POLITICAL PROFILE

Congressman Pete Stark has developed (p ‘.cm
a reputation for being unorthodox. As “Ia
Chairman of the Ways and Mesns ...
Subcommittee on Health in the 103rd
Congress, he was effective in moving
legislation to meet his agenda.

Congressman Stark was dealt & major
hlow in his efforts to improve health
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sarvices for the elderly when the
Medicare catastrophic coverage
legislation was repealed 16 months after
it was enacted. While the demise of this
legisiation left many members of
Congress wary of future efforts to
expand heaith care coversge for any
group, this was not the case for
Congressman Stark,

Stark made heroic efforts it the 102nd

Congress to be 8 player on health reform - Miitary: -

and to move the reform agenda. He  Prev. Oceupr  ~ Banker

introduced legislation which provided — Peol. Coreer
universal health care coverage hased on ‘
8 play-or-pay model, As the session
drew to 3 ciose, and the Democratlic
leadership searched for a reform vehicle
1o move, Congressmean Stark otfered his
"Health Qare Cost Containment and -
Reform Act.,™ That bill would have 3
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expanded health care coverage while imposing global budgets on heaith care providers

and reforming the health insurance market. The bill d
Subcommittee due 1o the hoid placed on it by Chalr

d not move beyond the Health
an Rostenkowski and the lack

of consensus among members on what type of reform was either neaded or wanted,

Congressman Stark reintroduced that bill at the open

He is sharply critical of the HMO industry, Moreover, |
AMA, AHA, the pharmaceutical manufacturers, and t

&g of the 103rd Congress.

e has feuded publicly with the
he insurance industry,




WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman Stark was a co-sponsor of the Job Start for America Act of 1394 (Mink,
H.R. 4498},

HEALTH REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

During the last Congress, Stark publicly attacked the Administration’s plan and its
authors. He believed the Administration’s hesith care reform plan would dismantie the
Medicare program. He was deeply distrustful of markef competition in health care and
did not helieve that the Administration’s risk adjustmant would work. Furthermore,
he did not believe premium regulation was effective, favoring Meadicare rate regulation
ingtead. Lastly, Congressman Stark opposed HIPCs and raised concerns about
reductions in payments te teaching hospitals,

During one health care reform hearing, he said he thaubht a Federal plan, from which
States could opt out if they had a good program, was preferable to the President’s
approach. He also expressed concermn about the effect }f the proposed Medicare cuts,
At another heating, he indicated that people were confused over the long-term care
coverage in the plan and believed it was 8 Medicare benetit and he asked what would
happen if & State refused to participate in the Clinton Plan {Governor Wilson {CA} had
indicated that he was not imtergsted]. Congressmman Stark also objscted
establishing a National Health Board and said the Administration should build on the
relationship established within HMS, He questioned the advisability of designing a
more generous package for those under 85 than fo! those 65 and older and he
objected to the alllances supplanting organizations sugh as CALPERS.

The Congressman was a co-sponsor of the American Health Security Act of 1893
{McDermatt, H.R. 1200} and, despite his problems with the Administration’s bill, the
President’s Health Security Act {Gephardt, H.R, 3600},




LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS
3 niqr

Congressman Stark re-introduced the Health Care Cost Containment Act {H.R. 200}
as well as a Medicare-for-all plan (H.R, 26101, Furthermore, he sponsored legisiation
to extend and improve the ban on physician referrais to health care providers with
which the physician has a financial relationship {H.R. 345b}); 10 impose an excisg tax
on certain sales of assets of medical service &rgani?ations to managers of such
organizations (H.R. 4B3}; to establish in the Food ;nd Drug - Administration the

Patented Medicine Prices Review Board to regulate the prices of certain prascription
drugs and amend the Internal Revenue Code 10 recapture certain tax benefits (H.R.
816}, Additiongally, he sponsored legislation gttemptingito curb health care fraud {H.R,
1255). The Congressman also sponsored legislation protecting the privacy of

prascription drug records {(H.R, 1487). Lastly, he sponsored lagisigtion investing in
essential health facilities (H.R. 2484}, r

The Congressman co-sponsored the Family and Medica! Leave Act (Ford, H.R, 1, P.L.
103-3} and Congressman Rostenkowski's bill 10 cover certain preventive services
under Medicare (Rostenkowski, H.R. 18}. He also m-@;pbnsered 8 Mmeasure 10 improve
the administration of the Medicare program (Pickle, H.R. 22}). Hs co-sponsored
legislation attemnpting to protect: {1} women's reprazi\}vctive freedoms (Lowey, H.R.
5191, {2} women’s access 1o clinic entrances {Sz;zwmel . H.R. 788}; {(3) women from
domaestic violence {Schroeder, M.R. 1133}); and women’s health (Schroeder, H.R.
3075}, He helieved in providing emergency hunger and homelessness relief and thus
co-sponsored Congressman Vento's legisiation (Ventg, H.R. 687)., He was a co-
sponsor of legistation attempting to protect children from inhaling deadly cigaretts
smoke (Durbin, M.R. 710}, a% individuals from deadly cigarette smoke in all buildings
{(Waxrman, H.R. 3434}, and individuals from deadly hal dguns {Schumer 1025, H.R.
1025, Pub. L. 103-183}. Moreover, he co-sponsored the Reemployment Act of 1894
[Rostenkowski, H.R. 40401, the Social Security Independence and Program
fmprovements Act of 1994 (Jacobs, H.R. 4277, Pub. L. 103-286) and the Ryan White
Reaguthorization Act of 1994 {(Waxman, M.R. 5141). Lastly, he was a ¢o-sponsor of
the American Health Security Act of 1993 (McDermott, H.R. 1200} and the
President’s Heaith Security Act (Gephardt, H.R. 3600}
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CALIFORNIA

DEMOGRAPHICS

STATE U,

Papulation {19931 31,211,000 257,908,000

Child Populativn (199} 7,810,000 63,924,000

Fercont of Populution thut sre Cleldren? < 18} i6.2% 5.1%

Per Capita Pervonal Income {1992} SN $19 841

Poverty Rate 1992 15.8% 14.5%

1990 11.9% 13.5%
1983 14.9% 15.2%
1979 11.4% 1%

% Point Change in Rate (19791992} 4.4% 2.8%

Uzemployment Rate (1982) 9.1% 74%

Child Powerty Rate (19931 2 10 £ years old 7% 3%

FMAP 5% 254

Al TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN {(AFDBC;
FY 199}
FINANCIAL DATA
STATE v.s.

Total AFD Expenditures $6.393.441,000 $25,372 883,000
Benefit Payments $5.497,367,000 $22,553,082 006
Admimitrative Expendityres $ 496,074,000 $ 1,819,501 000

AFDE Gramt Mathend childrend rome} a7 1365

AFDC Beochis as % of 1993 Porerty Theebold £3.0% 38.0%

Food Stamp Benefit-Jan. 1984 5214 $295

Combined Benelit—Jun, 1954 5321 $461

Combived 55 % of 1993 Poverty Throhold A% &%

% Chonge s AFDC Beoefiss Siace 1992 59 13%

LK Erver Rute (1991} a8 1.9
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CALIPORNIA, otk
i AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CRILDREN (AFDC)
()
STATE RN

Average Mantidy Caselead . £59,080 43301

Basie 718,000 4,613,000

uy 142,000 325 006

UP sy % of Careload 1$.5% A%
Average Number in AFBC Unit 5 19
% Cuselond oo More Than 2 Years 50.3% h.5%
% Change in Caseloed FY 1988-1992 378% 111%
AP Revigioney Rate B.1% 4%
% Change in AFDC Recipicncy ¥Y 19681902 34.2% 2%
Food Stamp Ruciphency Raee FY i99] BI%% S5%%
% AFOU Cases Receiving Honsing Subsidies B.9% 3%
% AFDC Coses With Earned Incowe T5% 1A%
Nunher of JORBS Participants 56,653 41,995
Participation Rute 9% 17.0%
UP Partivipation Rate NiA RiA
JUBS Adioeation $156,781.373 $1,004,000,000
Gennt Amonat (Preliminary Data} $96,809.104 § T, 105829
% of Allocation &1.7% F46%
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CALIFORMNIA

CHILD SUPFORT ENFORCEMENT

STATE u.s.
EY. 93 FY.93
Total Collections {in millions) $736.9 $8.907.3
AFDC/FC Coilactions lin milions) $335.2 $2.446.3
NAFDC Colisctions in millions} $401.6 $6.491.1

{hild Support Coltections par Dollar of

Totwal Admin. Expands, $2.484 $3.97
Parcentags Thange in Total Real

Collactions sings 1992 12.7% 11.8%
Totat V.U Cassload 1,833,863 17110468
Parcent of iV.-D Cases with

Coliactions 12.8% 1B.2%
Percant of 1¥-D Casss with Orders #43.5% 55.4%
Average Colisction from Cases with

Collagtions $3.223 32,8558
Yotal Number of Patamities Established 71321 858 208
Out-of-Wadiock Birtha-1851

{Source:NCHS) 204 225 1,213,769
Percent of Paternities w

Qut-of-Wedlock Births 38% 16%

CALEFQRNIA
FOSTER CARE
FY 1993 FY 1994

# Tita V£ 48 526 51,000 |
Fostw Core {15t 3 grs.) i
Children |
Yotal Foster 80,314 Nat Available
Coare
Childron
fitle IV-E Fostar A78.1 555.3
Care 3 {in millions}  (Estimated)
Tede IV.B FPFS 6.9 {in millions}
Sorvices in §
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CALIFORNIA

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT {CCDBG)

Enraliment

3 Girant tin
thousonds)

FY 1993
STATE U.5.
39,989* 755,000"
$80.062 §797,290

*Thass dute should ba viewsd in light of ths fact thet States have
considerabls latitudo in spending their CCDEG funds {e.g.. thay may
concantrate their funds on relatively fawer children sad fomilies,
spraad their funds 10 serva more children and familiss sndior bland
Fodorsl funding strasma), Additionally, States have thres yoors in
which 0 sxpand their CCDBG funds,

FUNDING Oin
thousandsi

ENROLLMENT
% ELIGIBLE
# GRANTEES

CALIFORNIA
HEAD START
F¥ 1994
STATE TR
837,132 $3,328.728
70,885 F40, 485
32 a8 |
,,,,,,,,, 56 1.405
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CALIFORNIA
NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

FY 1994

STATE u.s.

NO. OF $ NO. OF $

GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS  AWARDED

28 2,587,868 288 34,997,412

e ———n A ———

CALIFORNIA

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

FY 1993
ARRIVALS (a/) OBLIGATIONS (b/) EMPLOYMENT
$ , SERVICES {c/)

31,355 55,903,960 5,532

includes refugaes, antrants, and Amarasian immigrants,

Includes (1) Sociad Sarvices formule sliccation, (2) Targetnd Assiitarice formula sliocation,
andd {3) Cash/Madical/Administration [CMA) funding for FY 1933, CMA includes Ratugse
Cash Assisisnce {RCAJ, Refuges Madical Assistanca (RMA), sid to unaccompaniod minors,
and Stets sdministrative axpenses.

Inchades sil refugees, antrants, snd Amerasian hnrmigrants srrollsd in ORR-funded
smipfoymant servicas in FY 1893,



POLITICAL PROFILE

Congressman Andrew Jacobs has served
in the House of Representatives longer
than most being first elected in 1964,
He has served continuously except for g
two-year hiatus when he was defsated
for ong term in 1972, Hs is known as
frugal and a fiscal conservative.

Being frugal means having one of the
lowest staff payrolis in Congress.
Additionally, he does not accept PAC
contributions and raises very little money
for campaigns. His fiscal conservatism
¢an be seen in hig support for a balanced
budget amendment, support which has
not wavered since 1976, Morgover, he
opposes congressional salary increases,
usually wvotes ageinst spending for
dgefense and public works projects, ang
has authored legisiation barring inmates
from receiving Social Security benefits
while in prison,

While attending Ilaw school,
Congressman Jacobs was a police
officer in the Sheriff’s Department and
strongly supports anti-crime legislation
ncluding  strong  measures 1o curb
handgun violence.

As Chair of the Social Security
Subcommittee, he authored legislation,
and vigilant fought, to make the Social

Security Administration an independgent agency.



HEALTH REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Before becoming Chairman of the Social Security Subcommittee of the Ways and
Means Comittee, Congressman Jacobs chaired the Health Subcommittee. When the
Social Security Reform Act reached the Committee on Ways and Means in 1883, he
added a Medicare payment plan setting fixed costs for inpatient treatment of various
diseases. He also pushed to freeze Medicare payments 1o physicians and 10 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,

HMe opposes a single payer system and supports personal medical savings accounis o
pay for health care,

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 8 medical savings account to pay for
health care. MHe was aiso a co-sponsor of Congressman Rowiand’s bill, the Health
Reform Consensus Act of 1894 (Rowland, H.R. 3955},

WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

According to staff, Congressman Jacobs has no particufar 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 1988 included a pilot program, authored by Congressman
Jacobs, for college students to serve as "aunts and uncies” to welfare children.



LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS
103rd. Congrass:

Congressman Jacobs sponsored a number of Social Security-related bills;  to
streamline the disability application and appseal process {H.R. 648); to make the Social
Security Administration independent of the Department of Heaith and Human Services
{H.R. 647 and H.R. 4277, Pub, L. 103-2886); 10 require the Secretary of the Treasury
10 issue 1o the Social Security trust tunds centificates of U.8. obligations (H.R. 931},
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 disability under
Titles 1| and XVI of the Social Security Act {(Matsui, H.R. 728;. He has ais¢ co-
sponsored legislation protecting children from tobacco smoke {Durbin, H.R. 710} and
all people from being subjected to tobacco smoke (Traficant, H.R. 881, and Waxman,
H.R. 3434}, He supported the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention At by being 8 ¢co-
sponsor as well as the Violence Against Women Act of 1993 {Schroeder, H.R. 1133},
He co-sponsored former Congressman Santorum’s health care reform proposal which
called for the use of 8 medical savings account 1o pay for haalth care. He was also
a co-sponsor of Congressman Rowland’s bill, the Health Refarm Consensus Act of
1984 {Rowland, H.R. 39856}. Furthermore, ha co-sponsored the Reemployment Act
of 1994 {Rostenkowski, H.R. 4040} and the Reauthorization of Ryan White (Waxman,
H.R. 51414

GROUP RATINGS

T S i S s
ACLU COPE |  AcU NTLC |

1992 91 83 20 40
1991 - 91 20 - _
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INDIANA
DEMOGRAPHICS
— —————r e
STATE U8,
Papulation {1993) 2.H3.006 157,908,606
Chid Populatinn (19983 1,461,000 £3,524,000
§ Peremt of Papadation tha sre Chikdesns < 18} 4% 1%
; Per Capita Personal Income {1992} $18.043 $19.841
| Poverty Rate 1992 1.7% 14.5%
| 1950 13.0% 13.5%
| 1983 BT 1 153%
195 5.7% 11.7%
% Paint Chunge in Rate (1979.1992) p ¥ 3
Child Poverty Rate {1993} 5 10 17 years sid 10.2%
Unemployment Rute {1952} . 5.5% TA%
FMAP a.21% 55%

Al TOQ FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFD()

s ———— —— o — s —r
FINANCIAL DATA
STATE u.s.
Totad AFDLC Expenditures 3286 417 000 35,372 283,000
Benefit Payoseats $231,179,000 $22.553,682,006
Administrative Expditures £35,438,000 $ 2,819,801 003
AFDC Grant (Muotherd children-@ income) $8s $365 “
AFDC Benefits a3 % of {993 Poverty Threshold BoH% mon
Food Stamp Benefit--Jun. 1994 ey §298
Combimed Bewiditsfun. 1994 5583 .03
Cousbéned as % of 1993 Poverty Threshold 61.0% 9%
% Change in AFDC Bescfits Sinve 1992 g -1.3%
QF Error Rate (1991} 5.380% 4.9¢
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ERBEANA comtimund:

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)

| PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

STATE s,
Average Monthly Caselosd 73,013 4,981,301
Basic 9,158 4,612,000
up 1358 159,000
UP as % of Caseload 5.3% 12%
Average Number in AFDC Usit 29 19
% Casddami oo More Than I Years * 45.5% 5%
% Change in Cueddoad FY 19881997 s 21.3% ) ﬂ
| AFDC Recipiency Bate £1% 5A%
% Change in AFDC Recipioncy FY 1985-1992 ILS% 15
| Food Stamp Revigiency Rete-FY 1992 90.6% 9.95%
% AFDXC Cases Recriving Housing Sabsidies % 3%
% AFDC Cass With Earnod Income 59% 1.4%
| Rumber of JOBS Participants 3243 541,998
| Participatios Rate 16.2% 17.0%
UP Participstion Rate NIA N/A
JOBS Alioeation $14,789 927 $1,000,000,008
Grast Amount (Prefiminary Data) $ 6,109,249 $ 746,198 819
% of Allocation §16% 6%
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INDIANA
. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
STATE Us.
Lollgctions and
Fy 923 FY 93
Total Collections {in mil 3] $14%.3 $8.8907.3
AFQLIFC Collections lin millions} 852.0 924163
NAFDC Collactions fin millions} 588 .1 46.491.1
Child Support Collectians per Gollar of
Total Admin. Expands. 36,45 $3.97 |
Percontage Changs in Totel Roal
Collections since 1992 13.3% 11.8%
Totol IV-D Casslond 767,399 17,110,468 |
Parceant of IV-D Cases with
{olisctons 9.8% 18.2%
Parcant of IV-D Case with Diders 71.1% £5.4%
Average Colisction from Unsen with
Collactions 41,945 ¢2.855
Tota! Number of Patormities Esteblished 4,850 554,208
. Out-nf-Wadlock Births-1991%
{Source:NCHS) 24,284 1,213,769
Porcent of Paternitios to
Cut-of-Wadlock Births 20.4% 45.7%
|

INDIANA

FOSTER CARE

¥y 1993 FY 1994
Foster Care ‘
Children
Total Foster 8,843 Not Available
Care
Childran
Titla IV-E Foster 37.65 {Estimatad}
Care $ {in mitlions)
Title IV-B FP/FS 938.6 lin thow)
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INDIANA

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

{CCDBG)
FY $883
N State U.s.
Enrolirnant 15,491¢ 755,000*
§ Grant {in $15,372 $797,290 |
thousands) |

*These data should be viswed in light of the fact that
States have considerabia fatitude in spending their
CCDBG funds {e.g., thoy may concentrate their funds on
relatively fower childron and familias, spread their funds
to sarve more children and families and/or blend Federal
funding streams}, Additionally, States havs thres years
in which to expend their CCOBG funds.

INDIANA
HEAD START
FY 1994 1
Stats .8,
| FUNDING {in $46,543 $3,325,728
thousands}
ENROLLMENT 11,730 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 35 a8
# GRANTEES 36 1,405
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INDIANA
. NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM
FY 1994
STATE
u.s.
NO. OF § NO. OF $

GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED

0 0 259 34,997,412

INDIANA

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

FY 1993
EMPLOYMENT
ARRIVALS (a/) OBLIGATIONS (b/) SERVICES (c/}
3
460 303,582 377

a/ Includes refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants.

b/ includes {1} Social S8ervicas formula allocation, (2} Targeted
Asgsistance formula allocation, and (3) Cash/Medical/Administration
{CMA] funding for FY 1883, CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance
{RCA}, Refuges Medical Assistance {RMA], aid 1o unaccompanied
minars, and State administrative expensss.

¢/ includes all refugees, sntrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrollad
. in ORR-funded employment sarvices in FY 19393,



POLITICAL PROFILE

While only 28, Congressman Ford began
his political career as a member of the
Tennessee state legislature. After ably
sarving his constituents for three years,
he was elected to the United States
House of Representatives where he has
sarved ever since. His setvice in the
Mouse has been marked by both
triumphs and failures; his triumphs are
‘mostly in the area of watfare reform and
his failures primarily stem from a federa)
indictrent for bank and tax fraud. The
legal proceedings resulting from this
indictment were drawn out over $ix
years ending with an acquittal in 1993,

WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

As Chairmen of the Ways and Msans
Subgommittee on Human Resources in
the 103rd Congress, the Congressman
was 2 leader on national welfare policy.
He brought 8 “minority-rights”
perspective to discussions ot welfsre
policy and during the major welfare
reform debate of 1987, he launched his
own  welfare-overhaul  bill, The
canterpiece of his bill was a program
aimead at training welfare recipients so

" Prev. Occup, ] 7 MO{‘{!C(&Q coo

Pol. Caresr: - | { ‘. TN Houss, ,19?2-753
Elocted: . oo 1974 L undena Lol
Commiﬂeg}, g;gw : iWays and’ %eans

e
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they could move into the work forcs. Major portions of Congressman Ford's 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

legisiation,

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 iobs for those hoping to
break the poverty and welfare cycle. Whensgver possible, he would also like to move
recipients into jobs before the expiration of the two-year time Jimit,




HEALTH CARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman Ford was interested in heslth reform as g pre-requisite of welfare
reform. His discomfort with the Administration’s more conservative approach o
welfare reform prompied him to voice related concerns with the health reform
propasal. Specifically, he was protective of low income populations and foster
children. He resisted efforts that isolated the poor in low cost plans.

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

L Qard Lonaress:
Congressman Ford dig not sponsor any legisiation in the 103rd Congress.

