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SOCIAL SERVICES PROPOSALS: BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY
Legislation in 1972

Rapid 1ise in Federal funds for social services.—Like Federal matching
for welfare payments, Federal matching for social services prior to fiscal
year 1973 was mandatory and open-ended. Every dollar a State spent for
social services was matched by three Federal dollars. In 1971 and 1972
particularly, States made use of the Social Security Act’s open-ended 75
percent matching to increase at a rapid rate the amount of Federal money
going into social services programs.

The Federal share of social services was about three-quarters of a billion
dollars in fiscal year 1971, about $1.7 billion in 1972, and was projected
to reach an estimated $4.7 billion for fiscal year 1973, Faced with this
projection, the Congress enacted a limitation on Federal funding as a
provision of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972,

Federal funds for social services limited in 1972.—Under the provision in
the 1972 legislation, Federal matching for social scrvices to the aged,
blind, and disabled, and for services provided under the program of aid to
families with dependent children was subjected to a State-by-State dollar
limitation, effective beginning fiscal ycar 1973. Each State is limited to its
share of $2.1 billioa based on its proportion of population in the United
States.

Services necessary to enable AFDC recipients to participate in the work
incentive program are not subject to the limitation described above;
they continue, as under prior law, with 99 percent Federal matching and
with funding of these services limited to the amounts appropriated.

1973 Regulations Limiting Social Services Programs

In 1973, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare proposed to
completely revamp the regulations governing the operations of the social
services program. In part, these regulations were intended to implement
the 1972 legislation which had limited funding to $2.5 billion and had
imposed certain other requirements. However, the HEW proposals went
far beyond what was called for by the legislation. In addition to imposing a
number of new administrative and procedural requirements on the State
welfare departments, the HEW regulations would have changed the basic
nature of the social services program by greatly curtailing the types of
services which could be provided and by restricting eligibility for services
to those individuals who were actually on welfare or who had incomes
which were quite close to the welfare eligibility level.

(1)
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Before the new regulations could become cHfective, legislation was
enacted prohibiting their implementation since the extensive nature of the
proposed changes clearly required legislative rather than administrative
resolution.

Senate Action on Social Services in 1973 and 1974

In late 1973, the issue of revisions in the social services program was
considered by the Committee on Finance. The legislation reported to the
Senate by the committee would have retained the requirements of prior
law which obligated the States to provide services to welfare recipients to
help them autain self-sufficiency. However, the bill would have specifically
eliminated any Federal restrictions on the types of social services which
States could provide or any limits on the income of individuals applying for
services. In other words, to the extent any State had an allocation of
Federal social services funds exceeding what was needed to meet its obliga-
tions to welfare recipients, the State would have been free under the 1973
Finance Committee bill to use those funds for whatever scrvices to what-
ever individuals the State found appropriate.

The Senate approved the committee’s revenue-sharing approach with
two amendments. One of the amendments would have specifically required
that certain Federal standards be met in the case of any child care services
supported by Federal social services funds. The second amendment would
have required States to provide at least three types of scrvices (determined
by the Statcs) for the aged, blind, and disabled.

Subsequent to Senate passage of the bill, the House of Representatives
declined to meet in conference on the legislation during the remainder of
1973 and during 1974. Toward the end of 1974, however, the House
passed a separate social services bill. The Finance Committee substituted
its revenue-sharing approach to services for the House bill and the Scnate
again agreed to the committee proposal. The conference agreement rcached
on this matter, however, largely followed the House approach cxcept that
the Senate floor amendment requiring three types of services for the aged,
blind, and disabled was adopted, as was the Senate version of child care
standards (which were somewhat less stringent than those in the House
bill).

The Social Services Amendments of 1974

The conference agreement reached at the end of 1974 on social services
legislation was enacted as Public Law 93-647, the Social Services Amend-
ments of 1974. This legislation removed social services programs from their
prior close connection with cash public assistance programs and set up a
separate social services title in the Social Security Act—title XX. In
general, the new law represented a compromise between the earlier ad-
ministration approach of narrowly limiting the types of services which
could be provided and the types of individuals to whom they could be
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provided and the approach in the Senate bill which would have left these
decisions almost entirely to the States.

Types of sarvices.—The new tile XX social services law sets forth five
goals which the program is supposed to serve:

(1) achieving or maintaining economic self-support to prevent,
reduce, or eliminate dependency,

(2) achieving or :maintaining self-sufliciency, including reduction
or prevention of dependency,

(3) preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or exploitation of
children and adults unable to protect their own interests, or preserving,
rehabilitating or reuniting families,

(1) preventing or reducing inappropriate institutional care by
providing for community-based care, home-based care, or other forms
of less intensive care, or

(3) securing referral or admission for institutional care when other
forms of care are not appropriate, or providing services to individuals
in insiitutions.

The law specifically provides, however, that the decision as to whether
a given service actually does serve one of the goals is a matter for State
determination and not subject to review by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare. However, the new law contains a listing of certain
types of services which are specifically ineligible for Federal funding under
the program. These include construction of facilities, cash benefits, medical
and institutional services except in certain circumstances, and certain types
of educational services.

Eligibility for services—The regulations issued by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare in 1973 would have established firm
incomne limitations on social services programs so that services could have
been provided only to actual welfare recipients or to individuals with
incomes quite close to the welfare level. The Senate bill would have left to
the States the determination of what income limits, if any, to impose on
service recipients who were not eligible for welfare. Title XX adopted the
approach of setting absolute income limitations (except for referral services
and protective services) on scrvices to nonwelfare recipients, but it set
these limits at much higher levels. The new law permits States to provide
social services only to individuals with incomes below 115 percent of State
median income (relative to family size), and fecs must be charged for
services to individuals with incomes above 80 percent of State median
income (relative to family size).

Program administration.—Prior to 1974 social services programs were part
of the cash public assistance programs. These programs were administered
by the States through their welfare departments (or through local welfare
departments under State supervision). The State developed a plan for
each program which it submitted to the Department of Health, Education,
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and Welfare. A plan once approved remained in force, although amend-
ments to it could be made from time to time.

The new title XX social services program departs substantially from this
traditional welfare model. While the new title XX requires State plans to
include many of the elements of assistance plans under other tites (e.g.
appeal procedures, merit personnel systems, disclosure safeguards), it
departs from past practice by requiring each State to redcvelop its plan
annually. The present statute requires public notification of the plan
contents, a period for the acceptance of comments, and specifies the items
to be covered (e.g. types of services to be provided, categories of individuals
to be served, geographic availability of services, etc.). HEW regulations
cxpand upon these provisions by requiring States to publish descriptions
of the plan in display advertisements in the newspaper having widest
circulation in cach geographic arca of the State, the establishment of toll-
free telephone service to answer inquires on the plan, and similar require-
ments designed to assure wide public availability.

