt recipient of food aid in work activities for the required 32 hours per month. MDRe 
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 recipients who are nor in the AFDC program. 
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TITLE III· CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTIl OF WELFARE SPENDING 

House Republican Proposal 

Sed:iOIlS 301 Cap on growth of Federal spending on certain welfare programs 

Federal spending during a fiscal year on AFDC. the AFDC-related child care programs. the Child 
Support Enforcement program, SS1, 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 fiscal year. adjusted for inflation and the change in the size of 
the poverty population, 

SectIon 302 Conversion of AIDC and SSI from entitlement to discretionary 

The Personal Responsibility Act aloo converts the Family Support programs (AFDC, the AFDC-related 
child cate programs, the Child Support Enfo.-cement program) and Supplemental Security Income from 
entitlement programs into discretionary programs. 

Analysis 

A 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 remain within the cap. SSI 
outlays, for elUU1lple, are expected to ri,e a1moot 10 percent from FY 1996 to FY 1997, and by more than 
10 percent from FY 1997 to FY 1998 and from FY 1998 to FY 1999. Inclusion of the new work 
program is particularly problematic. since the program would grow much more rapidly than inflation and 
the poverty popUlation during the phase~!n period, 

The inc1usion of the Child Support Enforcement program could be questioned. given that the program 
is in some respects quite cost~effective. The benefits from the program are, however, divided quite 
unevenly between the States and the 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. The cap would be adjusted fur 
the change in the poverty population. Unfortunately. thi' adjustment would probably be lagged by two 
fun years, which cou1d have the unimended effect of reducing the cap during a year of eoonomi~ 
recession and increasing the cap during a year of economic recovery. 

Funding for AFDC. AFOC-related child care, the IV~D program and S5l 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, Child support enforcement services 
might be denied to some custodial mothers; entry into the AFDC system might become the only way to 
access IV-D services. Some States might opt to eliminate their At·Risk or Transitional ChHd Care 
programs entirely in order to continue providing cash benefits to needy families. 
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• TITLE IV - RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS 

Section 401 	 Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welfare Assistance 

House Republican Proposal 

Legal inunigrants would be denied access to benefits under 60 Federal programs including public health. 
child immunir.ation. and child nutrition programs as well as AFDC, SSI and regular Medicaid. Legal 
immigrants would be eligible to receive emergency Medicaid, The legislation would exempt lega' 
innnigrants over age 75 that have 5 years continuous residence and refugees in their first six years of 
residence in the United States, lnunigrants receiving current benefits under any of the 60 programs 
would have one more year of eligibility before becoming ineligible. 

Most of the immigrants affected by the Republican proposal are earlier arrivals who would have their 
benefits taken away retroactively. Under the PRA legal immigrants who become disabled within S years 
of entry into the United States, or who lose their job through no fault of their own would be ineligible 
for any kind offederal assistance. CBO esthnate$ that approximately 1.5 million legal irrnnigrarus would 
be affected in the first year of implementation, Almost 1 million elderly and disabled legal immigrants 
would have their SS( and Medicaid benefits taken away from them. 

• 
The Republican proposal creates a threat to general pubHc health by denying basic public health services 
to low-income legal innnigrants.. Denying immunization services to legal immigrants would undermine 
decades of efforts to eradicate the presence of various diseases in society. 

Denying federal assistance to aU legal immigrants will merely shift the legitimate and necessary costs of 
certain assistance (e,g" medical care under Medicaid) to state and local governments - or other entities 
such as hospitals -~ already reeling from tight fiscal pressures. 

Section 402 	 State AFDC Agencies Required to Report Infonnation Regarding Illegal AIlens I<> 
the INS 

House Republican Proposal 

State agencies would be required to provide the Immigration and Naturalization Service the name, 
address. and other identifying infonnation that the agency has with respect to any individual unlawfully 
in the United States ·with citizen children. 

TITLE V - CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Section SOl 	 Food assistan<:e block grant program 

House Republican ProJ)Qsal 

• 
The PRA would replace virtually all domestic food programs, inclodiog food stamps, WIC, and the 
school lunch program with a Food Assistance Block Grant. ending their entitlement status, The bi1! 
would set a celling on how much could be appropriated for the block grant. 

Funding for the block grant would be set at a level 10 percent less than the current services estimate of 
$35.6 billion for food assistance programs for FY 1996 and $3 billion below spending for this: year, 
Funding for subsequent years would be adjusted fur food price inflation and population increases. 
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Personal Responsibility Act summary analysis - continued DRAFT - page 8 

Funding would be apportioned among States based on the proportion of the economically disadvantaged 
population living in each State. This gap widens to $7 billion in FY 2000, with reductions over five 
years of nearly $31 billion. 

States could use no more than five percent of their grant for program administration. In addition, each 
State would be required to spend a minimum of 12 percent on food assistance and nutrition education for 
women, infants. and young children and a minimum of 20 percent on child nutrition programs; i.e., 
school lunch and breakfast programs, child care food programs. food service programs in institutions, 
and summer food service programs. The 12 percent and 20 percent minimums could be lowered at State 
request with USDA approval. States are directed to use grant funds to provide food assistance to 
economically disadvantaged individuals and families. 

The proposal repeals all existing authority for food assistance programs, all authority to establish nutrition 
standards for these programs, and all authority to provide nutrition education to anyone other than 
women, infants and their young children. 

Analysis 

The bill would fundamentally change the very character of food assistance programs - eliminating all 
national standards and the guarantee of assistance for millions of low-income Americans - and require 
a massive redistribution of benefits. The proposed fonnula for distributing grant funds among the States 
bears little relatiofl'ihip to the existing distribution of program funds. With the overall reduction in. 
funding, mOst States would lose but a few States would gain Federal funding. In some ifl'itances, the 
gaifl'i and losses may be substantial: California stands to gain the most - more than $800 million; Texas 
loses the most -- more than $1 billion. In addition, if enacted, the bill would have potentially serious 
implicatiofl'i for American agriculture and the food industry. 

More than 45 million Americafl'i receive assistance through at least one of USDA's food assistance 
programs every month. The Food Stamp Program alone serves about 27 million people monthly, more 
than half of whom are children and about 10 percent of whom are elderly. The National School Lunch 
Program serves 25 million children each day. WIC provides food assistance, nutrition education, and 
critical health care referrals to nearly 7 million women, infants, and children monthly. Because the 
proposed bill eliminates all national standards, there is no guarantee that these needy Americans will 
continue to receive nutrition assistance. Some will lose eligibility altogether while others may remain 
eligible but for less aid. 

Elimination of the entitlement will also severely impair the ability of food assistance programs to respond 
to changing economic conditions. Historically, most food programs have automatically expanded to meet 
increased need when the economy is in recession and contracted when the economy is growing. The 
indexing provisions in the proposal do not offer the same automatic adjustment. Under this bill, States 
will have to choose between absorbing additional costs or denying or reducing benefits to some families 
in need in the next recession. 

Furthermore, there is no guarantee that the funding level specified in the proposal will actually be 
appropriated. All food assistance funding will be discretionary and thus will be forced to compete for 
limited discretionary funds. Moreover, each future year grant is based on the previous year's 
appropriation. If funding for the Food Assistance Block Grant is reduced in one year to support other 
priorities. funding for future fiscal years would also be pennanently lower. This further jeopardizes the 
programs' ability to help those in need, particularly in times of poor economic growth. 
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Section 503 Authority to sell F_ surplus commodities 

House Republican Propl)saJ 

This provision would repla<:e USDA's authority under current law to purchase commodities and donate 
them to States and institutions with the authority to sell surplus commodities to States, 

Analysis 

Eliminating USDA's authority to buy commodities for donarions to States eliminates the ability to provide 
responsive, short-term support to agricultural markets. It also diminishes the value of assistanee by 
prohibiting USDA from using its super,or purchasing power to acquire non-surplus commodities on behalf 
of schools. Funhermore it threatens the network of private emergency food assistance providers. who 
rely on government-donated commodities and administrative funding to support distribution of privately 
donated food to low-income households. 

TITLE VI· EXPANDING STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES 

Se<tlon 601 Option to convert AFDC into • block grant 

Hause Republican Proposal 

The Personal Responsibiiity Act would permit Stales to receive. in lieu of reimbursement for expenditures 
on AFDC benefits and services (including !he JOBS program), a block grailt equal to 103 percent of the 
total Federal share of such expenditures for FY 1992. A State electing this option would not be subject 
to Rny AFDC 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 program. 

The State would. however, be required to use the block.-granted funds to operate a program providing 
benefits to needy families with dependent chUdren. and to submit a repon annually detailing the 
ex.penditure of these funds. If the Secretary determined that a State had expended funds from the block 
grant for any other purpose, its block grant would be reduced by 20 percent. 

Analysis 

It is not clear that a State electing the block grant would be guaranteed an amount equal to 103 percel1t 
of the FY 1992 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 blt)Ck~gran[ed 
funds WQuld be included within the cap on welfare spending established by Tille III of the bill. If the 
block*granted funds were subject to the cap and the reductions required by the cap fell disproportionately 
on AFDC and the block-granted funds, there might not be adequ.ate dollars available to provide the full 
amount to each State opting for the block grant. 

The block grant would be set at !O3 percent of !he PY 1992 Federal sbere of AFDC spending (benefits 
and services, including JOBS), with no adjustment for inflation, A State electing the block grant option 
for FY 1999, for example, would receive for that year an amount equal to 103 percent of its FY 1992 
Federal funding for AFDC and related services, the real value of which 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 the number of needy families with children, 
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Section 602 	 Option to Treat New Residents of B State Under Rules of Fonner State 

Ifou.. Republican Proposal 

States have an option to limit AFDC benefits to the level of the families' previous State until the fwnily 
has resided in the new State for twelve consecutive months, Other eligibility rules of the former State 
may apply as well. 

Analysis 

The provision appears to rest on the asswnption that low-income famUies make location decisions based 
on State AFDC benefit levels. Many studies indicate. however, that benefit levels do not have a 
significant impact tm the migration decision. 

Section 603 	 Option to Impose Penalty for Failure to Attend Sdloot 

House Republican Proposal 

At State option. aid may be reduced up to $75 per month for each parent under 21 who has not completed 
secondary school (or its equivalent) and does not meet minimum attendance requirements at an 
educational institution in !he previous month. This sanction can also applied for eacl1 dependent child 
in a family receiving aid who does not meet minimum attendance requirements at an educational 
institution in the previous month. 

Analysis 

Evidence on the effects of this proposal for teen parents is mixed, An evaluation of the LEAP program, 
which combined bonuses, sanctions. and case management to encourage the school attendance of teen 
parents, produced positive results on school enrollment and completion. However, LEAP produced 
smaBer effects on school drop-oots. compared to those who were still in school when the program began. 
Thus, the effects of this provision on encouraging school completion by drop-outs may be limited, 

The effects of the prOVision on dependent chi14ren is also Wlctear. An evaluation of the Wisconsin's 
Leamfare demonstration indicated the program has been ineffective. but the results have been questioned. 