Congressman Ford co-sponsored the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1983 {Ford,
H.R. 1, Pub. L. 103-3} and legislation protecting @ women'’s access to abortion ¢linic
entrances (Schumer, H.R. 788}, He has als0o co-sponsored measures 1o ingrease job
and life skills training in inner cities {Waters, H.R. 1020}, He is 3 Brady Mandgun co-
sponsor {Schumer, H.R, 1025, Pub. L. 103188} and a Viglence Against Women co-
sponsor {(Schroeder, H.R. 1133). Additionally, he favored the single-payer approach
for health care refarm and co-sponsored Congrassman McDermott's American Health
Security Act of 1993 (McDermott, H.R. 1200}, He also co-sponsored a bill reguiating
dietary supplements (Richardson, H.R. 1708}, He supported Congressman William
Ford’s School-to-Work Opportunities Act of 1994 as a co-sponsor (Ford, H.R, 2884,
Pub. L. 103-239 the Administration’s welfare reform legislation, the Work and
Responsibility Act of 1994 {Gibbons, H.R. 4605},

GROUP RATINGS

YEAR ACLU COPE ACUY NTLC
1992 100 86 5 0
1991 - 100 0 -

s




TENNESSEE

DEMOGRAPHICS
rann T W
STATE w.s.
Popdative {1993} £,096.000 25} 908,000
Child Population {19961 1,212,000 £3,914,000
- Percent of Population that are Chiddeen{ < 18} %1% %
i Per Capita Persoga lncome (1992} $i7,341 $14.053
|
i Poverty Rate 1992 11.9% 14.3%
1990 1a.9% 13.3%
1983 0.1% jL WL 1
197% 16.4% L%
% Poirg Changs in Rute {979-1990 0.6% 1A%
Chitd Poverry Rate {19933 8 0 17 yonrg old 1T.5%
Unemployment Rate 1992} 4% 1.4%
FMAP HTXI% 55%

ALR TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)

| FINANCIAL DATA

RTATE LIR8
Total AFDC Expenditures $255.374,000 $15,372.953,000
| Becefit Payments $220,553,000 $22,553,0%2, 000
Administrative Expendifune 3 34,831,000 $ 2.819.801,000
i AP Grast otherd childrond income) §ius RS
AFHC Benefits as % of 1993 Poserty Theesbinld 19.0% B.o%
Food Sismp Benelit—Jan, 1994 298 $29%
Comlsinex] Benefits—Jun, 1994 5485 863
Combrised as % of 1993 Poverty Threshold 50.0% %
% Change in AFDC Beoeltls Sice 1982 ) 13%
Q5 Ervor Rate {19913 &.71% 4.9




AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDO

U0 as % of Coscload

| Average Number in AFDC Unit
| % Cpacdosd o More Than 2 Vears

% Change i Caselogd FY 19881982

AYPL Recipioncy Rate

| ® Change in AVDC Recipieacy FY 19881992
| Wood Stump Recipiency RuteFY 1993
% AFDC Cases Roceiving Housiag Sobsidbes

| % AFDC Cases With Eamed Income

Fumber of JOBS Participants

?’mﬁam‘ ion Kate

UP Pariicipation Rate
JOBS Allocation
Girant Amouot {Pretiminary Data)

% of Allocation

STATE

107 86k
13,372
4,49
43%
7
44.5%
0%
61%
a.3%
15.91%
s

2%

4,118
17.4%

KA
$1EA3T 188
$35,580,.210

30.3%

LVEH

4,981,381
4,622 000
380 00

1.2

3

LK
2%
4%
45%
$.94%
313

T4

341,995

17.6%

RiA
$1,000.000,006
£ 746,198 82%

6%
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TENNESSEE

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Total Collectons {in millipae!
AFDC/FC Coliections {in yillions)
NAFDC Collections lin millions}

Child Suppert Collections par Dollar of

Total Admin, Expends,

FParcentage Changs i Total Reat

Colisctions since 1992

Tots! IV-D Caseload

Porcent of IV-D Caase with
Colievtigng

Parcent of IV-D Cases with Ordara

Asvarage Collecton from Cases with
Collections

Total Number of Poternitias Establishad

Qut-of-Wedlock Birthy-1991
{Source:NCHS)

Percant of Patamities to
Dut-of-Wedlock Births

STATE L.5.
FY 93 FY 93
$116.2 $8,907.3
¢33.4 $2,416.3
$82.7 $6,491.%
$5.42 $3.97
-36.9% 11.8%
516,640 17,110.468
10.9% 18.2%
49.5% 55.4%
42,058 $2,855
11,463 §84,208
24,026 1,213,769
47.7% 45.7%
TENNESSER
FOSTER CARE
FY 19893 FY 1994 u.s. 1

| # Tie Iv-E
| Foster Care

| Total Foster
Care
Children

Tida {V-E Foster
Cora 8

Tite IV-B FRFS
Searvices in 3

15.77
{in millions}

{1st 3 grs.}

Not Availabis

{Estimated)

1.3
tin miliona)
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TENNESSEE

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

{CCDBG)
FY 1993
State .S,
Enroliment 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 latituds in spending their
CCDBG funds (8.g., thay may concentrate their funds on
relatively fewer children and familias, spread their funds
to serve more ¢childran and farnilies and/or blend Federsl
funding streams), Additionally, States have three years
it which to expend their CCOBG funds.

TENNESSEE
HEAD START
!i
FY 1984

State U.Ss.
FUNDING §in $58,5490 $3,325,728
thousands}
ENROLLMENT 14,380 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 36% 33
# GRANTEES 23 1,408 B
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TENNESSEE

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

FY 1994

STATE U.S,

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

0 O 258 34,897,412

TENNESSEE

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

FY 1993
EMPLOYMENT
ARRIVALS {a/} OBLIGATIONS (b/) SERVICES (¢/)
$
1,077 658,521 874

af

bf

o

Includes refugess, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants.

Includes {1} Social Services formula aliocation, {2} Targeted
Assistance formula allocation, and {3} Cash/Medical/Administration
{CMA} funding for FY 1883, CMA includes Refuges Cash Assistance
{RCA}, Refuges Modicsl Assistance {RMA), aid to unaccompanied
minors, and State administrative expenses.

Includes all refugess, entrants, and Amsrasian immigrants snrolled
in ORR-tunded employment services in FY 1993.



POLITICAL PROFILE

Congressman Robert Matsui was first
slected to the House in 1878, He is a
skilled fundraiser who has considered
seeking higher offices, including Alan
Cranston’s L. 8. Senate seat, as well as
the California governorship.

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

COne 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-patled "voluntary evacuess.”

HEALTH CARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman Matsui supportsphasingin
coverage for pregnant women and

~Congressman . .
Robert Matsui ... .
(D-CA}B5th

. £ a e

- &
R T
I T haben L % a3 uw

AL w g Fa

Capremer s rabra gt

‘Born: . . it 817741,

: -« Hagramento, CA
Education: . <t of CA, Berkeley,
A.B.; U ot CA,
Hastings Colloge of
L Lew, J.0.
Military: . 0 . Nons
Prav. Qooup.: T Lawyer
Family: . ' Wite, Doris Okeda; 1
e child
Raligiom 1 . 0 Methodist
T Pol, Carsgl: - Seorsmenta City
- S Coungil, 197178
Electad: =~ - 1978 .
"Residence: Sacramento

Committeas: _ . Ways anxi Means

-
4 dpradhoieos -

children first, Me introduced M.R, 727, the Children and Pregnant Women Health
insurance Actof 1883, to provide health insurance coverage for pregnant women and
children through employment and State based insurance plans. During the health care
debate, Congressman Matsut worked closely with the Administration to enact the

reform bill,



WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman Matsui has been working on 8 welfare reform proposal with other
progressive members of Congress which he plans to introduce scon. Generally, he is
seeking an approach that is less punitive than the Administration’s proposal, He does
not believe that the debate over welfare referrn is as simple as "two years and put.”
He i3 concerngd about children of recipients whoe will not or cannot comply with work
requirements and as result are denied benefits.

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS
103rd Congress:

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 Sscurity and SSi "AIDS” Disability Act of 1983, which would
require inclusion of specific items of impairments for evaluating MV infection in
raaking determinations of disability under the Soctal Security Act.

In addition, Congressman Matsui has co-sponsored the following pieces of legisiation:
the Health Security Act {(Gephardt, H.R, 3600} the Family and Medical Leave Act of
1983 {P.L. 103-3}; tha Gang Prevention and Youth Recreation Act of 1893, providing
grants o cities 1o astablish tsen resocurces and education centers for at-risk youth
{Waters, H.R. 1019); and the Hearing Loss Testing Act of 1893, which would have
required hearing testing for all children born in the US (Walsh, H.R. 413}, He also co-
sponsored the Waxman's Minority Health Improvernent Act (H.R. 38681..

102nd Congress:

Congressman Matsui introduced H.R, 3393, the Children and Pregnant Wormmen 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 lagisiation to reform the haalth insurance market to make products
more affordable and portable (Rostenkowski, H.R. 3826).
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DEMOGRAPHICS
STATE 0y,
Population {199); 31,211,000 A5F 908 000
Child Population (1980) 1,818,000 £3,914,000
Percent of Fopulation that are Children! < 18} WB.I% BIR
Per Cepita Personal focome {1992) $21,27% 19031
Poverty Rate 1993 158% 5%
1954 13.9% 13.8%
1943 14.9% 182%
b3 11.4% 1L.7%
% Foint Changs o Rate 19751992} 44% 18%
Unemployment Rate {1993} 2.1% 74%
Chitd Poverty Rote (1993 8 10 17 years gid BI% 2H.8%
FMAP k223 5%

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)

Y 1993
FINARCIAL DATA
STATE u.s
Yotal AFDL Expenditures $4,393 441,060 $25.3%2,583,000
Bensfit Pavments $5,597.367 600 $12.553 081,000
Administeative Expenditures $ 3% 873,000 $ 1819 501,000
AFOC Gramt (Metber-2 childrend income} b7 ] $34%
AFDL Benefits as % of 1993 Poverty Thresheld £3.5% Ras
Foml Stamp Benefit-Jan. 1994 $114 §9%
Combined BosefitswJan. 1994 $841 541
Curnbined a2z % of 1993 Poverty Threshold k6% -
% Change in AFDC Beaefits Since 1992 4.9 3%
. QO Error Rute 1991 348 4.96




' Ry 5, 1995

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)

|
¢ PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
STATE u.s.
Average Monihly Caacload 4594000 4,981 301
Bacic ) 5200 4,427 600G
vP 142,000 359,000
UP a3 % of Casclosd 15.5% 1%
Average Number is AFDC Unit B X 15
% Caseload on Mors Than 2 Yeus L0.3% - 46.5%
% Change in Caselosd FY 1953.1993 E% 173%
AFDUC Recipiency Rute 21% 5.4%
% Change in AFDC Recigiency FY 1985-1992 34348 IAE%
Foud Stamp Recipiency Rate.FY 1961 8.29% 295%
% AFDC Cases Receiving Housing Sobsidies £.0% 3%
% AFDC Cases With Earned tacome 1.E% 14%
Number of JONS Participants 56,653 541,995
Farticipation Rate 9.9% 1T.0%
UF Participation Rate NiA MiA
JOBE Allocation $186, 7822713 $1,000,008,600 |
Gmnt Amannt {Preliminary Datad $96,509,10:4 $ 745,195,829 ;
% of Aliscating 61,7% 14.6%




Jasuary 5, 1993

Y CALIFORNIA .
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
S bbb Rt p——
STATE 4.5,
EV G2 EY 61
Collacti ntiturs
Totsd Collactions {in millions) $736.9 $8.901.3
AFDC/FC Collactions {in millions) $335.2 $2,416.3
RAFDC Collectiona (in millions) $401.6 46,4911
Child Support Collactions per Dollar of
Tatsl Admin, Expends. $2.54 $3.97
Percantage Change in Totsl Heal
Colisctions since 1592 12.7% 11.8%
Toial /-0 Laseload 1,833,853 17,110,468
Parcent of IV-D) Casas with
Lollagtions 12.5% 18.2%
Parcent of BV Cases with Qrdors 43.8% %5.4%
Avsrage Collsction from Cases with
Lollectons $3,223 $2.8585
Total Number of Paternities Established 77,321 554,204
Out-oi-Wediock Birdis. 1891
{SowrceNCHS) 204,229 1,213,788
Parcant of Paternities to
Out-of-Wedlock Births 38% 46%
CALIFORNIA
FOSTER CARE
FY 4953 FY 1994
& Tids VB 48 526 51.000
Foster Core {1st 3 s}
Childroan
Total Fostar 84,311 Not Avasilabis
are ’
Children
Title IV-E Fostar 4781 E85.3
Care & {in millions} {Estimated]

Tite IV.B FP/FS
Sarvices in $

6.9 {in milions}
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GALIFORNIA
CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT {(CCOBG)

W
FY 1993 !
Envolimant 38,8840 755,000
$ Grent {in $90,062 $797.280
thousants)

*Thoss dats shoukd ba viewed in fight of the fact that States have
considarables latitude in spending thelr CCDBG funds {s.9., they may
concantene their funds on raistively fawer children and families,
sprasd their funds to serve mors children and farmilies and/or bland
Fodorsd tunding steamal. Additionally, Statss have thrae years in
which to sxparud their CUDBRG fundy.

CALIFORNIA
HEAD START
FY 1994
STATE U.8.
FUNDING fin $371,132 $3,325.728
thousands!
ENROLLMENT 70,895 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 33 38
# GRANTEES 56 1,405




J'anuary 5. 1985

CALIFORNIA

NATIVE AMERICAN PROCGRAM

=

FY 1994

¢
i3

-

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

28 2,587,869 259 34.997.412
e — i
CALIFORNIA

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

FY 1993
ARRBIVALS {a/} QBLIGATIONS (b/} EMPLOYMENT
$ SERVICES {c¢/)

31,355

55,803,960 5,832

af Includos rafugnes, entrants, sl Amerasian Immigrants,

bi Includes (1) Social Sarvices formula alinsstion, {21 Targated Assivtancs formula sliocation,
and (3} Cash/Madical/Administestion (CMA) funding for FY 1983, CMA includes Refuges
Cash Assistance (RCA), Refuges Madical Assistance {RMAL, aid to unaccompsanied minors,
and Stats administrative oxpenses,

6! inchudes ol refugees, entrants, snd Amerasian immigrants enrolled in QRAR-funded
amploymant services in FY 18493,



Congresswoman
Longresswoman Barbara Kennelly had - Barbara Kennelly {D-CT)
been in the Congress less than a year  ‘Democratic Coucus, Vice Chair
when she won a ssat on the powerful | . - -
Ways and Means Committee. She was s
appointed to the Demaocratic Steering
and Policy Committee in 1884. During
the 100th Congress, she became an st-
large member of the majority whip ST e
organization and was the first woman to  ~ % Fe IR S
serve on the Intelligence Committee as - % "+ 5"
Chairwoman of the Subcommittee on ‘-
Legisiation. In the 104th Congress, -
Kennelly serves on the Ways and Means . ..«
Committee. She is the second ranking
Democratic member on both the Social

Security and the Human Resources  Borm:z . ’\Zf 7%‘33* or

mmit ) o artiord,
Subco Tees Education: Trinity Coliage {00,

) 7 BLAL Trinity College
As one of her first accomplishments on : , \ CT1, MLA. Y ¢
the Committee on Ways and Means, she Military: None
won passage of a law to encourage  Prev. Qooup.: Public official
payment of child support. She is also  Famity: Husband, James
considered an expert on the taxation of Refiglon: © ;z::;fza’fh‘;ﬂd’e”
» ¥ 1 M 5

thel iNsurance mdus’gry, “amﬁ she ['}iis Pol. Carpar: Hartford Court of
actlyaly promoted l&gzsia’cwﬁ supporting Coramon Coutieil,
the industry. In 1981, she introduced a 1675-79; CY
hesith care reform plan which attempted Secretary of State,
to preserve private medical insurance but 1879-82
required standardization of coverage and 5‘“‘””5:@, ' ':;iifm 4
universal coverage. She suggested Commitines: 104th Congresa:

paying for long-termcare by aliowingthe _ Ways and Means
eideriy 10 insure their assets 50 thev can -

Medicaid.

Congrasswoman Kennaslly's interests are varied. 8he was a lead sponsor of the
successful Hate Crime Statistics Act of 1830, Bhe workad hard on the 1988 welfare
reform bifl to strengthen its child suppart provisions., She introduced a bill as an
alternative to the bhatanced budget amendment which would require the President and
both Budget Committees to submit balanced budgets each year, but it failed by a vote
of 189-220. In 1888, Congresswoman Kennelly made a run for the Democratic
Caucus chair, but jost to Congressman Steny Hover, in 1993, she became the only
woman in the Democratic Leadsrship by being chosen one of four deputy whips.

Congresswoman Kennelly won a position in the Democratic leadership of the 104th
Congress by edging out {83-80} Congresswoman Louise Slaughter {D-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 Administration welfare reform bill,

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

103rd Congress:

Congresswoman Kennelly sporsored the Long Term Care Act {M.R. 4518} and was
a co-sponsor of the Child Support Responsibility Act of 1984 {Schroeder, H.R. 4570};
the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1983 (P.L. 103-3); the National institutes of
Heatth Revitalization Act {Waxman, H.R. 4}; the Dietary Supplement Health and
Education Act {H.R. 1709, Richardsoni; and the Social Security independent Agency
and Program improvemants Act {Jacobs, H.R. 4277},

GROUP RATINGS:

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC*
1992 81 g2 4 0
1981 - &3 0 -

* Formerly NTU



POLITICAL PROFILE

Congressman Willilam Coyne was elected
to Congrédss in 1880, He was previously
an accountant and a ten-year veteran of
local politics. Congrassman Coyne, who
is single, still lives in the Pittsburgh
house in which he was born,

A Democratic Party loyalist and member
of the Ways and Meansg Commitiee since
1988, 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 hig Pittsburgh district's stee! industry.
Congressman Coyne remsains on the
Ways and Means Committee for the
1041h.

Prev. Docup.:
in Congress, Congressman Coyne has  Family:
supported an extension of Clean Air Act 2’“”“” e

. . ol Qazeetw&
compliance dates for the steel industry, :
promoted additional funds for
unemploved workers, and proposed hig
own vergion of enterprise zone
legisiation. He sponsored legisiation to
require the Bureay of Labor Statistics to

\ . Rasidencs:
collect and report data on "discouraged” " committess:

unemployed, because the unempioyment
rate  understated the "problem  of
joblessness” in the United States,

Congressman Coyne has not faged serious opposition since he wag elected, and has
pasily won rgelection including the 1994 election.

As g member of the Ways and Means Maalth Subcommittee, CongressmanCoyne has
been particularly ¢concerned about the effect of Medicare cuts on beneficiaries. He
noticed that reductions in payment amounts for providers often resulted in highas
payments Tor beneficiaries, In response 1o a specific Medicare 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 beern active on heaith care issues, and is a former member
of the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee, until he switchad 10 the Trade
Subcommittee. On heaith 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.
Congressrnan Coyne is strong supporier of mental hesith and backs paymaents 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 1o his staff, Congressman Coyne has no particular concerns and would like
to be halpful.

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS
103rd I

Congrassman Coyne sponsored the Medicare Beneficiary Coinsurance Protection Act
{H.R. 4218} and the Mesith Research Act (H.R. 42860i. Coyne co-sponsored
McDermott’s American Health Security Act (H.R. 1200); the Family and Medical
Leave Act {P.L. 103-3); the Scocial Security Independence and Program Improvement
Act {Jacobs, H.R, 4277} and the Medipian Health Care Act {Stark, H.R, 2810}

102nd Congress:
On heaith care reform, Congressman Coyne co-sponsored comprehensive reform

measures introduced by Congressmen Busso (H.R. 1300} and Congressman Stark
{H.R. 55021

GROUP RATINGS:

ACLU COPE ACUY NTLC*
1992 96 82 4 5
1991 . 83 Q .
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S ———————_—
DEMODGRAPHICSR
. ——snnan |
STATE IR
Populution (1991) 3,277,006 157,908 008
Chidd Pupulation (1990) 75,000 63,924,000 |
Pereent of Population that are Children( < 18) 229% 28.1%
Per Capita Persangd Income (1992} 526,9M $19.34)
Poverty Rate 992 9.4% 14.5%
3990 £40% 13.5%
1983 B.T% 15.1%
1979 b3 133 11.7%
% Point Changs is Rate (19791980 1.4% i B%
Child Poverty Bate (19931 % 10 17 yenrs oid 4.3%
Unexaployenent Ratn (985 1A% 14%
EMAP 5.6% 55%
—— e ———————r
AID TG FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)
A c— oy
[, 4]
FINANCIAL BATA
STATE V.S
Total AFDL Expenditurss $413.707 ook $25,372 853 608
Beoefl Paywiveis 386 254 004 $22,553 082,000
Administrative Expendituc $  Itass $ 1,818 801,000
AFDC Girant (Mother-d cildeen- income} 680 $388
AFDC Benefity uy % of 1993 Pyverty Threshold 1.8% BRo%
Food Stamp Beoefit-Jan, 1994 31 ) 5355
Combined Beaefits-Jan, 1994 77 $661
Coxabined 23 % of 1993 Faverty Thaeshold 91.0% 713
% Chasnge bn APDC Boacfits Since 1993 ¢ a3%
K Error Ente {1991) i 456




p —— . .1

COMNRUTICUY comtimed}

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENY CHILDREN {(AFD(}

¥ ae % of Caveload

Avernge Number in AFDC Unit

% Cusslord oo More Than 3 Years

% Change in Cuselosd FY 19881992

AFBC Recigieaty Rate

% Change i AFDE Recipiency ¥Y 19581997
Food Btamp Revipiency Raie (sl persons} FY 1992
% AFDC Cases Recoving Bonsing Subeidies

% AFDC Cases With Egxroad Lcome

Number of JOBS Purticipants
Participation Rate

UP Participation Rate

JOBS Allcation

Geant Amonnt (Preliminary Data)

% of Allocation

STATE

37215
85,118
130
155
23
450%
8.2%
£0%
41.0%
6.45%

To%

59%

5010

15.3%

NIA

Y% e X
35,138,546

50.8%

¥ 199

U&S'

4,981,301
4622000
358,000
2.3%
is
4#4.5%
1.3%
£4%
H45%
5%
13%

745

541,995
17.0%

NiA
$1.006,008 066
$ 746,195 829

T4.5%
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CONNECTICUT

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Tatal Collactions {in millions}
AFRCFE Collectons {in millions)
NAFDC Collactions {in millions)

{hild Support Collsctions per Doller of

Total Admin. Expends.

Percentage Change in Yotsd Resl

Collsctions since 1892

Totst iV-D Casalond

Parcarnt of (V.0 Casas with
Collsctions

Parcent of V-0 Cases with Drders

Avorage Collsction from Cases with
Gollactinns

Total Number of Patermities Established

Out-of-Wadlock Birthe-1981
{Source:NCHS)

Percent of Paternities to
Out-of-Wedlock Birthg

STATE
FY 93
$93.4
$41.3
$52.2
$3.19
11.0%
181,309

17.9%
86.1%

$2,879
5,368
13.581

38.5%

q

BQS$

FY 83
$8,907.3
$2,416.3
$6.4911
$3.97
11.8%
17.110.468

18.2%
86.4%

$2,855
554,208

1,213,768

45.7%

CONNECTICUT

FOSTER CARE

FY 1983
# Titla IV-E 1482
Foster Cars
Childeen
Total Foster 4,410
Coars
Lhildran
Titis IV-E Fostor 159
Core $ fin mitilans}
Tits V-8 FPFS

FY 1994

{18t 3 qrs.}

Not Avesilghle

{Estimatad!}

4443
{in thousands}
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CONNELTICUT

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CCDBG])

FY 1993
Sinte u.5.
Encoliment 13,485 786,000 -
$ Grant {in $5,894 $797,290
thousands}

*Thasa data should be viewesd in light of tha fact that States have
considarabls lntituds in spending their SCDBG funds [e.g.. they may
concentrats their funds on relgtively fower children and fsmilies,
spresad their funds to sorvs moras chilttren and familios and/or blend
Foderaf funding stresmsl. Additionally, States have three yaars in
which to expend their CCDBG funds,

CONNECTICUTY
HEAD START
FY 1954
Stata U8,

FUNDING (in $26,063 $3,325.728
thousonds)
ENROLLMENT 5,860 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 4&% 38
# GRANTEES 17 1,405




Jamary 5, 1955

STATE 0.8,
NO. OF & NG. OF & AWARDED
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS
4 378.238 258 34.887 812
[
CONNECTICUT

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

FY 1943
EMPLOYMENT
. ARRIVALS (a/) OBLIGATIONS (b SERVICES (o}
1,018 $1,893.624 299 N

af includes refugass, sntrants, and Amerasisn immigrants.,

bf Includes {1} Social Sarvices formuls aliocation, (2) Targated
Assistance formula sflocation, and {3} CsahvMedical/Administration
{CMA) funding for FY 1893, CMA includes Refuges Cash Assistance
{RCA), Refuges Madical Assintance IRMA], aid to unaccampaning
minors, and Stets administrative azpanses,

¢/ Includes ol refugees, sntrants, and Smarasian immigrarnts snrolled
in URR-funded amployment services In FY 1993,



POLITICAL PROFILE

A former lahor leader who represents a
district dominated by suto industry
workers, Congressman Levin's primary
legislative interest is international trade. .
He continues 10 serve on the HMHuman
Rasources Subcommittee of the Ways
and Mesns Committes in the 104th
{Congress.