Limitation on funding.—The new title XX social services program retains
the overall $2.5 billion annual limit on social services funding as enacted
in 1972. This is allocated among the States on the basis of population and
unused amounts are not reallocated. (Under the 1974 legislation, provision
was made for a portion of any unused funds to be made available to the
territories with these limits: Puerto Rico—$15 million, Guam and the
Virgin Islands—$0.5 million each).

The Question of Group Eligibility

Under the social services programs as they existed prior to the 1974
amendments, States sometimes provided certain services to members of
groups without requiring an individual determination of eligibility. For
example, services provided through a senior citizen center would be made
available to all elderly persons without any requirement that the individual
demonstrate that he was a welfare recipient or that his income was below a
certain level. Similarly, a family planning clinic might be established to
serve all residents of a low-income neighborhood, and the services would be
provided without individual income determinations.

The 1974 Senate approach to services would have left States free to con-
tinue such practices as they found appropriate. The legislation which was
enacted, however, specifically requires that services be provided only to
persons with incomes below certain limits. This requirement can be
complied with only if the income of those served is, in fact, determined.
The regulations originally issued by the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, therefore, required that when the title XX program became
cffective on October 1, 1975, States would have to determine the income
eligibility of recipients.

Because of objections raised by various groups and particularly by the
aged, the Department subsequently modified this regulation to permit
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States which had been making group eligibility determinations in the
quarter prior to the October 1, 1975 effective date to defer coming into
compliance with the law until March 31, 1976. Then, in February of 1976,
the Department again modified this regulation to permit Siates which had
come into compliance with the new law to revert to noncompliance if they
had used group cligibility determinations in any of the three quarters
preceding October 1, 1975. Again, the Department said that it would
permit noncompliance only through March 31, 1976.

Under the program of Aid to Families with Dependent Children, regula-
tions require that eligibility be redetermined once every six months. The
March 31, 1976 cutoff date in the group cligibility regulation seems to have
been chosen by the Department on the basis of analogy since it is six months
after the October 1, 1975 effective date of title XX. However, there is no
statutory basis for allowing group eligibility determinations before but not
after March 51, 1976.

The States which use group eligibility are: Hawaii, Illinois, Iowa, Mich-
igan, Minnesota, New York, Oregon, and Pennsylvania.

H.R. 12455 (extension of regulations).—On March 16, 1976, the House of
Representatives passed H.R. 12455. This bill would extend the operation of
the departmental regulations beyond March 31 and up to September 30,
1976. This would allow States which are now providing social services on a
group cligibility basis to continue to do so for an additional 6 months.
The House report indicates an intention to pass additional legislation
before the expiration of that period. While the House report does not
specifically indicate what that further legislation will be, it scems likely
that it will involve some form of further relief from the current law
requirements.

Allernative proposals.—Since there appears to be no intention under the
House bill ever to fully enforce the existing law mandate for individual
income determinations as a condition of Federal social services funding,
the committee may wish to consider a permanent revision in this
requirement.

One approach to permanent revisions is contained in S. 2157, introduced
by Scnator Javits, which would permanently permit group eligibility
decisions for certain types of services provided to the aged. This approach
would eliminate the problem as it affects the group apparenty most
strongly interested in this change. However, there are other types of services
which are provided on a group eligibility basis (e.g. family planning). States
might want to modify this proposal to permit other specificd services to be
exempted from individual income tests.

Another approach would be to permit all States wishing to provide social
services-on a group eligibility basis to do so. This is the approach employed
in the social services revision bill which has been submitted to Congress
by the administration. This proposal was introduced by Senator Curtis as
S. 3061.

68-800—76——2
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If the commntee wishcs, the question of whether Federal income limits
should be continuced at all could be considered. The approach taken by the
committee and the Senate in 1973 and 1974 would have left the decision
of setting eligibility limits and determining whether those limits were met
entircly to State option. Since the question of eligibility for services is one
of the central issues involved in social services policy, the committee might
wish to consider whether other changes in the program should be made.
The major alternatives to the present law approach are the revenuc-
sharing approaches contained in the administration proposal and in the
1973 and 1974 Senate bills. The Administration bill would climinate
State matching requirements, require chat child care meet State instead of
Federal standards, remove all requirements relating to fees for services,
and increase the amount of Federal funds which must be targeted toward
welfare and other low-income families. The approach in the 1973-1974
Finance Committee bills would retain State matching requirements and
Federal standards for child care services. Otherwise it would allow States
complete flexibility as to the type of services to be provided and the cligibil-
ity requirements to be imposed. These two approaches are compared with
present law in the table on page 9.

Regulations govaning eligibility determinations.—On April 2, 1976, the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare issued revised regulations for
the social services program which eliminate requirements that applicants
for services provide sufficicnt information and documentation to “lead a
reasonable person to conclude” that they meet the cligibility requirements.
Instead, the new regulations authorize the States to employ whatever
eligibility determination procedures they wish, “including a declaration
method.” The April 2 regulations also dclete a requircment that applica-
tions for services be made subject to penalty for perjury aind substitute a
requirement that applicants certify that they are giving correct information.

While the new HEW regulations do not permit group eligibility deter-
minations, they do authorize States to use a much less rigorous eligibility
determination procedure than was previously required.

Child Care

Earlier this year, the committee approved legislation which would
retain the basic child care standards in the social services statute but would
easc their implementation by providing additional funding at a rate of
$250 million per year and by granting certain waivers in the case of facili-
tics serving only a few federally funded children. The bill also proposcd
to provide added tax credit incentives for the employment of welfare
recipicnts in child care jobs. In addition, the bill contained a section
making permanent some temporary social services provisions related to the
trcatment of drug addicts and alcoholics.
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The bill as reported by the Committece was approved by the Senate.
The provisions of the Senate bill were essentially accepted by the House of
Representatives but, for reasons rclated to the Congressional budget
process, on a temporary basis only—through September 30, 1976. This
modified bill was vetoed by the President and the veto was sustained in
the Senate on May 5 by a vote of 60 to 34.

When the child care legislation was under consideration by the com-
mittee, a motion was made by Senator Packwood to amend the bill to
provide for the climination of Federal child care staffing requirements.
This motion was defeated on a vote of 9 to 9. During Senate consideration
of the measure, Senator Packwood offered an amendment which was
similar to his motion in committee cxcept that the floor amendment would
also have climinated any requirement that the additional funding be used
for child care services. Under the amendment, the additional funding and
the provisions related to tax credits for hiring welfare recipienis weuld
have been retained.

