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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW

Présent Law

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

1. Eligibility and benefits for fami-
lies with children_____ P

1. Under the program of Aid to Fam-
ilies with Dependent children,
States provide assistance to needy
families when the father is dead,
absent from the home, or inca-
pacitated. At the State’s option,
absistance may also be provided
when the father is unemployed (see
table 7, page —). Elach State
establishes & minimum standard
of living (needs standard) upon
which assistance payments are
based; any eligible family whose
income is below the State needs
standard will be eligible for some
assistance. Generally speaking, all
ihcome and resources of the needy
family must be considered in
determining the amount of the
assistance payment (a major cx-
ception is the disregard of a por-
tion of carned income to provide
an incentive for employment; see
below). States also place limita-
tiohs on the real and personal
property a family may retain with-
out being disgualified for assist-
ance. Federal law does not require
States to pay the full difference
between a family’s income and its
needs standard; many States limit
the amounts that can be paid to a
family (see chart 2, page 43).

1. The existing program of cash pay-
ments to families with dependent
children would be repealed.

Family assistance payments.— Uli=
der the Family Assistance Plan, aid
would be provided by the Federal
Government to each family with
children whose income counted under
the bill is less than the family benefit
level (8500 for each of the first two
members of the family plus $300 for
each additional member). A family
with resources of more than $1,500
(other than a home and certain other
excluded property) would not be
eligible for family assistance pay-
ments. Generally speaking, the
amount of family assistance would
be the difference between a family’s
income and the family benefit level
(a major exception is the disregard of
a portion of earned income to provide
an incentive for employment; see
below). To be eli%‘ibl‘e for family
assistance, the family would have to
meet work registration requirements
discussed below.

State supplementation.—Each State
whose AFDC payment level in Jan-
uary 1970 was higher than the family
assistance payment woud be re-
quired to supplement the family as-
sistance payment. Supplementation
would not be require«l when the fa-
ther is employed, but would be re-
quired when he is unemployed. Gen-

erally speaking, the supplementary

payment would be the difference be-
tween the family assistance payment
and the lower of either the AFDC
payment the family would have been
eligible for in January 1970, or the
poverty level as defined in the bill.
(Special provisions for disregarding
a portion of earned income are dis~
cussed below.)
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WITH PROPOSED LEGISLATION

S. 1806
(Introduced by -Senator Goodell)

S. 2986 o
(Introduced by Senator Scott and
others)

: ©S. 3433
1+ (Intrgduced by Senator Harris and
- others)

1. The existing cash assistance pro-
grams to the aged, blind, disabled,
and families with dependent chil-
dren would be repealed.

Every individual and family whose
income was below a “minimum
living requirement” amount deter-
mined by the Secretary (based on
the Social Security Administration
determination of the poverty level
(see table XI page 59) would be
eligible for assistance. Generally,
the amount of assistance would be
the difference between individual or
family income and the “minimum
living requirement.” The Secretary
could prescribe what income and
resources he would take into account,
except that he would have to dis-
‘regard . a portion of earned income
(see below). b

1. Generally same as H.R. 16311,
except that (1) one-half of certain
types of unearned income (such
as unemployment compensation)
would be disregarded both for
family assistance and State sup-
plementation; (2) a father alrecady
employed would not have no
register; and (3) State supple-
mentation requirements would be
related to July 1969 AFDC levels
rather than those of January 1970.

1. The existing cash assistance pro-
grams to the aged, blind, disabled,
and families with dependent chil
dren would be repealed. -

- Every individual and family whose
income was below & ‘“‘minimum living
requirement’’ amount determined by
the Secretary (based on the Social
Security Administration determina-
tion of the poverty level (see page 59,
table X1I) would be eligible for assist-
ance. Generally, the amount of as-
sistance would be the difference
between individual or family income
and the “minimum living require-
ment.” Theé Secretary could prescribe
what income and resources he would
take into account, except that he

would have to disregard a portion-of

earned income (see below).
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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW WITH

Present Law

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

2. Eligibility and benefits for other

adults

2. Three categories of adults are

eligible for Federally supported
assistance: persons 65 and over,
the blind, and permanently and
totally disabled persons 18 years
and older. As with Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, each
State establishes a minimum
standard of living (needs stand-
ard) upon which assistance pay-
ments are based; any aged, blind,
or disabled person whose income
is below the State needs standard
will be eligible for some assistance.
Generally speaking, all income and
resources of the aged, blind, or
disabled person must be considered
in determining the amount of the
assistance payment (though a por-
tion of earnings may be disregarded
as a work incentive). States also
place limitations on the real and
personal property an aged, blind,
or disabled individual may retain
without being disqualified for assis-
tance. Federal law does not require
States to pay the full difference
between the income of an aged,
blind, or disabled individual and
the State’s needs standard; many
States limit the assistance that
can be paid (see chart 1, page 42).
States may either have separate
assistance programs for the aged,
blind, and disabled, or may have

-a single combined program for all

three groups.

2. The categories of persons eligible

(the aged, blind, and disabled)
would not be changed but States
would be required to have a single
combined plan for all three groups.
States would be required to pro-
vide a payment sufficient to bring
an individual’s total income up to
at least $110 a month. In evalu-
ating need for assistance, States
would have to allow resources of
$1,500 (other than a home and
certain other excluded property).



. PROPOSED LEGISLATION—Continued

S. 1806 ' S. 2986 o S. 3133
(Introduced by Senator Goodell) (Introduced by Senator Scott and (Introduced by Senator Harris and
. . others) . others)

¢ 2, Every individual whose income | 2. Same as H.R. 16311, but with | 2. Every individual whose income
was below a “minimum living re- an income level of $90 instead was below a “minimum living re-
quirement”’” amount determined by of $110. quirement”’ amount determined by
the Secretary would be eligible for the Secretary would be eligible for

;  assistance (see item 1). assistance (see item 1),
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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW WITH

Present Law

. H.R.16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

3. Work

families

incentive features for

__________________________

3. Employment plan and referral of
appropriate individuals.—State and
local welfare agencies set up a
comprehensive plan for each family
recelving Aid to Families with
Dependent Children to lead them,
where possible, to finaneial inde-
pendence through employment. All
appropriate individuals are re-
ferred to the Labor Department;
day care and other needed services
are provided by the welfare agency.
The welfare agencies determine
who is appropriate for enrollment
and training, based on an evalua-
tion of each individual family.
Federal law states that the follow-
ing persons may not be considered
appropriate; (1) children under
age 16 or 21, if attending school;
(2) any person whose illness, inca-
pacity, advanced age or remote-
ness from a project precludes effec-
tive participation in work or train-
ing; or (3) persons required in a
home to provide continuing care to
an ill or incapacitated member of
the household. Individuals referred
by the welfare agency are to be pla-
ced by the Labor Department in
one of three groups, in this order
of priority: (1) immediate place-
ment in employment; (2) place-
ment in employment training, and
(3) placement in special work
projects under public or certain
nonprofit private agencies.

Work incentive through earnings
exemption.—States must disregard,
for purposes of determining need for

“assistance, an individual’s expenses

which may reasonably be attributed
to the earning of income (such as
transportation costs, etc.). In addi-
tion, States must disregard the first
$30 in monthly earnings plus one-
third of additional earnings of the
family.

Employment training.—Those in=
dividuals who are appropriate for
employment training receive class-
room or on-the-job training arranged
by the Labo# Department. Trainees

3. The existing Work Incentive Pro-
gram would be repealed.
Registration with Public Employ-
ment Service.—Each member of a
family would be required to register
for employment or training with a

- public employment office unless he

or she is (1) ill, disabled, or aged; (2)
a mother caring for a child under 6;
(3) a mother in a family whose

- father registers; (4) caring for an ill

member of the household; or (5) a
child under 16, or under 21 and in
school. Any person who falls in one
of these exempt categories could reg-
ister voluntarily.