A strong party loyalist, Congressman
Levin was appointed 1o Ways and Means
in 1988. He has used the seat largely to
pursue his interests on trade, First
glocted in 18982, he has won each
reelection with over 70 percent of the
vote, sxcept 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 Health Security Act. He
was an important participant in drafting
H.R. 5502, 1the Srark-Gephardt
Democrat compromise proposal in the
102nd, Congressman Levin was one of the last defendears of the 1988 Medicare
catastrophic health ingurance legislation prior to its repeal. In support of the large
teaching hosprtals in his district, he is a strong defender of Medicare payments 10
hospitals, particularly defending indirect medical education (IME} payments to teaching
hospitals,

Congressman Levin i interested in combining managed competition with giobal
budgets. He feels strongly that we need 1o eliminate waste, fraud and abuse in the
systam 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 Congressmen Levin arrived on Ways and Means, he proposed welfare reform
legisiation, which he co-sponsored with Senator Moynihan of New York, His bill
would have reguired states 1o establish work training and education for AFDRC
recipients and provide services 1o 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 stratsgy.
Representative Levin introduced legisiation in the 103rd to raquire child support
enforcement agencies 10 report the status of payments to credit bureaus.

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

Congressman Levin introduced lsgisiation to require child support enforcement
agencies to report the status of payments {0 ¢redit burgaus. He also sponsared the
Medicare Cancer Coverage Improvermnent At {H.R, 17871, He was a co-sponsor of the
Heaith Security Plan {Gephardt, H.R. 3600} and the Family and Medical Leave Act
{P.L. 103-3).

102nd Congress:

Congressman Levin co-sponsored Stark’s comprehensive reform legisiation (H.R.
5502}.

GROUP BATINGS:

ACLY COPE ACU NTLC*
1992 98 83 4 0
1991 - 160 0 »
© Earmerly NTU
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iy
STATE .35
Pogudation {1993} 9,478,000 257,908,000
Chitd Pogukation {1590 2 468,000 63,514,000
Percent of Population that are Children{ « I8} 16.6% 5%
Per Cupita Persousl income (1992) : $1%.508 $19 841
Poverty Rate 192 13.5% 15.5%
1994 i4.3% i3.5%
83 1H8% 15.1%
- 1978 8.4% 1.7%
% Point Change s Rate 39919825 319 25%
Haenployment Hate {19921 g85% r4%
Child Poverty Bate (199315 to 17 yeary oid 24.3% A0.8%
FMAP 55.84% 5%

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILBREN (AFDO

FINANCIAL DATA
STATE .8,

Total AFDL Expeaditcres $1,362,774,000 $285.372 883,000
Benehit Paytuionts § 1,192.105.008 $221,583,082 000
Adeministrative Expenditares 3 178,465,000 $ 13819804000

AFDL Grant Mother-2 childrend tcome) ' $45% %1%

AFIX. Beediis as % of 1993 Poverty Threshald 48.0% Bo%

Food Stamyp Benefit-Jon. 1994 $25% §13

Combined Benefits..)an. 1994 i 661

Combined as % of 1993 Foverty Threshold T5% %

% Change in AFDC Benefits Since 1992 & +. 3%

G Baror Rme (3991} $.34 4.9




. MICHIG AN foosliaurd;
AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDCO)
PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
STATE LS,
Avernge Monthly Caseload 219,585 4,981,301
Baxic 198,000 4,622,000
ur 31,584 159,000
UF ar % of Casdoad 13.8% T.3%
Avergge Numbey i AFDC Unit EE 1.9
% Lasedoad on More Than 7 Yesrs §L3% 4E5%
% Change s Cusdlosd FY 1988-1992 55% A%
AFDC Reciphency Rate 7.3% 4%
% Chasge in AVDC Recipiency FY 19851992 4.4% HE%
Food Stwmp Recipieocy BateFY 1992 14.53% S.9%%
. % AFDC Cuses Ruceiving Houxing Subsidios 2.5% 13%
% AFDC Cases With Eamed Income 132% 7.4%
Namber of JOBS Partiipunty 47 45K 541,998
Fartivipation Rate Hi% 11.0%
P Purdcipation Rele NiA N/A
JOBS Allocaiion $55.08,451 $1,000,000,000
Srgnt Amaaet Prolimicary Daty) $35, 196,087 § 144,195,829
% of Allocation £1.6% HE%




Jiomary ¥, 1993
MICHIGAN

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

STATE {1.5.
Collactions and Expenditures Ey 93 Fy o3
Towt Collections lin mitkons) $859.5 $8.907.3
AFDLFC Collsctions {in millions) $169.3 $2.416.3
NAFDC Collections fin millions} $690.2 £6.481.1

Child Support Collsctions par Dolier of

Toted Admin., Expends. $8.29 $1.97
Parcaniage Changs in Tots! Raeal

Collectona since 1992 8.8% 11.8%
Total IV-D Caselond 1,241,644 17,110,488
Parcent of IV-D Cases with

Collactions 17.5% 18.2%
Parcont of (V-0 Cases with Orders 48.9% 55.4%
Average Collection from Cases with

Collactons $3,951 $2.85%
Total Number o¢ Paternitias Estabilishad 28.078 554 204
Dut-of - Wedlock Births-1991

. (Sourcn:NCHS) 40,941 1,213,789

Parcant of Paternities 1o

Out-of-Wedlock Births 69% A45%

MICHIGAN

FOSTER CARE

FY 1993 FY 1954
| # Title W-E 8.672 8,300
Foatsr Cara {18t 3 qrs.}
Childran
Total Fostor 10,473 Not Avsilable
Cora
Children
Title W-E Fouter 103.3 1118
Cars & iin miligng}  {Estimated}
| Title IV-B FP/FS 2.3 lin millions}
. | Services in &
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MICHIGAN

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CCDBG)

Stata u.s.
Enrcliment Z23,684* 755,000
3 Grant iin $24.658 $787.2%0

gwusands]

*These dats should bs viswad in light of the fact that States have
considerabls lotituds in spending their CCDBG funds {a.g., thoy may
concantrate their funds on redatively fawer childran snd familias,
spraad their funds 2 serve more children and familias and/or blend
Faderdl funding streams), Additionally, Statss have thres years in
which t0 expend their CCOBG funds.

MICHIGAN

HEAD START

FY 1994

Statn 1.5,
FUNDING fin $126.644 33,325,728
thousands}
ENROLLMENT 30.695 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 42 ag

| # GRANTEES 32 1,405
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MICHIGAN

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

FY 1894
STATE u.s.

NG, OF $ NO. OF 8
GRANTS AWARDED GRANYS AWARDED

" 926,272 258 34,987,412

MICHIGAN

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PRCGRAM

bf

ef

TR s ———

FY 1993
EMPLOYMENT
ARBIVALS {a/) ORLIGATIONS thi} SERVICES (e
2,245 34,962,625 2,272

issi S— .,

includes refugaes, entrants, ard Amerasian fvnigrants.

Inciuides {1} Socid Services formuls sllocstion, (2) Toargoted
Assistance formuds silocation, and {3} Cesh/Medical/Administration
CMA) funding for FY 1983, CMA includss Refugee Cash Assistancs
{RCA}, Rafugese Madical Assistance (RMA), #id to unaccompanisd
mingrs, and State administrative sxpsnses,

includes all refugens, sntrants, snd Amgrasisn immigrants enrolied
in ORB-funded smployment services in FY 1993,



POLITICAL PROFILE

Congressman Benjamin Cardin  was
elected t¢ Congress in 19B6  after
serving in the Maryland State Legisiature
for 20 years. He served his last eight
years as Speaker,

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

Representative Cardin’sunderstandingof
the legislative process and his
willingress to help the Democratic
leadership were soon noticed by senior
meambers, who rewarded him with a
regiona! wihig post. Although be sought
a piace on the Ways and Means
Committee as & freshman, he was ., 1. -
appointed 1o the Public Works  Religion:
Committes, where he was successfulin  Pol.Career:, .~
obtaining funding for projects in
Maryland.

Congressman Cardin was appointed 10
the Committee on Ways and Means in
his third year. HMe has joined the
Committee’s bloc of younger, mors
liberal members who believe that the
Federal tax strugturé has become
regressive. Me also opposed & cut in
capital gains taxes that would primarily benefit the weaithy.

On the Ways and Means Committee, Congressman Cardin became a mamber of the
Health Subcommittee, where he has supported the party positions on the Medicare
and Social Security Subcommittee. He remains on the Health Subcommittee in the
1041th Congress. He has a new appointment 1o the Oversight Subcommittee. He no
jonger 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
systemn, much like the one he helped to create in Maryland, He introduced his own
health care reform bill in the 103rd, which would have permitted individuals Yo buy
into Medicare. This approach was adopted by the Ways and Means Committee as
Madicare Part €. He was also an active participant in drafting H.R. 5502, the Stark-
Gephardt Democratic compromiss bill. Congressman Cardin was a co-sponsor of the
Health Security Act.

Congressman Cardin is aiso interested in primary care training. He wants states 1o
have flexibility in maintaining or developing programs {0 ensure access 10 s@rvices.

WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman Cardin has expressed his interest in issues of state flexibility,
administrative simplification, and the way these issues i in with state programs. He
is concerned about timg hmits and performance standards.

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

103rd Congress:

Congressman Cardin sponsored a Medicare bill that would impose standards relating
1o the prevention of fraud and abuse on suppliers of durable medical equipment under
Part B of Medicare (H.R. 8421,

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., 103-3} and
Stark’s Nationa! Health Care Anti-Fraud and Abuse Act (H.R. 1255},

1020d Congress:
Congressman Cardin introduced legisiation o require emplovyers 10 provide health

insurance for their empioyees {H.R. 4889}, He co-sponsored Congressman Stark’s
unhiversal access legislation (H.R. 5502},



GROUP RATINGS:

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC*
| 1992 96 83 4 10
| 1901 92 0

* Formerly NTU
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MARYLAND ——-Il
- i
DEMOUGRAPHICS
R
STATE s, Rank
Population {1993 4,965,000 257,908,000
£Ahild Population {1396} 1,168,000 43,924 000
Fereent of Popdation that are Childrent < 8} H.4a InT%
Fer Capita Fersoonl Income (1992} 33394 $19.841
Poverty Rate 1992 H.6% i4.5%
19%¢ V9% 135
1953 E5% is.31%
197% 98% ILI%
% Poipt Chaoge in Rate (1979-1952) 1A% 28%
Child Poverty Rate (19933 5 16 17 years old 134%
Utemployment iXate (1951} $5% Ta%
FMAR 58.0% 55%
_ —

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDEREN {(AFIX)

N
1AL DA
STATE LS.

Total AFDU Expenditeres $380,346,000 $25,572 883,908
Beaefit Payments §316,%44 000 $12,853 082,000
Administeative Expendinrm § 43,892,560 § 2819 501,000

II AFDC Graat (Meother2 childrend) mwome? 46 33ax

AFIXC Benefits 13 S of 1993 Poverty Thresheld 8.0% B0%

Food Stump Beaefit—Jun. 1954 3298 sae8

Combined Bevefitswfan, 1954 $661 $461

Combined as % of 1993 Poverty Threchold Q0% 4%

; % Change in AFDC Benefitx Since 1993 -23% -1.3%
QC Error Rate (1961) 6.88% 456
|




Ty 8, 1998

MARYLANE {contimpad}

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFPC)

—"
Y 19
] RAM PARTE ATION
STATE 133
Average Monthly Caseload 80,199 4,981,301
Basi: 79,232 4,622,000
ur 567 359,600
P a % of Cnoelond 1.1% 1.2%
Aversge Number i AFDC Unit 27 18
% Caxelontt 00 More Than 2 Years 46.0% %.3%
% Change in Cevelosd FY 1988.19%2 26.9% 1IN
AFP Recipiency Rate 4.4% $.4%
% Uhange i AFDC Recipieacy FY 19881982 259% 148%
Food Stwng Recighency Rate 48 persons)}-FY 1997 699% 9.95%
% AFDEC Cases Receiving Housing Sobaidies 28.6% 11.3%
% AFDE Coses With Earned locome 4.5% - A%
Number of JOBS Participants 7,487 $41,00%
Participatios Rate 152% 11e%
UP Participation m NiA NIA
JOBS Aliocation $16,682,4% $1,000,000,000
Graat Amonnt (Preliminary Dats} $14,060,669 $ 746,195,828 |
% of Allscation 84.3% HE%




Junuary §, 1995

MARYLAND

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

STATE
Collsctions end Expenditures FY 93
$218.1
Toted Collections {in millions) £51.3
AFRCHFC Collsctions {in millions) $167.8
NAFDC Collectiang {in milliona)
Child Support Collagtions par Dollar of $4.56
Totsl Admin, Expends,
Parcantags Change in Totl Real 12.9%
Coflectons since 1992
313,088
Total V- Casaload
Bargant of VD Casos with 24.4%
Collections T1.0%
Porcent of 1V Casas with (irders
Aversgs Lolisction from Tases with 52,863
Collactions
« 8,593
Total Numibar of Patandties Establishaed
Qut-af-Wedlock Births-1991 28,2932
{Sourca:NCHS)
Parcent of Paternitias to 41.1%
Out-of-Wadlock Births
MARYLAND
FOSTER CARE
FY 1993 FY 19294
¥ Yivs IV-E 3.073 {1t 3 grs.}
Faster fara
Children
Total Faster 6,446 Not Available
Core
Children
Tite IV-E Foster 44.60 (Estimatad)
Coro & {in millions}
Tite IV-B FPFS 760.9 tin thoul

Services in 8

ﬁ’s?

F¥ 83
$8,907.3
$2.416.3
86,4911

$3.97

11.8%

17,110,468

18.2%
85.4%

2,855
554,208
1,213,768

45.7%




Javanry B, 189956

MARYLAND

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT
(CCDBG)

FY 1893
State U.8.
Enroliment 2,507+ 758,000*
$ Grant {in $10,339 $797,290
thousands)
(I

*These data should be viewed in light of the fact that
States have considerable latituds in spending their
CCOBG funds (a.g., thay may concentrate their funds on
relatively fewer children and families, spread their funds
10 serve more children and families and/or blend Faderal
funding streams). Additionally, States have three years
in which t© expend their CCDBG funds.

MARYLAND
HEAD START
F e
FY 1984

Siate U.5.
FUNDING {in $38,798 $3,325,728
thousands)
ENROLLMENT 8,509 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 40% 38
# GRANTEES 16 1,405

Pl
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af

bf

of

L

MARYLAND

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

STATE
U.s.

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

1 65,000 259 34,997,412

MARYLAND

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

EMPLOYMENT
ARRIVALS (a/) OBLIGATIONS (b/) SERVICES (¢/)
$
2,365 2,511,478 1,603

Includes refugeas, entrants, and Amarasian mmigrants.

includes {11 Social Services formula allocation, {2} Targeted
Assistance formula allocation, and {3} Cash/Medical/Administration
{CMA) funding for FY 1983, CMA includes Refuges Cash Assistance
(RCA), Refugee Madical Assistance (RMA}, aid to unaccompanied
minors, and State administrative sxpanses.

includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrolled
in ORR-tunded employment services in FY 18383,



POLITICAL PROFILE

Congressman Jim McDermott bagan his
political career in the Washington State
House in 1971, served in the State
Senate from 1875-80, and ran three
times unsucceassfully for the governor's
office. In 1988, Congressman
McDermott gave up o three year Foreign
Service commitment as 2 psychiatrist in
Zaire to run for the U.8, House of
Represematives’ seat.

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

HEALTH CARE REFORM
ISSUES / PRIORITIES

As a member of the Ways and Means
Haaith Subcommittee and 8 physician
{psychiatrist}, Congressman McDermott
is perhaps the most knowladgeable and
active Member on health care reform,
He strongly supported a single payer
approach, and was the House leader of
the single paver forces. During the
Ways and Means deliberations on health
care reform, Congressmen Kleczka and
Lewis of Ways and Msans worked
closely with Congressman McDermott.

sszw.-eﬂ

ﬁzﬁassdencn‘ ¢
S Committess: )

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 g million voters forced a single payer initiative onto the November ballot,
Congressman McDermatt holds g commanding bloc of Democratic votes that are likely
10 influence the shape of health care reform in the House.



During the Ways and Means mark up of health care reform, Congressman McDermott
sponsored, and passed, a long term care amendment to degignate a state agency 1o
manage and coordinate benefits under the new long term care program. Congressman
McDermott’s single payer bill was defeated in committee by & vote of 3-28.
Congressman McDermott was one of four Democrats to vote against final passage of
the Chairman’s mark.

WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman McDermott’s staff indicate that he recognizes there is 8 problem with
the current welfare system, but he does not want the retorms 1o make the presant
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 finanging proposal; extrems state flexibility: and the
implementation of welfare reform under future Administrations.

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

103 naress:

Congressman McDermott sponsored the American Health Security Act {(H.R. 1200
and the Women's Violence Relsted Injury Reduction Act (MR, 1823}, He was a co-
spansor of the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1983, {PL# 103.31; the Miscellaneous
and Technical Madicare Amendments of 1993, {Rostenkowski, H.R. 21); the National
Domaestic Viclence Hotline Act of 1883, (Moreila, M.R. 522); the Comprehensive Child
Immunization Act, (Waxman, H.R. 1840); and the Preventing Our Kids from Inhaling
Deadly Smoke {PRO-KIDS) Act of 1993, (Durbin, H.R, 710L

GROUP RATINGS:

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC*
1982 1Q0 83 0 5
18991 - 83 o -
“* Formerly NTU




WASHINGTON
DEMOGRAPHICS
""" oo P e
STATE s
Popuiation (1993) £285,000 357,908,500
Child Population (15903 1,267,800 £3,924,000
Pervemt of Poputatios thut are Childreni{ < 18) 6.8 25.1%
Per Capits Personst Income {19823 $10,39% $19.841
Poverty Rate 1992 11.0% 14.5%
1590 £9% 13.5%
1983 1D.8% 18.1%
1073 58% 1.9%
% Poins Change in Rate (1993.1979) 1.2 28%
Chikd Paverty Rate (1993) § to 17 yesre old 12.3%
Unemployssent Rate (1997} 75% 7.4%
FMAP $5.03% S5%

Al 10O FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDO)

FIN AL DATA
STATE %3
Totad AFDC Expenditures $668 450,000 £23.572 883,006
Bevefit Fayments $6i2,351,006 $22,553 083 060
Administrative Rxpenditares $ 67,068,000 $ 2,819 801 500
AFDC Grant (Mother.? childrend meome} 544 $34%
AFDC Beoefits as % of 1993 Paverty Threshald 51.0% 805
Food Siamp Bavedit-jea, 1994 258 $29%
Combined BeaefiteJan, 1994 804 661
Combined 23 % of 19493 Poverty Threshold M.0% Y%
% Chasge in AFDC Benefity SBoce 1992 rR% -1.3%
QC Ervor Rate (1991} S.R5% 496
e eSS e RS
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WASHINGTOM {couinmped)

AID O FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENY CHILDEEN (AFDCO)

Y993
PARTICIPATI
STATE 138
Areruge Monikly Cosdload 191,316 4,981,351
Basic 85,359 4,522,000
uy 15,044 359 004
UF ax % of Caseioad < I18B% 73%
Average Nunsber in AFDC Uit 23 b
% Caselosd on More Than 2 Years 11.6% #%.3%
% f.hnge in Cosdoad FY JPRR-1992 1% 3I%
AFDC Recapieey Rate L. ] 54%
% {hange in AFDC Recipioacy FY 19883902 B3 4.5%
Food Stamp Recipiency Rate FY 1992 213N 81.3%
% AFDC Cases Receiving Housing Subsidies I1R% 21.3%
% AFDC Cases With Earoed [couse 9.1% 1A%
FNumber of JOBS Parficipants 19,013 541,995
Participation Rate Hi% 17.0%
(P Partripation Rate NiA NiA
JOBS Allocation . Ripredse $1,000,000 200
Grant Amount (Prefiminary Data} 315,908,000 $ Y48, 195 8%
% of Aliscation B34% Td6%




January §, 1995
WASHINGTON

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

;‘m
STATE iLS.
FY 93 FY 93
Totat Collactions fin millions) 8307.3 $8.907.3
AFDCIFG Collactions {in milliona) $100.3 $2,418.3
NAFDC Collections lin milliens) $206.9 $65,491.1

Child Support Collections per Dolisr of

Totsd Admin, Expends. $3.42 $3.97
Percantaga Changs in Yota! Beal

Collectons sines 19952 14.9% 11.8%
Total IV-} Caseload 308,092 17,110,468
Parcarst of (VD Caues with

Collsctions 34.3% 18.2%
Parcont of IV Cases with Ordors 76.8% B5.4%
Avarage Collsction from Cases with

Collertians $2.504 42,855
Total Number of Patarnitiss Established 12,838 554,205

. Qut-of-Wadlock Births-1991 ‘

{Sourca:NCHS) 149,861 1.213.769
Paercant of Paternities 10

Cus-of-Wediock Births B3.1% 45.7%

WASHINGTON
FOSTER CARE

FY 1993 FY 1994
# Tite IV-E 2,484 (18t 3 gqra.}
Foater Core
Childron
Total Foster 8,838 Not Avaitsbile
Cars
Children
Title IV-E Foster 19.89 (Estimated]
. Core ¥ {in millions}
' Tide V-8 FP/FS 938.8 lin thow)
Servicas in &
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WASHINGTON

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

{CCDBG)
FY 1893
Stats LS.
Enroliment 37,809* 755,000+
$ Grant {in $12,874 $7587,290
thousands}

*These data should be viewed in light of the fact that
States have considerable latitude in spending thair
CCDBG funds (a.g., they may concentrate their funds on
relatively fewar children and familiog, spread their funds
1z serve more children and families and/or blend Federal
funding streamsj. Additionally, States have three years
in which to expend their CCDBG funds.

WASHINGTON
HEAD START
FY 1994

State U.S.
FUNDING {in 545,958 $3,325,728
thousandgs)
ENRQLLMENT 8,260 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 27 K11
# GHANTEES 26 1,408
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WASHINGTON

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

STATE u.s.

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

44 6,222,853 288 34,887,412
Iw :

WASHINGTON

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

1: Wittt et

FY 1993
EMPLOYMENT
ARRIVALS {a/] OBLIGATIONS (b} SERVICES (¢/}
$
5,730 11,383,013 4,756

af

b/

e/

Includes refupgeas, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants.

includss {1} Social Services formula alfocation, {2} Targeted
Assistance formula allocation, and {3} Cash/Medical/Administration
{CMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance
(RCA}, Refugee Medical Assistance {(RMA), aid to unaccompanied
minors, and State administrative expensas.

includes all refugees, entrants, and Amarasian immigrants enrolled
in ORR-funded employment services in FY 19383,



POLITICAL PROFILE

First elected to the Wisconsin State
Assembly at the age of 24,
Congressman Gerald Kloczka has had a
long career in politics, He served 11
years in the State House and was
glected to the US. House of
Representativas in 1984.

Congressman Kleczka comes from 8
Jargely Poligh district from the southside
of Milwaukes, Viewed as loyal to the
Darnocratic leadership, he is known slso
as a tough, combative politician,

Much of his past lsgislative sgenda has
baen on banking and savings and loan
issues. In the social issues arens,
Congressman Kleczka had been a
consistent vote against abortion rights
-untif the 1989 Supreme Court Webster
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.
support services are provided.