A more detailed description of the bill as previously approved by the
committec and the Senate is printed on page 23.

CHILD CARE CENTER STAFFING REQUIREMENTS UNDER LAW
AND HEW REGULATION

Maximum
number of
children
per staff
Age of child member
Under6weeks.......... 1 Required by regulation.
6 weeksto 3 years...... 4 Required by regulation.
3todyears............. 5 Required by law.
4tobyears............. 7 Required by iaw.
6to9years............. 15 | Maximum number allowed by
10to 14 years........... 20 | law (though Secretary of

HEW may lower the maxi-
mum number of children
per staff member, thus in-
creasing the staff required).
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Comparison of Social Services Provisions: Present Law, 1974 Senate Bill, Administration Proposal

Present law

Provides for Federal matching for State ex-
penditures for social services up to an annual
ceiling of $2,523,009,000.

Authorizes open-ended Federal matching for
personnel training or retraining rclated to the
provision of services.

Services arc authorized under title XX of the

Social Security Act—-Grants to States for
Services
Provides for ailocation of funds (within

$2,500,000,000 ceailing) ano.ng tile Siates on
the basis of Slate population. Amounts certi-
fied by States as in excess of thewr needs are
available for realiocation to Puerto iKico ($19,-
009,000), Gnam ($500,032) and tae Virgin
Islands ($50),009).

1974 Senate bull

1 Authonzataon

Same as present law.

Services for families are authorized as part
of tne AFDC program under title IV-A of the
Social Security Act; services for the aged,
blmd disabled are authonzed under title Vl

. e e —— - ——

2. Aliotment to States

Admmustratnon proposal (S 3061)

Provides for Federal payments to the States
of their full allotments under the $2,500,
000,000 ceiling for social services.

Includes within this ceiling State expendi.
tures for personnel training and retraining
directly related to the provision of services
under the title. However, a savings clause
is provided for States which exceed their
celling in fiscal year 1976.

Same as present law.

Sarne as present law, except provides that
funds not used by the States within their
original allotment under the $2,500,000,-
000 ceiling will be reallotted in the following
way: any such excess funds will first be used
to provide tunding to Puerto Rico, Guam, and
the Virgin tslands (on the basis of popula-
tion). Remaining funds will be reallotted to
States needing them in proportion to relative
population.

Provides for allotment of the full $2,500,-
000,000 amount to the States on the basis of
State population. Authorizes a separate
appropriation of $15,000,000 for Puerto
Rica, and $500,000 each for Guam and the
Virgin islands.
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Comparlson of Social Servuces Provnsnons. Present Law, 1974 Senate Bill, Admlmstratlon Proposal-Con.

Present law

1974 Senate bl"

Admmlstrahon proposal (S 3061)

3. Federal Matching

Matching formula. Provides 75 percent Fed-
eral matching for social services (including
the costs of personnel engaged in the delivery
of social services); provides 90 percent Fed-
eral matching for family planning services and
supplies. (Federal matching is subject to the
above limit of $2,500,000,000.) States must
provide matching funds.

Matching limitation. Provides that an amount
equal to 50 percent of Federal funds used by a
State must be used for services to persons re-
ceiving or eligible to receive AFDC, SSI (includ-
ingdState supplementary payments), or Medi-
caid.

Matching formula. Same as present law.

Matching limitation. Provides for State de-
termination as to distribution of funds.
(However, States must provide certain re-
quired services to AFDC and SSI recipients.)

Matching formula. Provides Federal funds
without any requirement for State matching.

Matching limitation. Same as present law
except that 75 (rather than 50) percent of Fed-
eral funds must be used for services to desig-
nated recipient groups. Adds to these groups
:ndwiduals whose income is below the poverty
ine.

4. Eligibility for Services

In addition to persons receiving cash assist-
ance, other individuals may be provided serv-
ices at State option if their income does not
exceed 115 percent of the State median in-
come for a family of 4, adjusted for family
size. There are no income eligibility require-
ments for information and referral services, or
for protective services. There is no provision
for group eligibility.

Provides for State determination of who is
eligible for services, although certain serv-
ices must be provided to AFDC recipients and
3 types of services must be provided to SS!
recipients.

Generally, the same as present law except
adds a provision allowing a Stale to provide a
service without individual determinations of
eligibility if it concludes that substantially
all of the persons wilc receive the service meet
the 115 percent income limitation require-
ment. Factors to be considered are the geo-
graphic area in which the service is provided,
the charactcristics of the community to which
iv is provided, the nature of the service, the
conditions (other than income) of eligibility
to receive it, or othe: factors. The State must
conduct an annual survey to determine the
proportion of individuals the cost of whose
services is creditable toward meeting the re-
quirement that 75 percent of funds be used
for welfare recipients and others with low
income.

4
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Provides that fees must be charged for serv-
ices to nonwelfare recipients with incomes
below the 115 percent of State median income
level but above 80 percent of State median
income or above 100 percent of national me-
dian income. To the extent permitted by HEW
regulations, fees may be charged for services
to welfare recipients and to persons with in-
comes below these levels.

Provides for services directed at the goal of
(1) achieving or maintaining economic self-
support to prevent, reduce, or eliminate de-
pendency, (2) achieving or maintaining self-
sufficiency, including reduction or prevention
of dependency, (3) preventing or remedying
neglect, abuse, or exploitation of children and
adults unable to protect their owr interests, or
preserving, rehabilitating, or reuniting fami-
lies, (4) preventing or reducing inappropriate
institutional care by providing for community-
based care, home-based care, or other forms
of less intensive care, or (5) securing referral
or admission for institutional care when other
torms of care are not appropriate, or providing
services to individuals in institutions.

Services may include but are not limited to
child care services, protective services for
children and adults, services for children and
adults in foster care, services related to the
management and maintenance of the home,
day care services for adults, transportation
services, training and related services, em-
ployment services, information, referral and

5. Fees for Services

Has no provision for fees for services gen-

erally, but retains prior law requirement

Deletes the provisions in present law relat-
ing to fees for services (i.e. eliminates both

that States are to provide for payment of fees requirements and limitations).

for child care services in cases where fami-
lies are able to pay part or all of the cost of
care.

6. Kinds of Services

Requires that State plans provide for speci-
fied services for each child and relative who
receives AFDC (as was required 12 law prior
to title XX).

Also requires States to provide at least 3
types of services for recipients of SSI.