Section 605 	 Option to disregard income and lVOUJ'Cf;'S designated for education, training, 
employability, or reWOO to self-employment 

Houst Republican Proposal 

1. Qualified Asset Accounts 

The Republican proposal gives States the option to allow an AFDC unit [0 set aside up to $W.OOO in a 
qualified asset account for education or training. or purcl1ase of a home or car or moving expenses. 
These funds would not count toward the AFDC resource limit; states oould also choose to disregard the 
interest and dividend income generated from the account. 

2. Lump Sum [ne-omc 

At State option, non-recurring (ump sum income (earned and unearned) would be excluded so long as 
the income is placed in a qualified asset au;ounL 



Pusonal RespOlm1rillly Act $l.ttlUlW)' analysis - «md~ 	 DRAIT -P'Ilo 11 

• 3. Microenterorises 

At State option, $10,000 in net worth in a microenterprise owned in whole or in part by a family member 
may be disregarded from the resource limit for a period not to exceed two years, 

• 


TITLE VII " DRUG TESTING FOR WEI~FARE RECIPIENTS 

Section 701 	 AFDe recipients required to undergo necessary substance abuse treatment as a 
condition of "",,"ving AFDC 

House Republican Proposal 

Re<.:ipierus who arc determined by Slates 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 
panlcipation 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 of2 years, Medicaid benefits would continue, however. 

Analysis 

The Republican proposal makes the requirements of Ihose the Slate identifies as "addicted,1> The 
"'addicted" population could be interpreted to be broader than those who meet the medical definition 
(including the physiological component) of alcohol or drug dependence . 

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 
Republican proposal requires that States institute a regime of testing on anyone detennined to be addicted 
to alcohol or otber drugs. How a positive test would be interpreted however, is unclear. PotentiaUy, 
tbe emphasis on drug testing implies that a positive drug screen would result in expulsion from AFDC. 
Most of those on AFDC with significant substance abuse problems (as in the general population) are 
alcoholics, not illicit drug abusers. Drug testing will not adequately detemrine compliance for these 
persons. 
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• 	
SECTION~By-SECTION CHANGES TO THE PERsoNAL REsroNSlBIllTY ACT 

TITLE I 	 REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY 

Sec. 100 Sel!Se of Congress 
.. "Sec~'lOI ,. 'Reduction"Of aenial'of"AFDCfQf certain -children whose -paternity is not establishea 

• 	 Under the old bill it was unclear whether the intent was to apply the requiremenr immediately 
to the entire existing caseload as well as to new applicants. 
applications Jor aid after the effective dale, 

Sec. 102 Teens receiving AFDC required to Jive at home 
Sec. 103 Earlier paternity establishment efforts by States 
Sec. 104 Increase in paternity establishment percentage 

• No additional changes to sections 100-104, 

The new bill clearly applies only 

Sec. lOS 	 Denial of AFDC for certain children born out-of-wedlock 

• 
• Section 105 now applies to ail children born ·on Of after the ef!eClive date of this paragraph. " 

This implies that under the new bill. with respect to out-ofwed/ock children bom 10 teens, a 
child born before the effective dilte weuld be eligible for AFDC, regardless oj when the mother 
filed the claim. Whereas under the old bili, a child born before the effective date would only 
be eligible if the mother filed before the ejJeaive date, 

• 	 Uftlier new provisions, those ineligible due to this section would be eligibie for Medicaid. 

Sec. 106 Denial of AFDC for additional children 

• 	 The dtfiltition of additional children f,r clarified; under the old hili, a woman pregnnnt with 
her first child at the time ojher firsl AFDC claim would be denied benefits if she applied jar 
benefits after that child was born because 1hat child would mistakenly be counted as an 
additionni child. The new bill corrects that. Under new provisions, again, those ineligible 
due 10 this section would be eligible Jor Medicaid, 

• 	 The new bill clarifies that eligibility for Joster care mainenance payments and adoptoin 
assistance payments will not be affected. 

\ 

Sec. 107 	 State option to deny AFDC benefits to children born our~of~wedlock to individuals 
aged 18. 19.20, and to deny such benefits and housing benefits to such individua1s 

• 	 The new bill clarifies that eligibility for joster mre mainenat2ct payments and adoptoin 
assisrance payments will not be affected, However, the bill is silent 011 eligibility jor 
Medicaid, 

• 	 No changes were made wirh regard to rhe effective date, however, ,his may be an oversight on 
their part, The changes made to sections 105 with respect to limitation on applicability 

• 	
should have been made for this sectIon also. 



• 
• No Change to houslng bentifits. 

Sec. 108 Grants to States for assistance to children born out-{)f~wedlock 

• 	 The new bill forbids States from,~prolliding cash payments to all individual. WilD is the parent 
oj a child born o'r;Jwofwedlock or to lhe child." This is stronge,"anguage and covers all 
living situations. It ensures that regardless oj where the child lives (i,e., with or without the 
mother) the child will not receive cash benefits under any drcu1T}Slances, 

.. 	 The method ofcalculation for determining the excluded popularion (which is wed in 
determining the Federal grants to States) has been changed slightly. The excluded popuiati01J 
itt the new bill would only ccum .excluded parents and excluded children, Adjustments which 
accounI for the entlC!menl date (in the event it ;s not October 1, 1995) have been dropped. 

Sec. 109 Removal or barriers to inler--ethnic adoption 

• 	 The language regarding legal action pursuant to this section has been expanded. Ihe court 
may award (1 reasonable attorneys fee as pan ofthe cosls, legal aClion mUSl be brought wilhin 
two years ofthe violation and actions against States that might otherwise be barred uflfier 
Amendment 1J of the Constitution ore authorized. 

TITLE 	II REQUlRlNG WORK 

• 
Sec. 201 Findings; intent; statement of purpose 

Sec. 202 Work program 


• 	 Under the Personal Responsibility Act as previously wrine(l. a State could terminate lhe 
eligibility of a family which had received aid for at least 24 months after the tjfective date. 
provided the family had been required to panidpaJe in a work program for at leasl12 momhs 
after the effective date, e~'elt if no work placement was available during those J2 months. The 
new version. of the bill allows Slates to tenninate eUgibility after 24 months only if the 
indil4dual was required 10 participate for 12 months and ~was offered a work placement at the 
beginning of such 12·month period.' (see pages 39·4() ofthe new bill) 

The Personal Responsibility Act as introduced during the last session. of Congress required 
States to termilUUe the eligibility ofany individual who Juui received aid for 60 months after 
the effective date. 

In the new version of the bill, the work individual is changed to adult, as in ".an adult who 
has received aid under the Stale plan for 6() months... shall not be eligibie for aid, .. .. (see 
page 4() of the new bill) 

This change 1uJs considerabie implications, Stales would still have the option ofdenying 
eligibility to a family after 24 months (see above), but no State would be required to terminarc 
a family's eligibility after five years. As wn'tten, the bilt would only require that the adult be 
removed from the gram, A parent who had reached the 6()..month time limit could presumably 
remain in the household with children who were still receiving assistance, 

• 
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In addition, an individual who had received aid as a non~parenl dependent child would scill be 
eligible for assistance as a parent, should he or she have a child, It is !WI clear. however, if 
a child in a family denied aid as a result ofa Slate's opting lor the 2J1.month limit would be 
eligible for assistance as an adult; Ihe bill rtifers only to Ihe family's eligibility, not to Ihe 

.,,,eligibiUty,oj, individuals in,lhe family. 

The Act previously did nothing to preserve the Medicaid coverage af adults or children denied 
AFDC benefits due to the time limits. The new \-'ersion oj the bill reads as follows: "ifa 
family is denied aid under the Srare plan by reason 01 subparagraph (E) {24-month time-limit} 
or (F) {60-montft time fimilJ, each member of the family shalt be considered to be receiving 
such aid fvr purposes ofeligibility for medical assistance .. lor so long as the family would 
otherwise be eligible jar such aid," (see page 4() ofthe new bill) 

It is nOI dear why the word family, rather than individutJl is used, A family cannot be denied 
aid under subparagraph F; it applies only 10 individuals, Nonetheless, the intent of the 
passage appears to be to preserve Medicaid. coverage both for adults ineligible Jor AFDe due 
to the 6O-month limit. as well as for entire families whose AFDC eligibility has been 
terminated as a result oia State's electing the 24-month limit option. 

The new bill also clarifies fhe participation rale calculation as described in Section 202(b). If 
an individual participates in the work program/or part of the time period and then leaves 
AFDC. he or she is counled as having participated for the entire time period, (see page 44 of 
the new bill) 

The bill, in a technical amendment, strikes clause (iii) of Section 402(a)(19)(B). which refers 
to loss ofpriority among exempt individuals who had dropped out ofthe JOBS program; with 
exemptions eliminated. there appears little need for this clause. (see page 48) 

Se<:. 203 	 Work supplementation program amendments 

No change. 

Sec. 204 	 Payments to States for certain individuals receiving food assistance from the State who 
perform work on behalf of the State 

No change. 

TITLE III 	 CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTH OF 'WELFARE SPENDING 

Sec. 301 	 Cap on growth of Federal spending on certain welfare programs 

• 	 The welfare spendb'tg cap in (he pr~ous version Of the PersotUJl Responsibility Act included 
"the program ofaid and urvices to needy families with children under part A of the Social 
Security Act" and the "mandatory work program under Part A of title N of the Social Security 
Act, .. but not [he JOBS program, which falls under parr F of the Social Security Act. The new 
version of the bill places the JOBS program under the welfare spending cap. (see page 57 oj 
the new bill) 



• 
Sec. 302 Conversion of funding under certain welfare programs 

No change, 

.Sec.303 ""Savings from wclfare,spendingJimits.to.be used for deficit reduction 

No change, 

TITLE IV RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS 


Sec. 401 Jneligibility of aliens for public welfare assistance 


• 	 The only changes in Tille IV are relaJed to the treatment of immigrant ineligibility for jood 
assistance programs, All legal immigrants (except the over 75. or refugees, as in previous 
bill) remdn ineligible for benefits. 

Sec. 402 State AFDC agencies required to provide infonnation on illegal aliens to INS 

• 	 Under the new hill. immigrants would be ineligible jor benefits under a total of52 programs. 
The prior version had a tOlal of 60 programs. The difference results from deleting language 
regarding 9 separate food assistance programs. and bfSening a single reference to immigrant 
ineligibility for the new food assistance block grant established under Title V of the PRA. 

• 
TITLE V CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Sec. SOl Food assistance block grant program 

Sec. 502 Availability of Federal coupon system to.States 

Sec. 503 Authority to sell Federal surplus cormnodities 

Sec. 504 Definitions 

Sec. 505 Repealers; amendments 

Sec. 506 Effective date~ application of repealers and amendments. 


• 	 No changes to sections in Title V, 

TITLE VI EXPANDING STATIITORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES 

Sec. 601 Option to convert AFDC into a block grant program 

• 	 Stale can now only convert to block gram if it has an approved pJan and is operating a child 
support program in compliance with the plan, 

• 	 The block grant is equal to 103 percent ofthe total Federal share oj such expenditures for FY 
]992 (/WI FY]994). 