HEALTH CARE REFORM
ISSUES / PRIORITIES

; .&!ziwaukeemm d
A%Amnded u:ef
Wscansmmm W
WA ?éatzona!
: am,:wsa-s
ACCOUNtAnt -

Prov. {}ccvp A

ey :i,g,iz‘wfé.“ﬁoufxia*‘seéﬁ
Religion: Roman Catholic -
Pol. Career: Wi Assembzy, 3989

(a ,3‘

T3 W Senata, g

According to staff, he supports time-limited welfare as along as adeguate

As g member of the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee, Congressman Kleczka
was one of the most active and knowledgeabls Members on health care reform. He,
along with Congressmen McDermoit and Lewis, strongly supported a single payer
approach. Congressman Kleczka is & co-sponsor of Congressman McDermott's
American Health Security Act {H.R. 1200},



LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

103rd Congress:

Congressman Kleczka sponsored the Designation of National Mealth Care Quality
Week (H.J.Res. 280}, Congressman Kleczka cosponsored the Family and Medical
Leave Act {P.L. 103-3]; H.R. 21, the Miscellanegus and Technical Medicare
Amendments of 1893; the Monthly Reporting of Child Support Obligation Act {H.R.
4877, Levin}; and the Gift of Life Congressional Medal Act of 1893, a measure that
would establish a congressional commemaorative medal for organ donors and their
families (Stark, H.R. 1012},

102nd Congress:

Congressman Kleczka co-sponsorad legislation to establish a single-payer health care
system {Russo, H.R. 1300}

GROUP RATINGS:

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC*

91 82 4 3]

- 91 0 -
e W et




Javuary 5, 1995

WISCONSIN
DEMOGRAPHICS
STATE U.s
Populsting (19033 3,418 500 257,988 860
Child Popedation (199¢) 1,392 060 £3,924,008
Percent of Popadativg that are Children{ < 13} 26.4% 25.7%
Per Capita Personal Income (1992) $18,727 $19.841
Poverty Rate 1952 10.8% 14.5%
1996 2.3% 13.5%
1983 10.46% 15.2%
197 8.9% 11.7%
% Point Changs in Rate {1979.1952) 2.4% 18%
Cxild Poverty Rate 1H931 5 to 17 years old 4%
Unesnployment Rate 11992} 5i% 1.4%
FMAP 5. 42% %
B s m—

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDHREN (AFDC)

FIN 1AL DATA

Total AFDC Expeadifures

Bevefit Payments
Administeative Expenditures

AFBC Grant (Mother<2 childresd income)

Food Stamp Beoefit—lan, 1994

Comsbined BeaefitsJan. 1994

Combived 23 % of 1993 Poverty Threshold
% Change io AFC Benefits Since I99]

QC Ervor Rate (1791)

AFD Benefits as % of 1993 Poverty Threshokd

FY 1993
STATE Vs
$485,083 000 $35,372 883,000
$441,615.000 $12.553.582,000
1 43,388,000 $ 2,819,861,000
$517 5368
54.0% a8.0%
$ 341 $ 298
$ 758 $ 661
95% H.0%
¢ - 1.3%
477 4.9
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WAIHCONSIN {omatinmd}

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN {(AFD()

Py 1993
PROGHAM PARTICIPATION
STATE u.s.
Averuge Monthly Caselond 19,989 4,981,301
Basic 71,954 4,612,000
ur 7,998 359,000
UP a5 % of Crseload 9.9% 12%
Avernge Number in AFDC Usit 30 18
% Cuseloxd vt Move Thao I Years a4 %5
% Change in Caselosd PY 1952.1988 0.7 .8
ARDC Recigiency Rate 4 54
% Chasge in AFDC Recigiency FY 1992-1988 45 44
Food Stamp Recipiency Rate-RY 1992 86.6% 1.3%
% AFTIC Cases Receiving Housing Subsidies 145 3%
% AFDC Cuses With Earned Income 16.1% 1.4%
Nunber of JORS Participants 14,428 841,995
Partkipation Rate 9% 12.0%
UP Purticipatioo Rate N/A NiA
JOBS Allscation 20,412,483 $1,000,006,000
Grant Amsant Preliminary Dat) $20,412,659 $ 745,195 819
% of Allocation 100.0% 145%
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WISCONSIN
. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
[ [ e ——
STATE H.s.
Hection Ex i FY 93 FY 93
Yotal Collactions {in millions} 4332.8 88.807.3
AFDUFC Colisctions {n millions! $68.4 $Z.418.3
NAFEC Collactions bn riillions) 42674 $6,491.1
Child Support Collentions par Doliar of
Total Admin, Expands. $7.15 $3.97
Percantage Change in Total Ranl
Collactions since 1992 13.4% 11.8%
Totsl VD Caselomd 339,159 17,110,468
Parcant of IV-D Cases with
Collactions 33.2% 18.2%
Porcunt of IV-D Caxes with Ordors 58.8% 55.4%
Avarage Colloction from Cesas with
Collections 32,518 $2 BEE
Total Numbear of Patermities Esteblished 17.678 554 205
. Out-of-Wedlock Births-1391
iSourcea:NCHS) 18,235 1,213,769
Parcont of Prtarnitios to
Qut-of Wadlock Bicths 97.0% 45. 7%
WISCONSIN

FOSTER CARE

¥Y 1993 FY 1994 El
# Titde 1V-E 5,487 {18t 3 qgra)
Foater Cara
Children I
Total Foster 6,920 Mot Available
Cave
Children
Title D-E Fostor 42.68 {Estimatad)
. {are & {in milions)
Tile IV-B FPIFS 822 tin thou)
Swrvices i 9
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WISCONSIN

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

{CCDBG)
FY 1993
Stats 118,
Enroliment 5671* 755,000*
$ Grant {in 413,080 $797,290
thousands) :

*These data should be viewed in light of the fact that
States have considerable latitude in sponding their
CCDBG funds {s8.g., they may concentrate their funds on
relatively fower childran and families, spread their funds
to serve morg children and families and/or blend Federal
funding streams). Additionally, States have three years
in which 1o sxpend their CCDBG funds.

WISCONSIN

HEAD START

FY 1994

State U.5.

FUNDING iin $43,4458 $3,325,728
thousands)

ENROLLMENT 11,953260 740,465

% ELIGIBLE 37% 38
| # GRANTEES 26 1,405
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WISCONSIN
. NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM
FY 1994
STATE u.s.
NO. OF $ NO. OF 8
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED
7 972,778 258 34,997,412

WISCONSIN

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

ARRIVALS (a/)

1,793

FY 1993
EMPLOYMENT
OBLIGATIONS (b/) SERVICES {c¢/) |
$
1,407,446 2,320

a/ Includes refugess, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants.

b/

Includes (1} Social Services formula allocation, {2 Targetad

Assistance formula allocation, and {3} Cash/Madical/Administration
{CMA) funding for FY 1993. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance
{(RCA}, Refugse Medical Assistance {RMA], aid to unaccompanied
minors, and State administrative axpenses.

. o/

Includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrolled
in ORR-funded amployment services in FY 1883,



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 mat and been infiuenced by Dr.
Martin Luther King at the age of 18,
Congressman Lewis organized ths first
unch counter sit-in which occurred in
Nashvilla, Tennessee. In May 1961, he
was on the firgt of what came to be
known as Freedom Rides -- riding buses
a3 they were attacked and burned. In
the 1970s, he headed the Voter
Education Project in Atlanta, and he
served as the Associate Director of
ACTION under President Carter.

After gerving four years in the Atlanta
city council, Congressman Lewis fought
a bitter campaign with his former sily,
state Senator Julian Bond, for the U.8.
Mouse of Representatives seat vacated
by Congressman Wyche Fowler in 1986,
He won that seat, and subseguent
House elections, with over 75 percent of
the vote. During the 103rd Congress,
Congressman Lewis was appointed a
Chief Majority Whip. 1In the 104th
Congréss, he will continue to serve with
Congressman David Bonior as a Chief
Minority Whip and will sit on the Ways
and Means Subcornmitiee on Health.

) “"‘Spacmi ‘slsction Sy
... . .candidate for US .7
ST Housa, ‘59‘?? Atianw e

%32 ﬂasidcnca.

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



WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

-

Congressman Lewis strongly opposed the changes 10 the immigrant deeming rules.
According to staff, Congressman Lewis had concerns with the structure of the WORK
program, intluding the type of jobs available ag WORK positions and the duration of
the assignments,

HEALTH CARE REFORM
ISSUES / PRICRITIES

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

LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

Congressman Lewis was a co-sponsor of the following bills related to welfare reform:
the Work-First Weifare Reform Act of 1984 {Lowey, H.R, 4126); the Secure
Assurance for Families Everywhere (SAFE} Act {Woolsey, H.R. 4051}; and the Job |
Start for America Act of 1994 (Mink, H.R. 44398),

Congressman Lewis has co-sponsored the Family and Medical Leave Act (P.1. 103-3);
the Freedom of Choice Act (H.R. 25, Edwards); the American Health Security Act
{(H.R. 1200, McDermott); the Health Security Act {H.R. 3800, Gephardt}; and the
Minority Health Improvement Act {H.R. 3698, Swokes).

d nar

Congressman Lewis Co-sponsored several comprehensive, universal accessreformbills
tOakar, H.R. 8; Russo, H.R, 1300; Gibbons, H.R. 1777}

GROUP RATINGS:

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC®
1892 100 92 ] 0 S

tl




GEORGIA

DEMOGRAFHICS

STATE u.s.
Popaistion (1993} 5,917,608 257 908,000
Child Popmiation (1900 1,737,000 53,524,000
Pergemst of Papulation that ave Children{ < 18} 88 w5
Per Capits Peesonsl Income {1992) $18,136 $16.053
Porerty Rate 1992 178 14.5%
1990 i5.8 13.5%
1983 138 15.1%
1979 16.6 1.7%
% Point Change o Rate (19791907} 1.2 28%
Child Poverty Rate (1993} 5 t0 17 years old 175%
{ineaployment Kate {1992} 69
FMAF &1.08% 5%
T
AID QG FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)
FIRANCIAL DATA
STATE s
‘Total AFDC Expenditures $489 177,000 375,371 883 204
Benefit Payments $433,929,000 $12,.583,082,000
Admivistrative Expenditores $ 55,348,000 $ 1,219,801,600
AFDC Grant (Wiother.2 childrenf incoune) 380 5365
AP Benefits 33 % of 1993 Poserty Thorechold 25.0% 35.0%
Food Stxmp Benefit—lInn, 1954 395 $£295
Combioed Beefits—Jun. 1994 3875 %61
Combived as % of 1993 Paverty Throshok! 0.0% *%
% Change in AFDC Benefite Since 1991 fi -1.3%
QC Error Hate (1991} 337% 4.96%
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{RURGEA. oot}

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENGENT CHILOREN (AFDC)

Avirage Moothly Caseiosd
Hagie
w
Ui ax % of Casdoad
Average Nupuber in AFDC Unit
% Cxsedoad an More Thaa 1 Yesry
ll % Uhange in Caseload FY 1988-1942
% Change in AFDU Recigicncy ¥Y 19881997
Food Stamp Recipiency Rate FY 199}
% AFDC Cases Receiving Fousing Subsidies

% AFDC Cozes With Earned Invcome

Number of JOBS Participauts
Participation Rate

UP Parikipation Rate

JOBS Allocation

(sruat Amount (Preliminary Data)

% of Afllocation

STATE

141,279
148,260
i Bis

0.7%
i8
44.3%
Ha%

0%

54.5%
B3.9%
9.4%

1.4%

12,484
181%
N/A
$5.882. 1%
$14,788.997

61.6%

s,

4,981,361
4,432,008
353 000
T3%
i
46.5%
27.1%
4%
H4.8%
$.95%
113%

TA%

541,995

178%

NiA
$1.006,000 000
§ 746195829

14.6%
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GEORGIA

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Collact Expanditur

Taotist Collsctons {in millinns)
AFOCIFC Collectiony {in millions]
NAFDC Coliecinns {in milhons)

Child Support Colloctions per Dollar of

Total Admin. Expends,

Percartage Change in Totsl Resl

Collactions since 1882

Total IV-D Caselpnd

Percent of V-1 Cases with
Collsctions

Parcant of 1V Cases with Ordors

Average Coltection from Cases with
Collections

Total Numbar of Paterrities Eutablished

Out-of-Wediock Birtha-1981
{Bowrca:NCHS)

Parcent of Paternities to
Qut-of-Wedlock Births

STATE

FY 93
$20%.6
smls
$120.
$4.47
17.8%
478,116

2 8(3%
48.7%

$2,540
29,328
38,3186

77.0%

GEORGIA

FOSTER CARE

B e ————

u is’h

FY 83
$8,907.3
$2.416.3
46,4911

$3.97

11.8%

17.110.468

18.2%
55.4%

42,858
554,205
1,213,768

45.7%

FY 1993
# Tetde IV-E 3,254
Foster Lore
{hildren
Total Foster 18,654
Cara
Childran
Titte IV-E Foster 2%
Caen § fin wiillions}

Title [V-B FP/FS

Sarv in §

|

FY 1934

{191 3 grs.)

fNot Aveilabls

{Ezmatad]

1.6
{in milliens}
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GEQRGIA

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

{(CCDBG)
FY 1993
State LS. -
Enrollment 10,881* 755,000*
$ Grant {in $25,037 $797,290
thousands)

*These data should be viewed in light of the fact that
States have considerable latitude in spanding their
CCDBG funds {8.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 streams). Additionally, States have thrse years
in which to expend their CCDBG funds.

GEORGIA
HEAD START
FY 1994
State 1.8,
FUNDING fin $81,848 $3,325,728
thousands)
ENROLLMENT 19,448 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 36 38
# GRANTEES 2 1,405
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GEORGIA

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

STATE U.s.

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

1 65,000 2559 34,997,412

GEQREGIA

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

|

F 1993

EMPLOYMENT
ARRIVALS {a/}) OBLIGATIONS (b/} SERVICES (c¢/)
§

3,128 3,196,350 4,267

af

b/

¢/

Inciudes refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants,

inciudes {1} Social Services formula allocation, {2} Targeted
Assistance formula allocation, and {31 Cash/Medical/Administration
(CMA) funding for FY 1893. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance
(RCA), Refugee Madical Assistance (RMA), aid 1o unaccompanied
minors, and Stats administrative axpenses.

Includes all refugees, entrants, and Amaerasian immigrants enrolled
in ORR-funded amployment services in FY 1993.



POLITICAL PROFILE

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

According to the amngg_gj_w
Politics, Congressman Payng is
gonsidered 8 “progressiveconservative,”
who balances being & conservative with
traditional Democratic interests.  For
instance, he voted for using force
against lrag and for 8 constitutional ban
on flag burning. However, Congressman
Payne is a consistent supporter of both
abortion rights and civil rights. He did
vote against 3 minimum wage increase - . . #Ey
and the family and medical leave act. I Religion::

~ *ri*ai Ca:eer:"¥ ‘
WELFARE REFORM ﬁiac}ad‘..f--

__Rasidnnce et

ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman Payne was generally very
supportive of the Administration’s
proposal. Mowever, staff indicated that
he has some problems with teen
pregnancy prevemion and the role of
abortion,

HEALTH CARE REFORM
ISSUES / PRIORITIES

During the heshth care reform debate, Congressman Payne strongly advocated
reducing the tax on tobacceo products from the level proposed by the President. In
return for 8 reduced rate, he supported the Ways and Means health care reform bill,
after he alsp cast a varisty of votes 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 fobacco tax,
reductions in Graduatle Medical Education and access 1o health care services in rural
medically underserved areas will carry over into the new Congress.



LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS

103r nar

Congressman Payne has co-sponsored the Job Start for America Act of 1994 (Mink,
H.R. 4498); the Independence for Families Act of 1384 {McCurdy, H.R. 4414); the
imimunizations NOW Act {Byrne, H.R. 340}; the Health Professional Shortage Area Act
{Roberts, H.R. 1763}); and the Rural Health Dslivery Systems Development Act
{Stenhoim, H.R. 48585},

GROUP RATINGS:

AGLU COPE ACU NTLC* |
a3 50 32 30
- 58 o

T w
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VIRGINIA

Population (19831
CElld Population (1998}
Pervent of Populstion that are Chhldreai « I8}

Per Capila Persanal Income {1992}

Porerty Rate 1993
1590
1983
1579
% Poind Chunge i Rute (1973-1902)

Child Poverfy Rate {98335 4o 17 yearc alet

Uneriployeent Rate {1592}
FMAP

FINAN ATA

Tuotad AFDC Expenilitures

Henefis Paymients
Adrigisirative Expenditures

AFDU Grast Mother-I children-0 income)

| AFDC Boocfs ar % of 1993 Porerty Thresbold

E Foud Stamy Benefit—Jas. 1994

| Combined Benefits—jaz, 1994
Combined a3 % of 1993 Poverty Threabold
% Chasge in AFDC Beocfits Since 1992

0 Exvor Rats {1991)

DEMOGRAFHICS

STATE
§.A491 600
1,515,908
4%
319,629
4%
1.1%
1.4%
11.83%
1A%
11.6%
4%

500%

.8,
757,908,900
63,524,000
bR
$19,841
14.5%
13.5%
15.2%

1.7%
1.8%

14%

e

Fy 1993

STATE

$275, 785000

$231,731.000
$ 44,053,000

$354

IT.0%

§7.4%

339%

159

$35,372 883,000

$22.553,002 (00
$ 2.819.501,000

$368
0%

4%
£.3%

4.96
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VIRGUNIA leombmondt}

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)

PROGRAM FARTICIPATION

Aversge Mouthly Casedoad
Basic:
1] 4
UP ay % of Caveload
Aveeage Nomber in AFDC Unit
% Casddoad se More Than 2 Years
% Change i Casdoad FY 198581982

APDE Recigiency Rate

Food Sty Recipiency Rate-FY 1997
% AFDC Cases Receiving Housing Subsidies

% AFDC Cuses With Exroed Incosne

Numiber of JOBS Participants
Participation Rate

UP Participation Rate

JOBR Allocation

Gieant Amouind (Prodiminary Data)

% of Allocatica

% Change e AFDC Racipiency FY 19881962

STATE

73650
12583
767
1.0%
17
BI%
W.1%
30%
30319
1.76%
115%

52%

7,453
RHR

NiA
$13,512,807
$9.9%¢.134

56.8%

LIN.

4,981,360
4,621,000
359 001
1.3%
28
46.5%
%
£.4%
24.5%
s08%
31.3%

TA4%

541,995

11.0%

NIA
$1,000.000,000
§ MBS R

5%
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VIRGINIA
. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
STATE 3.8,
Collections and Ex itures F¥Y 93 FY 853
Total Coliectons {in millions) $151.9 ¢8,907.3
AFDC/FC Collections {in millions) $39.6 $2.416.3
NAFDC Callactions fin millions} $112.3 $6.491.1

Child Support Colisctions per Dollar of

Total Admin. Expends. $3.09 §31.97
Percantage Changs i Total Reat

Collactions since 1992 4. 7% 11.8%
Parcant of IV-D Caros with

LCollactions 22.4% 18.2%
Percant of IV-D Casas with Drdars £§1.0% 55.4%
Average Cofisction from Cases with

Collactons $2.084 32,855
Total Numbar 0f Patarnition Established 21,508 564,205

. Qut-of-Waedlock Births-1991

{Source:NCHS) 27,125 1.213,769
Percent of Poternitiss to

Qut-uf-Wadlock Births 79.3% 48. 7%

e —
VIRGINIA

FOSTER CARE

FY 1993 FY 1954

# Trde V£ 1,718 {19t 3 gre.}

Foster Cara

Children

Total Foater 6,168 Not Availabie

Lore

Children

Titde IV-E Foster 13.38 {Estimated)
. Care § i millions]

Tids IV-B FPIFS 821.5 iin thoul

Sarvices in 3
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VIRGINIA

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

{CCDBG)
FY 1993
State u.s.
Enrolimant 9,236* 755,000*
8 Grant {in £14,844 $797,290
thousands)

*These data should be viewed in fight of the fact that
States have congiderable Istitude in spending their
CCDBG funds {8.¢., they may concentrate their funds on
relatively fower children and families, spread their funds
10 serve mora childran and familios and/or blend Faderal
funding streamsi. Additionally, Statas have three years
in which 1o expend their CCOUBG funds.

VIRGINIA
HEAD START
FY 1984
Stata u.s,
FUNDING {in $3,326,728
thousands)
ENROLLMENT 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 38
# GRANTEES 1,408
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VIRGINIA

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

STATE U.8.

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

1 110,000 258 34,887,412

VIRGINIA

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

. FY 1993
‘ EMPLOYMENT
ARRIVALS (a/} OBLIGATIONS (b/) SERVICES {c/)
$
2,248 5,015,092 2,237

al

b/

©f

Includes refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants.

includes {1} Social Services formula allocation, (2) Targeted ‘
Assistance formula allocation, and {3) Cash/Medical/Administration
{CMA} funding for FY 1883. CMA includes Refugee Cash Assistance
(RCA}, Refugee Medical Assistance (RMA), aid 16 unaccompanied
minors, and State administrative expenses,

Includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants snrolled
in ORR-fundad amployment services in FY 1883,



POLITICAL PROFILE

A former ¢ity councilman angd mayor of
Springtield, Congressman Richard Neal
was first elected to Congress in 1988,
and spent a quiet first term on the
Banking Committee, After surviving a
strong challenge in 1890, Congressman
Neal was appointed to the Ways and
Means Committee, replacing retiring
Massachusetts Member, Brian Donnelly
in the 104th Congress, Congressman
Nea! will serve on the Social Security
and Trade Subcommittees,

Although Congressman Nea! has usuaily
suppaorted the Democratic Leadership, he
voted against the party position on
saveral high profile issues. For example,
he opposed Federal funding for - Mf
abortions, even in cases of rape and - ‘ s 5
incest.  Me voted against the 1989 er, Maumn
congressionat pay raise, and ha opposed - ¥ Conwayi 4 cizzimn ; w;ﬁ
"W

the 1960 budget summit agreement.  ~Religlan: . \,M;f Roman Catholic, -
Fci Cm’aar o

Congressman Neal’s legislative activities
have focused on banking issues, such as
legiglation to bail out insolvent savings
and lpan institutions and legislation to
restructure  the industry’s  deposit
insurance system.

WELFARE REFORM
ISSUES/PRIORITIES

Congressman Neal is gensarally supportive of the Administration’s ag;)mach
particularly, the time limit and the work-for-wages WORK program,

HEALTH CARE REFORM
{SSUES / PRIORITIES

Although Congressman Neal did not co-sponsor health care reform legisiation, hs
worked positivelty w0 develop a bill in the Ways angd Means Committes, and he
supported the bill which the Ways and Means Commitiee reported. His chiaf concern
was 10 protect small health insurance firms, which predominate in his district.