Provides otherwise that States may provide
such social services as each State deter-
mines to be appropriate for meeting any of
the following goals: (1) self-support goal, (2)
family-care or self-care goal, (3) community-
based care goal, and (4) institutional care
goal. Services include day care services for
children, child care services for children
with special needs, services for chiidren in
foster care, protective services for children,
tamily planning services, protective services
tor adults, services for adults in foster care,
homemaker services, chore services, home
delivery or congregate meals, day care serv-
ices for adults, health related services, home
management and other functional educa-
tional services, housing improvement serv-
ices, a full range of legal services, transpor-

Same as present law, but eliminates the
requirement that the State plan must provide
for at least 1 service directed at each of the
5 goals, and that 3 types of services must be
provided to SSi recipients.

gl



Comparison of Social Services Provisions: Present Law, 1974 Senate Bill, Administration Proposal—Con.

Present law

1974 Senate bill

Acministration proposal (S. 3061)

6. Kinds of Services—Con.

counseling services, the preparation and de-
livery of meals, health support services, ap-
propriate combinations of services designed
to meet the special needs of children, the
aged, the mentally retarded, the biind, the
emotionally disturbed, the physically handi-
capped, and alcoholics and drug addicts.

Restricts the Secretary from denying pay-
ment with respect to any expenditure on the
ground that it is not an expenditure for the
provision of a social service or is not an ex-
penditure for the provision of a service di-
rected at one of the specified goals.

State plans must proviue for at least 1 serv-
ice directed at each of the 5 goals, und for at
least 3 types of services for SS! recipients.

tation services, educational and training
services for adult family members and serv-
ices to assist children to obtain education
and training to their fullest capacities, em-
ployment services or training leading to em-
ployment, information and referral services,
special services for the mentally retarded,
special services for the blind, services for
alcoholism and drug addiction, special serv-
ices for the emotionally disturbed, special
services for the physically handicapped, and
any other services which the CState finds
appropriate to meeting the 4 listed goals.

Provides that except for the mandated
services for recipients of cash assistance,
States are not to be restricted in determining
what services they will make available, and
in determining what constitutes a social
service.

7. Prohibited Expenditures

Prohibits Federal matching for: medical or
remedial care (other than family planning)
unless it is an integral but subordinate part
of an allowable service; educational services
customarily provided by the State without cost
and without regard to income; services to in-

Leaves the States complete discretion to
determine which types of expenditures con-
stitute services eligible for matching.

Repeals the prohibitions in present law
relating to medical and remedial care; educa-
tion services; services to inpatients or resi-
dents of hospitals, skilled nursing facilities,
intermedicare care facilities and foster family
homes; and medicare-eligible services.

14
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patients or residents of hospitals, skilled nurs-
ing facilities, intermediate care facilities,
prisons, or foster family homes except under
specified circumstances; cash payments as a
service; and medicare-eligible services. The
law also prohibits, under all circumstances,
matching for costs of purchasing, construc-
tion, or making major modifications in land,
buildings, or equipment.

8. Child Care Standards

Requires in the case of care in the child’s Similar to present law.
home, standards established by the State
which are reasonably in accord with recom-
mended standards of national standard-
setting organizations concerned with the home
care of children. In the case of care provided
outside the home, the care must meet the 1968
Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements,
except that: educational services are recom-
mended but not required, statfing standards
for children under 3 are prescribed by the
Secretary, and child-staff ratios for school-age
children are less stringent than those provided
in the Requirements.

If a State program for services includes child No comparable provision.
day care services the State plan must provide
for the establishment or designation of a
State authority which shall be responsible for
establishing and maintaining standards for
such services which are reasonably in accord
with recommended standards of national or-
ganizations concerned with standards for such
services, including standards related to ad-
mission policies, safety, sanitation and protec-
tion of civil rights.

Retains the prohibitions for most services in
prisons, for cash payments as a service, and
for costs relating to construction of facilities.

Eliminates the requirements in present law
relating to standards for child care and pro-
vides instead that (1) in-home care must meet
pubhished stondards which are in effect within
tne State, and (2) an entity providing out-of-
home care must be licensed or registered by
the State and required to conform to pub-
lished standards in effect in the State. Such
standards must have provisions related to ad-
mission policies safety, sanitation, and pro-
tection of civil rights. A State plan must also
provide for the establishment or designation
of a State authority to be responsible for the
enforcement of standards and licensing
requirements.
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Comparison of Social Services Provisions: Present Law, 1974 Senate Bill, Administration Proposal—Con.

Present law

1974 Senate bill

Administration proposal (S. 3061)

8. Child Care Standards—Con.

The Secretary is required to submit to the
Senate and House, during the first 6 months
of 1977, an evaluation of the appropriateness
of the present law requirements with recom-
mendations for modification. After 90 days he
may make such modifications as he deter-
mines appropriate.

No comparable provision.

Retains the provision in present law for
evaluation by the Secretary of the appropriate-
ness of the child care standards currently
provided in law. Provides, however, that in-
stead of recommending and implementing
changes in those requirements the Secretary
shall submit a model law or standards recom-
mended for adoption by the States.

9. Maintenance-of-Effort

Requires that a State may not spend less for
social services than it spent for services
in fiscal year 1973 or 1974, whichever is less.
No State, however, is required to spend more
than is needed to entitie it to its full allotment
of Federal funds under the $2,500,000,000
annual limit.

Requires that any increase in Federal
funding used by a State to purchase social
services from public agencies other than the
welfare agency must resuit in an increase in
the level of services and not represent the
purchase of the same services previously
purchased with State funds.

Eliminates the maintenance-of-effort pro-
vision in present law.

10. State Reporting Requirements

Requires States to make such reports con-
cerning their use of Federal social services
funds as the Secretary by regulation may pro-
vide. For non-compliance the Secretary can
terminate payment to the State. As an alterna
tive, he may impose a reduction of 3 percent
in payments.

Provides that the Secretary shall require
the States to make reports concerning the
use of social services funds, which shall be
the basis of the Secretary’s annual reports to
the Congress.

Retains the provisions in present law for
State reporting and for termination of pay-
ments in case of failure to comply. Amends
present law to allow the Secretary to impose a
penaity of up to 3 percent reduction in pay-
ments instead of a flat 3 percent.
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11. Requirements Relating to State Administration

Requires each State to have a plan with
provisions relating to fair hearings, use or dis-
closure of information, designation of an ap-
propriate agency to administer the services
program, establishment and maintenance of
personnel standards on a merit basis, no du-
rational residency or citizenship requirements,
standard-setting authorities for care providad
in institutions, foster homes, and other chiid
care facilities and arrangements. Also requires
that the services program must be in effect in
each subdivision of the State.