• 	 Regulations issued regarding state plans will not apply tl) stllte child suppon programs. 

Sec. 602 Option to treat new residents of a state under rules of a fonner state 

• • States can adopt this option, even if they c~oose to block grant assistance, 

http:wclfare,spendingJimits.to.be


• Sec, 603 Option to impose a penalty for failure to attend school 
Sec, 604 Option to provide married couple transition benefit 
Sec, 605 Option to disregard income and resources designated for education, training, and 

employability, or related self~employrnent 
;,cSec;,606 • ",Option require.anendance at parenting and money-managemem-cJasses;.aru1 prior 

approval of any action that would result in a change of school for :a dependent child 

• No changes to sec/ions 603-606. 

TITLE VII DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECII'lEJI.IS 

Sec. 701 AFDC recipients required to undergo necessary substance abuse treatment as' a 
condition of receiving AFDC 


" No change to this seaion, 


TITLE VIII EFFECTIVE DATE 


Sec. 801 Effective dare 


• No change to this section. the effective dote oj the bill is October /, 1995, 

• 

• 
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• 
COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATION'S WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

AND HOUSE R~;PUBLICAN'S PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

• 


Work and Responsibility Act Personal Responsibility Ad 
,,, WORK 

Job Searchl Employable recipients required None. State option. 
Training to partjcipate in job search, 
Requirements education, and training activities 

immediately. 

Work 
Requirements 

Work required of ALL 
employable persons after 2 
years. 

Eventually, 50 percent of aU 
recipients must be in workfare or 
other work activity. 

Sanctions and No benefits for persons who No benefits for persons who refuse 
Benefit Cut-off. refuse to work in subsidized job 

or who refuse a private sector 
job offer. Persons willing to 
work who cannot find a private 
sector job can get help, but only 
if willing to work for benefits. 

to work or who refuse a private 
sector job offer. All adults 
permanently cut off after 5 years 
even if they are willing to work 
but can't fmd ajcb, or unable to 
work due to disability. State 
option to cut off entire family 
after 2 years. 

Protections for Persons with disabilities or None. 
People with parents caring for disabled child 
Disabilities or or very young children 
Temporarily not exempted until able to work. 
Employable 

• 




Work and Responsibility Act Personal Responsibility Ad 

• RESPONSIBILITY 

Child Support Dramatic and comprehensive Few child support provisions and a 
Enrorcement improvements in child support 

including central state registries) 
license revocatlons, etc. 

cap which would actually reduce 
resourceS for enforcement (child 
support bill promised later.) 

Paternity No AFl)C benefits until state No AFDC benefits for child until 
Establishment certifies applicant has 

cooperated fully in paternity 
establishment. State then 
required to locate father within 
I year. 

paternity has been established • 
whether or not mother has 
cooperated fully and whether or 
not state has made a serious effort 
to locate the father. 

Fraud Improved information systems 
and data collection to reduce 
welfare fraud and catch those 
who owe child support. 

None. 

Performance Interim state participation Stale participation standards for 
Measures standards. New state 

performance measures based on 
outcomes rather than process. to 
be developed. 

work. 
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• TEEN PREGNANCY, REACHING THE NEXT GENERATION , 

Work and Responsibility Act Pel'S()nal Responsibility Act 

•••· 
·
• 


Teen Parents Mothers Wlder 18 must live at 
home, identify their child's 
father. and stay in school to get 
benefits, Comprehensive case 
management for teens. 

Children born to mothers under 18 
(state option under 21) 
pennanently denied aid for their 
entire childhood, Remain eligible 
for Medicaid, 18 year olds must 
live at home, 

Family Caps State option to provide no 
additional benefits for children 
conceived while unmarried 
mother is on welfare. Can be 
applied only to children born 
after enactment. 

State requirement to provide no 
additional benefits for children 
conceived or born while unmarried 
mother is on welfare. Applies 
only to children born after 
enactment 

Pregnancy Community-based teenage Fed. savings from denying benefits. 
Prevention, pregnancy prevention initiatives to out-of-wedlock children may be 
Grants for out~ in 500 schools. Comprehensive used by slllte for orphanages, 
of-wedlock pregnancy prevention homes for unwed mothers, 
cbildren demonstrations. adoptions, and programs to reduce 

pregnancies, abortions excluded. 

Phase-in Youngest recipients phased~in 
first with State flexibility on 
phasing in other groups. 

States encouraged to phase~in 
recipients with oldest children. 

Funding for Significant new investments in Removes entitlement to child care. 
Child Care child care, Funding for all 

child care increases due to 
training and work requirements. 
Does not change current 
entitlement for working current 
and farmer AFDC families, 

Funding included under aggregate 
spending cap which is below what 
IS currently spent. 

• 
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• OTHER PROVISIONS , 

, 
Work and Responsibility Act Personal Responsibility Ad 

,, 
, ,, 

I 


Legal Immigrants 

,, ,,,,, 

Sponsors held fInancially 
accountable for legal 
immigrants under major 
entitlement programs, 

Most legal immigrants currently in 
the U.S. barred from 52 programs 
including entitlement programs, 
child nutrition and lmrmmi:r.ation. 

Nutrition Cuts! None, but States are given more Food stamps, WIC, child nutrition 
Block Grants flexibility in many areas. Many 

changes in AFDC/food stamps 
to streamline, achieve greater 
conformity and make work pay, 

programs converted into single 
block grant with very few 
conditions and cut by 12%. 
State option for AFDC block 
grant. 

Entitlement Eligible persons can always Individual entitlement to AFDe. 
Protections enroll. SSI! and nutrition programs ended, 

Funding is capped and programs 
become discretionary. If annual 
budgets are exhausted, states might 
have to deny aid to the elderly, 
persons with disabilities. and 
children ~~ unless they can put in 
more state funds, • 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT O~ HEALTH ,AND HUMAN $£RV1CES 

June 1994 contact: MRS Press Office 
(202) 690-6343 

President Clinton's "Work and Responsibility Act ot 1994" was 
sent to Congress June 21, 1994. Earlier in the month, on June 14, 
the President outlined his vision for reform of the welfare system in 
a speech at the Commerce Bank in Kansas City, Mo. SOme excerpts: 

-Therezs no greater gap between our good intentions and 
our misguided consequences than you Se6 in tbe welLare 
system. It started for the right common purpose of helping 
people who fall by the wayside. But for many, the system 
has worked to undermine the very values that people need to 
put themselves and their lives back on track ..• 

·We can't change the welfare system unless it is 
rooted in people getting back to work. So I say to you, we 
propose to offer people on walLare a simple contract. We 
will help you get the skills you need, but after two years, 
anyone who can go to work must go to work -- in the private 
seator, if possible; in a SUbsidized job, if necessary. But 
work is preferable to welLare. And it must be enforced ••• 

·If we do the things we propose in this welfare reform, 
program, even by the most conservative estimates, these 
changes together will move one million adults who would 
otherwise be on welfare into work or or: welfare altogether 
by the year ~ooo ••• 

-None of this will be easy to accomplish. We know 
what the problems are. And we know thay did not develop 
overnight. But we have to make a beginning. We owe it to 
the next generation~ We cannot permit millions and 
millions and millions of American children to be trapped in 
a cycle of dependency ••• We must break this cycle.

Highlights of the President's welfare reform proposal follow, 



W ELF ARE REF 0 R M: W 0 R K 


Under the President's re/(Inn plan, 'Welfare will be about a paycheck, 110/ Q welfare check, To reinforce 
and reward work. our approach is based on a simple compact Each recipient will be required 10 develop a 
personal employabiliry plan designed to move her into the wOrl.force as quickly as possible. Suppor!, joh 
Iraining, and child care ....iIi be provided 10 help people mov£' from dependence fa independence, But lime 
limits will ensure ,hal an:vone \<.110 cal! work, must work-in Ihe prh'Ote sector ifpossible, ill a lemporory 
subsidiudjob'ij necessar)',~! Reform will make,we/farN':;'transliional syslem,{eadirlg /0 wor/... 

The combination of work opP()T/uniries. the Earned Income Tax Credit, health carr rdorm. child 
core•.and improved child suppcn wm make Ihe lives of millions of women aM children delJlonsrrab(\' beun 

Making Welfare- a Transition '0 Work: Building on the JOBS Program 

Created by the Family Support Ac:t of 1988 and championed by then«Governor Clinton, the JOBS program 
offers education, training. and job placement services-bullo few families. Out proposal would expand and 
improve the current program to include: 

• A personal employability plan. From the very firsl day. the new sysu:m will focus on 
making young mOlhers self-sufficient. Working with a caseworker, each woman will 
develop an employability plan identifying the education, training. and job placement services 
needed 10 move into the workforce. Because 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave 
[he rolls within 24 months, and many applicants are job-ready. most plans will aim for 
employment well Within two years. 

-A two..year time limit. Time limits will restrict most AFDC recipients to a lifetime 
maximum of 24 months of cash assistance, 

_Job search firSt. Participants who are job-ready will immedjately be oriented to the 
workplace, Anyone offered a job will be required to take it. 

-Integration with mainstream education and training programs. JOBS will be linked 
wirh job training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership ACI. the new SchooJ
t~Work initiative, Pen Grams. and other mainstream programs. 

-Tough sanctions. Parents who refuse to stay in school. look for work, or auend joh 
(raining programs will be sanctioned. generally by losing their share of the AfOe grant. 

• Umited exemptions and deferrals. Our plan will reduce existing exemptions and ensure 
that from day one, even thost who can't work must meet certain expectations. Mothers 
with disabilities and those caring for disabled children will initially be exempt from the two-. 

'year time limit. bUl will be required to deveiop employability plans that lead to work. 
Another exemption allowed under current JOBS rules will he significantly narrowed: 
mothers of infants will receive only shoTt-term deferrals (12 months for the first child. three 
momhs for the ser.ond). At stale discretion. a very limhed number of young mmhers 
completing education programs may receive appropriate extenSions., 

-Let states reward work. Currently, AFDC reCipients who work lose benefits dollar~ror~ 
doUar, and are penalized for saving money. Our proposal allows states to reinforce work by 
setting higher earned income and child support disregards. We also help fund demonstration 
projects to support saving and self-employment. 



eAdditional federal funding. To ease Slate fiscal constraints and ensure thaf JOBS really 
works. our proposal fa,set; the federal malch rate and provides additional funding. The 
federal JOBS match will increase further in states with high unemployment. 

The WORK Program: Work Not Welfare After Two Years 

.".The,WO~ program .will enable those without jobs after two years to support their ramilies Ihro.ugb 
subsidized employmenL" The WORK program emphasizes: 

.Work t not l'workfare," Unlike traditional "workfare," recipients will only be paid fOT 

hours worked. Most jobs would pay the minimum wage for between 15 and 35 hour!'> of 
work per week. 

eFlexible. community-based initiatives. 'SLate governments can design programs 
appropriale to the Jocallabor market: temporarily placing recipients in subsidized private 
sector jobs. in public sector posillons. or with community organizations. 