Employment plan and work train-
mg.—The Labor Department, ac-
cording to its priorities would de-
velop an employment plan for each
individual registered. To the extent
resourcas permit, the services and
training called for under the plan
would be provided. The sarvicss and
training provisions of the bill are
patterned after those in the Work
ncentive Program .under present
law. The State welfare agancy would
be required to provide health care
and other services to facilitate the
participation of individuals in the
training program. Trainees would
receive a monthly training allowance
of $30 (or it may be even more, if
they participate in an institutional
program where allowances are pay-
able under the Manpower Develop-
ment and Training Act) in addition
to their welfare payment.

Work incentive through earnings
exemption.—For purposes of both
amily assistance payments and
State supplementary paymznts, the
first $60 of income earned in a
month would have to bz disregarded
in- determining the amount of the
payment (though no allowance
would have to be made for the
individual’s expenses attributable to
work, other than child care). Earn-
ings needed to pay for child care
would have to be disregarded. For
purposes of the family assistance pay-
ment, one-half of earnings above $60
monthly would have to be disre-
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION—Continued

S.1806° .- i S. 2986 S. 3433
(Introduced by Sena‘or Goodell) (Introduced by Senator Scott agd (Introduced by Senator Harris and
S ' pthers) others)
3. Referral for traiming and employ- | 3. Geunerally similar to H.R. 3. Referral to State or local agency.—

ment.—Every individual over 16
and below 65 considered appro-
priate by the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare would be
referred for training and empldy-
ment under the Work Incentive
Program; an individual would not
be considered appropriate, if he
or she is (1) ill or incapacitated;
(2) so remote from a work incen-
tive project that effective partici-
pation is impossible; (3) a child
attending school full time; (4) a
woman caring for a child under 12
years old; or (5) caring for an 1ll
member of the household. Any
person who falls in one of these
exempt categories could request
referral.

Work incentive through earnings
exemption.—In determining an in-
dividual’s “ income, there must be
disregarded: (1) expenses which may
reasonably be attributed to the
earning of income; and (2) the first
$75 of monthly earnings plus one-
third of additional income (with an
overall limit that the earnings dis-
regarded cannot exceed one-third of
the “minimum living requirement’’).

Child care and other social serv-
ices.—State welfare agencies would
be required to provide child care
and other social services to assistance
recipients as under present law.

F5-338—70

2

16311.

Whenever, in the opinion of the
Secretary, an applicant for or re-
cipient of assistance would be likely
to be benefited by social, rehabilita-
tive, or other services available from
an agency of a State or a political
subdivision thereof, he would refer
the individual to the appropriate
agency. ‘ o

Work incentive through earnings
exemption.—In determining income,
; the Secretary would be required to
disregard the first $75 of income’
earned in a month, one-half of the’
next $150 earned, and one-fourth of’

| the remainder.
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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW WITH

Present Law

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

3. Work incentive features for
families—continued.

may receive a monthly training al-
lowance of up to $30 in addition to
their welfare payment. Once placed
in regular employment after training,
these persons are eligible for the
earnings exemption discussed above.

Special work projects.—Persons not
placed in employment or who are not
appropriate for employment training
are placed in special work projects
under public agencies or nonprofit
private agencies organized for a
public service purpose. The employee
is paid wages just as other employees;
wages must be at least as high as the
sum of (1) the amount formerly re-
ceived in welfare plus (2) 20 percent
of the wages. The employer bears
part of the cost of the wages, and the
welfare agency pays the employer an
amount equal either to the former
welfare payment or 80 percent of the
wages, whichever is smaller; each
employee must be reevaluated at
least every 6 months for placement
in training or regular employment.

Refusal to accept training or employ-
ment.—If a person refuses to accept
work or undertake training without
good cause, the welfare agency is
informed and, unless the person
returns to the program within 60
days, his weélfare payment is termi-
nated. Protective and vendor pay-
ments are continued, however, for
the dependent children. ‘

garded. For purposes of the State
supplementary payment, States would
have to disregard (1) one-third of
additional earnings up to twice the
amount the monthly family assist-
ance payment would be if the family
had no income (for a family of 4,
one-third of earnings between $60
and $327 monthly), and (2) one-
fifth of earnings above that amount.
These earned income exemption for-
mulas result in total assistance pay-
ments generally very close to those
under existing law.

Special work projects are authorized
but not required; the financing mech-
anism of existing law is eliminated.

Refusal to register or to accept
training or employment.—If a person
without good cause refuses to regis-
ter, accept work, or undertake train-
ing, his portion of the family assist-
ance payment would be terminated.
The balance of the payment may be
made to a person outside the family,
where appropriate, under a protec-
tive payment arrangement.
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"PROPOSED LEGISLATION—Continued

S. 1806
zIntroduced by Senator Geodellv

S. 2986 o
zIntroduced by Senator Scott and
othersv

S. 3433 :
zIntroduced by Senator Harris and
othersv

Refusal to accept training or em-
ployment.—If a person refused to ac-
cept work or undertake training
without good cause, the welfare
agency would be informed and, un-
less the person réturned to the pro-
gram within 60 days, his welfare
payment would be terminated. Pro-
tective and vendor payments would
be continued, however, for the de-

pendent children. - - -

!

Refusal to accept training or employ-
ment.~The bill' does ‘not contam

a general provision to terminate

assistance to a person who refuses to
accept work or undertake training.
However, under the bill assist-
ance could not be terminated if
work or training is refused by
a person (1) if the job is vacant}
due to a labor dispute, if the wages
are lower than prevailing or mini-

* mum wages, if the hours and working

conditions are less .favorable than
those prevailing, of if the individual
would have to refrain from joining
a labor organization; (2) unless the
Secretary of Labor finds that the
“training program would prepare the
person for a suitable job which
would be available when training
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COMPARISON OF PRES}ENT W WIT

zIn enctor Goode Z zInirod T . I

,o&hersv\ ’ _othersy
3. Work incentive features for
families—continued
Welfare of the children.—Federal Welfare of the children.—The De-
law prohibits the designation of a | partmant of Health, Education, and
mother as appropriate for referral to | Welfare would be reqmred to pr0v1de

the Labor Department unless and | necessary child cars services for the
until suitable day care is provided children of individuals participating
for her children. The law provides | in training or employment.

that the day care must meet stand-
ards required by the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare.




9a

“*PROPOSED LEGISLATION—Continued

S. 1806

_+ zIntroduced by Senator Goodellv

S. 2986

zIntroduced by Senator Scott and

othersv

. S. 3433
zIntroduced by Senator Harris and
othersv

was completed; (3) who is under 186,
over 65, physically or mentally
unable to- work, a child attending
school, a woman having in her care
a preschool child or a child attending
school, or a pérson caring for an
ill member of the household. e
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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW WITH

Present Law

~ H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

4. Administration

4. Avd to families with dependent
“children.—Program is administered
‘by we‘fare agencies in States and
localities; the Federal Govern-
ment pays 509 of the cost of
program administration.

Work and tminin_&.—The Labor
Department has responsibility for
employment training and placement
under the Work Incentive Program.

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled.—Program is administered by
welfare agencies in the States and
localities; the Federal Government
pays 509% of the cost of program
administration.

4.