LEGISLATIVE INTERESTS
103wd Congress:

Congressman Neal sponsored the Women's Health Services Act {(M.R. 32802}, Neal
cosponsored the Family and Medica! Leave Act {P.L. 103-3}; the Violence Against
Waomen Act (Schroeder, H.R. 1133}; the Health Research Act {Coyne, H.R. 4260);
and the Enterprise 2one Community Development Act of 1993 to provide tax
incentives 1o encouwrage commurnity development in enterprise zones (Rangel, H.R. 155

GROUP RATINGS:

ACLU COPE ACU NTLC* ]
92 0 o

100 5 -~ [i
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MASSACHUSETTS

DEMOGRAPHICS
b A H— . e ——
ETATE LIRS

Popudation {1993; 6,812,000 257,008 00
Clilg Pepmintion (1996) 1,361 006 63,534,000
Pervent of Pepudntion that sre Childrend < I8} 248% L%
Per Capita Personal Income {1997} $24,05% $19. 841
Foverty Rate 1992 8% 13.5%

1990 0.7% 13.5%

198} 1.7% 15.2%

1Y 2.6% %
% Poiat Change is Rate (1979-1992) B.4% 18%
Child Poverty Rote (1993) 8 to 17 years oid 16.4%
Hmphoymeont Rate (1992} 8.5% 4%
FMAP 8% 3y

AR TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)

fsssmsnes s——
F¥1m
FINANCIAL DATA
STATE U3,
Totah AFI Expenditures $514,996,000 $13%,372,883,000
Bersefit Paymests $750,300,600 $32,553.002 060 |
Atnlrisirutive Expenditaces $66,696,000 $ 1.819,501,000
AFDC Grant (Mother-? childrend) income) $579 $3is
AFDE Bonehts as % uf 1993 Poverty Threshiold 6403 mo%
Foodt Stxap Bewefti—Jun, 1964 $1i2 §a%z
Combined Benefits—Tan, 1994 501 $644
Combdned gx % of 1993 Poverty Threshcld £3.0% e
% Change in AFDC Benefits Since 1992 14% 13%
QC Eeror Rate (1991} 3.95% 4.96%
-



http:c.l'Iio.td

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)

S—
¥y 993
PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
STATE us,
Averige Moathly Caseload 114,441 4,981,301
Basic 107,916 4,612,000
uP - 6,525 359,000
UF a2 % of Caseload - $1% 7.1%
Aversge Number in AFDC Usit 18 19
% Caseload o0 More Than 2 Years 46.1% 4%6.5%
% Change in Caseloas FY 1985-1951 W% 21.3%
AFDC Recipiency Rate $3% 4%
% Change in AFDC Recipiency FY 1988-199 2.0% 2.5%
Food Stamp Recipiency Rate-F¥ 1992 39.2% 9.95%
% AFDC Cases Receiving Housing Sobsidies 41.5% 11.3%
% AFDC Cases With Earned Incoae 0% 14%
Number of JOBS Pasticipants 18011 841,998
Participation Rate 16.2% 17.0%
UP Participativa Rate NiA NiA
JOBS Allocation 24,364,861 $1,000,000,000
Grast Acsoust {Prefiminary Data) 21,004,422 $ 746,195,839
% of Allecation 35.6% HE%
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MASSACHUSETTS

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Sorvices in &

s S—
STATE u.s.
Fy 93 FY 93
Total Collections lin millions) $1585.4 $8,907.3
AFDC/FL Collsctions {in millions} $7.3 $2,416.3
NAFDC Collections (in milliony) §118.1 86,491 .1
Child Support Collections par Dollar of

Total Admin. Expends, 4. .30 $3.97
Percentage Changs in Total fesl

Lolisctons since 1582 5.8% 11.8%
Totaf 1V-D Uazeload 214 618 17,110,468
Parcemt of IV.D Cases with -

Coflections 20.6% 18.2%
Parcant of IV-D Cases with Orders 68.4% 55.4%
Avgrage Collaction from Casss with

Collections $4.413 €2.855
Total Number of Potornities Established 8,234 554,205
Qut-of-Wedlock Birthz-1991

(Sourco:NCHS) 22873 $1.213.768
Percant of Paternities to

Qut-of-Wadlock Births 21.3% 45.7%

MASSACHUSETTS
FOSTER CARE
FY 19593 FY 1994
# Tite IV-E 7,804 {18t 3 gra.}
Foster Cars
Childran
Total Fostar 13,398 Nt Availsbls
Corn
Childran
Tithe IV-E Fostar 57.80 {Estimatadi
Lors § fin oo
Tids IV-B FPFS 960.8 {in thou}




January B, 1995

MASSACHUSETTS

CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

{CCDORG)
II FY 1893
State U.S.
Erirolimant 2,117* 7%5,000*
$ Grant (in $11,130 $797.280
thousands)

*Thesa data should be viewsd in light of the fact that
States have considerable latitude in spending their
CCDBG funds {e.g., they may concentrate thair funds on
relatively fewer children and farmilias, spread their funds
to serve more children and families and/or blend Feders!
funding streams}. Additionally, States have three ysars
inn which 1o expend their CCOBG funds,

MASSACHUSETTS
HEAD START
FY 1994

State .8
FUNDING #in- $57,248 $3,325,728
thousands}
ENRQLLMENT 10,794 740,465
% ELIGIBLE 36 38
# GRANTEES 3 l 1,405




January B, 1986

MASSACHUSETTS

NATIVE AMERICAN PROGRAM

FY 1994
STATE u.s.
NO. OF $ NO. OF $
GRANTS AWARDED GRANTS AWARDED
0 0 259 34,997,412

MASSACHUSETTS

REFUGEE AND RESETTLEMENT PROGRAM

FY 1993
EMPLOYMENT
ARRIVALS {a/} OBLIGATIONS (b/) SERVICES {¢/)
$
3,534 9,163,403 2,492

af

b/

of

includes refugeeas, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants.

includes {1} Social Services formula allocation, {2} Targeted
Assistance formula allocation, and (3] Cash/Medical/Administration
{CMA]} funding for FY 1893, CMA includss Refugee Cash Assistance
(RCA}, Refugse Medical Assistance (RMA], aid to unaccompanied
minors, and State administrative expanses.

includes all refugees, entrants, and Amerasian immigrants enrofied
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, 12/8/94

The President’s commitment to welfare reform is part of his longstanding comsmitment
to the middle class values of work, responsibility and family, While governor of
Arkansas, President Clinton worked closely with elected officials from both parties to pass
the Family Support Act. As President, he has given more than 20 states the flexibility to
reform welfare at the local level and introduced the most comprehensive welfare reform
legislation ever proposed.

Now he’s iovited the country’s bipartisan leadership to come together {o forge a national
consensus on welfare reform - and restore American values 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's problems -- and welfare reform is at the top of our
agenda, People want their leaders to stop the partisan bickering, come together, and roll up
their sleeves and get to work.

The President is fighting to reward work and responsibility in every government
progeam. The Earned Income Tax Credit had already been signed into Jaw, cutting taxes
for 15 million working Americans and creating an incentive to work and stay off welfare.

As a next step, the Middle Class Biil of Rights will reduce taxes for millions more
Americans who work hard to save money, raise their children and train for a better economic
future. The welfare system, like the tax system, must be changed to reward work and
responsibility.

Welfare reform must ensure that taxpayers’ money is well spent. The federal
government should help young mothers and their children escape welfare, but it shouldn’t
support 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 tme limit on welfare benefits; require work for those who are able to work; and
mount a new effort 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 middie class, Work is still the
best social program ever invented, and anyone who can work should do so. 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 fo work after a speciffwé period of time, There also
has to be support for people who are woricmg and raising their children - like education,
training and child care,



Wellare reform must strengthen families, because there is no substitute for caring
families when it comes to teaching children the value of work and responsibility. We
“need 10" launch 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 future, Teenagers who do have a child must be required fo live at home with their
parents, finish high school, work and pay child support, but they must also get the help they
need to become good rofe models for their children. Arbitrarily denying 2id to young
mothers and putting their children in orphanages will weaken families, not strengthen them.
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PERSONAL RESPONSIBIITY ACT
House Republican Proposal to Congress

Summuary of Provisions

TITLE I - REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY
Section 101  Reduction or denial of AFDC for certain children whose paternity is not established

Children for whom paternity has not been legally established would be ineligible for AFDUC benefits but
remnin eligible for Medicaid benefits. This provision applies to all children of AFDC applicants.
Exceptions would be made for children conceived as # result of rape or incest, or for cases where the
State determines that efforts o establish paternity would resul? 1o physical danger to the relative claiming
such aid.

If paternity of a dependent child has not been established, the mwther 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
if not known, addresses of immediate relatives,

Section 102 Teens Receiviag AFDC Required to Live at Home

This provision is made a State reguirement and the age requirement is changed to under age 19. The
exceptions remain imact, This provision does not apply until after the effective daie of October 1, 1995,

Section 104 Increase in paternity establishment percentage

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

Section 105 Denial of AFDC for certain children born out-of-wedlock

In cases wherg an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18t birthday, AFDC claims with respect ©©
that ehild would be permanently denied. The mother and child could become eligible in the future only
if the mother marries the biological father (as determnined by the State) or she has Jega! cusiody of the
child and marries an individual who legally adopts the child. The mother could become eligible by
having another child after age 17, This section would not apply if the chiki'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, inchuding cases of rape and incest.

Section 106  Denial of AFDC for additional children (mandatory family cap)

AFDC benefits must be denied 1o additional children born to families already receiving welfare or to
additional children of families that received weifare at any time during the 10 month period ending with
the birth of the child,

Section 107 State option te deny AFDC benefits to children born out-ofvwedlock to individuals
aged 18, 19, or 20, and to demy such benefits and housing benefits o such
individuals

The stipulations for denying AFDC benefits described ender Section 108 may be extended o mothers
through age 20, at the State’s discretion. The State also has ihe discretion to deny housing benefus under
the same provisions.



Persona) Responsibility Act summary of provisions — continued DRAFT - page 2

Section 108 Grants to Siates For Assistance to Children Born Out-of -Wedlock

A partion of the funds saved from denying AFDC benefits (o young unmarried mothers and their out-of-
wedlock children will be used to fund grants (0 States to discourage out-of-wedlock births and care for
children born out-of-wedlock. States may use these grants to establish or expand programs to reduce out-
' of-wedlock pregnancies, 1o promote adoption,~to’ establish and* operateorphanages, to establish and
operate closely supervised residential group homes for unwed mothers, or any other related program the
State sees fit o fund. States may not use the grant funds for abortion services, including any counseling
or advising with respect (o abortion,

Section 109  Rewmoval of Barriers to Luterethnic Adoption
Provisions are similar to those in the Metzenbaum Mmt,
TITLE 1 - REQUIRING WORK

Section 202(a) Work program

JOBS. The Swate may not provide subsidized non-work activities — such as education and training (i.e.
JOBS) — 10 an AFDC recipient for more than a total of 24 months (whether or not consecutive). There
is no requirement for the Sfate to operate a8 JOBS program and there are no participation requirements
for the JOBS program (as discussed in Section 202(b).)

WORK. States are required to establish a work program (work supplementation, commurity work
experience, of any other work program approved by the Secretary). A State may require any adult
recipient, regardless of the length of time on assistance, to participale in the 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 1o enroll a percentage
of the adult caseload in work activities for at least 33 hours per week {or in work activifies for at least
30 hours per week and job search for at least 5 hours per week). At least one parent in o UP family
would be required to panticipate in work activities for 32 hours per week. The State must combine
AFDC and the cash value of food assistance received for UPs,

The participation standards would be as follows; 2 percent for FY 1996; 4 percent for FY 1997, 8
percent for FY 1998; 12 percent for FY {999, 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 rate would have their Federal matching funds from the new
work program funding stream for the following fiscal vear reduced by 25 percent.

The PRA would provide for additional matching funds to cover the cost of the work program. A State
which had drawn down its full allotment of Federal matching funds from the JOBS capped entilement
would be reimbursed for expenditures on the work program beyord that amount from this new stream
of funding. The amount of new funding made available would be $500 million for FY 96, $900 million
for FY 97, $1.8 billion for FY 98, $2.7 billion for FY 9% and $4 billion for FY 20600,

Sanctions. For the first 24 months on AFDC, Staies 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 wheo do not flfill ¢the required number of hours in work activities, the grant is pro rated based
or the number of hours worked {this only applies to those who have receive gid for more than 24
cumulative months). The State may suspend or terminate ehigibility an individual’s eligibility for aid if
sfhe has been sanctioned on three or more oooasions.



Personal Responsibility Act summary of provisions ~ continuad DRAFT —page 3

Time Limis. Adults who had received aid for 80 cumulative months after the effective of the bill is not
eligible for aid. There are no exemptions from this time Hmit, At State option, the State may terminate
the eligibility for aid of any family if they have received aid for 22 cumulative months and have been
required to participate in a work program for at least 12 cumulative months and have been offered a work
.. Placement at the outset.

Child Care. It does not appear that AFDC recipients required to participate 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 available. It also appears
that recipients leaving welfare for work would no longer be guarantesd & yesr of transitional child 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 ¢hildren. {note child care funding is placed under the cap in Title 11I)

Section 202(c} Other provisions relating to mnemiployed parents

The PRA would allow all States to limit UP eligibility to as few as 6 months in a 13 month period.
Section 202(d) Eliznination of certain JOBS program requirements

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

{1} 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 atlows individuals
refuse a job offer if it results in a net loss of income.

Gy Eliminate the provision in which the State cannot require participation in job search for those who
are exemnpied.

Section 203 Work supplementation program amendments

The Personal Responsibility Act would make a number of changes to the work supplementation program.
States would be permitted to use not only AFDC benefits but also the cash value of food aid that would
be provided 1o the family under the new food assistance block grant (see Title V of the PRA) to subsidize
the wages of 2 work supplementation participant. It would also remove the ban on placing work
supplementation participants in established unfilled vacancies—climinating the new jobs requirement in
current law.

Section 204  Payments to states for certain individuals receiving food assistance from the State
who perform work on behalf of the State

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



Personal Responsibility Aot summary of provisions — continued DRAFT - page 4

TITLE I - CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING
Sections 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, SSI, housing assistance and the mandatory work program established by
the Republican proposal would be capped at a level equal to the total estimated Federal spending on the
designated programs during the preceding fiscal year, adjusted for infiation and the change in the size of
the poverty population.

Section 302  Conversion of AFDC and 881 from entitlement fo discretionary

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

TITLE IV - RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS
Section 401  Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welfare Assistance

Legal immigrants would be denied access to benefits under 60 Federal programs including public health,
child immunization, and child nutrition programs as well as AFDC, 881 and regular Medicaid. Legal
tmmigrants would be eligible to receive emergency Medicaid, The lepislation would exempt legal
tmmigrants over age 73 that have S 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 402 State AFDC Agencies Required to Report Information Regarding Illegal Aliens to
the INS

State agencies would be required to provide the Immigration and Naturaiization Service the pame,
address, and other idemtifying information that the agency has with respect to any individual anlawfully
in the United States with citizen children.

TITLE V - CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS
Section 581 Food assistance block grant program

All food assistance programs would be replaced with a Food Assistance Block Grant Program, Funding
for Fiscal Year (FY) 1996 is set at $35.6 billion. Funding for subsequent years would be adjusted for
food price inflation and population increases. Furding would be apportioned among States based on the
proportion 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 o spend a minimum of 12 percent on food assistance and mutrition education for
women, infants, and young children and a minimum of 20 percent on child nutrition programs; i.e.,
school hunch 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 gramt funds 1o provide food assistance w
sconomically disadvantaged individuals and families.



Personal Responsibllity Act summury of provisions ~ comtinsed DRAFT .~ pages

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

- «Section 503 - - Authority- to sell Federal surplus commadities

This provision would replace USDA's awthority under current law (0 purchase comumodities and donate
them to States and institutions with the authority to sell surplus commodities to States.

TITLE VI - EXPANDING STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES
Section 601  Option fo convert AFIC info 2 block grant

The Personal Responsibility Act wonld permit States (0 receive, in Jicu of reimmbursement for expenditures
on AFDC benefits and services {including the JOBS program), a block grant 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 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 o submit a report annually detailing the
expenditure of these funds. If the Secretary determined that a State had expended funds from the block
gram for any other purpose, its block grani would be reduced by 20 percent.

Section 602  Option to Treat New Residents of a State Under Rules of Former State

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

Section 603  Option to Impose Penalty for Failure to Attend Schoal

At State option, aid may be reduced up te §75 per month for each parent under 21 who has not completed
secondary school {or its equivalent) and does mot meet minimum attendance requirements al an
educational instituiion in the previous month. This sanction can also applied for each dependent child
in a family receiving aid who does not meet minimuen attendance requirements at an educational
institution in the previous month,

Section 805 - Option to disregard income and resources desipnated for education, 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, or purchase of a home or car or moving expenses.
These funds would not count toward the AFDC resource Hmit: states could also choose 1o disregard the
interest and dividend income generated from the account.

2. Lump Sum Income



Personal Respousibility Act sumensry of provisions — continued DRAFT - page §

At State option, non-recurring lump sum income (earned and unearned) would be excluded 30 long as
the income is placed in a qualified asset account.

3. Microenterprises

* At State option, $10.000 in et wortl'in a microenterprise’ owned in'whole or in part by a family member "
may be disregarded from the resource limit for a period not 10 exceed two years.

Section 606 State opiion to require aitendance at parenting and money management classes, and
prior approval of 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 State agency before
making any change in a dependent child’s educational instinution.

TYTLE VII - DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

Section 701  AFDC recipients required to undergo necessary substance abuse freatment as a
condition of receiving AFDC

Recipients who are determined by States to be addicted to aleoho! or drugs must be required to participate
in substance abuse treatment, if available, and must submit to random drug screens during and after
participation in an alcohol or drug rehabilitation program. Alkeohol or drug dependent persons who do
niot participate in treatment oft a satisfactory basis (as defined by the Staie) or who refuse a drog screen
lose their AFDC eligibility for a period of 2 years. Madicaid benefiis would continue, however,
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The Personal Responsibility Act
and Family Reinforcement Act

House Republican Proposal to Congress

Analysis of Major Provisions

Personal Responsibility Act

TITLE 1

Sec.
Sec.
Sec,
Sec,
Sec.
. 108
. 166
497

TITLE 1}

Sec
8¢
Sec
Sec

TITLE I

Seo
Sec
e

TITLE IV

Sec
Sec

TITLE ¥

Sec
Sec
Sec

Sec.

Sec

Ses.

100
101
12
103
104

. Hi8

. 109

.20
. 202
, 203
. 204

301
. 302
. 303

. 401
. 402

. 501
. 502
. 303
504
. 505
506

REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY

Sense of Congress

Reduction or denial of AFDC for certain children whose paternity is not established
Teens receiving AFDC required to Hve at home

Earlier paternity esiablishment efforts by States

Increase in paternity establishment percentage

Denial of AFDC for certain children born out-of-wediock

Denial of AFDC for additional children

State aption to deny AFDC benefits to children born our-of-wedloek 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 out-of-wedlock

Removal of barriers to inter-ethnic adoption

REQUIRING WORK

Findings: intent; statement of purpose

Work program

Work Suppiementation program amendments

Payments fo States for certain individuals receiving food assistance from the State who
perform work on behaif of the State

CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING
Cap on growth of Federal spending on certain welfare programs ’
Conversion of funding under certain weifare programs

Savings from welfare spending Hmits 10 be used for deficit reduction

RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS

Ineligibility of aliens for public welfare assistance
State AFDC agenciey requited to provide information on illegal aliens 1o INS

CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Food assistance block grant program

Availability of Federal coupon system to States
Authority to sell Federal surplus comnodities
Befinitions

Repealers; amendments

Effective date; application of repealers and amendments



TITLE VI
Sec. 601
Sec, 602
S, 603
Sec, 34
Sec. 605

Sec. 806

TITLE VIl

Sec. 701

TITLE VIII

Sec. 801

EXPANDING STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES

Option to convert AFDC into a block grant program

Option 1o treal new residents of a state under rules of a former state

Option to impose a penalty for failure to attend school

Option to provide married souple transition benefit

QOption to disregard income and resources designmated for education, training, and
employability, or related self-employment

Option requirg attendance at parenting and money management classes, and priog
approval of any action that would result in a change of school for a dependent child

DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

AFDC recipients required fo undergo necessary substance abuse {reatment as a condition
of receiving AFDC

EFFECTIVE DATE

Fifective date



PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
TITLE I - REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY
Section 101 Reduction or denfal of AFDC for certain children whoge 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 woutd 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 o the relative claiming
such zid,

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 tueee
individuals who may be the biological father. The relative must provide addresses of the individuals or
if not known, addresses of immediaie relatives.

Analysis
If a mother were to cooperate fully, she dand her child would have no ability (0 speed the pateraity protess
and would be penalized if the State experienced delays. Even when mothers cooperate, pateraity

establishment takes time or may not ocour. 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 AFDC Required to Live at Home
House Republican Proposal

This provision is made 3 State requirement and the age requirement is changed to under age 19, The
exceptions remain intact. This provision does not apply until after the effective date of Getober 1, 1993,

Analysis

Since unmarried teens under age 18 are denied AFDC benefits (see Section 105}, this provision would
primarily apply to those who were 18 years of age.

Section 104  Increase in paternity establishment percentage
Hopuse Republican Proposal

The paternity establishment percemiage for States is set 3t $0%. States above 50% bﬁt below 50% 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 ¢lose 10 meeting the percentages mandated by the bill,
Most States do not have sufficient resources o work their current caseloads and will have even less ability
o do so under the PRA, which caps CSE spending. Oddly, the bill does nat provide for penalties inthe
event that States fail to meet these rates.  Under corrent practice, audit penalties are rarsly taken.
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Section 188 Denial of AFDC for certain children born out-of-wedlock
House Republican Proposal

Lt cases where an unmarried mother gives birth before her 18th birthday, AFDC claims with respect 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 ¢hild. The mother could become eligible by
having snother child after age 17, This section would not apply if the child’s birth date and the most
recent AFD 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 has no significant impact on non-macital births, Thus, dendal of benefits
to teen mothers will not significantly reduce the number of children born to unwed mothers under age
18. By denying AFDC benefits 1o 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 child afier she turns 18, she argl the second child would be eligible for aid while the first child
would remain ineligible. This policy coudd also result in an increase in abartion rates,

Section 106  Denial of AFDC for additional children (mandatory family cap)
House Republican Proposal

AFDC benefits must be denled to additional children born fo famsilies already receiving welfare or 1o
- additional children of on-going AFDC familics that received welfare at any time during the 10 month
period ending with the birth of the child,

Section 167  Siate option to deny AFDC benefits to children born out-of-wedlock to individuals
aged 18, 19, or 20, and o deny housing benefits to such individuals

House Republican Proposal
The stipulations for denying AFDC benefits desoribed under Section 106 may be extended to mothers

through age 20, at the State’s discretion. The State also has the discretion to deny housing benefits under
the same provisions,

Asnalysis

Research evidence suggests that limiting zccess to AFDC will not eliminate the majority of out-of
wedlock births among (eens.

Section 108  Granis to States For Assistance to Children Born Out-of-Wedlock
House Republican Proposal

A portion of the furxls saved from denying AFDC benefits to young wmnarried mothers and their out-of-
wedlock children will be used to fund grants to States io discourage out-of-wedlock births and care for
children born out-of-wedlock. States may use these grants to establish or expand programs to reduce out-
of-wedlock pregnancies, to promote adoption, to establish and operate orphanages, 10 establish ard
operate closely supervised residential group homes for unwed mothers, or any other related program the
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State sees fit (o fund. States may not use the grant funds for abortion services, including any counseling
or advising with respect to abortion.

Analysis

The grant formula 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 continugs (o increass, despite the proposed policy change, States will be
faced with increasing numbers 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 1o Interethnic Adoption
House Republican Proposal

Provigions are similar to those in the Metzenbaum amendment.
Analysis

The Republican proposal differs from recently enacted law, including: {1} the "needs of the child” is not
explicitly mentioned; (2) the provision that race/ethaicity alone may not be used to deny a child an
adoptive placemens, but may be one of 2 nomber of factors used to make placemens decisions was
removed; (3} the requirement that child welfsre agencies make diligent efforts o recruit foster 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 deadlines for agencies to comply with or provide guidance
regarding the new law is inchuded.

TITLE 11 - REQUIRING WORK
Section 202(a) Work program
House Republican Proposal

FOBS. The Smate muay not provide subsidized non-work activities — such as edutation and raining {.¢.
TOBS) — to an AFDC recipient for more than a total of 24 months Owhether or not consecutive). There
is no requirement for the Stafe (0 operate 2 JOBS program and there are no panticipation reguirements
for the JOBS program {as discussed in Section 202001

WORK. States are required o establish 8 work program {work supplementation, comununity work
experience, or any other work program approved by the Secretary). A State may require any adult
recipionm, regardless of the length of time on assistance, to participate in the 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 to enroll 4 percentage
of the adult caseload in work activities for at Jeast 38 hours per week {or in work activities for at least
30 hours per week and job search for at least § bours per week), At least one parent in a UP family
would be required to participate in work activities for 32 hours per week, The State must combine
AFDC and the cash value of food assistance received for UPs.