-A Transitional 'Program. To move people into unsubsidized private sector jobs as 
quickly as. possibie, participants win be required to 80 through extensive job search before 
entering the WORK program, and after each WORK assignment. No. WORK assignment 
will last more than 12 months. Participants in subsidized jobs wUl not receive the EITe. 
Anyone who tufOS down a private sector job will be removed from the rolls. as win people 
who repeatedly refuse to make good faith effom to obtain available jobs. 

Supporting Working Families: The EITC, Health Rdonn, Child Care 

To reinforce this central message about the value of work, bold new incentives will make work pay and 
encourage AFDC recipients [0 leave welfare. 

-The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), The expanded EITC will lift millions of 
workers out of poven)', Already enacted by Congress, the EITe will effectively make an}' 
minimum wage job pay $6J)O an hour for a typical family with two children. St;ues will be 
able to work with the Treasury Departmenr to ISSue the EITC on a monthly basis. 

-Health care reform. Universal health care wUl anow people to leave welfare without 
worrying about coverage for their famille," 

, , 

_Child care. To further encourage young molhers to work, our plan will guarantee child 
are during education. training, and work programs, and for one year after panicipants 
leave welfare for private sector employment. Increased funding for other federal child care ' 
programs will bolster more working families JUSt above the poverty line and help them stay 
off welfare in the first place. Our plan also improves chUd care quality and ensures parental 
choice. 



W ELF ARE R Ii: FOR M: RES PO N SIB I LIT Y 

OUt cu"ent welfare system often sums at odds with CCft Amuican values. tspecially responsibility. 
Overlapping and uncoordinated programs seem almosl to inviIe ll'GSle and abuse, Non-custodial poTents 
frequently provide liuff' or no economic or social SUppOrllO their children. And the culture of welfare 
offices often seems 10 reinforce dependencE', rather than independence, The President's welfare plan 

~" reinforces American, W1iueJ. ,whitf' ·recognizing.lhe'go'llernmen!.'s.roJe ·"'1. helping-thou.who_ are willmg tn, help 
themselves. 

. Our proposal includes several prolisionJ aimed at creating a new culture of mulUol respotlsibifily. 
W(" will provide recipients with services allo work opportunities, bur implemtnr tough, new requiremems in 
return. These include provisions to promote paroemal responsibility, ensuring lhar boTh parents contribute to 
their childr~n 's well-being. The pian also includes incentives directly tied to the performance of the wc(fare 
office; extensive efforts to detect and prevent we1f(1Y(! fraud: sanctions (0 prevent gaming Of tile welfare 
system; and a broad array of incemives that the statts can use 10 encourage responsible behavior, 

Parental Responsibility 

The Administralion's pian recognizes that both parents must support thetr children, and establishes the 
toughest child sUPpOrt enforcement program ever proposed. In 1990, absent fathers paid only $14 billion in 
thUd suppOrt, But jf child support orders reflecting current a.bility to pay were established and enforced. 
single mothers and their children would nave received $48 billion: money for school, tlothing, food, 
ulilities. and child care. As pan of a plan to reduce and prevent welfare dependency, our plan provides fot: 

.Univtrsai paternity establishment. Hospitals will be required to establish pate!'nil), al 
birth, and each applicant wiU be required to name and heip find her child's farber before 
receiving benefits, 

_Regular awards Updating. Child suppOrt payments will increase as fathers' incomes rise . 

• New penalties for those who refuse to pay, Wage-withholding and suspension of 
professional, occupational, and dri .... ers' licenses will enforce compliance. 

- A national child support clearinghouse. Three registries-containing child support 
awards, new hires. and locating infomtation--wi11 catch parents who try to evade their 
respon(Jibilities by fleeing acrOss state tines. Centralized state registries will track support 
payments automatically, 

_State initiatives and demonstration programs, States win be able 10 make young parents 
who fail to meet their obtigarions work off the child sUPPOr! they owe, Demonstration 

. grants for pareming and access programs~~provid!ng mediation. counseling, education. and 
visitation enforcemenl~·will foster nonwcuslodial parents' ongoing involvement in their 
children's lives. And child support assurance demonstrations will let interested Slates give 
families a measure of economic security even if child sUPPO" is not collected immediately. 

-State options to encourage responsibility. Slates can choose to 11ft the special eligibililY 
requirements for two-parent families In order to encourage parents to Slay together. States 
wilJ also be allowed to limit additional benefits for children conce:ived by women on 
welfare. 



Accountability for Taxpaytrs 

To eliminate fraud and ensure that every dollar is used productively. welfare reform will coordinale 
programs.. automate files. and monjmr recipients. New fraud control measures include: 

_State tracking systems to help reduce fraud. State:> wil! be required [0 verify the 
income. ident(ty. alien slatus. and Social Security numbers -of new applicants and assign 
natIonal identification numbers. 

_A national public assistance clearinghl)use. Using identification numbers. Ihe 
clearinghouse will follow people whenever andiwherever they use welfare. monitoTinr;. 
compliance with time limits and work. A national ~new bire~ registry will monitor earnings 
to check AFDC and EITC i:llgibility. and identify non~custodial parents who swilch jobs or 
cross state Hnes to avoid paying child sUPPOri., 
-Tough sanctions. Anyone who refuses 10 follow Ihe rules will face tough new sanctions. 
and anyone who turns down a job offer will be dropped from the rons. Cheating {he system 
will be promptly detecled and swiftly punished. 

Ptrfonnance. Not Process 

The Administration's plan demands greater responsibility of the welfare office itself. Unfortunately, the 
current system [00 often focuses on simply sending out welfare checks. Instead, the welfare office must 
berome It place that IS fundamentally about ltelping people earn paychecks as quickly as possible. Our plan 
offers several provisions lO help agencies reduce paperwork and focus on resuhs: 

• Program coordination and simplification. Conforming AFDC and Food Stamp 

regulations and simplifying both programs' administrative requirements will reduce 

paperwork. 


- Ele<:tronic Benefits Transfer (EDT). Under a separate p1an developed by Vice Presidenl 
Gore, states will be encouraged to move away from welfare checks and food stamp coupons 
toward Electronic Benefits Transfer. which provides benefits through a tamper·proof ATM 
card. EST systems will reduce welfare and food stamp fraud. and lead to substantial 
savmgs in admmistrative costs, 

-Improved incentive'S. Funding incentives and penahies will be directly linked to the 
performance of states and caseworkers in service provision. job placement, and child 
suppOrt collection, 



oW ELf ARE REF 0 R M: REA CHI N G T H Ii: N EXT G ENE RAT I 0 I'i 

Preventing ttell pregnancy and out~of~wedlock births is D critical part of wtlfare reform. Each year, 
200,f.X)() teenagers aged 17 and younger have children, Their children are mort? likely /0 have serious 
health pwblems-..and they Ofe much more likely to be poor. Almosl 80 percent Of the children bom !(J 

unmarried Jeenage parents who dropped ou! oj high. school now iive in povary. B,\ comraSl, ollly tlgh! 
;" perunl oj the children. born to married 1!jgh sC-hool.graduaus aget1.20.or.older art poor. Wf'Iforr reforlll 

" 
will send a clear and unambiguous message 10 adolescents.' you should nor become a par(!m unEil ,w}/J afl' 
able 19 provide for and nurture your child, E",~ry young person will know thar weljart has thall~edfore'1,'er, 

Preventing Teen Pregnancy 

To prevent welfare dependency in the first place. teenagers must get the message that staying in schooL 
postponing pregnancy, and preparing to work are the right things to do. Our prevenlion approach includes; 

-" national campaign against teen pregnancy, Emphasizing the imponance of delayed 
sexual activity and responsible parenting, the campaign will bring 10gether local schools, 
communities. families. and churches. 

-A national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy prevention. The clearinghouse will provide 
communities and schools with curricula, models, materials. training. and technical assistance 
relating to leen pregnancy prevention programs. 

-Mobilization grants and comprehensive demonstrations. Roughly 1000 middle and high 
schools in disadvantaged areaS will receive grants. to develop innovative. ongoIng (ccn 
pregnanc), prevention programs targeted to ),oung men and women. Broader initiatives will 
seek to ctulnge the circumstances in which young people live and the ways {hal they see 
themselves, addressing health. education. safety. and economic opportunity. 

Phasing in Young People First 

Jnitial resources are targeted to women bom after December 31. 1971. Phasing in the new system will 
direct limited resources to young. single mothers with the fTlOSt at risk; send a strong message to teenagers 
mal welfare as we know it has ended: most effectiveJy change the culture of the welfare office to focus on 
work; and anow Slates to develop efftttive service capacity. 

A Clear Message for Teen Parents 

Today, minor parents receiving welfare can form independent households; often drop OUI of high school: 
and in many respecls, are treated as if they were adults. Our plan changes the incentives of welfare'to show 
leenagers that having chiliiren is an imm!!tlSe responsibility rather than an easy route to independence. 

-Supports and sanctions. The lwo~year limit will nOt begin until teens reach age 18. bUI 
from the vel}' firs~ day, teen parents receiving benefits wilt be required to SlaY in school and 
move toward work. Unmarried minor mothers will be required to identify their child's 
fathcr and live at home or with a responsible adult. white teen fathers wiu be held 
responsible for child support and may bc required to work off what they owe. At the same 
time, caseworkers will offer encouragement and support; assist with living situations; and 
help teens access services such as parenting dasses and child care. Selected older welfare 
mothers will serve as mentors to aHisk school-age parents. Stales will also be allowed to 
use monetary incentives to keep teen parents in schooL 



IN THE YEAR 2000, UNDER REFORM: 


., '. - -2.4 ,MllUON,ADULTS'WIU;· BE'SUBJECT'TO'THE'NEW' RUI:£S: INCLUDING 
TIME UMITS AND WORK REQUIREMENTS. 

• 	 ALMOST ONE MILUON PEOPLE WILL EITHER BE OFF WELFARE OR 
WORKING: 

• 	 331.000 PEOPLE WHO WOULD HAVE BEEN ON WELFARE 
WILL HAVE LEFT THE WELFARE ROLLS. 

• 	 222,000 PARENTS WILL BE WORKING PART-TIME IN UNSUBSIDIZED 
JOBS, 

• 	 394,000 PEOPLE WILL BE IN SUBSIDIZED JOBS IN THE WORK 
PROGRAM. THAT'S UP FROM 15,000 NOW. 

• 	 ANOTHER 873,000 RECIPIENTS WILL BE IN TIME-UMITED SCHOOL OR 
TRAINING PROGRAMS LEADING TO EMPLOYMENT. 

• 	 FEDERAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS WILL HAVE MORE THAN 
DOUBLED, FROM $9 BILUON TO $20 BilliON, 

• 	 TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS WILL BE OPERATING IN 1000 
MIDDLE AND HIGH SCHOOLS IN DISADVANTAGED NEIGHBORHOODS. ' 

• 	 ALL HOSPITALS WILL HAVE PATERNITY ESTABUSHMENT PROGRAMS IN 
PLACE. 