Family assistance payments and
State supplementary payments.—
States would be offered three
alternatives: (1) Federal admin-
istration of both payment pro-
grams; (2) under agreement with
the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and: Welfare, the State
could administer both payment
programs; or (3) Federal .admin-
1stration of family assistance pay-
ments and State administration
of State supplementary payments.
The Federal Government would
pay the full cost of administer-
ing the family assistance payments
under any alternative; it would
pay the full cost of administering
the State supplementary pay-
ments under the first alternative,
but only half of these costs under
the second and third alternatives.
Work and training.—The Labor

Department would be responsible
for development of an individual’s
employment plan and for -imple-
mentation of that plai; the Dzpart-
ment of Health, Education, and
Welfare would have to arrange for
child care, while State welfare agen-
cies would have to provide for health
care and other supportive social
services,

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-

abled.—The States could either (1)
continue to administer assistance to
these groups or (2) enter into an
agreement for the Federal Govern-
ment to perform a part or all of the
administrative functions involved in
the program. Any Federally per:

formed

administration would it~

volve no State cost.
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION—Continued

S. 180C
(Introduced by Senator Goodell)

{

S. 2986
(Introduced by Senator Scott and
others)

) . S. 3433
(Introduced by Senator Harris and
others)

4. Administered by State welfare
agencies, under Federal regulations
if they wish, or by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.
In either case, the full cost of ad-
ministration would be paid by the
Federal Government.

e vem—

4. Generally similar to H.R. 16311,
except that the Federal Govern-
ment in any ease would not pro-
vide more than 509, of adminis-
trative costs.

4. Federally administered, directly
or by contractual arrangement
with State or local governments.:

o T —
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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW WITH

Present Law

. H.R.16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

5. Federal financial jarticipation___

5. Assistance payments.—Federal fi-
naicial participation is based on
one of two aiternatives, at the
State’s option: (1) the Federal
matching percentage for Medicaid
(ranging from 509, to 839, de-
pending on State per capita in-
come) 1s applied to all expenditures
for assistance payments; or (2)
Federal matching is based on a
formula applied to average assist-
ance payments up to certain limits.
Under the second alternative, the
State determines the average
monthly payment.

Federal matching applies only to
to the first $32; the Federal share
is 15/18 of the first $18 (or less)
plus the “Federal percentage”
(ralfing from 509, to 659, de-
pending on State per capita in-
come) times the next $14 (or less).

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled, Federal matching applies
only to the first $75; the Federal
share is 31/37 of the first $37 plus
the “Federal percentage’”’ times-the
next $38 (or less).

Employment training.—The Fed-
eral Government pays 809, of the
cost of employment training under
the Work Incentive Program; the
209, State share may be in cash or in
kind.

Child care and other social services.—
The Federal Government pays 759,

of the cost of child care and other

necessary social services as part of
the comprehensive plan for each
family.

Administrative costs.—The Federal

Government pays 509, of the cost of
program administration,

For Aid to -
Families with Dependent Children,

5. Family assistance program.—

The Federal Government would
pay the full cost of benefits and
adginistration.

tate supplementary payments.—

The Federal Governmeng) wy:\llld pay
30% of the cost of State supplemen-
tary payments. There would be no
Federal financial participation in (1)
})ayments to families where the
ather is employed, and (2) the por-
tion (if any) of the supplementary
payment which, when added to the
family assistance payment, exceeds:
the poverty level defined in the bill
(83,720 for a family of four). At the
option of the State, the supplemen-
tary payment would either be ad-
ministered by the Federal Govern-
ment (with no State cost) or by the
State (with 509, Federal sharing in
the cost of administration).

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled.—The average monthly as-
sistance payment would be calcula-
ted. The Federal Government would
pay 909% of the first $65 and 259,
of the remainder up to a limit
set by the Secretary o} Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare.

Employment training.—The Fed-
eral Government would pay 909 of
the cost of the training program; the
109, State share could ge in cash or
in kind.

Child care, health care and other
supportive social services.—The Fed-

. eral Government would pay up to the

full cost of child care and 907, of the
cost of health care and other services

- to facilitate the participation of

individuals in the training program.
Savings provision.—For 2 fiscal
years, States would be assured of not

- mcurring additional costs as a result
* of enactment of the bill.
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"PROPOSED LEGISLATION—Continued

S. 1806
(Introduced by Senator Goodell)

, S. 2986
{Introduced by@enator Scott and
others)

S. 3433
(Introduced by Senator Harris and
others)

5. Assistance payments.—100%, Fed-
erally funded.

“Child care and other social serv-
ices.—175%, Federal share.
Work Incentive Program.—1009,
Federally funded. =
Maintenance of State and local tar
effort—States and Tocalities would
be penalized if they reduced their tax
%ﬂﬁ)rt as a result of enactment of the
ill. :

5. Family assistance program.—The
Federal Government would pay the
full cost of benefits and administra-
tion.

State supplementary payments.—
There would be no Federal sharing in
families where the father is unem-
ployed; in other cases, the Federal
share would be the amount necessary
to assure that States would save not
less than 109 nor more than 509,
of the amount they would have spent
on cash assistance programs under
present law.

At the option of the State, the
supplementary payment would either
be administered by the Federal
Government or by the State (with

-50 % Federal sharing in the cost of

administration).

Aid to the aged, blind, and dis-
abled.—The average monthly assist-
ance payment would be calculated.
The Federal Government would pay
100 % of the first $50, 50 9, of the
next $15, and 25 %, of the remainder
up to a limit set by the Secretary of
I-iealth, Education, and Welfare.

Employment training.—The Fed-
eral Government would pay 90%, of

| the cost of ‘the training program; the

10 9% non=Federal share would be in
cash or in kind.

Child care, health care and other
supportive social services.—The Fed-
eral Government would pay 90% of
the cost of child care and 759, of the
cost of health care and other services
to facilitate the participation of in-
dividuals in the training program.

5. Wholly Federally financed.
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COMPARISON OF PRESENT LAW WITH

Present Law

H.R. 16311
Family Assistance Act of 1970

6. Effective date

' 6. Each State was required to partic-

ipate in the Work Incentive
Program no later than July 1, 1969.

6. The provision authorizing 1009,
Federal funds to support child care
projects would be effective upon
enactment of the bill.

All other provisions of the bill
would be effective July 1, 1971, with
special provision made for States
with statutes that would prevent
them from complying with the bill at
that time.
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION—Continued

S. 1806
(Introduced by Senator Goodell)

. S.2986
(Introduced by Senator Scott and
) others)

S. .
(Introduced by Senator Harris and
others) ' '

6. The provisions of the bill would be
effective July 1, 1972; there would
be transitional provisions before
then with increased Federal fund-
ing for public assistance.

$3-333—T0——3

6. The provision authorizing 909, '

Federal funds to support child care
projects would be effective upon
enactment of .the bill.

All other provisions of the bill
would be effective. January 1
following the fiscal year in which
the bill was enacted, with special
‘provision made for States with
statutes that would prevent them

- from complying with the bill at
that time, o

6. The bill would be effective July 1,
-1973; in fiscal years 1971 and 1972

the Secretary would be authorized
to enter .into agreements with
States to administer an assistance
program based on 709, of the

- “‘minimum living requirement”’- in

fiscal year 1971 and 859, in fiscal
year 1972 (or, if higher, the State’s
applicable needs standard). For
States entering into an agreement
with the Secretary, the Federal
Government. would pay 209, in
fiscal year 1971 and 509, in fiscal
year 1972 of the amount the
State would have otherwise paid
for assistance under present law,
plus the additional costs attribut-
able to the bill.



RECENT COURT DECISIONS AFFECTING WELFARE LEGISLATION

Duration of residence requirements prohibited.—
Under present Federal statute, the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare is required to approve State public
assistance plans which do not impose duration of residence
requirements more stringent than (1) in the case of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children, residence of at least
one year prior to application for assistance, and (2) in the
case of aid to the aged, blind, or disabled, residence during
at least five of the previous nine years and during the year
preceding the application.