State plans must be approved by the Secre-
tary. As a penalty for noncompliance, HEW
may terminate payments to the State or, as an
alternative, impose a reduction of 3 percent in
payments for parts of the plan with respect to
which there is a finding of noncompliance.

A State plan for services must provide
that it shall be in effect in all political subdi-
visions of the State; for the establishment or
designation of a single State agency to ad-
minister tne plan or to supervise the admin-
istration of the plan; for the establishment
and mairtenance of personnel standards on
a merit basis; for fair hearings; and for the
training and use of paid subprofessional
statf and the use of volunteers.

If in the administration of the plan a State
fails to comply with required provisions the
Secretary is to withhold payments (or pay-
ments may be limited to parts of the plan not
affected by the failure) until he is satisfied
that there is no longer failure to comply.

Retains the State plan requirements in
present law, but eliminates the requirement
for approval of the plan by the Secretary. Re-
quires instead that each State shall have
procedures, not subject to the authority of the
agency administering the plan, for the con-
tinuing determination of the State’s compli-
ance with its plan, and for periodically re-
porting on that compliance to the chief exec-
utive officer of the State and the Secretary.

Each State must certify annually that it has
complied with each provision of the plan, in-
form the Secretary of any substantial failure
to comply, and submit to the Secretary for
his approval the procedures to be used by the
State for determining its own compliance
with the plan.

it HEW finds noncompliance with the re-
quirements, it may terminate payments to
the States or, as an alternative, impose a
reduction of up to 3 percent in payments for
each part of the plan with respect to which
tnere is a finding of noncompliance.

if the Secretary disapproves or finds that
the State has substantially failed to comply
with the certification procedures he shall
terminate payments until he is satisfied that
there will no longer be failure to comply.

12. Personnel Standards

Requires States to use such methods relat-
ing to the establishment and maintenance of
personnel standards on a merit basis as are
found by the Secretary to be necessary for the
proper and efficient operation of the program.

Same as present law.

Requires States to provide assurance that
the hiring, employment, and retention of
personnel engaaed in the administration of
the social services program will be consistent
with the merit principles in sec. 2 of the
intergovernmental Personnel Act of 1970.
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Comparison

Present law

No provision requiring State audit and as-
sessment procedures.

Requires the governor of each State (or
other official if provided by State law) to pub-
lish and make generally available a proposed
comprehensive annual services program plan
at least 90 days before the beginning of the
State’s ‘‘services program year’’ (i.e. either the
State or Federal fiscal year). Public comment
must he accepted for 45 days. Thereafter and
before the start of the services year, the Gov-
ernor must publish a final annual services plan
with an explanation of how and why it differs
from the proposed plan.

1974 Senate bill

13. State Audit and Assessment Requirements

Same as present law.

14. Social Services Plans

Requires State plans for services under
titles VI and 1V-A of the Social Security Act,
as in effect prior to title XX. The plans must
be approved by the Secretary. Once approved,
they remain in force permanently but may be
revised by the State with the approval of the
Secretary. Also requires that States compile
and make public, at least 45 days before the
start of a fiscal year, a list of the social serv-
ices to be provided during that year. The
notice must indicate the types of services,
anticipated expenditures for each tyne of

of Social Services Provisions: Present Law, 1974 Senate Bill, Administration Proposal—Con.

Administration proposal (S. 3061)

A State plan must provide, consistent with
the Secretary's regulations, for (1) an annual
audit of expenditures conducted by an auditor
of the State not under the control of the
agency engaged in administering the services
program, or by a certitied public accountant
or auditing firm, (2) an annual assessment
of the implementation of the plan, and (3) an
annual report, which is to be published, of
that audit and assessment.

The plan must also provide that the Secre-
tary and the Comptrolier General of the United
States shall have access, for the purpose of
audit and examination, to any documents or
records which may be related to the use of
social services funds.

Generally the same as present law, but
allows the Secretary to waive compliance with
requirements as to the number of days in
which any action must be talicn if there is
good cause. Also extends the planning re-
quirements to services not assisted under the
title XX program, and adds a requirement for
consultation with State, local, and other public
and private agencies and organizations in the
State concerned with social services. Amends
the requirement that a final plan must in-
clude an explanation of how and why it differs
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Any amendment to a final comprehensive
services program plan must be published with
at least 30 days allowed for public comment.

Proposed and final plans and amendments
must be approved by the Governor or other
official specified in State law. Federal match-
ing is to be denicd for services not provided in
accordance with approved plans.

The annual plan must include the objectives
to be achieved; services to be provided; cate-
gories of individuals to be served; geographic
areas in which services are to be provided; a
description of planning, evaluation and re-
porting activities; sources of resources to be
used; a description of the organizational struc-
ture through which the program is adminis-
tered; a description of how the services will be
coordinated with plans under other titles of
the Social Security Act and other programs
for the provision of human services; estimated
expenditures under the program; and a de-
scription of the steps taken to assure that the
needs of all residents and ali geographic areas
were taken into account in developing the plan.

Provides that HEW regulations must be
published at least 60 days before the start of
the State program year in which thoy are to
become effective.

15. Limitation on HEW Regulatory Authority

service, and the criteria for determining
eligibility for each type. The report may be
modified at any time.

State plans must provide for the coordi-
nation of planning and delivery of services
with programs under the Older Americans
Act, the Developmental Disabilities Act, the
Comprehensive Employment and Training
Act, and others.

No specific provision. (However, the bill
contains specific language that the provi-
sions of the social services titles are not to be
construed in such a way as to limit State
flexibility in the operation of its services
program.)

from the proposed plan to require instead a
summary of the comments received, the
disposition thereof, and an explanation.

Repeals the present law limitation.
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Comparison of Social Services Provisions: Present Law, 1974 Senate Bill, Administration Proposal—Con.

Present law 1974 Senate bill Administration proposal (S. 3061)

16. Nondiscrimination

No specific provision. No specific provision. The prohibitions of title Vil of the Civil Rights
Act against the exclusion from participation
in, the denial of benefits to, or the subjection
to discrimination of any person on the ground
of race, color, or national origin as they apply
to social services are expanded to also pro-
hibit discrimination on the basis of sex.
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DESCRIPTION OF CHILD CARE BILL (H.R. 9803), AS PASSED BY
THE SENATE

Earlier this year, the Committee on Finance recommended and the
Senate approved legislation which would retain the basic Federal child
care standards in the new social services legislation but would provide
additional Federal funding to assist States in meeting those standards,
would increase tax incentives for hiring welfare recipients in child care jobs,
and would permit waiver of the F:deral standards in certain instances. This
bill was permanent as passed by the Senate but, for procedural reasons
related to the Corgressional Pudget Act, the House agreed to the legisla-
tion (with some modifications) on a temporary basis through September 30,
1976. This bill was vetoed by the President, and, on May 3, 1976, the
Senate sustained the veto by a vote of 60 1o 34.