The participation standards would be as follows: 2 percens for FY 1996. 4 percent for FY 1997; 8
percent for FY 1998; 12 percent for FY 1999, 17 percerst 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 1o meet the work participation rate would have their Federal matching funds from the new
work program funding stream for the following fiscal vear reduced by 28 percent.

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

Sanctions. For the first 24 months on AFDC, States may impose sanctions as they consider appropriate
for an individual who fails to participate in a gatistactory manner. For individuals agsigned 1o the work
program whe do not fulfili the required number of hours in work activities, the grant is pro rated based
on the number of hours worked (this only applies 10 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/be has been sanctioned on three or more gocasions.

Time Limits. Adults who had recetved aid for 60 cumulative months afier the effective of the bill is not
eiigible for aid. There are no exemptions from this time limit. At Swate option, the State may terminate
the eligibility for aid of any family if they have received aid for 24 cumulative months and have been
required to participate in a work program for at Jeast 12 cumulative months and have been offered a work
placement at the outset.

Child Care. It does not appsar that AFDC recipients required to participate 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 nenparticipation if child care is not available. 1t 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 the Congress section that priority in the work program should be given
ta older preschool or school-age children. (note child care funding is placed under the cap in Tite 11T)

Analysis

The Personal Responsibility Act effectively replaces the JOBS program with & new mandatory work
program. While States are permittend to provide cducation and training services for up 10 two years (see
Section 201), they are in no way required 10 do so--there are no panticipation standards with respect to
the JOBS program (see Section 203). They are, however, mandated @ enroll a steadily increasing
percentage of the caseload in work activities, The growth of the work program would almost centainly
crowd out virtually all education and training 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, exemptions would be
gliminated. The participation rate of 17 percent mandated by the PRA for FY 2000 would be equivalent
t0 a 41 percent participation rate using the JOBS-mandatory caseload as the denominator. To achieve
thie 50 percens rate set for ¥Y 2003, a State would have to enroll in the work program a number of
participants greater than the entire JOBS-mandatory caseload under current law.

Meeting the rafes set by the bill for FY 2002 and subseguent years might require enrofling virtually ail
able-bodied recipients in work activities, which would leave Siwtes unable 1o provide education and
training services to any recipients, regardless of employability or literacy level, States might be left with
no option but 10 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 o enroll individuals for 35 hours & week, regardless of family size. Consequently, many
participants would in effect be working for less than the minimum wage.

Banctioning of persons on assistance for Jess than 24 months would be left 1o the discretion of States -
a resull which docs not ensure that clients are adequately protecied. Also, there are no grievance
procedures 1o ensure the individuals are weated fuirly on the job,

Section 202(c) Other provisicns relating to unemployed parents
The PRA would allow all States to limit UP eligibility to as few as 6 months in a I3 month period.
Section 202(d) Elimination of certain JOBS program requirements

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

{1} Eliminate JOBS targeting and AFDC participation rate standards. Maintain participation rate
requitements for AFDCAs {except for 1998}

23 Eliminate all current law exemptions. Eliminate State option fo require both parents of AFDC-
UP case to participate, i child care it gusranteed.

(3} Eliminate current law sanctioning provisions, including provision which allows individuals t©
refuse a job offer i it results in = vet loss of income.

(4) Eliminate the provision in which the State cannot require participation in job search for those who
are exempted,

Section 203  Work supplamentation program amendments

The Personal Responsibility Act would make 2 number of changes to the work supplementation program.
States would be permitted 10 use not only AFDC benefits but also the cash value of food aid that would
be provided to the family under the new food assistance block grant (see Title V of the PRA) to subsidize
the wages of 3 work supplementation participant. It would also remove the ban on placing work
supplementation participants in established unfilled vacancies--eliminating the new jobs requirement in
gurrent law.

Section 204  Payments to states for cerfain 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 individuals receiving aid under the food assistance block
grant. Nonexempt regipients of food aid are required to perform 32 hours of work per month on behalf
of the Stale or a subdivision, regardless of employvment status. Food assistance program recipients who
failed 15 comply would have thelr food aid reduced on a pro-rated basis.  Siates would recsive $20
{adjusted for inflation) for each nonexempt food assistance recipient who met the work standard during
a given month.

Anulysis

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. MDRC
found that the cost of placing a participant in a workfare position for a month ranged from $60 to almost
$700. The inadequate funding, combined with the notable absence of any participation standard and the
relatively modest work requirement, suggest that the proposal may not intend to significantly strengthen
the work requirement for food aid recipients who are not in the AFDC program,
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TITLE 111 - CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING
House Republican Propasal
Sections 301 Cap on growth of Federal spending on certain welfare programs

Federal spending during a fiseal year on AFDC, the AFDC-refated child care programs, the Child
Support Enforcement program, 881, howsing 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 AFDC and 581 from entitlement to discretionary

The Personal Responsibiiity Act also converts the Family Support programs {AFDC, the AFDC-related
child care programs, the Child Support Enforcement program) and Supplemental Security Income from
entitlerent programs into discretionary programs,

Analysis

A number of the programs included under the cap are projected (o grow considerably more rapidly than
inflation, and consequently substantial reductions would be reguired to remain within the cap. SSI
outlays, for example, are expected to rise almost 10 percent from FY 1996 10 FY 1997, snd by more than
10 percent from FY 1997 10 FY 1998 and from FY 1998 o FY 1999, Ixclusion of the new work
program is particularly problematic, since the program wounld grow much more rapidly than inflation and
the poverty population during the phase-in period,

The inclusion of the Child Support Enforcement program could be questioned, given that the program
is in some respects quite cost-offective.  The benefits from the program are, however, divided quite
unevenly betwesn 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 dogs not explicitly state how the reductions required by the cap would be
distributed across programs or asross Seates; the bill only requires that the budget resolution include
allocations to each committee that are consistent with the spending cap. The cap wouild be adjusted for
the change in the poverty population,  Unfortumately, this adjustment would probably be lagged by two
full years, which could have the unintended effect of reducing the cap during a year of economic
recession and increasing the cap during a year of economic recovery,

Funding for AFDC, AFDCerelated child care, the [V-D program and SS8i would presumably be set at a
fixed level for aach vear through the appropriations process, [ the amount of money allocated for AFDC
or SSI proved insufficient, otherwise eligible elderiy 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 inte the AFDC system might become the only way ©
access IV-D services. Some States might opt to eliminate their At-Risk or Transitional Child Care
programs entirely in otder to continne providing cash benefits to needy famities.
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TITLE 1V - RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS
Section 401  Ineligibility of Aliens for Public Welfare Assistance
House Republican Proposel

Legal immigrants would be denied access to benefits under 60 Federal programs including public health,
child immunization, and child nutrition programs as well as AFDC, 881 and regular Medicaid. Legal
immigrants would be eligible to receive emergency Medicaid. The legislation would exempt logal
immigrams over age 73 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.

Analysis

Most of the unmigrants affected by the Republican proposal are earlier arrivals who would have their
benefits taken away retraactively, Under the PRA legal immigrants who become disabled within § years
of entry into the Unutad State, or who lose their job through no faule of their own would be ineligible
for any kind of federal assistance. CBO estimates that approximately 1.5 million legal immigrants would
be affected in the first year of implementation.  Almost 1 million elderly and disabled legal immigrants
would have their 881 and Medicaid bensfits taken away from them.

The Republican proposal creates a threat o genera! public health by denying basic public health services
to low-income legal immigrams. Denying invnunization services to legal immigrants would undermine
decades of efforts 1o eradicate the presence of various diseases in society,

Denying federal assistance to all legal inunigramts will merely shift the legitimate and necessary costs of
certain assistance (¢.g., medical care under Medicaid) to state and local governments - or other emities
such as hospitals — already reeling from tight fiscal pressures.

Section 402  State AFDUC Agencies Required to Report Information Regarding Hegal Aliens to
the INS

House Republican Proposal

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

TITLE V - CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Section 361  Food assistance block grant program

House Republican Praposal

The PRA would replace victually all domestic food programs, including food stamps, WIC, and the
school lunch program with 2 Food Assistance Block Grant, ending their entitlement status. The bill
would set g ceiling on how much could be appropriated for the block grant.

Funding for the block grant would be set at a level 10 pcrcém less than the current services estimate of

$35.6 billion for food assistance programs for FY 1996 and 33 billion below spending for this year,
Funding for subsequent years would be adjusted for food price milation and population increases.
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Funding would be apportioned among States based on the proportion of the economicaily 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 formula for distributing grant funds among the States
bears little relationship 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 instances, the
gains 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
implications for American agriculture and the food industry.

More than 45 million Americans 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
continueé to receive nutrition assistance. Some will lose eligibility altogether while others may rernain
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 permanently 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 seli Foaderal surplus commodities
House Republican Proposal

This provision would replace USDA’s authority under currend law to parchase commodities and donate
them 1o States and institutions wiih the authority to sell surplus commodities to States,

Analysis

Eliminating USDA’s authority to buy commoditics for donations to States eliminates the ability to provide
cesponsive, short-term support to agricultural markets. 1t also diminishes the value of asgistance by
prohibiting USDA from using its superior purchasing power to acquire non-surplus commodities on behalf
of schools. Furthermore it threatens the network of private smergency food assistance providers, who
rely on government-donated commodities and administrative funding to support distribution of privately
donated food to low-income households.

TITLE ¥I - EXPANDING STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES
Section 601 Option {o convert AFDC into a block grant
Huouse Republican Proposal

The Personat Responsibility Act would permit States to receive, in licu of reimbursement for expenditures
on ARDC benefits and services (inchuding the JOBS program}, a block grant equal to 103 percent of the
total Federal share of such expenditures for FY 1992, A State electing this option woukd not be subject
to any AFDC program requirements, including the provisions in the Persenal 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 1o use the block-granted funds to operate a program providing
benefits 1o needy families with dependent children, and 1o submit 4 report annually detailing the
expenditure of these funds. If the Secretary determined that & State had expended funds from the block
grans for any other purposs, #s block prant would be reduced by 20 percent,

Analysis

Ii is not clear that a State electing the block grant would be guaranteed an amount equal to 103 percent
of the FY 1992 Federal share of its AFDC and related spending. The amount of the block grant might
be subject to appropriation, The legiglation is silent on the question of whether or not the Mock-granted
funds would be included within the cap on welfare spending established by Title Hi of the bill, 1f the
block-granted funds were subject 10 the cap and the reductions required by the cap fell disproportionately
on AFDC and the block-granted funds, there might not be adequate dollars available to provide the full
amount (O each State opting for the bock grant.

The block grant would be set at 103 percent of the FY 1992 Federal share 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 1o 103 percent of it FY 1992
Federal funding for AFDC and related services, the real value of which would have sericusly eroded
since (hal base year, particulatly if inflation rates were relatively high in the interim. Morcaver, the level
of the block grant would not respond 10 changes in the number of needy families with children.
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Section 602  Option o Treat New Residents of a State Under Rules of Former State
House Republican Propasal

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 cligibility rules of the former State
may apply as well,

Analysis

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

- Section 03 Option to Impese Penalty for Failure to Attend School
House Repubiican Proposal

At State option, aid may be reduced up 10 $75 per month for each parent under 21 who has not completed
secondary schoo!l {or its equivalent) and does nof meel minimum afiendance reguirements at an
educational instiiution in the previous month. This sanction can also applied for each dependent child
in a family receiving ald who does not pieet mintonam attendance requiremems at an educational
institution in the previous month,

Analysis

Evidence on the effects of this proposal for teen parsnts is mixed. An evalustion of the LEAP program,
which combined bonuses, sanctions, and case management to encourage the school attendance of teen
patents, produced positive results on schoal enroliment and completion.  However, LEAP produced
smaller effects on school drop-outs, compared to those who were stitl 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 children is also unclear. An evaluation of the Wiscousin's
Learnfare demonstration indicated the program has been ineffective, but the results have been questioned.

Section 603 Option to disregard income and resources designated for education, training,
employability, or related to self-employment

House Republican Propuosal

i. Cualified Asser Accounts

The Republican proposal gives States the option to sllow an AFDC unit to set aside up 10 $10,000 in a
qualified asset account for education or training, or purchase of a bome or car of moving expenses.
These funds would not count toward the AFDC resource Himit; states could alsoc choose to disregard the
interest and dividend income generated from the account,

2. Lump Sum income

At State option, non-recurring hump sum income (earned and uneamed) would be excluded so long as
the income is placed in a2 qualified asset account,
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3. Microenierprises

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 1o exceed two years,

TITLE VII - DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

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

House Republican Proposal

Recipients who are determined by States o be addicted io alcoho! or drugs must be required to participate
in gsubstance abmse freatment, if available, and must submit to random drug screens during and after
participation in an aloohol or drug rehabilitation program.  Alcohol or drug dependent persons who do
not participate in treatment on & satisfactory basis (as defined by the State) or wha refuse a drug screen
fose their AFDC eligibility for 4 period of 2 vears. Medicaid benefite would continne, however,

Analysis

The Republican proposal makes the requirements of those the Siate identifies as “addicted.” 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) preciude their immediate participation in omployment activities. The
Republican proposal requires that Stateg institute 3 regime of testing on anyone determined to be addicted
to alcohol or other drugs. How a positive test would be interpreted however, s unclear. Potentially,
the 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 (25 io the general population) are
aleohotics, not illieit drug abusers. Drug testing will not adequately detereine compliance for these
PEISONS.
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SECTION-BY-SECTION CHANGES 70 FHE PERSONAL RESPONSIBRLITY ACT

. TITLE 1 REDUCING ILLEGITIMACY
Sec. 100 Sense of Congress
T 7 7See101 7 "Reduction’or denial of AFDC for certain children whose paternity is not established
* Under the old Bill it was unclear whether the imtent was 1o apply the reguirement immediately

to the entire existing caseload a5 well as 1w new applicants. The new bill clearly applies only
applicarions for aid after the effective dote.

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

. No additional changes to sections 100-104.
Sec. 108 Denial of AFDC for certain children born out-of-wedlock

. Section 105 now applies to gil chitldren born “on or after the effective date of this paragraph.”
This implies that under the new bill, with respect to out-of wedlock children born 0 teens, a
child born before the effective date would be eligible for AFDC, regardless of when the mother
filed the claim. Whereas under the old bill, a child born before the effective date would only
be eligible if the mother filed before the effective dute.

. i Under new provisions, those ineligible due to this section would be eligible for Medicaid.
Sec. 106 Denial of AFDC for additional children

* The definition of additional children is clarifled; under the old bill, ¢ woman pregnant with
her first child ar the vime of her first AFDC claim would be denied bencfits if she applied for
bengfits aofter that child was born because that child would mistakenly be counted as an
additional child. The new bill corrects that.  Under new provisions, again, those ineligible
due to this section would be eligible for Medicaid.

. The new bill clarifies that eligibility for foster care mainenance payments and adoptoin

assistance pavments witl not be affecied.
1
Sec. 1007 State option to deny AFDC benefits 1o children bom our-of-wedlock to individuals
aged 18, 19, 20, and to deny such benefits and housing benefits to such individuals

. The new bill clarifies rhat eligibility for foster care mainenance payments and adoptoin
assistance payments will not be affected. However, the bill is silent on eligibitity for
Medicaid,

» No changes were made with regard to the effective date, however, this 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 seciion also.



HNe Change 1o housing benefits. -

Sec. 108 Grants 1o States for assistance to children born out-ofiwediock

The new Bifl forbids States from ,[providing cash payments to an individual who is the parent

" of a child born ors-of-wedlock or 1o the child.” This is stronger language and covers ali

living situations. It ensures that regardiess of where the child lives fi.e., with or without the
mother) the child will not receive cash benefits under any circumsianees.

The method of calculation for determining the excluded popularion (which is used in
determining the Federal grants 1o States) has been changed slightly. The excluded population
in the new bill would only count excluded parents and excluded children. Adjustments which
accoynt for the enactment date (in the eveny it is not Ocrober 1, 1995) have been dropped.

Sec. 108 Remaoval of barriers to inter-ethnic adoption

.

The language regarding legal action pursuant to this section has been expanded. The court
may gward ¢ reasonable attorneys fee as part of the costs, legal action musi be brought within
swo years of the violanion and actions against Siates that might otherwise be barved under
Amendmaent 11 of the Constitution are authorized.

TTLE 1T REQUIRING WORK

Sec. 201 Findings; intens; statement of purpose
Sec. 202 Work program

.

Under the Personal Responsibility Act as previously writien, a State could terminate the .
eligibility of a family which had received aid for at least 24 months after the effective date,
provided the family had been required to participate in a work program for at least 12 months
after the effective date, even if no work placement was available during those 12 months. The
new version of the bill alfows States to terminate eligibility after 28 months ondy if the
inddividual was required 1o participate for 12 months and “was offered a work placement at the
beginning of such 12-morwh period. " (see pages 3940 of the new bill)

The FPersonal Responsibility Ac as introduced during the lust session of Congress required
States 10 terminate the eligibility of any individual who had received aid for 60 months after
the effective date,

In the new version of the bill, the work individual is changed 10 adult, as in "an adult who
has received aid under the State plan for 60 morhs. . 3hall not be eligibie for aid,..” {see
page 40 of the new bill)

This change has considerable implications. States would still have the option of denying
eligibility 10 a family after 24 months {see above), but no State would be required to termingte
a family's eligibility after five years. As written, the bill would only require that the adult be
removed from the gramt. A parent who had reached the 60-month time Hmit could presumably
remain in the household with children who were stil recefving assistance.



In addition, an individual who had received aid as a non-parent dependent child would still be
eligible for assisiance as a parent, should he or she have a child. It is not clear, however, if
a child in a family denied aid as a result of 0 State’s epting for the 24-month limit would be
eligible for assistance as an adult; the bill refers only 10 the fomily’s eligibility, not to the

eligibility, of individuals in the family.

The Act previously did nothing to preserve the Medicaid coverage of adults or children denied
AFDC benefits due to the time limils. The new version of the Bill reads as follows: Tif a
Jamily is denied gid under the State plan by reason of subparagrapk (£} {24-month time-iimit}
or (F} {60-montk rime limir], each member of the family shall be considered 1o be receiving
such aid for purposes of eligibility for medical assistance.. for so long as the family would
otherwise be eligible for such aid.” {see page 40 of the new bill)

& i3 not clear why the word family, rather than individual is wsed. A family cannot be denied
aid under subparagraph F; it applies only to individuals, Nonetheless, the intent of the
passage appears io be to preserve Medicald coverage both for adults ineligible for AFDC due
ta the 80-month limit, as well as for entire families whose AFINC eligibility has been
wermingned as o resuli of a State’s clecting the 24-momth Hmit option,

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

The bill, in a rechnical amendment, strikes clause (iti) of Section 402(a)(19)(B}, which refers
ta loss of priority among exempt individuals who had dropped out of the JOBS program; with
exemptions eliminated, there appears little need for this clanse. (see page 48]

Sec. 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 Siate

No change.

TITLE L CAPPING THE AGGREGATE GROWTH OF WELFARE SPENDING

Sec. 304 Cap on growth of Federal spending on certain welfare programs

The welfare spending cap in the previous version of the Personal Responsibility Act included
“the progrom of aid and services to needy families with children under part A of the Sacial
Security Act” and the "mandatory work program under Part A of title IV of the Social Security
Act,” but nor the JOBS program, which falls under part F of the Social Security Act. The new
version of the bill places the JOBS program under the welfare sperdding cap. (see page 57 of
the new bill}



Sec. 302 Conversion of funding under certain welfare programs

No change,

.Sec. 303 «Savings from welfare spending. limits. to be used for deficit reduction

No change.

TITLE IV RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS

Sec. 401 Ineligibility of aliens for public welfare assistance

' The only changes in Title IV are related to the treatment of immigrant ineligibility for food
assisiance programs. Al legal immigranis (except the over 75, or refugees, as in previous
bill} remain ineligible for benefits,

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

. Under the new bill, immigrants would be incligible for benefits under u total of 32 programs.
The prior version kad a toral of 80 programs. The difference results from deleting language
regarding % separare food assistance programs, and inserting a single reference o immigrant

ineligibility for the new food assistance block gront established under Title V of the PRA.

TITLE V CONSOLIDATING FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Sec. 501 Food assistance blogk grant program

Sec. 502 Availability of Federal coupon system fo.States

Sec. 503 Authority to sell Federal surplus commodities

Sec. 504 Definitions

Sec, 305 Repealers; amendments

Sec. 306 Effective date; application of repealers and amendrnents
. No changes 1o sections in Title V.

TITLE VI EXPANBING STATUTORY FLEXIBILITY OF STATES
Bee. 601 Option to convert AFDC into a block grant program

hd Siate can now only convert to block grant if it has an approved plan and is opevating a child
suppor program in compliance with the plan,

» The block grans is equad 10 fﬁ.?vpercenf of the wotal Federal share of such expenditures for F¥
1992 (not FY 1964),

* Regulations issued regarding state plans will not apply 1o state child support progroms.
Sec. 602 Option o treat new residents of a state under rules of 2 former state
. States can adopt this oprion, even If they choose 10 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 t0 disregard income i resources desipnated for education, training, and
enmployability, or relaed self-employment
v Seen 606 - L Option require atiersdance at parenting and money management-classes,.and prior

approval of any action that would result in a change of school for a dependent child
. No changes to sections 603-606.

TITLE VH  DRUG TESTING FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

Sec. 701 AFDC recipients required to underge necessary substance abuse treatment as a
candition of recelving AFDC
» No change to this sectrion,

TITLE VI EFFECTIVE DATE
Sec. 801 Effective date

» No change to this section, the effective date of the bill is October 1, 1995,


http:RECII'lEJI.IS

. NN
LR
A H - I 5]
) 5 ¥
. 1 N
-
5‘)"
# H * *
. - P .
. 1 . -~ A . .
¥ * z .
E “ 3%
. . # L.
< . # *
. . " " - §; L
i1 b" Tz N
f st *

T : + o) T
"; % £ ¥'§§ gg P %
PR ?P s, u}i % 'g‘ o+
35 0 ¥ L H I
P A LR P
. . o,
- ® £
(ST N ¥ t‘ AL
K ¥ 3 0
3 - * S . Tk
* [ I
i T P
- . - % . # * .
R TN X
¥ s s i
L og .
N . o <,§3§ h gv' )
P "...‘ L LN ”{_a. k4 f
i,\v‘\, -y 3 s ?;*
e AT
St P s A * ¢
- i . . 1, [
P M m‘ e vk l.u T e
f R b

."‘ -

H
x
5
<
. w "
-
T A
+
*
*
L
£
ek
¥
oy
L
¢ *
a e
i
*
€
o
+
[ O
e T
i
PR
T o |'
* L
4

.y - e
= =
s *
«
* .
- * g
.
I s, -
4
H
- B .
» 3
3 L 1 1
g
é +
+ f, *, «F
N 4
S A RSN
e .
st ’,1“'9. LI »
= ot *

e ! [
, T : B »
P "

4
B . N
. . '
. x b e e o,
PRI L ! .
S sy
R Rl
PRI i . [
3 o K ' i
! e e L
'
. , \ .
. ]
»
! P
C . 1
. 4 L .
I '
. | 1, . L} r . --\
1 PR LY s . i
vy - i i
) o b4 o e A
1 : L -
f [ P et .
h B L '
R
fo
h [ L e .
|¢‘3i‘i_3 iy ) . 1+
ok
[ TV
. N ¥ .
\
byt 4 ¢
FN ' . -
. A
§ " L
ot

. . &
5
B i -
e
. -
T F
R B
e
b -
F -
i *
- * ’ . '
to i S
. -
1 * .
.
-
*
- ' ’ *
s . i o P
4 "y 3.0 . LH
. ¥ P B N
¥ R .
£
. [
. .
I .
1
L Vo
. .
v N L !
h P 4 .
mowogt ¥ i
1
. B
! ' - .
w K . .
Pl . - - .
s
. v
Y ' N
5 .
I rf
LA S
. £ 5 iy
. . i . [
b - - b
R T
N 14
_ “T 2 F o= {
N b =
PR *
¥ [ :
: K N *
k- + L B
. it

.
hd
¥
L I .
¥ sr_,ti ' . ) !
[ . .
£y .
£
L * - N ,‘ : 41 LIS "
P )
o 4 .
f
3 i ] " " '
" E £ { M
P . ¥ .
*ow : % ; - B
. . |
» N 3 Y
' - ‘!5 B '
L [ 4 '
a. Mty ' vt T il "
< [ \ ' 3 ooy !
’ B * €y, A LY .
. . b " .y
: ‘-
R LALVARASHEMa 0 .
: o w *a f i ]
. : o yn 3 \ N -

3

L

S IHVaHoS-

*

% S
w L
"qu
At
<

LG
S g0
AR o

[

L dH

-

‘GNy.vgf

HL




COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATION'S WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT
AND HOUSE REPUBLICAN’S PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT

Werk and Responsibility Act

Personal Responsibility Aet

WORK
Jdob Search/ Employable recipients required | None. State option.
Training to participate in job search,
Requirements education, and training activities
immediately.
Work Work required of ALL Ewventually, 50 percent of all
Requirements emplovable persons after 2 recipients must be in workfare or

years,

other work activity.