On April 21, 1969, the Supreme Court ruled in three
cases (Shapiro v. Thompson, Washington v. Legrant, and
Beynolds v. Smith) that it was unconstitutional for any
State law to impose a duration of residence eligibility
requirement for public assistance. Though the Court was
aware of the statutory provisions of Federal law referred to
above, it considered them as permitting rather than ap-
proving State duration of residence requirements. In any
case, the Court argued that even if the Congress did
approve the imposition of a duration of residence requir-
ment, “it is the responsive State legislation which infringes
Constitutional rights . . . . Congress may not authorize
the States to violate the Equal Protection Clause.” This
clause of Amendment XIV to the Constitution prohibits a
State from denying to any person within its jurisdiction
the equal protection of the laws.

Man-in-the-house rule roided.—On June 17, 1968,
the Supreme Court ruled in King v. Smith that a State
could not consider a child ineligible for Aid to Families
with Dependent Children when there was a substitute
parent with no legal obligation to support the child. The
Court_decision was based on its interpretation of Con-

Congress intended the term “parent” in section 406(a)
of the Act . . . to include only those persons with a legal
.duty of support.” In a similar vein, the Supreme Court,
jin Lewis v. Martin (decided April 20, 1970), denied the
' right of a State, in determining need for assistance, to
| assume that the income of a man assuming the role of
" spouse is available ‘o the family.
~ In Shapiro v. Solman, the Supreme Court affirmed a
lower court decision prohibiting a State from denying
AFDC in a family when there is a stepfather in the house.
Hearing required before assisfc%,'ﬁ' be termi-
nated.—On March 23, 1970, the Supreme Court ruled

in two cases (Goldberg v. Kelly and Wheeler v. Mont-
gomiery) that assistance payments could not be termina‘ed
before a recipient is afforded an evidentiary hearing. The
decision was made on the Constitutional- grounds that
termination of payments before such a hearing would
violate the Due Process Clause. The Court argued that
welfare payments are a matter of statutory entitlement for
persons qualified to receive them, and that “it may be
realistic today to regard welfare entitlements as more like
‘property’ than a ‘gratuity.’ ... The constitutional chal-
lenge cannot be answered by an argument that public
assistance benefits are ‘a “privilege” and not a ‘right.” 'V

State may set maximum on welfare payments to
family.—On April 6, 1970, the Supreme Court ruled in
Dandridge v. Williams that a State may set a limitation
on the welfare payment to a family that is lower than the
family’s needs standard.

Differential assistance payments between New
York City and other counties of New York State
enjoined.—In August, 1969, the U.S. District Court
(New York) in Rothstein v. Wyman enjoined New York
State from differentiating in amount of welfare paid be-
tween New York City and other counties in the State, on
the grounds that the differential constituted a violation of
the Equal Protection Clause. The case is before the Sup-
reme Court.

Denial of welfare for refusal to allow caseworker
in home.—In August, 1969, a U.S. District Court in
New York in the case of James v. Goldberg ruled, on
constitutional grounds, that New York State could not
terminate welfare payments to a recipient who refused to
allow a caseworker in her home. The decision stated:
“This Court cannot with deference to the Fourth Amend-
ment excuse the absence of a search warrant without a
showing by those who seek exemption from the constitu-
tional mandate that the exigencies of the situation make
that course imperative . . . . No such showing has been
made herein.” This case will be argued before the Supreme
Court next term.

Exclusion of employed parents from assistance.—
In January, 1970, a U.S. District Court in California
affirmed in the case of Macias v. Finch the constitution-
ality of the provisions of Federal law which permit a
State to aid the children of an unemployed father while
excluding from aid the children of a fully employed father.
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In April, 1968, a United States District Court in Georgia
ruled in Anderson v. Schaefer that a State could not deny
welfare to the mother of a dependent child merely because
she was fully employed.

Refusal to name putative father not grounds for
denial of welfare.—1In August, 1969, the U.S. District
Court in Connecticu’ ruled in the case of Doe v. Shapiro
that a mother’s refusal to name the father of her illegiti-
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mate child could not result in denial of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children. The applicable State regulation
was held to be inconsistent with the provision in Federal
law that AFDC be “promptly furnished to all eligible
individuals” on the grounds that the State regulation
imposed an additional condition of eligibility not required
by Federal law.



SUMMARY OF WELFARE REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE HAVING AN IMPACT ON LEGISLATION

{Noteq These regulations were issued January 17 and 13, 1969; in some cases, effective dates were subsequently
modified.)

(Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations)

Section
205.10

205. 20

220. 16

Provision

Fayment of benefits during hearing
process; furnishing of lawyers’ services.—
“When a fair hearing is requested because of
termination or reduction of assistance * * *
assistance v7ill be continued during the period
of the appeal and through the end of the month
in which the final decision on the fair hearing
is reached * * * The services of lawyers will
be made available to welfare applicants and
recipients who desire them in fair hearings * * *.
States are not required to pay to the extent that
adequate services are available without cost to
the State agency.” These regulations become
effective July 1, 1970.

Declaration method of determining eligi-
bility.—By July 1,1969, “a simplified method

for the determination of eligibility must be used

on a test basis in selected local units encompass-
ing a significant percentage of the caseload * * *.
At least one of the local units will be an urban
area.” By January 1, 1970, in the case of Medic-
aid and aid to the aged, blind, and disabled,
and by July 1, 1970, in the case of AFDC, the
declaration method must be used Statewide if
“the Secretary shall determine that the results
from the test basis local units support the over-
all effectiveness of such a policy on a permanent
basis.” The Secretary has not yet determined
that test results justify requiring Statewide use
of the declaration method. The regulations
would consider acceptable a 3 percent rate of
incorrect eligibility decisions.

Comprehensive plan leading to employ-
ment.—Within a year following approval for
financial assistance, a plan must be developed
for each family on AFDC. The plan must be
developed in cooperation with the family, and
the family shall have the right to accept or
reject a plan.
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Section
220.18.

220. 35

220. 52

Provision

Child care services.— ‘Child care services,
including. in-home and out-of-home services,
must be available or provided to all persons
referred to and enrolled in the Work Incentive
Program and to other persons for whom the
agency has required training or employment.
Such care must be suitable for the individual
child, and the parents must be involved and
agree to the type of care to be provided.”

Referral of “Appropriate” individuals for
training and placement.—The regulations
require that unemployed fathers and dependent
children over 16 not in school or working be
referred to the Labor Department. ‘“Any
State which refers only these groups will have
complied fully with Federal requirements for
referring appropriate individuals. No referral
will be made to the Manpower Agency for
participation under a Work Incentive Program
of an individual * * * whose presence in the
home is required because adequate child-care
services cannot be furnished.”

Child care and other social services for
persons not receiving cash assistance.—The
State may provide child care and other social
services to:

“(1) Families and children who are current
applicants for financial assistance.

“(2) Families and children who are former
applicants or recipients of financial assistance.

“(3) Families and children who are likely to
become applicants for or recipients of financial
assistance, that is, those who:

(i) Are eligible for medical assistance, as
medically needy persons, under the State’s
title XIX plan.

(ii) Would be eligible for financial assist-
ance if the earnings exemption granted to
recipients applied to them.



Section
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Provision Section
(ii1) Are likely, within 5 years, to become 233. 100
recipients of financial assistance.
(iv) Are at or near dependency level, in-
cluding those in low-income neighborhoods
and among other groups that might other-
wise include more AFDC cases, where serv-
ices are provided on a group basis.”

Provision
Definition of unemployment.—Unemploy-
ment is defined in a way that requires States with
unemployed father programs under AFDC to
include “any father who is employed less than
30 hours a week”’; the State may include “any

father who is employed less than 35 hours a
week.”