Additional Federal Funding for Child Care

The Social Services Amendments of 1974 require that child care services
funded under the social services program mect certain minimum Federal
standards with respect to staffing and other matters. Though compliance
with these standards w’ll increase the cost of providing child care services
in many States, the 1974 legislation did not increase the $2.5 billion limita-
tion on Federal social services funding which was imposed in 1972. To
help States meet the costs of complying with these standards, the bill
would provide for increasing the maximum allowable funding under the
program by $230 million per year. The new funding would be available
only for child care and would be available to match State expenditures on an
80 percent matching basis (as compared with 75 percent for most other
social services programs). Until fiscal year 1978, 20 percent of the ad-
ditional Federal funding provided by the bill would be reserved for alloca-
tion by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to those
States determined to have particular funding problems related to comply-
ing with Federal child care standards. (See table 3, page 28.)

Tax Credit for Employing Welfare Recipients in Child Care

The bill was designed to encourage States to meet the Federal child care
staffing requirements by employing welfaie recipients. It broadened in
several respects the present tax credit of 20 percent of the wages paid to
a welfare recipient or former welfare recipient (with a maximum annual
credit of $1,000 per employee). For child care providers, it made the tax
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credit available through 1980 and provided that it will be available on a
refundable basis so as to benefit all providers, including public and non-
profit providers and those with little or no tax liability. (The temporary
version of the legislation agreed to by the House of Representatives and
subsequently vetoed would have eliminated the provision for providing
the tax credit on a refundable basis to non-profit and public providers.
Instead, the vetoed bill would have allowed States to make an equivalent
grant to such providers out of the new social services funding made available
by the bill.) The bill also authorized States 10 use some of the additional
social services funding provided by the bill to match the tax credit in such
a way as 0 provide full Federal funding of the costs of hiring welfare
recipicnts as child care employees up 10 a maximum salary of $3.000 per
year.
Waiver of Standards in Certain Cases

The bill nioditied the child care standards to permit State welfare agencies
10 waive the Federal stafling requirements in the case of child care centers
and group day care homes which meet State standards if the children
receiving federally funded care represent no more than 20 percent of the
total number of children sernved (or, in the case of a center, there are no
mwore than 3 such children), provided that it is infeasible 10 place the
children in a facility which does meet the Federal requirements.

Modification of Family Day Care Home Requirements

The 1974 law incorporates a requirement that a family day care home
serve no more than 6 children including the family day care mothers” own
children under age 14, The Senate bill modified this requirement so that
the family day care mother’s own children would be counted only if they
are under age 6.

Social Services for Addicts and Alcoholics

The Senate Eill weuld also have made permanent certain changes in
the social services statute, as it pertains to services for addicts and alcoholics,
which had been adopted in Public Law 94-120 on a temporary basis
(through january 31, 1976).

One of these changes makes explicit certain confidentiality requirements
in the case of services provided to addicts and alcoholics. Another change
clarifics that the cntire rehabilitative process must be considered in deter-
mining whether medical services provided to addicts and alcoholics can be
funded as being an integral part of a social services program. A third
change allows funding of a 7-day dctoxification period cven though social
services funding is generally not available to institutionalized persons.
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TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED FEDERAL SHARE OF STATE EXPENDI-
TURES FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977

{in millions)

Full allocation
under $2.5
billion limit?

Amount to be
used by State 3

Total.........coo $2,500.000 9$2.368.568
Alabama............... .. ... ... 42.300 36.335
Alaska.......... ... ... .. ... .. ... 3.975 3.975
Arizona............... .. 25.450 10.470
Arkansas. ............... .. .. 24.375 18.787
California. ............................ 247.250 247.250
Colorado.............................. 29.525 29.525
Connecticut. ....................... ... 36.525 36.525
Delaware............. ... . ... ..... ... 6.775 6.775
District of Columbia................... 8.550 8.550
Florida...........co o . 95.675 95.675
Georgia............................. 57.725 57.725
GUAM . . 553
Hawail.................. ... ... ....... 10.025 10.025
Idaho ............ ... ... ... 9.450 9.450
Minois. ... 131.650 131.650
Indiana............. ... . ... ... 63.025 38.284
lowa. ... 33.775 23.775
Kansas...... e 26.850 21.536°
Kentucky..... ... ... ... ... ... .. .. ... 39.700 39.700
Louisiana......................... ... 44.525 44.525
Maine.. . ... ... ... ... ... 12.375 12.375
Maryland........... ... . ... . ... ... 48.425 48.425
Massachusetis ............ ... ..., 68.600 68.600
Michigan........... ... ... L. 107.575 107.575
Minnesota. ........ ... . ... .. ... ... .. 46.325 46.325
MisSiSSIppi........oo 27.475 7.732
Missourt. ... 56.500 30.942
Montana........ ..................... 8.700 8.700
Nebraska............... ............... 18.250 18.250
Nevada................ . . ... .. ... ... 6.775 3.356
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TABLE 1.—ESTIMATED FEDERAL SHARE OF STATE EXPENDI-
TURES FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977—Con.

(!n millions}

Full allocation
under $2.5 Amount to be
billion limit! used by State ?

New Hampshire....................... $9.550 $9.550
NewJdersey..........coo vt 86.700 86.700
NewMexico..............oooiviiiil. 13.275 13.275
NewYork...........oooo i 214.200 214.200
NorthCarolina........................ 63.425 52.175
NorthDakota.......................... 7.525 5.669
ORIO. ..o 126.975 126.975
Oklahoma....................... ..... 32.050 32.050
Oregon..... e 26.800 26.800
Pennsylvania.......................... 139.975 139.975
Puerto RiCO.......oo oo 18.282
Rhodelsland.......................... 11.075 11.075
SouthCarolina........................ 32.925 32.925
SouthDakota.......................... 8.075 8.075
Tennessee.................. e 48.825 39.774
TeXaS. oo 142.500 142.500
Utah. ..o 13.875 13.875
Vermont........... .. .. ... ... 5.550 5.550
VirginIslands......................oo 533
Virginia........................... . 58.050 39.746
Washington........................... 41.100 41.100
West Virginia.................. ....... 21.175 16.144
Wisconsin............... ... ..., 54.000 54.000
Wyoming.............................. 4.250 4.250

1 The State allocations are determined annually on a population tasis.

! HEW has estimated, for budget purposes, that in fiscal year 1977 the States
have underestimated their use of reimbursable funds by $31,432,0C0, which
brings their budget request to $2,400,000,000.