Sanctious and
Benefit Cut-offs

No benefits for persons who
refuse to work in subsidized job
or who refuse a private sector
fob offer. Persons willing to
work who cannot find a private
sector joby can get help, but only
if willing to work for benefits.

No benefits for persons who refuse
o work or who refuse a private
sector job offer, All adubs
permanently cut off after § years
even if they are willing to work
but can’t find a job, or unable 1o
work due to disability, State

option to cut off entire family
after 2 years.

Pratections for
People with
Disahilities or
Temporarily not
Employable

Persons with disabilities or
parents caring for disabled child
or very young children
exempited until able to work.

None.




Work and Responsibility Act

Personal Responsibility Act

RESPONSIBILITY

Child Suppeort

Dramatic and comprehensive

Few child support provisions and a

Enforcement improvements in child support | cap which would actually reduce
including central state registries, | resources for enforcement {child
license revocations, efc. support bill promised later.)

FPaternity No AFDC benefits until state No AFDC benefits for child until

Establishment certifies applicant has paternity has been established -
cooperated fully in paternity whether or not mother has
establishment. State then cooperated fully and whether or
raqquired to locate father within | not state has made a serious effort
! year, to locate the father,

Fraud Improved information systems | None.
and data collection to reduce
welfare fraud and cateh those
who owe child support.

Performarnce Interim state participation State participation standards for

Measures standards, New state work.

performance measures based on
outcomes rather than process, ©
be developed.




Work and Responsibility Act

Personal Responsibility Act

TEEN PREGNANCY, REACHING THE NEXT GENERATION

Teen Parenis

Mothers urder 18 must live at
home, identify their child’s
father, and stay n school to get
benefits, Comprehensive case
management for teens.

Children born to mothers under 18
{state option under 21}
permanently denied aid for their
entire childhood. Remain cligible
for Medicaid. 18 year olds must
live at home.

Family Caps

State option o provide no
additional benefits for children
conceived while unmarried
mother is on welfare. Can be
applied only to children bomn
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
engeiment.

PFregnancy Community-based teenage Fed. savings from denying benefits
Prevention, pregnancy prevention initiatives | to out-of-wedlock children may be
Granty for out- in 500 schools, Comprehensive | used by state for orphanages,
of-wedlock pregnancy prevention homes for unwed mothers,
children demonstrations. adoptions, and programs 1o reduce
pregnancies, abortions excluded.
Phase-in Youngest recipients phased-in States encouraged to phase-in

first with State flexibility on
phasing in other groups.

recipients with oldest children,

Funding for
Child Care

Significant new investments in
child care. Punding for all
child care increases due o
training and work requirements.
Does not change current
entitlement for working current
and former AFDC {amilies.

Removes entitlement to child care.
Funding included under aggregate
spending cap which is below what
is currently spent.




Work and Responsibility Act

Personal Responsibility Act

UTHER PROVISIONS

Legal Immigrants

Sponsors held financially
accountable for legal
immigrants wler major
entitlement programs,

Most legal immigrants currently in
the 11.8. barred from 52 programs
including entitlement programs,
child nutrition and immunization.

Nutrition Cuis/
Block Grants

None, but States are given more
flexibility in many areas. Many
changes in AFDC/food stamps
to streamline, achieve greater
conformity and make work pay.

Food stamps, WIC, child nutrition
programs converted into single
block grant with very few
conditions and cut by 12%.

State option for AFDC block
grant,

Entitiement
Protections

Eligible persons can always
enroll,

Individual entitlement to AFDC,
881, and nutrition programs ended.
Funding is capped and programs
become discretionary. If annual
budgets are exhausted, states might
have to deny aid 1o the clderly,
persons with disabilities, and
children - unless they can put in
more state funds.
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o HHS FATT S

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

June 1593 Ccontact: HHS Press Office
¢ {202) 630~6343

TEE WOREK AND RREPOREIBILITY ACT 9

President Clinton’s "Work and Responsibility Act of 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:

*There‘s no greater gap between our good intentions and
our misguided conseguences than vou see in the welfare
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
rocted in people gebting back to work., So I say to you, we
propose to offer pecple on welfsre 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
sector, 1f possible; in & subsidized job, 1f necessgary. But
work is preferable to wellfare. 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 whoe would
otherwise be on welfare into work or off welfare altogether
by the year 2000 ...

*None of this will be sasy to accomplish. We know
what the problems are. And we know they did not develop
overnight. But we have fo make & 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 nmust break this cycle.™

Highlights of the President's welfare reform proposal follow:



WELFARE REFORM: WORK

Under the President’s reform plan, welfare will be about u paycheck, nof @ welfare check. To reinforce
and reward work, our approach is based on a simple compact, Each recipient wili be required 1o develop
personal emplovabilirv plon designed 10 mpve her into the workforce as quickly as possible. Support. job
training, and child care will be provided to heip peoaple move from dependence 1o independence, Bur time
fimits will ensure that anvone who can wark, must work--in the private sector if possible, in a temporary
subsidized jobrif necessary.” Reform witl make welfare o transitional svsiem.leading io wark.

_ The combination of work opportunities, the Earned Income Tax Credit, health care reform. child
core, and improved child support will make the lives of millions of women and children demonstrabiv better.

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

Created by the Family Support Act of 1988 and championed by then-Governor Clinton, the JOBS program
offers education, training. and job placement services—but 1o few families. Our propasal would expand and
itprove the current program (o inghude:

& A personal employability plan. From the very first day, the new system will focus on
making young mothers self-sufficient. Working with a caseworker, each woman will
develop an empioyability plan identifying the educanion, traming, and job placement services
rieeded to move inte the workforce. Because 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave
the rolis within 24 months, and many applicants are job-ready, mosy plans will aim for
employment well within two years.

* A two-vear time limit. Time Himits will restrict most AFDC recipients to a lifetime
maximum of 24 months of cash assistance.

#Job search first. Participants who are job-ready will immediately 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
with job training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership Act, the new School-
1o-Work initdative, Pell Grams, and other mainstream programs.

#Tough sanctions. Paremts who refuse to stay in school, lock for work, or atiend job
training programs will be sanctioned, generaily by losing their share of the AFDC grant. >
*Limited exemptions and deferrals, OQur plan will reduce existing exemptions and ensure
that from day one, even those 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, but will be required o develop employability plans that lead to work,
Another exemption allowed umder current JOBS rules will be significantly marrowed:
mathers of infants will receive only short-term deferrals (12 months for the first child, three
months for the senond). At state discretion, & very Hmited number of voung mothers
completing education programs may receive appropriate exicnsions,

o Let states reward work. Currently, AFDC recipients who work lose benefis dolar-fore
dolar, and are penalized for saving money. Our proposal allows states to reinforce work by
setting higher ecarned income and child support disregards. We also help fund demonstration
projects to support saving and seif-zraployment.



# Additional federal funding. To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that JOBS really
works, our proposal raises the federal maich rate and provides additional funding. The
federat JOBS match will increase further in states with high unemployment.

. The WORK Program: Work Not Welfare After Two Years

. = The WORK program will enabie those without jobs after 1wo vears wo support their families through

subsidized employment.” The WORK program emphasizes:

. ®Work, not "workfare.” Unlike traduional “workfare.” recipients will only be paid for

hours worked. Most jobs would pay the minimuam wage for between 15 and 33 hours of
work per wecek.

*Flexible, community-based initiatives. -Siate povernmenis ¢an design programs
appropriate o the Jogal labor market: remporarily placing recipients in subsidized private
sector jobs, in public segror positions, or with community organizations.

& A Transitional Program. To move people inte unsubsidized private sector jobs as
quickly as possibie, participants will be required to go through extensive job search before
entering the WORK program, and after zach WORK assignment. No WORK assignmen
will last more than 12 months, Participamis in subsidized jobs will not receive the EITC.
Anyone who turns down a private sector job will be removed from the rolls, as will peopie
who repeatedly refuse 10 make good faith efforts 1o obuain available jobs.

Supperting Working Families: The EITC, Bealth Reforin, Child Care

To reinforee this cemral message about the value of work, bold new incentives will make work pay and
encourage AFDC recipients to leave welfare.

#The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). The expanded EITC will lift millions of
warkers out of poverty, Already enacted by Congress, the EITC will effectively make any
minimum wage job pay $6.00 an hour for a typical family with two children. Staies will be
able to work with the Treasury Department to issue the EITC on a monthly basis.

#Health care reform. Universal health care will allow people (o ivave welfare withow
worrying about caverage for their families.

oChild care, To further encourage young mothers to work, our plan will guaramee child
care during education, training, and work programs, and for one year after participants
leave weifare for privaie sector employment. Increased funding for other federal child care
programs will holster more working families just above the poverty line and help them stay
off welfare in the first place. Our plan also improves child care quality and ensures parental
choice.



WELFARE REFORM: RESPONSIBILITY

Qur current welfare system often seems «f odds with core American volues, especially responsibility.
. Overiapping and uncoordinared progranis seem aimos? to invite waste and abuse. Non-castodial parents

Srequernly provide Little or no economic 07 social support o their children. And the culture of welfare
affices often seems 10 reinforce dependence rather than independence. The President’s welfare plan

- FEIRfOTCES American values, while recognizing the-government’s-role.in. helping those who. are willing to help
themselves,

. Qur proposal includes several provisions aimed at creating a new culture of mutual responsibilisy.

We swifl provide recipients with services gnd work oppornusities, bur implement lough, new reqiiremenis in
return. These include provisions to promate parental responsibility, ensaring that borh parents contribute 10
their children's well-being. The plan also includes incentives directly tied to the performance of the welfore
office; extensive efforis to detert and prevent welfare fraud: sanctions to prevent ganting of the welfare
system, and o brogd array of incentives that the stares can use 1o encourage responsible behavior.

Parental Responsibility

The Administration’s plan recognizes that both parents must support their children. and establishes the
toughest chikd support enforcement program ever proposed. In 1990, absent fathers pawd only $14 billion in
ghikd support. But if child support orders reflecting current ability w pay were established and enforced,
single mothers and their children would have received $45 billion: money for school, clothing, food,
utilities, and child care. As part of 2 plan to reduce and prevent welfare dependency. our plan provides for

*Universal paternity establishment. Hospitals will be required 10 establish paternity at
birth, and zach applicant will be required to name and help find ber child’s father before
receiving benafits,

. s Regular awards updating. Child support payments will increase 25 fathers’ incomes rise.

#New penalties for those who refuse to pay, Wage-withholding and suspension of
professional, occupationad, and drivers’ licenses will enforce compliance.

# A national child support clearinghouse, Three registries--containing child support
awards, new hires, and locating information--will catch parents who (ry to evade their
responsibilities by fleeing across state lines. Centralized state registries will track support
payments aptoratically.

¢ State initiatives and demonstration programs. States will be able 10 make young parents
who fail 1o meet their obligations work off the child support they owe. Demonstration
_grams for parenting and access programs--providing mediation, counseling. education. and
visttation enforcement--will foster non-custodial parenss’ ongoing involvemem in their
children’s Tives. And child support assurance demonstrations will let interested states give
families a measure of economic security even if ¢hild suppont s not collected immediately,

#State options to encourage responsibility. States can choose to 1ift the special eligibility
requirements for two-parent families m order 1o encourage parents to stay together, States
will also be allowed 1o limit additional benefits for children conceived by women on
welfare.



Accountability for Taxpayvers

To eliminate fraud and ensure that every dollar is used productively, welfare reform will coordinate
programs. awtomnate files. and monitor recipients. New fraud control measures include:

#5tate tracking systems (o help reduce frand. States will be required 1o verify the
income, identity. alien status. and Social Security numbers of new applicants and assign
nanonal identification numbers. .

# A national public assistance clearinghouse. Using idemtification numbers. the
clearinghouse will follow people whenever and wherever they use weifare. monitoring
compliance with time limits and work. A national "new hire” registry will monitor earnings
to check AFDC and EITC eligibility. and identify non-custodial parents who switch jobs or
cross stare fines to avoid paying child sg;jporz.

*Tough sanctions. Anyone who refuses 10 follow the rules will face tough new sanctions.
and anyone who wrns down a job offer will be dropped from the rolis. Cheating the system
will be promptiy detected and swifily punished,

Performance, Not Process

The Administration’s plan demands greater responsibility of the welfare office uself. Unforiunately, the
current sysiem 100 often focuses on simply sending out welfare checks, Instead, the welfare office must
become & piace that is fundamentally abour helping people earn paychecks as quickly as possible, Our plan
offers several provisions o help agencies reduce paperwork and focus on results:

®Program coordination and simplification. Conforming AFDC and ¥ood Stamp
regulations and simplifying both programs’ administrative requirements will reduce
paperwork,

sElectronic Benefits Transfer (EBT). Under 2 separate plan developed by Vice President
Gore, states will be encouraged to move away from weifare checks and food stamp coupons
toward Electronic Benefits Transfer, which provides benefits through a wmper-proof ATM
card. EBT systems will reduce welfare and food stamp fraud, and lead 10 substantial
savings in administrative cous.

®]mproved incentives. Funding incentives and penalties will be dirsctly hinked o the
performance of states and casewprkers in service provision, job placement, and child
support collection.
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WELFARE REFORM: REACHING THE NEXT GENERATION

Preventing reen pregnuncy and out-of-wedlock births is @ critical part of welfare reform. Each vear,
200,000 teenagers aged 17 and vounger have children. Their children are more likely 10 have serious
health problems--and thev are much more likelv 10 be poor. Almost 80 percent of the children borst 1o
unmarried teenage parents who dropped out of high school now live in poverrs. By conirast, only eight

« percent of the children born to married high school graduates aged. 20.or.older are poor. Welfare reform

will send g clear and unambigrous message 1o adotescents. you should nor become a porent untif vou are
oble 1o provide for and nurture vour child. Every voung person will know thar welfare has changed forever,

Preventing Teen Pregnancy

To prevent welfare dependency in the first place, weenapers must get the message that staying in school.
postponing pregnancy, and preparing to work are the right things 10 do.  Our prevention approach includes:

® A national campaign against teen pregnancy. Emphasizing the imponance of delayed
sexual activiy and responsible parenting, the campaign will bring together local schools,
communities, families. and churches.

® 4 national clearinghouse on teen pregnancy prevention. The clesringhouse will provide
vomununities and schools with curricula, models, materials, training. and echnical assistance
relating 10 teen pregnancy prevention programs,

sMobilization grants and comprehensive demonsirations, Roughly 1000 middle and high
schools i disadvantaged argas will receive grants 1o develop innovative. ongomg (cen
pregnancy prevention programs argeted 1o young men and women. Broader ininatives will
seek (0 change the circumstances in which young peopie itve and the ways that they se¢
themselves, addressing health, education, safety. snd economic opportunity.

Phasing in Young People First

initial resources are targeted to women born after December 31, 1971, Phasing ir the new sysiem wiil

direct limited resources to young, single mothers with the most at risk; send 3 strong message 10 teenagers
that welfare as we know it has ended: most effectively change the culture of the welfare office o focus on
work; and afiow siates 1o develop effective service capacity.

*

A Clear Message for Teen Parents

Taday, minor parents receiving welfare can form independent households; often drep out of high school:
and in many respects, are treated as if they were adults. Our plan changes the incentives of weifare 10 show
teenagers that haviog children is an imunense responsibility rather than an easy route 1o independence.

*Supports and sanctions,  The two-year limit will not begin wmi eens reach age 18, b
from the very first day, teen paremts receiving benefits will be required 1o stay in school and
move toward work, Unmarried minor mothers will be required to identify their child’s
father and live at home or with a responsible adult, while teen fathers will be held
responsitle for child support and may be required to work off what they owe. At the same
time, caseworkers will offer encouragement and support; assist with Hving situations; and
help teens acoess services such as parenting classes and child care. Selected older welfare
mothers will serve as mentors 10 at-risk school-age parents. Siates will also be allowed o
use monetary incentives to keep teen parents in school.
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IN THE YEAR 2000, UNDER REFORM:

~ 2 4-MIELION-ADULTS WILL BE' SUBIECT TO-THE NEW RULES : INCLUDING
TIME LIMITS AND WORK REQUIREMENTS.

ALMOST ONE MILLION 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-LIMITED SCHOOL OR
TRAINING PROGRAMS LEADING TO EMPLOYMENT.

FEDERAL CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS WILL HAVE MORE THAN
DOUBLED, FROM 3¢ BILLION TO $20 BILLION.

TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS WILL BE OPERATING IN 1000
MIDDLE ARD HIGH SCHOOLS IN DISADVANTAGED NEIGHBORHOODS, -

ALL HOSPITALS WILL HAVE PATERNITY ESTABLISHMENT PROGRAMS IN
PLACE. :

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



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 UNSUBSIDIZED 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 SUBRJECT TO
STRONGER EDUCATION AND TRAINING REQUIREMENTS, STRICT
STANDARDS, TOUGH SANCTIONS FOR NONCOMPLIANCE, AND A TWO-
YEAR TIME LIMIT. TOQDAY, JUST 22 PERCENT OF YOUNG WELFARE
RECIPIENTS ARE EVEN EXPECTED TO PAKTICIPATE IN ANY KIND OF
EDUCATION OR TRAINING PROGRAM. PARTICIPATION STANDARDS ARE
LOW AND THERE ARE NO TIME LIMITS TO ENCOURAGE MOVEMENT TO
WORK.

b AND, UNDER WELFARE REFORM, PARENTS UNDER AGE 1% 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 THEMSELVES.
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
of current laws governing the AFDC and Medicaid programs. This authority is intended to give
states the flexthility to demonstrate aliernatives that better match their residents’ needs.

HHS is commitied to fulfilling President Clinton’s mandate to make the waiver process
more efficient. This should give states more flexibility in their management of joint federalsiaie
progeams while maintaining quality services for HHS beneficiarics.

Since January 1993, HHS has approved welfare demonstration projects in Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawail, Hlinois, Indiana, Jows, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York, Nerth Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South
Pakots, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming,

ARKANSAS

Under Arkansas” demonstration, AFDC parents age 16 or vounger 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 alicrnative cducational program.

In addition, Arkansas will implement a policy of not increasing AFDC benefits when
additional children are born into a family receiving welfare. Family planning end group -
counseling services focusing on the responsibilities of parenthood will be included in the
demonstration.

Arkansas’ application was received on January 14, 1993, and approved on March 5, ‘iﬁi%,

CALIFORNIA

California’s demonstration will encourage tecnage AFDC parents to regularly attend
school by paying them a $100 cash bonus for matntaining a C sverage, and 5500 for ultimately
graduating from high school. Teenage parents who fail to maintain a 1D sverage can have their
AFDC payments reduced by up to $50 a month for two months,

The demonstration will also permit AFDC famities to accumulate $2,000 in assets and
have $4,500 equity in & car. In addition, families will be able to deposit 35,000 into savings so
long as the funds are used to purchase a home, start a business, or finance & child’s postsecondary

W
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education or training.

Finally, the demonstration will allow recipients who work -« but who have low AFDC
benefits - to opt out of the program. They will remain eligible for health care under Medi-Cal
as well as other services, such as child care, which are available to AFDC recipients,

"California’s waiver request was teteived on September’ 29, 1993, ‘and granted
February 28, 1994,

COLORADO

Colorado is initiating 2 "Personal Responsibility and Employment Program® which includes
a number of major revisions to the State’s AFDC program.  The demonstration will operate 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 AFDC benefits for two years. Individuals who refuse
to perform the assignments can face 2 loss of AFDIC benefits.

Additionally, the demonstration will "cash out® Food Stamps for participants, meaning that
the value of the coupons will be added to the monthly AFDC payment. Participants will be
encouraged to work through a new formula which will enable familics 10 keep more of the money
they earn.  Asset levels and rules pertaining (o ownership of an automaobile will also be changed
so that participants will be permitted to own a car regardiess of its value or their equity in it

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

CONNECTICUT

Connecticut’s “A Fair Chance” initiative is designed to increase supports, incentives, and
work expectations for AFDC recipients. It has two compeonents, Pathways and Family Streagth

Pathways requires AFDC recipients 10 work a minimum of 15 hours a week after two
years of AFDC, 25 hours a week after three years, and 35 hours a week afier four years.
Pathways will also help families leaving weifare to increase their incomes by paying the difference
between the non-custodial parent’s child support payments and & siate-established minimum.
Family Strength provisions raise the resouree limit for AFDC eligibility from $1,000 te $3,000 and
extend transitional child care and medical benefits an additional year, to a total of two years,

Family Strengih will be implemented statewide and Pathways wilt be implemented in the
New Haven and Manchester areas. Connecticut’s application was received on December 30,
1993, and approves] on August 29, 1994,

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Adminisiration for Children and Families
370 L'Enfant Promenade, 8. W,, Washington, D.C. 20447
Phone: {202) 4019215 Y\ 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 'exhaust their 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 are at a high risk of becoming welfare dependent.

Medicaid and child care benefits will be available in the demonstration. Local community
boards will play a 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 immunized. Florida's waiver request was received on September 21, 1993, and
granted on Janvary 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 benelits,
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 years 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.

HAWAII

Under Hawaii’s "Creating Work Opportunities for JOBS Families” (CWOIF) 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 betier
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 Starnt,
encourages employment and thereby seifsufficiency by enabling recipienis to keep more of their
earnings than is normally allowed. The State will disregard two of each three dollars earned for
- as long as recipients continue working. - Hiinois’ waiver request was-received August 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 individuak will be assigned to a
"Placement Track” and receive help in job search and placement. Once on this track, AFDC
benelits will be limited to 24 consecutive months. The time Hmit applies to adult benefiis only;
children’s benefits will 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 discegarded in determining Food
Stamp benehis for the first six months. There will 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 exiend subsidies to employers who hire
welfare recipients for 2 maximum of 24 months

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

10WA

fowa is implementing a reform plan that will encourage AFDC and Food Stamp recipients
tas take jobs and accumulate assets through a program of “Individual Development Accounts.”
Funds deposited in an account can only be withdrawn to pay for education, training, home
ownership, business start-up, or family emergencies. The current law which limits each family's
assets to $31,000 will be changed to allow each applicant to have up to $2,000 in assets and each
AFDC family to possess up 10 $5,000 in assets. Additionally, the vehicle asset ceiling will rise
from 31,500 to $3,000.