• 	 A NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE WILL BE IN PLACE, TRACKING PARENTS 
WHO OWE CHILD SUPPORT ACROSS STATE UNES, 



FOR YOUNGER RECIPIENTS, THE CHANGE WILL BE DRAMATIC: 


• IN THE YEAR 2000, 14 PERCENT OF PARENTS UNDER AGE 29 WHO WOULD 
HAVE STILL BEEN ON WELFARE WITHOUT REFORM WILL HAVE LEFT 
THE ROLLS. 

• 26 PERCENT OF MOTHERS UNDER AGE 29 WILL BE WORKING: NINE 
PERCENT PART·TIME IN UN SUBSIDIZED PRIVATE SECTOR JOBS. AND 17 
PERCENT IN THE NEW WORK PROGRAM. TODAY, JUST FIVE PERCENT OF 
YOUNG WELFARE RECIPIENTS WORK; ALMOST ALL OF THEM IN PART
TIME JOBS. 

• 37 PERCENT OF PARENTS UNDER AGE 29 WILL BE SUBJECT TO 
STRONGER EDUCATION AND TRAINING REQUIREMENTS; STRICT 
STANDARDS, TOUGH SANCTIONS FOR NONCOMPLIANCE, AND A TWO
YEAR TIME LIMIT. TODAY, JUST 22 PERCENT OF YOUNG WELFARE 
RECIPIENTS ARE EVEN EXPECTED TO PARTICIPATE IN ANY KlND OF 
EDUCATION OR TRAINING PROGRAM. PARTICIPATION STANDARDS ARE 
LOW AND THERE ARE NO TIME UMITS TO ENCOURAGE MOVEMENT TO 
WORK. 

• AND. UNDER WELFARE REFORM, PARENTS UNDER AGE 29 WILL BE 
SUBJECT TO MUCH STRONGER PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS. JUST 
23 PERCENT OF THESE YOUNG MOTHERS WILL BE TEMPORARILY 
DEFERRED BECAUSE THEY HAVE A CHILD UNDER TWELVE MONTHS OF 
AGE; HAVE A DISABLED CHILD: OR ARE SERIOUSLY ILL THEMSEL'VES. 
TODAY, 73 PERCENT OF YOUNG WELFARE RECIPIENTS ARE EXEMPT FROM 
EDUCATION AND TRAINING REQUIREMENTS. 



Fact Sheet 


• 
ADMINISTRATION FOR 

CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 

. .=================================== 

STATE WELFARE DEMONSTRATIONS 

Under section 1115 of the Social Security Act. HHS is authorized to grant states waivers 
or current laws governing tbe AFDe and M~caid programs.. This authority is intended to give 
states the flextbility to demonstrate alternatives tbat better match their residents' needs.. 

HHS is committed to fulfilling President 0lnton's mandate to make the waiver process 
more efficient This should give states: more tlaibiJity in their management of joint federal..state 
programs whiIe maintaining quality services for HHS beneficiaries. 

Since january 1993, HHS has approved welfare demonstration projects in Arkansas. 
California., Colorado, Connecticut. Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Iliinols. Indiana. Iowa, Michigan. 
Mississippi. New York. North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon. Pennsylvania, South Carolina. South 
Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming. 

ARKANSAS 

• Under Arkansas' demonstration, AFDC parents age 16 or younger will be required to 
attend school regularly or face reductions in benefits if they fail to do so. If appropriate, teenage 
parents can meet the requirement by attending an alternative educational program, 

In addition. Arkansas will implement a policy of nol increasing AFDC benefits when 
additional children are born into a family receiving welfare. Family plannIng and group . 
counseling services rocus-ing on the responsibilities of parenthood will be included 1n the 
demonstration. 

Arkansas" application was received on January 14, 1993. and approved on March 5, 1994. 

CAUFORNIA 

California's- demonstration will encourage teenage AFDC parents to regularly attend 
school by paying them a $100 cash bonus for maintaining a C average, and $500 for uHimately 
graduating from high school. Teenage parents who fail to maintain a D average can have their 
AFDe payments reduced by up to $50 • month for two month!;, 

The demonstration will also pcnnit AFDC families to accumulate $2.000 in assets and 
have $4,500 equity in a car, In addition, families will be able to deposit S5,OOO into savings so 
long as the funds are used to purchase a home, start a businesst Qr finance a child's postsecondary 

• DEPAR1MENT OF HEALTIi AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Administration for Children and Families 

370 L'Enfant Promenade. S.W., Washington, D.C. 20441 
Phone: (202) 4Ot·9215 \\ January 1995 
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education or training. 

Finally, the demonstration \\-ill allow recipients who work but who have low AFDCu 

benefits -- to opt out of the program. They wiU remain eligible for health care under Medi·Cal 
as wen as other services, such as child care, which are available to AFDe recipients. 

'California's waiver requesfwas-reeeived o~n~septembef29:1993. 'and granted 
February 28, 1994. 

COLORADO 

Colorado is initiating a "Personal Responsibility and Employment Program" which includes 
a number of major revisions to the State's AFDCprogram. The demonstration 'Will opera.te in 
five counties. Under the demonstration, parents who are able to work or able to participate in a 
training program must do so after receiving AIDe benefits for two years. Individuals who refuse 
to perform the assignments can face a loss of AFDe benefits. 

Additionally, the demonstration will "cash out" Food Stamps for participants, meaning that 
the value of the coupons will be added to the monthly AIDe paymenL Participants will be 
encouraged to work througb a !lew formula which wiU enable families to keep more of the money 
they earn. Asset levels and rules pertaining to ownership of an automobile win also be changed 
so that participants will be permiued to own Ii car regardless of its value or their equity in it, 

FinatIy, the demonstration provides for payment of financial bonuses when participants 
stay in school and graduate from a secondary (high school) or OED program. and permits 
financial penalties to be assessed when parents fail to have their children immunized. Colorado's 
waiver request was received on June 30, 1993, and granted on January 15, 1994. 

CONNECflCUT 

Connecticut's "A Fair Chance" ini1iative is designed to increase supports. incentives, and 
work expectations for AFDC recipients. It has two components. Pathways and FamHy Strength, 

Pathways requires AFDC recipients to work a minimum of 15 hours a week after ~"O 
years of AFDe, 25 hours a week after three years, and 35 hours a week after four years. 
Pathways will also help families leaving welfare to increase their incomes by paying the difference 
between the non~custodjal parent's child support payments and a state..established minimum. 
Fainily Strength provisions raise the resource limit for AFDC eligibility from $1.000 to $3,000 and 
extend transitional child care and medical benefits an additional year, to a total of two years, 

Family Strength will be implemented statewide and Pathways will be implemented in the 
New Haven and Manchester areas, Connecticut's application was received on December 30. 
1993. and approved on August 29. 1994. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTII AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Adminislration for Children and Families 


370 L'Enfanl Promenade. $,W,. Washington, D,C 20447 

Pllone: (202) 401·9215 \\January 1995 
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FLORIDA 

Florida is implementing a "Family Transition Program" for AFDC recipients in two 
counties. Under the plan, most AFDC families will be limited to collecting benefits for a 
maximum of 24 months in any 5-year period . 

.. ·'Individuals who'exhausttheir transitional AFDC benefits, but are unable'to find 
employment, will be guaranteed the opportunity to work at a job paying more than their AFDC 
grant. The demonstration also provides a longer period of eligibility -- 36 months in any 6-year 
period -- for families who arc at a high risk of becoming welfare dependent. 

Medicaid and child care benefits will be available in the demonstration. Local community 
boards will playa large role in overseeing the program. 

Other elements of the demonstration include an increase in the earnings disregard formula 
and asset ceilings, as well as a statewide requirement that AFDC parents must ensure that their 
children have been ilJlmunized. Florida's waiver request was received on September 21, 1993, and 
granted on January 27, 1994. 

GEORGIA 

Georgia is initiating the "Personal Accountability and Responsibility Project" (PAR) which 
strengthens federal work requirements that must be met in order to receive cash benefits. 
Georgia's welfare agency will now be able to exclude from an AFDC grant any able-bodied 
recipient between the age of 18 to 60 who has no children under the age of 14 and who willfully 
refuses to work or who leaves employment without good cause. The rest of the family will 
continue to be eligible for AFDC benefits. 

The plan will also allow the State to deny additional cash benefits for additional children 
born after a family has been on welfare for at least two yc;ars if the child was conceived while the 
family was on welfare. However, PAR would allow recipients to "learn back" the denied benefits 
through the receipt of child support payments or earnings. 

Medicaid and Food Stamps eligibility will continue for all family members. In addition, 
Georgia will offer family planning services and instruction in parental skills to AFDC recipients. 
Georgia's waiver request was received on May 18, 1993, and granted on November 2, 1993. 

HAWAn 

Under Hawaii's "Creating Work Opportunities for JOBS Families" (CWOJF) program, 
job-ready JOBS recipients who would otherwise expect to wait at least three months to be placed 
in a regular education or training activity are required to pursue job leads developed by JOBS 
program specialists. The positions are part-time (up to 18 hours per week), private sector jobs at 
minimum wage, and will allow participants to gain work experience, develop their skills, and better 
target training needs. 

The demonstration will operate for five years. Hawaii's application was received on 
November 3, 1993, and approved on June 25, 1994. 
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ILLINOIS 

The Work Pays component, added to the previously approved Project Fresh Start, 

encourages employment and thereby self-sufficiency by enabling recipients to keep more of their 

earnings than is normally allowed. The State win disregard two of each three dollars: earned for 


,_··:as long as.recipients·continue working. "IJJinois'.waiver.request.was.receivedAugust 2. 1993. and 
granted on November 23, 1993, 

INDIANA 

Under the Indiana Manpower Placement and Comprehensive Training Program 
(IMPACT). at any point in time, up to 12,000 job~ready individuals will be assigned to a 
·Placement Tracie" and receive help in job search and placement. Once on this traclc, AFDC 
benefits wiU be limited to 24 consecutive months. The time limit applies to adult benefits only; 
children's benefits \\-111 not be affected. Case management and supportive services will continue 
for a period after AfDC benefits end. 

For all recipients who become employed. earnings will be disregarded in determining Food 
Stamp benefits for the first six months. There win be increased sanctions for quitting a job or for 
failure to comply with program requirements. There will also be fewer exemptions from current 
JOBS participation requirements. Another provision will extend subsidies to employers who hire 
welfare recipients for a maximum of 24 months. 

A family benefit cap provision will disaUow additional AFDC benefits for children 
conceived while on AFDe although the child will he eligible for Medicaid. Children will he 
required to attend school and be immunized. IMPAcr win operate for seven years. Indiana's 
request was received June 21. 1994, and granted December 15, 1994, 

IOWA 

Iowa is implementing a reronn plan that will encourage AFDC and Food Stamp recipients 
to take jobs and accumulate wets through a program of ~Individual Development Accounts." 
Funds: deposited in an account J;;an only be withdrawn to pay for educatioot training. home 
ownership, business start~UPI or family emergencies. The current law which limits each family's 
assets to $1,0<Xl ",it! be changed to aUow each applicant to have up to $2,000 in assets and each 
AFDC family to posses< up to 55,000 in asset.. Mditionally, the vehicle asset ceiling will rise 
from S1,500 to $3,000. 