Source: U S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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TABLE 2.—FEDERAL INCOME LIMITS ON ELIGIBILITY FOR
SOCIAL SERVICES (FISCAL 1977—FAMILY OF 4)!

Maximum income level for

services
If no fee is If afee s
charges? charged
(80 percent (115 percent
of median of median
income) income)
Alabama...............o i $10,244 $14,726
Alaska. ... 514,747 22,273
AriZona. ... 12,184 17,515
Arkansas. ... 9,512 13,674
Califormia. ... 12,745 18,321
Colorado. ... 12,503 17,973
Connecticut. ................. e 13,181 18,947
Delaware.... ......... ... ... 12,185 17,516
District of Columbia................... 12,074 17,357
Florida. ..o 11,830 17,006
Georgia.........ooiii 10,933 15,716
Hawail......oovo oo 13,655 19,629
Idaho. ..o 11,260 16,186
HINOIS. ..o 13,080 18,803
Indiana...........c.oooiiii 11,582 16,650
lOWa. ... 11,497 16,527
Kansas. ....covvvie i 11,516 16,554
Kentucky.........ooovviiiiaiin.t, 10,011 14,391
Louisiana..........ccovveiiiiiiii... 10,080 14,490
Maine. ... ..o 10,042 14,435
Maryland.............................. 13,320 19,148
Massachusetts........................ 12,504 17,975
Michigan.............................. 12,939 18,600
Minnesota............................. 12,634 18,161
MisSiSSIpPi. ..o 9,250 13,296
MiSSOUri. ..., 11,016 15,836
Montana........... ..., 10,949 15,739
Nebraska.............................. 10,691 15,369
Nevada.........................oe 12,286 17,661
New Hampshire....................... 11,189 16,084
Newldersey............ooviiiiiin.. 13,382 19,236
NewMexiCo..........covuviiiii. .. 9,714 13,694
NewYork.......ooveonenia, 12,135 17,444
NorthCarolina....... ................. 10,546 15,160
NorthDakote.................coi... 12,004 17,256
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TABLE 2.—FEDERAL INCOME LIMITS ON ELIGIBILITY FOR
SOCIAL SERVICES (FISCAL 1977—FAMILY OF 4) '—Con.

Maximum income level for

services
If no fee is If afeeis
charges ? charged
(80 percent (115 percent
of median of median
income) income)
Ohio. ..o $12,097 $17,389
Oklahoma............................. 10,116 14,542
Oregon..... e 12,010 17,265
Pennsylvania.......................... 11,591 16,662
Rhodelsland.......................... 11,523 16,565
SouthCarolina........................ 10,444 15,013
South Dakota.......................... 10,259 14,748
Tennessee. ........coooiviiiinunnin.. 10,230 14 706
TeXaS. oo 11,139 16,013
Utah. . ... 11,202 16,103
Vermont............................... 10,516 15,117
Virginia................ 12,104 17,400
Washington........................... 12,321 17,711
WestVirginia.......................... 10,055 14,454
Wisconsin...............ooo 12,318 17,708
Wyoming...................ooll 11,866 17,058

! The medianincome levels are acjusted each year by HE'W using data supplied by
the Census Bureau. The national median income ievel w.as raised from $13,801
for fiscal 1976 to $14,747 for fiscal 1977.

? States may impose fees subject to HEW regulation but need not. About half the
States do so.

3 100 percent of national median income. The income limit for services without a
fee is 100 percent of the national median income where that amount is lower than
20 pe4rc§nt of State median income. (80 percent of Alaska State median income is

15,494.)

Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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TABLE 3.—SENATE CHILD CARE BILL—ADDITIONAL ANNUAL
FEDERAL FUNDING

[In miilions)

Total. .o $250.000
Alabama. . ..o 4.230
AlaSKa. .. .398
ATIZONA. ... 2.545
ArKaANSAS. ... o 2.438
California. . ... 24.725
Colorado. ... 2.952
Connecticut. ... oo 3.652
Delaware. ... 678
Districtof Columbia................................. .855
Florida. ... ... 9.568
GeOrgIa. .. it 5.772
HaWali. ..o 1.002
IdaN0. ... 945
OIS, « o 13.165
Indiana. ... 6.302
oW, . 3.378
KaNSaS. ..ottt e e e e 2.685
KentuCKY. ... 3.970
LOUISIANA. . oot 4.452
Maine. . ... 1.238
Maryland............cooo 4.642
Massachusetts. .............o i 6.860
Michigan............ ... . 10.758
Minnesota. ............. ...l 4.632
MiSSISSIPPI. ..o 2.748
MISSOUN . oot 5.650
Montana. ... .870
Nebraska.......... ..o 1.825
Nevada. ... .678
New Hampshire......... ... ... . ... ... ... 955
NewJersey.........oooooiiii .. 3.670
New MeXiCO. ...t i 1.328
NeW YOrK. ... 21.420
NorthCarolina...............co . 6.342
NorthDakota................ooo 752
0] 11 T 12.698
OKIghOMA. ... oo 3.205
Oregon. .......ovuuiiiiiiiii i 2.680
Pennsylvania.................coiiiiiiiiiiiiiiin... 13.998

Rhodelsland...........ccooiiiiiii it 1.108
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TABLE 3.—SENATE CHILD CARE BILL—ADDITIONAL ANNUAL
FEDERAL FUNDING—Continued

[In millions)

SouthCarolina. ..........oooviiee e, $3.292
SouthDakota.............cooiii . .808
T eSS . . oottt 4,882

XS . o v ettt e 14.250
Utah. .. 1.388
Vermont. ... . .555
Virginia........... S 5.805
Washington.......... ... ... ... ... 4110
West Virginia.................... . ) 2.118
WISCONSIN. .. 5.400
Wyoming. .. ... ... 425

TABLE 4.—ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF TITLE XX SOCIAL
SERVICES EXPENDITURES

Percent of all

title XX

Type of service expenditures!

Day care services forchildren...... ................. 25
Information and referral, protective services for

children and protective services for adults........ 20

Home based services............................... 12

Familyplanning............................. ... 3

Transportationservices............................. 2

Day care servicesforadults......................... 2

Legal services..................c i 2

Congregate/home delivered meals.................. 1

Other 2. . .o 33

1 Based on analysis of State plans for fiscal year 1976.

1 Other services include services to alcohol and drug abusers, health and mental
health services, adoption, emergency sheliter, and services to the development-
ally disabled and blind.