EXCERPTS FROM PRESIDENT'S BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971
Grants to States for Public Assistance: Maintenance Assistance (Cash Welfare Payments) *

FEDERAL COSTS (I

Maintenance assistance: -
(a) Old-age assistance
(b) Aid to theblind_______________________ -
(c) Aid to the permanently and totally disable
(d) Aid to families with dependent children
(e) Emergency assistance
(f) State and local administration_ . _______.______

Maintenance assistance—Maintenance payments to
recipients are to provide needy persons—dependent chil-
dren deprived of parental support or care, the aged, blind,
and the disabled—with income to supplement their own
resources and other programs for the costs of food, shelter,
clothing, and other necessary items of daily living. In
certain cases, payments may be made on their behalf to
another person: for example, protective payments on
behalf of aged recipients unable, because of mental con-
ditions, to manage funds; payments for foster care pro-
vided certain children under the aid to families with
dependent children program; and vendor payments for
institutional services in intermediate care facilities pro-
vided to persons in need of personal care short of skilled
nursing home care. Also shown separately as a mainte-
nance assistance activity is the cost of State and local
administration, including the cost of eligibility determi-
nation.

The 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act
included provision K for payments to intermediate care
facilities, licensed under State law, for care provided
under the programs of old-age assistance, aid to the blind,
and aid to the permanently and totally disabled. Another
provision of these amendments was for emergency as-
sistance to families with dependent children (including
migrant families) in danger of destitution.

For 1971, total expenditures for maintenance assistance
from Federal, State, and local sources are estimated at
$8,769 million; the Federal share amounts to $4,955
million which is 57% of the total. Maintenance payments

! Budget Appendix, p. 437ff.

n thousands of dollars

1969 1970 19771

actual estimate estimate

___________ $1,173,683  §1, 366, 730 $1, 456, 646
s 52,019 58, 312 61,017
___________ 427, 061 513, 707 575, 987
____________ 1,714,221 2,131, 082 2, 540, 683
eeedaeaan 2, 583 10, 982 12,321
_________ o~ 230, 764 280, 367 307, 897
___________ 3, 600, 331 4,361, 180 4,954, 551

total $8,110 million, of which the Federal share is $4,647
million, or 56%. The remainder of $658 million, of which
$308 million is the Federal share, represents the cost of
State and local administration. \

Of the Federal funds required for maintenance pay-
ments for 1971, almost 55% is for needy families with
dependent children and slightly less than a third is for
the aged.

All maintenance assistance programs and the cost of
State and local administration will require larger amounts
in 1971 than in 1970. Of the total increase in Federal re-
quirements of $593,371 thousand for 1971 over 1970, aid
to families with dependent children accounts for about
two-thirds; old-age assistance, for one-seventh; aid to the
permanently and totally disabled, and State and local
administration each account for about one-tenth; and aid
to the blind and emergency assistance combined for the
remaining less than 1 percent.

Some of the provisions of the Social Security Act Amend-
ments of 1967 that became mandatory on July 1, 1969, will
affect recipients and payments in both 1970 and 1971. In
the aid to families with dependent children program these
amendments include: (1) the work incentive provision for
disregarding the first $30 per family of earned income plus
one-third of the balance of earnings in determining need;
(2) the requirement’ that States update the prices of the
items included in their assistance standards; and (3) that
all State programs include foster care for specified children.

Provisions for determining the Federal share of mainte-
nance payments.—Grants to States for maintenance pay-

20
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EXCERPTS FORM PRESIDENT’S BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971—.Continued

ments are available to the States under the following titles
of the Social Security Act:

Old-Age Assistance (title I).

Aid to the Blind (title X).

Aid to the Permanently and Totally Disabled (title XI\/)

Aid to the Aged, Blind, or Disabled (title XVI).

Aid to Families With Dependent Children (title IV).

Emergency Assistance (title IV).

General Provisions (title X1, secs. 1118, 1119, and 1121).

The Federal share of money payments to or on behalf
of recipients may be determined by either applying the
Federal medical assistance percentage (limited to States
with a title XIX program) or application of the formulas
included in the specific titles of the Social Security Act.
The latter provide, in the adult categories, a Federal
share of thirty-one thirty-sevenths of the first $37 of the
average monthly payment per recipent and five-sixths of
the first $18 per recipient of aid to families with dependent
children. They also provide a Federal share of the balance
of the average monthly payment, up to a maximum of
875 per recipient in the categories for adults and up to
$32 per recipient ($100 per child in foster care) in aid to
families with dependent children, which varies according
to the per capita income of the States, and ranges from

509% to 65%. The Federal share of emergency assistance
is 50%. The medical assistance percentage which a State
with a title XIX program may apply to determine the
Federal share of the full amount of maintenance payments
(no maximum) ranges from 509, to 839, except for
emergency assistance for which the Federal share is 509.

Intermediate care facilities.—The Federal share of pay-
ments to or on behalf of recipients in intermediate care
facilities under the adult categories may be determined
either by applying the Federal medical assistance per-
centage or by applying the formulas for maintenance
payments specified above for the titles of the Social
Security Act for the programs for adults. All but a few
States use the Federal medical assistance percentage which
ranges from 509, to 839%,. There is no Federal financial
participation for intermediate care facilities furnished
under aid to families with dependent children.

Statistical data on maintenance payments, by category,
follow:

(a) Old-age assistance.—The average monthly number
of money payment recipients for 1971 is estimated to
increase 1.19, over 1970. The estimated average monthly
maintenance payment is $2.75 more than that estimated
for 1970.

Average monthly number of recipients. . ____.____________
Average monthly payment. .. __________ . ____________

Expenditures for maintenance payments:

Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands)_ _________ .

Federal share (thousands)

1969 actual 1970 estimaite 1971 estimate

_________ 2, 023, 200 2, 071, 600 2, 094, 400
_________ $69. 70 $75. 65 $78. 40
_________ $1,693,729  $1,880, 380 $1, 970, 655
_________ 1,124, 132 1,202, 215 1,257,912

The estimated 1971 Federal share of payments to
vendors for institutional services in intermediate care
facilities for physically and mentally limited aged persons
will increase $34,219 thousand over 1970. This increase

is more than 389, of the total increase in Federal funds
for old-age assistance. By the end of 1971, 29 States—
about the same number as in 1970—are expected to have
elected such facilities.

Average monthly number of recipients_____ - ____________
Average monthly payment_____ e

Expenditures for intermediate care facilities;

Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands) _________

Federal share;

Amount (thouqands) _______________________ T
Percent of total . _ __ __ ________________________

1969 actual 1970- esttmate 1971 estimate

_________ 58, 500 103, 200 114, 100
. $207. 60 $233. 30 $247. 15
__________ $78, 047 $277, 006 $338, 450
__________ 49, 552 164, 515 198, 734
__________ 63. 5 59. 4 58.7

Federal financidl participation first became available Jan. 1, 1968, for States operating under approved plans.
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EXCERPT FROM PRESIDENT’S BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971—Continued

(b) Aid to the blind.—The average monthly number of
money payment recipients for 1971 is estimated at 82,600,
slightly more than the number in 1970. The estimated

average monthly maintenance payment is $2.70 more
than the estimate for 1970,

Average monthly number of recipients_ . ____.____ . _ ..
Average monthly payment____
Expenditures for maintenance payments:
Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands)________._ ..
Federal share (thousands)_. ..

1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate

I 80, 000 81, 900 82, 600
$91. 05 $96. 40 $99. 10

e $87, 478 $94, 816 $98, 218
51, 508 56, 064 58, 231

The Federal share of payments to vendors for institu-
tional services in intermediate care facilities for recipients
is estimated to be $538 thousand greater in 1971 than in

1970. About 27 States—the same number as in 1970—
expect to be making payments to intermediate care
facilities in 1971.

Average monthly number of recipients
Average monthly payment
Expenditures for intermediate care facilities:
Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands)
Feder al share:
Amount (thousands)
Percent of total

1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate -

________ 600 1,500 1, 600
_______ . $240. 90 $240. 60 $253. 16
_________ $877 $3, 932 $4, 923

511 2, 248 2, 786
________ 58.3 57.2 56. 6

Federal financial participaticn first became available Jan. 1, 1968, for States operating under approved plans.