Recipients win also be encouraged to work under it new formula which disregards 50 
percent of their earnings in the calculation of benefits. ,For recipients lru;king in significant work 
histories. all income v.iU be disregarded during the first four months on AFDC. A Family 
Investment Program will be created for most AFDC parents. requiring them to participate in 
training end support services as a rond~tion of AFDC receipt Only parents with a child under 6 
months old at home. those working at least 30 hours per week. and the disabled are exempt. 
Individuals who choose nat to participate in the Family Investment Agreement will have their 
AFDC benefits phased out over six months and win not be able to reapply for another six 
months. Iowa', request was received April 29, 1993, and granted August 13, 1993. 
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MICHIGAN 

This expansion of Michigan's "To Strengthen Michigan Families" welfare demonstration 
requires AFDC recipients to participate in either the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training 
program (JOBS) or Michigan's "Social Contract" activities that encourage work and self
sufficiency. Michigan is also testing the requirement that Arne applicants participate in job 

: .' search by actively seeking employment while eligibility for AFDe is being determined. 

The demonstration also requires that pre-school~age children be immunlzed and disregards 
the value of one vehicle in detennining eligibility. Additionally, in'two counties, Michigan will 
evaluate mediation services to determine if this increases compliance with child support. The 
demonstration will extend previously approved waivers until October 1999. It will include a 
rigorous evaluation. 

Michigan's request was received March 8, 1994, and granted October S, 1994, 

MISSISSIPPI 

Mississippi's reform plan P11?motcs bealth and education for children receiving welfare 
assistance and supports work eITorts by their parents. The demonstration includes a statewide 
component and two projects, "Work First" in six counties, and ~Work Encouragement" in two 
counties. 

The statewide component requires all chiJdren receiving AFDC aged six through 17 to 
attend school and those under age six to be immunized and receive regular heaJth chcckups. It 
also extends AfDC eligibility for two~parent families by aUowing mothers or fathers to work more 
than 100 hours a month. 

The "Work First" component provides subsidized, private.sector employment for job-ready 
participants, A special fund created from participants' .AfDC and food stamp benefits will 
reimburse employers' wages. The State will provide supplemental payments to recipients when 
their total income is less than tbe combined Arne and Food Stamp benefits they would 
otherwise receive. In addition, each "Work First" participant will have an "individual development 
account" ror ~amily savings, 10 which employers will contribute one doUar per bour of work:. The 
Stale will also pass on to the family all the child support payments it collects on its behalf. 

The "Work Encouragement" component allows recipients to keep more of their earnings 
and still receive AFDC. by raising the earned income limit from 60 to ]00 percent of state
established need levels. Time limits on income disregards will also be waived. 

The "Work First" component will be implemented in Adams, Harrison, Jones. Lee, Hinds 
and Washington Counties. The "Work Encouragement" component will be implemented in 
Leflore and Oktibbeha counties. Under both the ~Work First" and "Work EncouragemenC 
components. courts may require unemployed. nonoo(;ustodiai rathers to participate in the JOBS 
program to meet child support obligations. . 

The demonstration witt be in effect for five years. The request was received 

December 10, 1993, and granted Oceemhcr 22, 1994. 
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NEW YORK 

• New York's ttA Jobs First Strategy" gives applicants alternatives to welfare, provides new 
incentives for recipients to find work. and create businesses, and encourages the formation and 
preservation of tw1rpareo( families. 

The demonstration altows applicants otherwise eligible for Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children the option to rereive child care or Job Opportunities and Basic Skills 
Training program seM<=eS in place of Arne. The program will also provide one~time cash 
assistance or other services necessary to remedy a temporary emergency which hm resulted, or 
may result. in job loss or impoverishment. 

The demonstration allows children in AFDC families to receive AFDC for up to two years 
after a caretaker parent marries and the new spouse's income makes the family ineligible, so long 
as the household's income does not ex<eed 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines. It 
extends to a fuU year transitional child care benefits for employed recipients who leave the rolls 
because of child support payments. In addition. clients are encouraged to develop their own 
business enterprises by excluding certain business income and resources, including vehicles. 

The demonstration win be implemented in six sites in four counties (Broome, Onondaga, 
Erie, and up to three sites in Brooklyn), and wiD operate for five years. 

The request was received June 7, 1994, and granted October 19, 1994. 

• 
NORTH DAKOTA 

North Dakota's demonstration will provide federal AIDe matching funds to the Skate for 
low-income women during the initial six months of pregnancy 'Wilh their first child. Such 
payments. are usually not available until the last trimester of the pregnancy. 

In addition. the demonstration links AIDe to a requirement that individuals: enroll in the 
State's welfare-to-work program and pursue education or training activities both during the first 
six months of pregnancy and after their child is three months of age. 

North Dakota's waiver application was received on August 191 1993, and approved on 
April J2, 1994. 

OKLAHOMA 

Oklahoma's demonstration seeks to encourage welfare recipients to attend school 
regularly and ultimately graduate from a high school or equivalent educationai program. 

The demonstration provides that AFDC recipients between the ages of 13 and 18 need to 
remain in school or face a reduction in benefil, if they drop out The plan applies to teenage 
parents as well as children. Oklahoma's request was received December 28. 1991, and granted 
Janual)' 25, 1993. 

• 
OREGON 

Oregon's JOBS Plus demonstration provides individuals with short-tenn (up to nine 
months) subsidized public or private employment at minimum wage or better. The State will 
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provide supplementa! payments if an individual's income is less tban the combined AFDC and 

• 
Food Stamps benefits. Participants win continue to be eligible for Medicaid and wiJJ receive 
workplace rnentoring and support services. The Stale also will pass on to the family aU the child 
support payments it collects on the family's behalf. 

Each JOBS Plus participant will also have an Individual Education Account (lEA), to 
.. "which 'employers'will cOntribute one doll,!f per hour of work. After 8 parlicip~nt begins working 

in 8 non~subsidized position, the State will transfer the lEA to the Scholarship Commission. The 
Commission ""ill then make funds available to the participant or the immediate family for 
continuing education and training at any State community college or institution of higher learning. 

Oregon's request was recejved on October 28, 1993. and granted September 19, 1994. 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Pennsylvania's "Pathways to Independence" project provides incentives and support for 
single and two-parent families mO'¥ing from welfare to se1f~sufficiency. It increases earned income 
disregafds so' that recipients can keep more of what they eam before they become eligible for 
public assistance. Additionally, it raises AFDC resource itmits, including the value of Ii family's 
vehicle, and increases ~he time that a family is eligible for transitional child care and Medicaid 
after tbe family leaves we1fare due to earnings. it win operate in Lancaster County. 

• 
To further aid the transition to work., Pathways extends case management counseling and 

referral services to up to one year after the family Jeaves welrare, Families win be able to deposit 
money into retirement savings and education accounts without penalty. Furthermore, after two 
months of employment. recipient families can aIso choose to receive cash payment of their 
monthly Food Stamp benefit. The demonstration will operate for five years. 

The request was received, on February 18. 1994j and approved November 3, 1994. 

SOUTIl CAROLINA 

South Carolina's Self·Sufficiency and Personal Responsibility Program sets work 
requirements, provides transitional assistance for program participants, and significantly reduces 
caseloads for participating AFDC caseworkers. After completing Individual Self-Sufficiency Plans 
(ISSP's) to help prepare tbem to become self-sufficient, AFDe recipients have 30 days to find a 
job in a designated vocational area. If they fail to secure such employment, recipients receive an 
additional 30 days on AFDe to find any private ·sector jOb, after which time they must participate 
in a communjty work experience program in order to continue to receive AFDC benefits. 
Progressive sanctions for non...compliance. up to and including removal of the entire family from 
assistance, are oomponents of Ihis program. 

To aid in the transidon to wor~ recipients who would otherwise no longer be eligible for 
AFDC because of employment can receive reduced benefits for up to 12 months. Families 
remain eligibJe for MedicaId and child care during this phase--down period, and regular transitional 
Medicaid and child eare benefits begin at !he end of this period. 

• 'The program also raises resource limits to $31000 and exempts the cash value of life 
insurance policies., one vehicle and interest and dividend payments. Children of recipients are 
required to attend school ~egularly and ,obtain appropriate immunizations. 
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The demonstration will operate in Berkeley, Dorchester, Charleston, and Barnwell 


• 
-- Counties for a period of five years. South carolina's request was received on lune 13, 1994, Bnd 

approved on January 9, 1995. 

'" .SOUTHDAKOTA 

South Dakota is initiating its "Strengthening of South Dakota Families Initiative" that 
encourages welfare recipients to undertake either employment or education activities. The 
program assigns AFDC participants to either an employment or education track that enables them 
to move from dependency to self-suffiCiency. IndjviduaL~ enrolled in the employment traclc will 
receive up to 24 months of AFDC benefitsj those partIcipating in the education track will receive 
up to 60 months of AFDC benefits. 

Upon completion of either track, participants will be expected to find employment. or 
failing that, wi)) be enrolled in approved community service activitiet>, Individuals who refuse to 
perform tbe required community service without good cause will have their benefits reduced until 
they comply. 

In addition, in conformance with the Food Stamp program, AFDe benefits can be denied 
to any family in which an adult parent quits a job without good cause. The sanction period will 
last three months. or until the parent acquires a comparable job. 

• 
The demonstration also enacts new rules pertaining to the employment and earnings of 

chi1dren receiving AFDC. Under current law, income earned by children can reduce the family's 
overall AFDC payment. The South Dakota demonstration wiU disregard such earnings for 
children who are attending school at least part-time. Children will be permitted to have a savings 
account of up to $1,0CI0. Additionally, AFDC children 14 and over, who are emp10yed part.time, 
will be permitted to own an automobile worth up to S2.500. 

The South Dakota demonstration win involve a rigorous evaluation that utilizes random 
assignment to experimental and control groups. 

South Dakota's request was received August 6, 1993. and approved March 14. 1994. 

VERMONT 

Vermon!', 'F.mily Independence Project' (FlP) promotes work by enabling AFDC 
reCipients to retain more income and accumula~ more assets than is normally allowed. FIP also 
requires AFDC recipients to participate in oommunity or public service jobs after they have 
received AFDC for 30 months for most AFDC families or 15 months for families participating in 
the unemployed parent component of AFDC. Current child support payments will now go 
directly to families entitled to them. Vermont's request was received October 27. 1992, and 
granted April 12, 1993. 