Recipients will also be encouraged to work under & new formuls which disregards 50
percent of their earnings in the calculation of benefits. For recipients lacking in significant work
histories, all income will be disregarded during the first four months on AFDC. A Family
Investment Program will be created for most AFDC parents, requiring them to participaie in
training and support services as a condition of AFDC receipt. Qnly parents with a child under 6
months old at home, those working a1 least 30 hours per week, and the disebled sre exempt.
Individuals who choose not o participate in the Family Investment Agreement will have their
AFDC benefits phased out over six months and will not be able to reapply for another six
months. lowa's 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 Oppartunities and Basic Skills Training
program {(JOBS) or Michigan’s "Social Contract” activitics that encourage work and seif-
sufficiency. Michigan is also testing the requirement that AFDC applicants participate in job
s* search by actively seeking employment while eligibility for AFDC is being determined.

The demonsiration also requires that pre-school-age children be immunized and disregards
the value of one vehicle in determining 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 5, 1994,

MISSISSIPPI

Mississippi’s reform plan promotes heslth and education for children receiving welfare
assistance and supports work efforis by their parents. The demonstration includes a statewide
component and two projects, "Work First” in six counties, and "Work Encouragement” in two
counties.

The staiewide component requires all children receiving AFDC aged six through 17 to
attend school and those under age six to be immunized and receive regular health checkeps, It
also extends AFDC eligibility for two.parent families by allowing 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 the combined AFDC and Food Stamp benefits they would
otherwise receive. In addition, each "Work First™ participant will have an "individual development
account” for family savings, fo which employers will contribute one dollar per hour of work, The
State 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 carnings
and stil} receive AFDC, by raising the earned income limit from 60 to 100 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 impiemented in
Leflore and Oktibbeha counties. Under both the "Work First” and "Work Encouragement”
components, courts may require unemployed, non-custodial fathers to participate in the JOBS
program to meet child support obligations. ’

The demonstration will be in effect for Gve years, The request was received
December 10, 1993, and granted December 22, 1994,



6
NEW YORK

New York’s "A 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 two-parent families.

The demonstrstion allows applicants otherwise eligible for Aid to Families with
Dependent Children the option to receive child care or Job Opportunitics and Basic Skills
Training program services in place of AFDC. The program will also provide one-time cash
assistance or other services necessary to remedy a temporary emergency which has resulied, or
may result, in job loss or impoverishient,

The demonstration allows children in AFDC families 1o receive AFDC for up to two years
after a caretaker parent marries and the new spouse’s income makes the family ineligible, so long
8s the bousehold's income does not exceed 150 percent of the federal poverty guidelines, It
extends 10 a full year transitional child care benefits for employed recipients who Jeave the rolls
because of child support paymests. In adition, clients are encouraged to develop their own
business enterprises by excluding certain business income and resources, including vehicles,

The demonstration will be implemented in six sites in four counties (Broome, Onondaga,
Erie, and up to three sites in Brooklyn}, and will operate for five years,

The request was received June 7, 1994, and granted October 19, 1994,

NORTH DAKOTA

North Dakota's demanstration will provide federal AFDC matching {unds to the State for
low-income women during the initial six months of pregnancy with their first child. Such
payments are usually not available until the last trimester of the pregnancy.

In addition, the demonstration links AFDC 10 a requirement that individuals enroll In the
State’s welfare-to-work program and pursue education or training activitics 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 19, 1993, and approved on
April 12, 1994,

OKLAHOMA

Oklahoma’s demonstration secks to encourage welfare recipients to attend school
" regularly and ultimately graduate from a high school or equivalent educational program.

The demonstration provides that AFDC recipients between the ages of 13 and 18 nieed o
remain in schoo! or face a reduction in benefits if they drop out. The plan applies to teenage
parents as well as children. Oklahoma’s request was received December 28, 1992, and granied
January 25, 1993,

OREGON

Oregon’s JOBS Plus demonstration provides individuals with short-term (up to nine
months) subsidized public or private employment at minimum wage or better. The State will
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provide supplemental payments if an individual’s income is less than the combined AFDC and
Food Siamps benefits. Participants will continue 10 be eligible for Medicaid and will receive
workplace mentoring and support services. The State also will pass on 0 the family all the child
support payments it collects on the family’s behalf,

Each JOBS Plus participant will also have an Individual Education Account {IEA), o
“*which employers'will contribuie one dollar per hour of work, After » participant begins working
in 2 non-subsidized position, the State will transfer the IEA to the Scholarship Commission. The
Commission will then make funds available to the pamcnpant or the immediate family for
continuing education and training at any State community college or institution of higher learing.

Oregon's request was received 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 moving from welfare to sell-sufficiency. Tt increases carned income
disregards so that recipients can keep more of what they earn before they become eligible for
public assistance. Additionally, it raises AFDC rescurce limits, inchuding the value of a family's
vehicle, and increases the time that a family is eligible for transitional child care and Medicaid
after the family leaves welfare due to earnings. It will operate in Lancaster County.

To further aid the transition to work, Pathways extends case management counseling and
referral services to up (o one vear after the family leaves welfare. Families will be able to deposit
money into retirement savings and education accounts without penaity. Furthermore, after two
months of employment, recipient families can alko 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, 1994, and approved November 3, 1954,

SOUTH 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 AFDIC caseworkers.  After completing Individual Sclf-Sufficiency Plans
(IS8P’s) to help prepare them to become self-sufficient, AFDC recipients have 30 days fo find 2
job in a designated vocational arca. If they fail to secure such employment, recipients receive an
additional 30 days on AFDC to find any private sector job, after which time they must participate
in a community 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 components of this program.

To aid in the transition to work, recipients who would otherwise no longer be eligitle for
AFDC because of employment can receive reduced benefits for up to 12 months. Families
remain eligible for Medicaid and child care during this phase~down period, and regular transitional
Medicaid and child care benefits begin at the end of this period.

The program also raises resource limits 1o $3,000 and exempts the cash value of life
insurance policies, one vehicle and interest and dividend payments. Children of recipients are
required to attend school regularly and oblain appropriaie immunizations.
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The demonstration will operate in Berkeley, Dorchester, Charleston, and Barmwell

- Countics for a period of five years. South Carolina’s request was received on June 13, 1994, and

spproved on January 9, 1995.

-SOUTH DAKOTA

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. Individuals enrolled in the employment track will
receive up to 24 months of AFDC benefits; 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, will be enrolled in approved community service activities.  Individuals who refuse to
perform the required community service without good cause will have their benefits reduced until

they comply.

In addition, in conformance with the Food Stamp program, AFDC benefits can be denied
to any family in which an adult parent quits a job without good cavse. The sanction period will
last three months, or unti] the parent acquires a comparable job.

The demonstration also enacts new rules pertaining to the employment and earnings of
children recetving AFDC. Under current law, income earned by children can reduce the family’s
overall AFDC payment. The South Dakota demonstration will 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 $1,000. Additionally, AFDC children 14 and over, who are employed part-time,
will be permitted to own an automobile worth up to 32,500,

The South Dakota demonstration will involve a rigorous evaluation that utilizes random
assignment o experimental and control groups.

South Dakota’s request was received August 6, 1993, and approved March 14, 1994,

YERMONT

Vermont's "Family Independence Project” (FIP) promotes work by enabling AFDC
rcéipienzs 1o retain more income and accumulate more asseis than i normally allowed. FIP also
requires AFDO recigients to participate in community or public service jobs after they have
received AFDC for 30 months for most AFDC families or 15 months for families participating in
the unemploved parent component of AFDC. Current child support payments will now go
directly to families entitled 1o them. Vermont’s request was received October 27, 1992, and
granted April 12, 1993,

VIRGINIA

Virginia’s "Welfare Reform 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 benelis, A second
statewide project wall 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 purposes, encourage family formation by changing the
way & stepparent’s income is counted, and allow Tull-time high school students to continue to
receive AFDC benefits until age 21. Further, in up 1o four counties, AFDC recipients who
successfully leave welfare for work may be eligible 1o receive transitional benefits for child and
heslth care for an additional 24 months, for a total of 36 months. In one location, Virginia will
, offer a guaranteed child support "insurance” payment to AFDC families who Jeave welfare

" because of employment 1o 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 AFDC recipients
either work or lock for jobs. The plan provides case management, employment activities, and
work experience to facilitate employment. Receipt of AFDC benefits will be limited 10 24
months in a 4-year period, excepr under certain conditions, such as an inability o find
employment in the local area due te a lack of appropriate jobs. Upon exhaustion of benefits,
recipients become ineligible for 36 months.

With exceptions, children born while a mother receives AFDC wall not be counted 1n
determining a family's AFDC grant. In addition, child support will now be paid directly to the
AFDC custodial parent in cases where the funds are coliccted by the State. Wisconsin's request
was reseived July 14, 1993, and granted November 1, 1993

WYOMING

Wyoming's reform plan will encourage AFDC recipients to enroll in school, undertake a
training program, or enter the workforce. Wyoming's plan will allow AFDC families with an
cmployed parent to accumulate $2,500 in assets, rather than the current ceilimg of $1000.

Wyoming will promote compliznce with work and school requirements with tough
penaltics: AFDC minor children who refuse to stay in school or acsept suitable employment
could have their monthly benefit reduced by $40; and adult AFDC recipients who are required 1o
wark or perform community service, but refuse to do so, face a $100 cut in their monthly benefit.
Also, Wyoming will severely restrict eligibility 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 are 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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FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS)

Created by the Family Support Act of 1988 and championed by then-Governor Clinton, the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program helps AFDC recipients become job-ready and enter
the workplace. JOBS offers education, training, and job placement, as well as guaranteed ch.a}d
care and other support services. But unfortunately, it reaches few poor families.

To sepport local flexibility, the Family Support Act gave state welfare agencies primary
administrative vesponsibility for JOBS. The law encouraged welfare agencies 1o form coliaborative
relationships with other community institutions—such as schools, non-profit organizations, and
business groups--so that JOBS programs would fit local circumstances and needs.

The Family Support Act represented a fundamental rethinking of welfars incentives and
obiigations. Through JOBS, it set in place expectations that welfare should be only a transitional
preparation for seif-sufficiency, and that training and support services are as vital as cash benefits,
However, the law sxempted about half of AFDC recipients, including mothers under age 16,
mathers in school, and mothers with children under age three {or one, at stale 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, AFDC
caseloads mushroomed and a wesk economy put additional demands on state budpets. As a result,
states drew down only 69 percent of the federal funds available for JOBS in 1992, and only 12
states were able to draw down their full allocation.

es Under Welfare Reform

Under President Clinton's welfare reform plan, an enhanced JOBS program becomes the core of
the transitional assistance approach. Our proposal would expand and improve the current program
1o include:

A personal employability plan. From the very first day, the new systemn will focus on making

young mothers self-sufficient. Working with a caseworker, each woman will develop an

employability plan identifying the education, fraining, and job placement services nesded 10 move
Om{} the workplace. Because 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave the rolls within 24



months, and most applicants are job-ready, many plans will aim for employment well within two
years. ’

. A two.year time limit. Time lmmnicts will restrict most AFDC recipients to 2 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 those 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, but will be required to develop employability plans that lead to work. Another exemption
aliowed under current JOBS nules will be significantly narrowed: mothers of infants will receive
only short-term deferrals (12 months for the first child, three months for the second). At state
discretion, & very limited pumber of young motizczs compieting education programs may receive
appropriate extensions.

Job search frst. Participants who are job-ready will immediately 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 with job
training programs offered under the Jobs Training Partnership Act, the new School-to-Work
initiative, Pell Grants, and other mainstream programs.

Tough sanctions. Parents who refuse 1o stay in school, look for work, or anend job training

programs will be sanctioned, generally by losing their share of the AFDC grant. For most

families, simply the threat of this financial loss will be enough to ensure compliance, but those
.ﬂh{} fail to comply will face real cuts in benefits.

A phase-in focusing on young retipients first. Initial 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 rmost at risk, send a strong message o 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
io develop effective service capacity. As welfare reform is phased in, & larger percentage of the
caseload will be covered.

¥lexibility for states. States that want to accelerate the phase in will be able to use federal .
matching funds to do so. States may define the phased-in group more broadly, require older
women to participate in certain JOBS activities, or provide increased resources to voiuzztcers pnder
current JOBS rules. :

Guaranteed child care for those in education and training. An expanded investment in child
care will help eliminate a primary barrier to work preparation for young parents.

Additional! federal funding. To ease state fiscal constraints and ensure that JOBS really works,
our proposal raises the federal match rate and provides additional funding. The federal IOBS
match will increase further in states with high unemployment.
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FACTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM

Child Care Programs

xisting Child rams

Five federal programs currently provide child care assistance 1o low-income families.
AFDC/IOBS 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-sofficient. In addition, Head Start provides low-income families
with child development and other social services.

AFDC/JOBS Child Care, an entitlement program, offers assistance to recipients of Aid 1o
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) who are working or in education and training
programs.

Transitional Child Care, also an entidement program, provides assistance for up to one year after
recipients leave AFDU for employment, so that parents entering the workforce will have the
continued security of affordable care for their children.

The At-Risk Child Care program, a capped entitlement, allows states to provide child care to
help low-income working famities who might go on AFDC without such assistance.

The Child Care and Development Block Grant, a discretionary program, makes child care
available to low-income parents who work, stiend educational and fraining programs, or receive
protective services. The federal 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 ircluding education, health,
parent involvement and social services to children from low-income families who meet the federal
poverty guidelines.

Over the past fow years, these five programs have provided critical child care support to low-
income families. Despite this progress, there is still a significant demand for child care, for
resurees o improve guality and supply, and for better coordination and consistency across
programs.



Clinton Administration Increases and Innovations

The Clinton Administration has made child care programs 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 doilar, 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, a series of national institutes on critical child-care issues, and-attempting to
give states more flexibility 1o address quality and consistency concerns through proposed
regulations.

President Clinton's recent expansion of Head Start provides further support for quality child care.
The 1995 budget includes substantial additional funding and encourages the development of full-
day, full-year services to meet the peeds of today’s families.

President Clinton’s welfare reform proposal continues to expand and improve the system for
both low-income working families 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 guarantee. Welfare recipicnts in work and training,
including the JOBS and WORK programs, will stil! be guaranteed child care, and those leaving
welfare will still receive a year of Transitional Child Care.

Expanding child care for low-income working families. Our proposal also substantially
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
gare receiving assistance will be immunized, and consistent health and safety standards will apply
across child care programs. Our plan also directs special attention ¢0 increasing the supply of
infant and toddler care.

Coordinating rules across all child care programs. Our proposal simplifies administration and
ensures coverage by further standardizing different child care programs’ requirements for provider
standards, health and safety, parental access, consumer education, parental choice, and parental
complaint management. .
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FAQCTS RELATED TO WELFARE REFORM

Child Bupport Programs

The goal of the Child Support Enforcement {(CSE} progranm, established
in 197% under Title IV~D of the Social Security Act, is to ensure
that children are supported financially by both of thelr parents.

bDesigned as a joint federal, state, and local partnership, the multi-
layered program invelves S0 separate state systems, each with its own
unigue laws and procedures. Some local child support offices are run
by vourts, others by c¢ounties, and others by state agencies. At the
federal level, the Department of Health and Human Services provides
technical assistance and funding to states through the Office of
Child Support Enforcement and also opgrates the Federal Parent
Locator System, a computer matching system that uses federal
information to locate non-custodial parents who owe ¢hild support.

Today, despite recent improvements in paternity establishment and
collections, this child support system fails many families. In 1951,
14.6 million children lived in a female-headed family, almost triple
the number in 1360, and 56 percent of them lived in poverty.
Paternity is not established for most ¢hildren born out of wedlock,
child support awards are usually low and rarely modified, and
ineffective collection enforcement allows many non-custodisl parents-
-~gspecially in interstate cases——to aveid payment without penalty.

As a result, non-custodial parents pald only $14 billion in child
support in 1990. But if child support ordsrs reflecting ¢urrent
ability to pay were established and enforced, single mothers would
have received $48 billion: money for clothing, food, utilities, and
ehiild care. <Cleosing that $34 killion gap is a top priority for this
Administration.

Already, the Clinton Administration has proposed, and Congress has
adopted, a requivrement for states to establish hospital-based
paternity programs, as a proactive way to establish paternities early
in a2 ¢hild's life. 1In addition, the 1%9% budget reflects a 13
percent increase in federal spending on child support.



-

.«~Building.on the best. state.and.federal.initiatives, President

Clinton's welfare reform plan will create an aggressive, coordinated
systes with automated collection and tougher enforcement. While the
tederal~state child support enforcement systenm collected $9 billion
from non-custodial parents in 19833, the reformed system under our

plan will collect 520 billion in the year 2000. The plan focuses on:

Universal paternity establishment. Performance incentives will
encourage states to establish 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 facilitate identification for those who do
not. voluntarily acknowledge their responsibilities. And we also
require sach welfare applicant to supply the name and location of the
ehild's father in order to receive benefits,

¥aiy award guidelines and periodic updating., A commission will gtudy
whether national awards guidelines should be adopted. States will
automatically update awards For families as non-custodial parents!
incomes change.

Automatad monitoring and teacking. States will centralize and
modernize their child support structures through the use of central
registries that monitor payments automatically. A new national child
support ¢learinghouse will cateh parents who try to evade their
responsibilities even if they flee across state lines.

Rew penalties for thome who refuse to pay, Expanded wage-withholding
and data-base matching will be used to enforce compliance. As a last
resort, 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, and suspension alsc reaches
self-enployed people unaffected by wage-withholding.

Btate initiatives and demonstration programs. The reform plan will,
for the first time, create a state option to make money available for
work and training programs for non-custodial parents who sarn teo
little to meet thelr child support obligations. States can choose to
make these programs mandatory--so that non-custodial parents work off
what they owe. At the same time, demonstration grants for parenting
and access programs-~providing mediation, counseling, education, and
vigitation enforcement~-will foster non~custodial parents' ongoing
involvement in their childrent's lives. And ¢hild support assurance
demonstrations will let interested states give families a measure of
econonic security even if child support is not collected immediately.
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FAOYTS RELATED %O WELFARE REFORM
Aid to Pamilies with Dependent Children {(APDC)
Bonefits

AFDC benefit levels range from $120 per month for a family
of three in Mississippi to 5523 per month in Alaska, with
the median state paving $367 in AFDC kenefits {(January 13983
figures). Food stamp benefits fall as AFDC benefits
increase, however, offsetting to some degres 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 sonthly benefit for a mother and
two children with no earnings has ghrunk in constant 1992
dgollars from $6%0 in 1872 to $399 in 18%2, & 42 percent
decliine. .

This decline has been partly offset by an increase in food
stamp benefits, such that the combination of AFDC and food
stanps for a mother and two children with no aarnzngs has
declined by 26 percent between 1972 and 19%2.

In all 50 states, AFDC benefits are below the Census
Bureau's poverty thresheld, varying from 13 percent of the
thresheld in Misgissippl to 79 percent in Alaska (median of
38 percent}.

Laseloads

The mumber of persons receiving AFDC each year has increased
significantly between 1875 and 1983, In 1875, 11.1 million
individuals received benefits, and in 1993, 14.1 million
persons received AFDC {(up from 12.6 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, defined as the total number of AFDC
recipients divided by the state population, have not
foliowed a uniform trend among all states. While rates in
some states inereased substantially between 1975 and 1992,
22 states experienced a decline in monthly recipiency rates
over that time period.

.~ More -



Two thirds of AFDC recipients are children. In March 1883,
AFDC provided benefits to 9.7 million children.

* "Bxpenditures

*

Despite the increase in the number of recipiernts over the
time period, benefit expenditures have remained relatively
constant in real terms between 1975 ($21.3 billion) and 1992
{$22.5 billion). Real spending on AFDC apart from AFDC-UP
has actually fallen since 1975, from $20.3 billion in 1%78
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 1875 to 1.1 percent in 1992,

Recipient Characteristics

Thirty=-four percent of AFDC recipients in 19%2 were white,
39 percent were Slack and 1% percent Hispanic, as compared
to 1873, when 38 percent of AFDC recipients were white, 45.8
percent Black and 13.4 percent Hispanic.

Only 22 percent of AFDC families reported any non-AFDC
income in 1992.

Forty percent of female welfare recipients gave birth to
thelr first child before the age of 1%. Just over half had
a high school degree when they entered the AFDC program, and
49 percent had not worked in the 12 months prior to entry.

The JOBS Program

Overall 16 percent of adult non-exempt AFDC recipients
nationwide were enrolled in the JOBS program in 1892, Only
Indiana, Maine, Maryland and Guam failed to reach the 11
percent participation rate mandated in the Family Support
Act for fiscal year 19%2.

Fiscal yvear 1592 federal funding for the JUBS progran wvas
capped at $1 billion. However, state spending was only
sufficient to draw down two-thirds of the available federal
funding for fiscal year 1982, and only 1l states claimed
their full allocation of federal funds. Only 18 states
intended to spend encugh to claim their full allocation in
fiscal year 1993,

- More -
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Summary of the Performance Measurement System

The Family Support Act of 1988 had required that the Secretary of Health and Human Services
implement an outcome-based system. This proposal follows through on original goals of he FSA 10
implement such a system,

1... Xision; an outcome-based system

The goal of an outcome-based system is to modify State behavior towards the goal of serving
recipients by linking incentives and penalties directly with client results and State performance. The
Work and Responsibility Act would gradually implement sn outoome-based performance measurement
system. Siate performance would be assessed according to the results achieved by participants. Less
emphasis would be placed on bow States achieve those results. Federal funding would be linked to
State performance in such areas as:

the number of people who hit the time-fimit

the increase in employment and carnings aflet participants leave JOBS
retention in unsubsidized smployment

decrease in rate of dependency

improvement in the sconomic well-being of families

other factors as appropriate

* % 5 & & &

2. Implementation: from Measures to Standards

The Secretary, via the regulatory process, would collect information on factors identified as important
outcomes. Based on the results of the information, standards for these factors would be set. The
implementation is incremental and is designed to ensure that process successful. Interested parties
(i.e., States, and even recipients) would take part in the process thus ensuring the system reflected 2
variety of needs.

. expanded mission of QC and new State reporting requirements

Under the proposal, the data reporting requirements for States would be modified to reflect the
management and reporting needs of pew system. The mission of the current AFDC Quality Caontrol
gystem would be expanded to include:

assessing accuracy of State data

assessing aceuracy of tine-clock

assessing number of time-limit extensions granted by States

determining participation rates

determine other measures of performance as appropriate/directed
4.

The following are standards set undier the Work and Responsibility Act which are designed to ensure
& minimal level of services prior to the full implementation of the outcome-based system. The JOBS
participation rate is significantly higher than under current law,

JOBS Participation - average monthly participation rate of 50% (tolerance threshold of 5%)

. additiona) JOBS funds (S@amary direction) for exceeding 55% participation

. o penalty of 25% reduction in AFDC matching funds for number of JOBS mandatory-recipients

below 45% (i.e., the Federal AFDC matching funds~not JOBS funds—-would be reduced by
the number beiew the rate puiltiplied by 25% the average AFDC benefit for that State).



Exceeding the Extension cap - 25% raduction in AFDU matching funds for the number of recipients
exconding the time-limit extension cap

s Keeping sn Accurste TimeClock - 25% reduction in AFDC matching funds for the number of
H racipients whereby the State has failed 10 maintais an accurate record of the mumber of months of
. receipt & family has received

W(}RK‘Mdpaﬁm - 25% reduction in AFDC match rate for the number of WORK registrants
- -« below the participation rate: ’

* 80% of the WORK caseload where the denominator are those required o register for WORK
plus those receatly off the rolls and the numersior is those in WORK slots, in authorized job
search, sanctionsd, or recently off assistance is unsubsidized employment; or,

» The number of WORK 3lots is supposed to fill based roughly on the estimated cost of a
WORK siot and corresponding Federsl funding available