(¢) Aid to the permanently and totally disabled.—The
average monthly number of money payment recipients
for 1971 is estimated to be 7.7%, more than for 1970. The

estimated average monthly maintenance payment for 1971
is $4.75 more than for 1970.

Average monthly number of recipients

Average monthly payment. . __ . _______:_

Expenditures for maintenance payments:
Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands)
Federal share (thousands)

______________________

1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate

. 710, 242 802, 200 863, 600
_________ $81. 65 $86. 35 $91. 00
__________ $696, 780 $832, 662 $945, 519
__________ 417, 873 485, 680 542, 638

The Federal share of expenditures to vendors for insti-
tutional services in intermediate care facilities for per-
manently and totally disabled recipients is estimated to

increase by $5,322 thousand from 1970 to 1971. In 1971
26 States are expected to make such payments—about the
same number as in 1970.

Average monthly number of recipients
Average monthly payment_. ... __________________
Expenditures for intermediate care facilities:
Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands).,
Federal share:
Amount (thousands)_..________.
Percent__ . .

Federal financial participation first became available Jan. 1, 1968, for

.............

B e U

1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate

_________ 9, 500 17, 900 19, 200
___________ $238. 00 $235. 60 $255. 20
________ $15, 918 $49, 089 $58,675
S 9, 188 28, 027 33, 349
57.7 57.1 56. 8

States operating under approved plans.
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(d) Aid to families with dependent children.—The average
monthly number of recipients—children (excluding foster

reach 7,988,100. The number of recipients covered by

the appropriation request for 1971 is 890,500 more than
that estimated for 1979. The average monthly money pay-
ment per recipient is expected to be $47.95 in 1971, an
increase of $3.15, or more than 79%,.

Average month]y number of recipients:

Recipients_ .. __.. .. ____ e
Children .. ... ...
Average monthly payment per reclplent _________ e

Expenditures for ma‘ntenance payments:

Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands)_._____._.__ _
Federal share (thousands)____ __ e .

1969 actueal 197@ estimale 1971 estimaie

___________ 1, 521, 600 1, 785, 900 2, 009, 800
_________ 6, 076, 100 7, 097, 600 7, 988, 100
__________ 4, 522, 260 3, 247, 200 . 5,913, 500
__________ $42. 40 $44. 80 $47.95
S S, $3, 091, 803 $3, 816, 365 $4, 599, 753
e 1, 704, 099 2,101, 514 2, 504, 341

The Federal share of payments on behalf of specified
children to foster homes and institutions is estimated to
increase by almost $6,800 thousand, or about 239, from
1970 to 1971. Beginning July 1, 1969, States were required

to include payments for foster care under limited, specified
conditions as part of their aid to families with dependent
children programs,

Payments for foster care:

Total (thousands)_ . .. ________________ e
Federal share (thousands)_ ... _.___________________

1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate
_________ $19, 283 $54, 669 $69, 645
_________ 10, 122 29, 568 36, 342

(e) Emergency assistance.—The appropriation request
includes $12.3 million for grants to States to provide
emergency assistance for maintenance needs of families
‘with children in crisis situations. The program may be
used before the process of eligibility determination for
and authorization of aid, to families with dependent
children can be completed, for families not eligible for
aid to families with dependent children, and for migrants.
Examples of erisis situations include imminent eviction,
loss of utility service because of nonpayment, and ex-

haustion of food supplies. Federal funds are made available
to encourage and enable States te act promptly and
effectively in such situations.

Federal financial participation is available at the 509,
rate in emergency assistance payments for periods not
to exceed 30 days in any 12-month period. Assistance
provided may be in the form of money payments to the
individual to meet maintenance needs or vendor payments
for food, clothing, rent, utilities, medical care, or other
items.

Expenditures for payments, including medical vendor payments:
Total, Federal, State, and local (thousands)._______ -
Federal share (thousands)_ . ____ S

1971 esttmate
$24, 642
12, 321

1969 actual
$5, 167
2, 583

197@ estimate
$21, 955
10, 982

(f) State and local administration.—The Federal share
of the cost of State and local administration is 50%,.
Federal funds for State and local administration are
estimated to increase by $27,530 thousand, or 9% in
1971 over 1970. Funds requested under this activity are
used to meet the costs of administration of State and
local welfare agencies. Generally included in the activity
are: the costs of seeing the client in order to determine
‘eligibility for maintenance payments and eligibility for

Medicaid for categorically needy persons who are not
eligible for maintenance payment. Also included are
the costs of validating eligibility; the costs of personnel
not dealing directly with public assistance clients, such
as State and local personnel engaged in program direction
and management; personnel and equipment required for
the sizable task of making monthly payments to millions
of recipients; all staff engaged in providing services to
the welfare agencies; e.g., recruiting personnel and
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arranging for ‘office space; and some costs of travel,
communications, etc. Costs of office space and costs of
automatic data processing equipment ate usually covered
under this activity.

The increase from 1970 to 1971 is to finance additional
staff and increased salary costs of non-social service staff.
The number of recipients for whom checks must be

written and the number of vendor payments made will
be higher in 1971 than in 1970. For example, there will
be more protective payments under the program of sid
to families with dependent children and more vendor
paymerits made to intermediate care facilities.

The cost of State and local administration is shown
below.

Total (thousands).
Federal share (thousands)

1971 est_imate
$658, 038
329, 019

1970 estimate
$560, 734
280, 367

1969 actual
$461, 528
230, 764

Work Incentive Program?

[In thousands of dollars]

1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate

1. Training and incer tives:
(a) On-the-job training _.
(b) Institutional training
(¢) Work experience and orientation
(d) Work projects

(e) Employability planning, ]ob development and followup_ -

(f) Program direction and evaluation

2. Child care_ .. ___ . ____________ e

________ $791 $900 $1, 800
________ 21, 740 66, 400 99, 400
e 5, 037 9,150 12, 960
________ 55 800 2, 400

3, 428 12, 860 18, 000
________ 2,105 6, 000 7, 300
________ 4,218 31, 307 77, 250
________ 37,374 127, 417 219, 110

The 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act
.authorize a Work Incentive (WIN) program designed to
encourage and promote the employment, work experience,
and training of public assistance recipients, primarily those
receiving support from the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children program. Training and incentives are adminis-
tered by the Department of Labor, child care by the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. The. pro-
posed Family Assistance Plan includes provisions for
training and child care which will replace WIN upon
enactment.

1. Training and incentives—Each activity below in-
cludes costs of training, incentives, and related program
services.

(8) On-the-job traiming.—This activity provides costs of
on-the-job training both regular and full cost. Included
in this activity are supervision, counseling, vocational
training, and all other manpower services required to
rehabilitate welfare clients through on-the-lob training.

1 Budget Appendix, pp. 442-443.

(b) Institutional training.—This activity provides for
classroom training, vocational ediication, and workshop
training in clerical, seivice, gnd semiskilled to skilled
occupations, vestibule training, and employment prepara-
tion. In addition, remedial education is provided to many
participants.