VIRGINIA 

• Virginia's 1IWelfare Refonn Project" will encourage employment by identifying employers 
who commit to hire AFDC recipients 'for jobs that pay between $15,000 and $18.000 a year and 
by providing additional months of transitional child care and health care benefits. A second 
statewide project will enable AFDC families to save for education or home purchases by allowing 
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the accumulation of up to $5,000 for such pUrpose.\ encourage family formation by changing the 
way a stepparent's income is counted, and allow fuU~time high school students to continue to 
receive AFDC benefits until age 21. Further. in up to four counties, AFDe recipients who 
successfuUy leave welfare for work may be eligible 10 receive transitional benefits for child and 
health care for an additional 24 monthsl for a total of 36 months. In one location, Virginia will 

• offe~ ti,guarB!lteed chUd,support "in:;urance" payment to AF'De families who leave welfare 
"~use of emploYment 'to assist the family'in'maintaining economic self~sufficiency.· Virginia's 
request was received July 13, 1993, and granted November 23, 1993. 

WISCONSIN 

Wisconsin's reform plan, ~Work Not Welfare," will require that most AFDe recipients 

either work or look for jobs. The plan provides case management, employment activities, and 

work experience to facilitate employment. Receipt of AFDC benefits win be limited to 24 

months in a 4.year period\ except under certain conditions. such as an inability to find 

employment in the local arca due to a lack of appropriate jobs. Upon exhaustion of benefits. 

recipients become ineligible for 36 months, 


With exceptions, children born while a mother receives AFDC will not be counted in 
determining a family's AFDe grant. In addition, child support win now be paid directly to the 
AFDe custodial parent in cases where the funds are canceled by lhe State. Wisconsin's request 
was received July 14, 1993. and granted November I, 1993. 

WYOMING 

Wyoming's reform plan wiU encourage AFDC recipients to enroll in school, undertake a 
training program. or enter the workforce. Wyoming's plan will allow AFDC families with an 
employed parent to accumulate $2,500 in assets, rather than the current ceiling of Sl()(x). 

Wyoming win promote compliance with work and school requirements with tough 
penalties: AFDe minor children who refuse to stay in school or accept suitable employment 
could have their mo"nthly benefit reduced by $40; and adult A,fDC recipients who are required to 
work or perform community service, but refuse to do so, face a $100 cut in their monthly benefiL 
Also. Wyoming will severely restrict eligibiJity for adults who have completed a postsecondary 
educational program while on welfare, and will deny payment to recipients who have confessed to 
or been convicted of program fraud until full restitution is made to the State. 

Unemployed, non-custodial parents of AFDC children who arc not paying child support 
can now be ordered, by the courts, into Wyoming's JOBS program. Wyoming's request was 
received May 20, 1993, and granted September 7, 1993. 
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DV."TMENT 01" HEALTH AND HUl44H SERVICES 

June 1994 

FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM 

Job Opportunities and Basic SkllIs (JOBS) 

Existing lOBS Program 

Created by the Family Support Act of 1988 and championed by then-Governor Clinton, the lob 
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program belps AFDC recipients become job-ready and enter 
the workplace. lOBS offers education, training, and job placement, as well as guaranteed child 
care and other support services. But unfortunately, it reacbes few poor families. 

To support local flexibility, the Family Support Act gave state welfare agencies primary 
administrative responsibility for JOBS. The law encouraged welfare agencies to form collaborative 
relationships with other community institutions-such as schools, non-profit organ.izations, and 
business groups--so that JOBS programs would fit local circumstances and needs. 

The Family Support Act represented a fundamental rethinkiog of welfare incentives and 
obligations. Through JOBS, it set in place expectations that welfare should be only. transitional 
preparation for self-sufficiency, and that training and support services are as vital as cash benefits. 
However, the law exempted about half of AFDC recipients, including mothers under age 16, 
mothers in school, and mothers with children under age three (or one, at state option). Most 
significantly, in 1994, states were required to have only 15 percent of non-exempt recipients 
participate in JOBS. 

Funding constraints have also limited the program's reach. During the past five years, AIDC 
caseloads mushroomed and a weak economy pul additional demands on state budgets. As. result, 
states drew down only 69 percent of the rederal funds available for JOBS in 1992, and only 12 
states were able (0 draw down their full allocation. 

Cbanges Under Welfare Refonn 

Under President Clinton's welfare refonn plan, an enhanced JOBS program becomes the core of 
the transitional assistance approach. Our proposal would expand and improve the current program 
to include: 

A personal employabilily plan. From the very first day, the new system will focus on making 
young mothers self~sufficienL Working with a caseworker. each woman will deve10p an 
employability plan identifying the education~ training. and job placement servi~es needed to move 

Ihe workplace. Because 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave the rolls within 24 



months. and most appliCllllts an: job-ready, many plans will aim for employment well within two 
yean. . 

A two-year time limit. Time limits will restrict most AFDC recipients to a lifetime maximum of 
24 months of cash assistance. 

" ., ••. Limited exemptions and deferrals, Our plan will reduce existing exemptions and ensure that 
from day one. even chose who can't work mUSt meet certain expectations. Mothers with 
disabilities and those caring for disabled cbildren will initially be exempt from the two-year time 
limit, but will be required to develop employability plans that lead to work. Another exemption 
allowed under cum:nt JOBS ntles will be signifieanlly narrowed: mothers of infants will receive 
only sbort-term deferrals (12 months for the first chUd, three months for the second). At Slate 
discretion, a very limited number of young mothers completing education programs may receive 
appropriate extensions. 

Job search first, Participants who an: job-ready will immediately be oriented to the workplace. 
Anyone offered a Job will be required to take it. 

lDt_gration with mainstream education and tralning programs. 10BS will be linked with job 
training programs offered under thelob, Training Partnership Act, the new School-to-Work 
ittitiative, Pell Grants, and other mainstream programs. 

Tough sanctions. Patents who refuse to stay in school, look for work, or attend job traittiog 
p~~~~s will be sanctioned, generally by losing their shan: of the AFDC grallt. For most 
f' simply the threat of this financial loss will be enough to ensure compliance, but chose 

fail to comply will f.ce real cuts in benefits. 

A phase-in focusing on young recipients rll'St. Imtial resources are targeted to women born after 
December 31, 1971. Phasing in the new system will direct limited resources to young. single 
mothers with the most at risk; send a strong message to teenagers that welfare as we know it has 
ended; most effectively change the culture of the welfare office to focus on work; and allow states 
10 develop effective service capacity. As weifare refonn is phased in, • larger percentage of the 
caseload will be covered. 

Flexibility for states. States that want to accelerate the phase in will be able to use federal , 
matching funds to do so. States may denne the phased-in group more broadly, require older 
women to participate in certain JOBS actIvities. or' provide increased resources to volunteers under 
current JOBS rules. 

Guaranteed child care for those in education and training. An expanded investment in child 
care will help eliminate a primary bartler to work preparation for young parenl$. 

Additional federal funding. To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that 10B8 really works. 
our proposal raises the federal match rate and provides additional funding. The rederal JOBS 
match will increase further in states with high un,:,mployment. 
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FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM 

Cblld Car. Programs 

Existing Child Care Programs 

Five federal programs currently provide child care assistance to low-income families. 
AFDCIJOBS Child Care and Transitional Child Care help families moving from AFDC to work, 
while At-Risk Child Care and the Child Care and Development Block Grant enable low-wage 
working families to remain self-sufficient. In addition, Head Stan provides low-income families 
with child development and other social services. 

AFDCIJOBS Child Care, an entitlement program, offers assistan<:e to recipients of Aid to 

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) who are working or in education and training 

programs. 


Transitional Child Care, also an entitlement program, provides assistance for up to one year after 
recipients leave AFDC for employment, so that parents entering the workforce will have the 
continued security of afford.ble care for their children. 

The At-Risk Child Care program, a capped entitlement, allows states to provide child care to 

help low-income working families who might go on AFDC without such assistance. 


The Child Care and Development Block Grant, a discretionary program, makes child car. 

available to Jow~income parents who work, attend educational and training programs, or receive 

protective services. The federaJ government distributes funds to states, Indian tribeS, and 

territories, which then enable parents to choose the· care most appropriate to their children. The 

block grant also provides funds for quality improvements. 


Head Start, a discretionary program, provides comprehensive services including education, health, 
parent involvement and social services to chBdren from low-income famHies who meet the federal 
poverty guidelines. 

Over the past few years, these five programs have provided critical child care support to low~ 


income families. Despite this progress, there is still a significant demand for chi1d care, for 

resources to improve quality and supply, and for better coordination and consistency across 

programs. 




Clinton Administration Increases and Innovations 

The Clinton Administration has made child care pwgraJIl.! a consistent budget priority, increasing 
funding for the Child Care and Development Block Grant by 19 percent in the 1995 budget. To 
maximize the impact of each dollar, the Administration has also sought to coordinate and improve 
programs. To address quality and supply, the Administration is reviewing state health and safety 

.. standards. sponsoring, •. series of national inatitutes.on critical child'Care issues; and' attempting to 
give states more flexibility to address quality and consistency concerns through proposed 
"'ll1Ilations. 

President Clinton's recent expansion of Head Stan provides funher support for quality child care. 
The 1995 budget includes substantial additional filIlding and encourages the development of full· 
day, fun.year services to meet the needs of today'. families. 

Changes U!J!Ier Welfare Reform 

President Clinton's welfare reform proposal continues to expand and improve the system for 
botll low·income working famllles and those transitioning off welfare. His proposal will 
expand availability, encourage safe and nUrtUring care environments, and further coordinate 
program requirements. 

Maintaining and expanding the existing ll1Iarantee. Welfare recipients in work and training, 

including the JOBS and WORK programs, will still he guaranteed child care, and those leaving 

welfare will still receive a year of Transitional Child Care. 


Expanding child care for low-inCOOle working families. Our proposal also substllntially 
increases funding for the At-Risk program and reduces the state match. We almost double federal 
spending on child care for the working poor. 

Addressing quality and supply, Quality improvement funds will support resource and referral 
programs. licensing and monitoring. and training and other provider supports. Children in group 
care receiving assistance will be immunized, and consistent health and safety standards will apply 
across child care programs, Our plan also directs special artention to increasing the supply of 
infant and tnddler care. 

Coordinating rules acroSS all child care programs. Our proposal simplifies administration and 
ensures coverage by further stllndardi2.ing different child care prograJll.!' requirements for provider 
standards, health and safety, parental access, consumer education, parental choice. and parentlll 
complaint management. 

http:inatitutes.on
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FAOTS RELATED TO WELFlIllE REFORK 

Child 8uppo~t programs 

Existing Child Support Programs 

The goal of the Child Support Enforcement (CSE) program, established 
in 1975 under Title IV-D of the Social Security Act f is to ensur~ 
that children are supported financially by both of their parents. 

Designed as a joint federal, state, and local partnershipt the multi
layered program involves 50 separate state systems, each with its own 
unique laws and procedures. Some local child support offices are run 
by courts, others by counties, and others by state agencies. At the 
federal level, the Department of Health and Human Services provides 
technical assistance and funding to states throu9h the Office of 
Child Support Enforcement and also operates the Federal Parent 
Locator system, a computer matching system that uses federal 
information to locate non-custodial parents who owe ohild support. 

Today, despite recent improvements in paternity establishment and 
collections, this child support system fails many families. In 1991, 
14.6 million children lived in a female-headed family, almost triple 
the number in 1960, and S6 percent of them lived in poverty. 
Paternity is not established for most children born out of wedlock, 
child support awards are usually low and rarely modified, and 
ineffective collection enforcement allows many non-custodial parents
-especially in interstate cases--to avoid payment without penalty. 

As a result, non-custodial parents paid only $14 billion in child 
support in 1990. But if child support orders reflecting current 
ability to pay were established and enforced, single mothers would 
have received $48 billion: money for clothing, food, utilities, and 
child care. closing that $34 billion gap is a top priority for this 
Administration. 

Clinton Administration Increases and Innovations 

Already, the Clinton Administration has proposed, and Congress has 
adopted, a requirement for states to establish hospital-based 
paternity programs, as a proactive way to establish paternities early 
in a child's life. In addition, the 1995 budget reflects a 13 
percent increase in federal spending on child supportw 
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Changes Under Welfare Reform 

. ._Building ..on tne .. best. state ,and.. federaL.initiatives, President 
Clintonts welfare reform plan will create an aggressive, coordInated 
system with automated collection and tougher enforcement. While the 
federal-state cnild support enforcement system collected $9 billion 
from non-oustodial parents in 1993, the reformed system under our 
plan will collect $20 billion in the year 2000. The plan focuses on: 

Universal paternity estahlisbaent. Performance incentives will 
encourage states to estahlish paternity for all births, and hospitals 
will expand efforts to get parents to voluntarily acknowledge 
paternity. Streamlined legal procedures and greater use of 
scientific testing will faoilitate identification for those who do 
not voluntarily acknowledge their responsibilities. And we also 
require each welfare applicant to supply the name and location of the 
child·s father in order to receive benefits~ 

Pair avard guideline. and periodic updating. A oommission will study 
whether national awards guidelines should he adopted. States will 
automatically update awards for families as non-custodial parents' 
incomes change. 

Automated monitoring and tracking. States will centralize and 
modernize their child support structures through the use of oentral 
registries that monitor payments automatically. A new national child 
support clearinghouse will catch parents wno try to evade their 
responsibilities even if they flee across state lines. 

New penalties for thoBe who·refuse to pay. Expanded wage-withholding 
and data-base matchinq will be used to enforce compliance. As a last 
resort I states will withhold the drivers' and professional licenses 
of parents who refuse to pay support. Even the threat of license 
suspension is a proven enforcement tool f and suspension also reaches 
self-employed people unaffected hy wage-withholding. 

state initiatives and demonstration programs. The reform plan ~illl 
for the first time, create a state option to make money available for 
work and training programs for non-custodial parents who earn too 
liitle to meet their child support ohligations. States oan choose to 
make these programs mandatory--so that non-custodial parents work off 
what they owe. At the same time, demonstration qrants for parenting 
and aooess proqrams--providing mediation, counseling, education, and 
visitation enforcement--will foster non-custodial parents I on90inq 
involvement in their children's lives. And child support assurance 
demonstrations will let interested states qive families a measure of 
economio security even if child support is not collected immediately. 

III 
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U,S DEP"RTMENT OF' HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

June 1994 contact: ACF Press Office 

,,; (202) A01~9215 


FAC'l!S l!l!IJ\TIID ""0 WIILFAl!II l!I!lPORlI 

Ai4 to Families witb Depen4ent Cbi14ren (AFDC) 


Benefits 

• 	 AFDC benefit levels range from $120 per month for a familY 
of three in Mississippi to $923 per month in Alaska, with 
the median state paying $367 in AFDe benefits (January 1993 
figures). Food stamp benefits fall as AFDC benefits 
increase I however, offsetting to some degree the disparity
in AFDC benefit levels among the different states. 

AFDC benefit levels have declined by 42 percent in the last• 
two decades# The average monthly benefit for a mother and 
two children with no earnings has shrunk in constant 1992 
dollars from $690 1n 1972 to $399 in 1992, a 42 percent 
decline. 

• 	 This decline has been partly offset by an increase in food 

stamp benefits, such that the cOabination of AFOC and food 

stamps for a mother and two children with no earnings has 

declined by 26 percent between 1972 and 1992. 


• 	 In all .50 states, AFDC benefits are below the Census 
Bureau's poverty threshold, varying from 13 percent of the 
threshold in Mississippi to 79 percent in Alaska (median of 
39 percent). 

Caseloads 

• 	 The number of persons receiving AFDC each year has increased 
significantly between 1975 and 1993~ In 1975, 11.1 million 
individuals received ·benefits~ and in 1993, 14.1 million 
persons received AFDC (UP trom 1•. 6 million in 1991). Over 
the same period, the average size of AFDC families has 
fallen, from 3.2 persons in 1975 to 2.9 persons in 1993. 

• 	 Recipiency rates 1 defined as the total number of AFDC 

recipients divided by the state population, have not 

followed a uniform trend among all states. While rates in 

some states increased substantially between 1975 and 1992, 

22 states experienced a decline in monthly recipiency rates 

over that time period~ 


- More 
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• 	 Two thirds Qf AFDC recipients are chl1dren~ In March 1993, 
AFDC provided benefits to 9.7 million children. 

-'Bxpenditures 

• 	 Despite the increase in the number of recipients over the 
time period f benefit expenditures have remained relatively 
constant in real terms between ~975 ($2l.3 billion) and 1992 
($22.5 billion). Real spending on AFDC apart from APOC-UP 
has actually fallen since 1975, from $20.3 billion in 1975 
to $20.1 billion' in 1992. 

• 	 contrary to the general conception, not all states have 
experienced an increase in total AFDC expenditures. While 
the national average between 1985 and 1992 was a 17 percent 
increase~ state-by-state figures varied from an increase of 
184 percent in Arizona to a decrease of 38 percent in 
Wisconsin. 

• 	 The share of federal spending devoted to AFDC has declined 
from 1.5 percent in 1975 to 1.1 percent in 1992. 

Recipient Characteristics 

• 	 Thirty-four percent of AFDC recipients in 1992 were white, 
39 percent were Black and 19 percent Hispanic, as compared 
to 1973, when 38 percent of AFDC recipients were white" 45.8 
percent Black and l3.4 percent Hispanic. 

• 	 Only 22 percent of AFDC families reported any non-AFOC 

income in 1992. 


• 	 Forty percent of female welfare recipients gave birth to 
their first child before the age of 19. Just over half had 
a high school degree when they entered the AFDC program, and 
49 percent bad not worked in the 12 months prior to entry. 

The JOBS progrl!U1J 

• 	 Overall 16 percent of adult non-exempt AFDC recipients
nationwide were enrolled in the JOBS program in 1992. Only 
Indiana, Kaine, Maryland and Guam failed to reach the 11 
percent participation rate mandated in the Family Support 
Act for fiscal year 1992. 

• 	 Fiscal year 1992 federal funding for ,the JOBS program was 
capped at $1 billion. However, state spending was only 
sufficient to draw down two-thirds of the available federal 
funding for fiscal year 1992, and only 11 states claimed 
their full allocation of federal funds. Only 19 states 
intended to spend enough to claim their full allocation in 
fiscal year 1993. 

- More 



Summar)' ollhe Perronnan", Measurement System 

The Family Suppon Aet of 1988 bad required that the Soct'<CaI'y of Health ami Human Services 
Implement an outcome-based .ystem. This proposal follows through 'on original goal, of Ibe FSA to 
Implement ouch a system. 

,I. _ 	 Vision: an outrome-based system
" . 

The goal of an outrome-based system is to modify Stale behavior IOwards lb. goal of serving 
recipients by liIiking inceotivts ami peoalties directly with client ....wts ami State performance. The 
Work ami Responsibility Act would gradually Implement an outromo-based performance measurement 
.ystem. Stale perfOnnaJlCO would be ......... according to the results achieved by participants. Less 
empbasis would be placed .n bow States achieve those "",ults. Federa! fuoding would be linked to 
State perfol'lDlllU in such areas as: 

• 	 the number of people who hk the time-limit . 
• 	 the incr.... in employment ami earnings after participants leav.lOBS 
• 	 retention in unsubsidized employment 
• 	 decrease in rate of depeedeney 
• improvement in the economic well.being of famil ies 
• other factors as _rWe 

2. 	 Jnmltrneruation: from Measures to Standards 

The Secretary. via the regulatOry process. would collect information on factors identified as imponant 
outeumes. Ba.,ed on the results of the information. atarnIard, for these faolOrS would be set. The 
implementation is incremental and is de6igned to ensure that process successful. Interested parties 
(i.e.• States, ami even recipients) would tal:e part in the process thus ensuring the system reflecred a 
variety of needs. 

3. 	 Cbange from Cutten, Law: expanded mission of QC aDd new State reporting requirements 

Under the proposal, the d3la reporting requiremeots for Stales would be modified to reflect the 
managemeot ami reporting need. of .ew .ystem. The mission of the current AFDC Quality Control 
.ystem would be expanded to include: 

• 	 assessing accuracy of State data 
• 	 assesSlng accuracy of time-clock 
• 	 ......ing DUmber of time-limit extensions granted by States 
• 	 determining participation rates 
• 	 determine other measures of perfo_ as appropriateldirecred 

The follOwing are atarnIards I<t under the Work and Responsibility Act which are designed to ensure 
• miniroaI level of """ices prior to the full Implementation of the outoome-l>ased system. The JOBS 
participation rate is signifioantiy higher than under current law. 

JOBS Partldpatlon - average monthly participation rate of SO" (tolerance threshold of 5110) 

• 	 additional JOBS funds (Secretary direction) for exceeding SSliO particip31iou 
• 	 penalty of ~5" rnduetion in AFDC matebing fund, for number of lOBS mandatory-recipients 

below 45110 (i.e., the Fndera! AFDC matching fuodS--1IO! JOBS IImds-would be reduced by 
the DUmber below the rate multiplied by 25110 the average AFDC benefit for that Stat.). 



baedl", !he bltnSlon cap - 2S11i roduetlon in AFDC matching funds for the number of recipients 
exceeding die time-limit extension tap 

KeepI", on Accurate n~1ock - 2S11i roduction in AFDC matching funds for the number of 
"",ipients wbereby the State bas failed to maintain an """'rate r_ of th. number of months of 
receipt • family !las reoeived 

WORK PvtIdpatlon - 2S% roduetio. in AFDC match rate for th. number of WORK registrants
- .• -below the palticipali<Jn rate: . - , . - . • 

• 	 8011i of the WORK easelOlid where th. denominator are those required to regisrer for WORK 
plus those ......dy off the roll. and the numerator is those in WORK slots, in authorized job 
aearcb, aanc:tioned, or recently off assistance in unsubsidized employment; or, 

• 	 The number of WORK slots is supposed In fill based roughly on the estimated C051 of • 
WORK slot and c<>rr"'J'ODding Federsl fueding available 

, 