(¢) Work experience and orientdtion.—This dctivity in-
cludes work sampling and internship, paraprofession al
training, and orientation. The emphasis of work experience
programs is on the development of basic work habits,
exploration of various occupational fields, and- gaining
knowledge of the world of work. Orieritation provides train-
ing in basi¢ employment skills along with vocational coun-
seling and testing. During the orientation period, an em-
ployability plan is developed for each person which is
designed to lead that individual to permanent employment.
Upon completion of the orientation period, some persons
will go directly into employment and others will go into
some phase of institulional or on-the-job training.
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(d) Work projects.—The Secretary of Labor is au-
thorized to enter into agreements with public agencies
and private nonprofit agencies organized for a public
purpose for special work projects to employ those persons
for whom jobs in the regular economy cannot bz found at
the time and for whom training may not be appropriate.
Funds were appropriated for these agreements for 1969
only for the employers’ share for the first full-year (1969)
cost of wage payments under these projects. In subsequent
years more extensive manpower supportive services are
provided to enrollees in this component.

(e) Employability planning, job development, and fol-
lowup.—This activity provides for the costs of continued
assessment, counseling, coaching, job development, and
employability planning, as well as regular and intensive
followup of employed enrollees to assure that once a person
is placed in a job he stays on the job.

(f) Program direction and evaluation.—This activity
provides for the program development, evaluation, and
administration of the WIN program by the Department of
Labor.

The tables below show workload data for WIN training
and incentives:

Number of States participating (includes District of ‘Columbia, Guam,
Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands). _ .. _.______ .

‘Overall enrollment:

Beginning of year. .. .. e
New enrollees_ . ______ R .
Terminees_ . ____..___- S
Endofyear - __ ..

Average enrollment (man-years) by component:

On-the-job training_ - _ . __ . _______________________

Subtotal, training and work experience_ ___________
Employability planning, job development, and followup_ __

1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate

_________ 38 54 54
_________ 0 66, 000 100, 000
__________ 80, 900 133, 000 180, 000
______ . 14, 900 99, 000 145, 000
___________ 66, 000 100, 000 135, 000
__________ 500 600 1, 200
_________ 11, 500 33,200 49, 700
. 2, 900 5, 200 7, 400
__________ 300 2, 000 6, 000
_________ 15, 200 41, 000 64, 300
_________ 13, 300 39, 000 53, 200
__________ 28, 500 80, 000 117, 50Q

2. Child care—This activity provides for child care
for children of WIN enrollees. An estimated 459%, of the
average enrollees in 1971 are mothers who are unable to
;)rovide child care for their children while they are under-
going training. Therefore, unless child care is provided,
approximately one-half of the enrollees would be unable
to accept the training to upgrade their employability.

In addition, child care is provided for the children of
employed former WIN enrollees until such time as other
satisfactory child care arrangements can be made or the
mothers can pay for the care from their earnings.

Average children in care per mother are expected to
rise from about 2 in 1969 and 1970 to 2.5 in 1971.

The tables below show workload data for WIN child
care:
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Average mothers receiving care:

1969 actual

1970 esitmate

1971 estimale

Enrollees_ . ____ . __ . _.__.___ e [ mem—e—mme 6,475 34, 130 49, 750
‘Employed mothers.. .. ____________________ . 825 13, 161 43, 603
Total _ . . 7, 300 47, 291 93, 353
Average children receiving care:
Preschool .. . ... .. 4, 088 26, 483 65, 348
Schoolage_ ... __ e R e 10, 512 68, 099 168, 035
Total. . e 14, 600 94, 582 233,383
(Enrollees) . e (12, 950) (67, 860) (124, 375)
(Employed mothers) . _.____________________ . (1, 650) (26, 722) (109, 008)
In care end-of-year:
Mothers . . o 28, 500 65, 450 122, 533
Children_. _ . . ... .. e 57, 000 126, 850 300, 057
* # * * &
Federal Aid to the Poor?
(In billions of dollars)
Category
1969 actual 1970 estimate 1971 estimate
BAUEation . o . $2.2 $2.3 $2.7
Employment assistance_________________<_____ . _________ 1.6 1.7 2.3
Health assistance_ _ _ __ _ __ e 5.3 59 6.4
Maintenance of individuals and families:
Income assISLANCe _ - _ _ . e 15.1 17.1 17. 8
Other maintenance assistance_ _ .. . .. . ____ 1.6 2.3 3.3
Research, demonstration, and other support_. . _________.___ 0:-4 0.4 . 0.4
Motal . _ 26. 2 29. 7 32.9

1 Special Analyses of the Budget, p. 192.
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Federal Outlays for Income Security Programs?

[In mﬂlidns of dollars]

1969 actual 1970 estimate. 1971 estimate
Federal outlays for cash benefits:

Social security (OASDI)_. .. .. . .. $26, 175 $29, 154 $32, 897
Federal employee benefits. _. ... ____. _________ el 4, 938 5, 800 6, 557
Veterans benefits_ . . _ .. o oo e 5, 285 5,679 5, 846
Public assistance_ .___ ... ._._.___ i een 3,370 4, 081 4,647
Unemployment trust fund . . . ___._____________ e 2,158 2,713 3, 046
Railroad retirement._..______ S S 1, 533 1, 620 1, 695
Other programs_ . _ _ . _ ... .. . .. ..o e 49 88 239
Proposed legislasion. . ... ... ... 44 552
Subtotal, outlays, cash benefits_ . __ .. __________ S 43, 508 49,179 55, 479

Federal outlays for in kind benefits:
Food and nutrition_._ _ . ________________ R e 1, 150 1, 530 2, 201
Health care. . - . . . 8, 481 9,711 11, 377
Housing _ ... . 344 476 663
Proposed legislation. . ____________________________________ SR . —215
Subtotal, outlays, in kind benefits_ ____ e 9,975 11, 717 14, 026
Total, benefit outlays__ _________________________.________ 53, 483 60, 896 69, 505
Federal outlays for administration________________ o enm oo 1, 668 1,920 2, 081
Total, outlays, income security. . ... I, ' 55, 151 62, 816 71, 586

1 Special analyses of the budget, p. 173.



EXCERPTS FROM PRELIMINARY REPORT OF FINDINGS—1969 STUDY OF AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPENDENT CHILDREN BY DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

(This preliminary réport is based upon incompletely edited data from the 1969 AFDC study for all States and
jurisdictions except Guam. The survey was made of a sample of approximately 1 percent of the recipients in each State,
and findings are inflated to represent all recipients during the study month.)

HicHLIGHTS OF STUDY

1. In 1969 the typical AFDC family consisted of just
4 persons; 3 children and 1 adult. Only one-third of the
famlheb had 4 or more child recipients.

2. Most AFDC families were urban residents. Half of
all recipients lived in cities of 100,000 or more; only
one-seventh lived in rural areas.

3. Race was not reported for recipients in Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands. Among all AFDC families
in the 50 States and the District of Columbia, 49.2
percent were white, 46.2 percent Negro, 1.3 percent
American Indian, 0.7 percent other, and 2.6 percent had
race not reported.

4. The typical AFDC family was not a long-term
public assistance case. The median length of time since
the most recent opening for AFDC was 23 months.
Close to 6 in 10 families had never received AFDC at
any prior time.

5. AFDC children were most commonly found in the
4 to 12 year age group; relatively few were infants, and
very few were age 17 and over. The median age was just
under 9 years.

6. About 8 percent of all children under 21 years of age
in AFDC homes were not AFDC recipients; they tended
to be siblings or cousins of the recipient children who were
not themselves eligible for assistance. A high proportion
of these nonrecipient children were in the upper teens.
The median age of all the nonrecipient children was 12
years.

7. All of the recipient children in two-thirds of AFDC
families had the same father and mother. In 31 percent of
the families there were 2 or more fathers involved.

8. Thirty-one percent of all child recipients were re-
ported to have been born out of wedlock. Forty-four per-
cent of all AFDC families included 1 or more children
born out of wedlock; in almost half of these families there
was just 1 child born out of wedlock.

9. In 1969, 92 percent of the families had mothers in
the home, but only 18 percent had fathers residing with
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the children. A majority of the absent fathers were away
from the family following divorce, separation, or desertion;
almost half had left the home within the past 3 years.
Twenty-eight percent of the fathers were not married to
the mother.

10. Nearly all AFDC fathers in the hcme were either
incapacitated or unemployed, but these two groups
differed in characteristics. Compared with the incapaci-
tated men, unemployed fathers were generally younger,
better educated, and more likely to have been born in a
region of the United States outside the South.

11. The median age of mothers in the hcme was 33.1
years. There was evidence of out-migration from the
South by AFDC mothers—considerably mcre than from
any other region, but their reasons for mcvirg were not
ascertainable from study data. Over 4 in 10 mothers in the
home had been born in the South; however, durirg the
study month only 26 percent of all AFDC families live
in the South. About 6 in 10 mothers in the hcme were
known to have formerly lived outside their present State
of residence; one-third of these women had migrated frcm
the South. Of all migrating mothers, 72 percent had
moved to their present State 5 years or more ago.

12. The median number of years of school ccmpleted
by AFDC mothers in the home was 10.1. Only 17 percent
were known to be high school graduates; about 2 percent
had attended college. _

13. Just over 6 in 10 AFDC mothers in the home were
not currently employable because of incapacity, lack of
job skills, or full-time homemaker duties. One-fifth were
in the labor force: 14.5 percent were employed and the
remainder were looking for work. Another 7.5 percent
were either enrolled or awaiting enrollment in a work or
training program. Only 24 percent of mothers in the home
had never been employed. Previous employment was
relatively recent for over one-fourth of the women who
had held jobs; they had left their last job during the past
2 years.

14. A sizable majority of all mothers who worked or
were enrolled in a work or training program had their
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children cared for in a private home, most often their own.
Babysitters for children from infants to age 14, cared for
at home, were usually relatives. Group care was apparently
not desired or not available for most of these mothers; this
type of facility was used by only 5 percent with children
under age 3, 11 percent with children aged 3 to 5, and 3
percent with children aged 6 to 14. About 15 percent of
the mothers with children aged 6 to 14 let them look after
themselves while the mother was working or being trained.

15. During the previous year, AFDC families had
received a large variety of services from welfare agencies.
In the area of health related services: over half had been
helped to obtain or use medical or dental care; family
planning, information, and counseling was furnished to 1 in
5 families without medical referral and to 1 in 10 with
medical referral: one-seventh had received services to the
physically or mentally handicapped. In the area of work
or training: just over half of all families were counseled
concerning employment or training for employment; over
one-fourth had some member(s) referred for employment
or work training; in one-tenth of the families, children had
been helped to obtain summer employment or part-time
employment during the school year. Children in over one-
fourth of all families had been assisted to continue their
education. In the area of management and finances, aside
from assistance payments, over half of the families had
received services to improve their home and financial
management, and well over a third had been helped to
obtain child support. (For additional details regarding
services, see table T.)

TABLES
FAMILY AND HOUSEHOLD

A. AFDC families by number of adult recipients, 1969.

B. AFDC families by number of child recipients, 1969.

C. AFDC families by total number of persons in as-
sistance group, 1969. "

D. AFDC families by total number of persons in
household, 1969.

E. AFDC families by place of residence, 1969.

F. AFDC families by race of payee, 1969.

G. AFDC families by time since most recent opening,
1969.

H. AFDC families by time AFDC received prior to
most recent opening, 1969.
I. AFDC families by tim> of first receipt of AFDC,
1969.
CHILDREN

J. AFDC families by parentage of children, 1069.
K. AFDC families with specified number of illegitimate
recipient children, 1969.

FATHER OF THE CHILDREN

L. AFDC families by status of father, 1969.

M. AFDC families by whereabouts of father, 1969.

N. AFDC families in which father is absent because of
diveree, separation, or deserticn, by time father last left
home, 1969.

MOTHER OF THE CHILDREN

0. AFDC families by status of mother, 1969.

P. AFDC families with mother in home, by status of
mother, 1969.

Q. AFDC families with mother in home, by place of
residence before mother last moved into State, 1969.

R. AFDC families with mother in home, by years of
schooling completed by mother, 1969.

S. AFDC fami’ies with mother in home, by time mother
left last job, 1969.

SERVICES

T. AFDC families receiving specified services during
previous year, 1969.

TABLE A.—AFDC families by number of adult recipients,

1969
Number of adults Number Percent
Total . __ __ ... - 1, 630, 400 100. 0
None_ ... ________ .. 157, 300 9.6
R S 1, 278, 500 78. 4
e 194, 200 11.9
Unknown_____________ . . .. .. 400 *

! Less than 0.05 percent.
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TABLE B\—AFDO Jamilies by number of child recipients, TaBLE D.—AFDC families by rotal number of persons in

1969 household, 1959
I\’[ﬁmbet of children Number Percent | Number of persons [ Number Percent
Total .. ... | 1,630,400 100.0 Total. ____ oo 2| 1,630, 400 100. 0
Lo | 485,100 | 267 { ™ |
R <A I LN Sesssitossossmtts P51 A BT
oot ToTTTT o TTomr T ! -6 3-»-.-------__-_.4_-.5___' ___________ 313, 800 19. 2
4 .. 209, 400 12. 8 _
5 138. 100 g5 doeeeeeee o] 209,100 18.3
6”“"“'“’"”“'“'”"”"" 81’200 5'0 e 253, 700 15. 6
’ T B S S 186, 500 11. 4
S 49, 600 3.0 ,
8 27, 500 1.7 T-mmeee Pemmmmem el 133,000 8.2
T 15, 000 9 B L LT T 89, 200 5.5
R 54, 200 3.3
10ormore_ .. ___..__._________ 10, 900 .7
Not reported__ ... .. __________ 200 M 0l 36, 200 2.2
11 ___ e e e e 21,600 - 1.3
! Less than 0.05 percent. 12 L. R 11, 400 T
TasLE C.—AFDC families by total number of persons in 13 o 7,000 1
assistance group R e 4,100 .3
15 . cimnn 3, 000 .2
Total _______.____._._ ~ ... 1,630,400 100. 0
16 .. 700 Q)
[ 70, 100 4.3 17 . 700 6
2 .. 361, 400 22.2 18 ... 500 *
B | 352,900 21.6 ,
19 . 400 )
4 . 281, 800 17.3  Unknown.___________ P 5, 000 .3
B | 212,800 13. 1 o ’
6 137, 500 8.4 ! Less than 0.05 percent.
7o I 88,700 5.4
8 L s 59, 000 3.6
S 29, 400 1.8
10 e 19,500 | 1.2
1 DO e 79,700 .6
12 . 73,300 .2
18 1, 500 .1
14 1, 460 1
150ormore. - .o 200 *)
Unknown_ ___ . S 1, 200 .1

1Less than 0.05 percent.
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TaBLE E.—AFDC families by place of residence, 1969

Place of residence Number Percent
Total . ... ... 1, 630, 400 100. 0
Resides in this State:
In SMSA county and within
the city limits of a central
City Of—
400,000 or more___ _________ 576, 400 35. 4
250,000 to 399,999__________ 89, 700 5.5
100,000 to 249,999 ______ ___ 130, 700 8.0
Less than 100,000 _________ 116, 200 7.1
Outside of the central city or
cities_ _ _ ______ e 267, 300 16. 4
Not in SMSA county, and—
In a town or city of 2,500 or _
more._ . . ..o ___._ 211, 300 . 13. @
Onafarm_ ________________ 33, 400 2.0
Neither on a farm nor in a
town of 2,500 or more_ .. 199, 000 12. 2
Does not currently reside in :
this State_ __ ________________ 5, 400 .3
Not reported . _________ ___.___ 1, 000 . X

TaBLE F.—AFDC families by race of payee, 1969

Number Percent
Race .
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