Source: U.S. Department of Health, Education, ar.d Welfare.
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TABLE 5.—CH!LD CARE CENTERS: MINIMUM STAFFING
REQUIREMENTS, BY AGE OF CHILDREN, UNDER STATE
LICENSING REGULATIONS

Maximum rumber of chiidren per staff member! if age of

children is—
School
Under2 2:3 3104 4to5 5t06 age
Alabama........... 5 15 10 20 20 222
Alaska............. 5 5 10 10 10 10
Arizona............ 8 10 15 20 25 25
Arkansés.......... ‘o '6 12 15 18 NS
California.......... e 12 12 12 12 12
Colorado........... L) £ 7 10 12 15 15
Connecticut........ 1 4 vH 7 *7 1010
Delaware :3........ 3 -8 15 20 20 25
District of
Columbia........ 114 v e 10 15 15
Florida ¥ ........... NS 12 15 20 25 25
Georgia............ w7 10 i5 18 20 125
Hawaii............. X 10 i5 20 25 25
ldaho.............. =5 -3 10 10 10 NS
lHlinois............. 6 2 10 =10 25 25
Indiana............ 4 3 10 12 15 20
lowa............... 4 6 8 12 15 15
Kansas............. -3 “5 10 10 <10 16
Kentucky.......... o 3 10 12 15 =15
Louisiara ®°....... . -0 12 14 16 20 25
iAaine**. .. ....... 20X 8 10 15 15 15
Maryland.......... NS5 6 10 10 13 NS
Massachusetts. .., 410 <0 710 *10 15 315
Michigan.......... <X 10 10 12 20 NS
Minnescta......... "4 7 10 i0 10 15
Mississippi........ NS NS NS NS NS o X

See foctnctes at end cf table.



33

TABLE 5.—CHILD CARE CENTERS: MINIMUM STAFFING
REQUIREMENTS, BY AGE OF CHILDREN, UNDER STATE
LICENSING REGULATIONS—Conlinued

Iasimum nuimier of children per stafi member ! if age of
children is—

School

Under2 2te3 3%4 4to> S5tcd age

Missouri........... X 5 19 10 15 15
Montana........... NS NS NS NS NS NS
Nebraska.......... 4 5 7 o7 7 12
Nevada............ 4 6g 41g 410 %10 53
New Hampshire... 4 ¥4 10 15 15 20
New Jersey........ “X NS NS NS #NS X
New Mexico....... 10 19 15 #1353 #1315 15
) ew York.......... v 4 5 5 7 7 10
North Carolina..... g 912 15 20 23 N25
North Dakota...... a & 1) 10 12 @12
Ohio.........ovunes =8 10 15 15 20 20
Oklahoma =....... w4 3 12 15 15 20
Oregon...... P 4 10 .0 10 10 <10
Pennsylvania...... wX o =X 8 10 10 13
Rhode Island...... X X i i3 25 NS
South Carclina.... 6 S i0 11 15 15
South Dakota...... | & 5 7 7 15
Tennessee........ 2D C 19 15 25 30
Texas......oouuee “4 3 i2 15 13 ©20
Utah.............. X 10 15 1D 20 ©20
Vermont........... e 5 R 150 i2 12
‘Virginia............ - 2 i) . 1) 10 19
Washington....... ¢y &Y 19 1d 15 10
West Virginia...... £, S Bt 17 15 16
Wisconsin......... 63 S N 1 5 016
Wyoming.......... 5 S iy 15 Z) 25

Footnotss ca following £2325.



15if2152:::10if2° 10 3.

222if6108;25if 8 and over.

$81f0to15mo; 10if 1S moto 2 yr,

¢ Ininfant-toddler centers.

36ininfanttoddler centars; 1218 2' 1o 3in other centers.

8 In infant certers.

716 weexs o8 maininfant center; crif 12 mo to 3 yr in toddler center.

$7ifall 2.yr-oldsin toddier center; 8412 to 3 in large or small center.

$ Heccmimanzed FIDCR ¢ ...:! stalf rat.cs.

M ifunceritte XX fundirg: 15,1f €9 10yrof 2ge; 20if 10 to 14 yr of age (FIDGR
ratios).

NS5if0¢l1;8.11t02.

1282102 ;132 .10 3.

N in Delawe-e, centers rec: .‘”3 "eucral f:n7ds have the following mandated
ratios: Uncer2:5;210323:5;3134.5,4:05:7;5%06:7; schoo! age; 10,

3 Pendingiscue of new infar: ccr‘s:' iegu.anorns.

B4if2102° ;542 .10 2.

6ifunder 1 v, St 1l to 2.

3 Mandated retio for band.canped cihiidren: Under 2: 4: 210 3:6; 3to 4: 8;
4205:10;51%6:14; schostage. 14,

P20 iSm, 10 oo 2

125i87ardG.er; 5427 0ot 70z 24,

S Childrenintnis age yroup g2rera .y mslaccepted.

161013 mo;Biil8myn 2,

22321420 0 12:42° 3.

210 .4 tuitGay; 2041 30! ey,

S44if 6 v eecwa'king: Saf naliino-2,

D31 2a20ls—cnwadrqunrier2A mocnly Sifwaining=2yr.,

26 af wairirg—2'.07 .42 22,

SP100f futlday; 120 part Cag.

156108, 208 and 2.,

I6ifnonreinirg: S toddio .,

39 Centersservng 20 chiidre.. ithmo mare than 2 children under 2 yr of age have:
mandatedch'd L firate cf i 0 1 Jadagecategenes,

ngif2.tc3 .

Nnidaina, soorste helsre and iter sihes! programs have 10 to 1 ratioin schoot
age cateccry.
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FOOTH2TES—Continued

3 Adinitted only upon agproval of iocal heaith cfficer,

3¢ Admitted only upon prior 2pproval.

3 10incareover 3 hr; 12 .n care 3 hrcr less.

310 in care over 3 hir; 13in care 3 hr or less.

3715in care over 3 hr; 25 in care 3 hr or less.

3 15it6to7incareover3hr;25it6to7incare3hrorless. -

P 10if 2! t0 3.

°4if 6weeksto 16 mo; 7if 16 moto 2yr,

17if2yrto31 mo; 10if21 moto 3yr.

2 4if6weekstoImo; 6119toi8mo;8if 12 moto2yr.

' 8ininfant-toddlercenter; 10for 15t 20 children; 15 for excess over 20,
410 for 1st 20 children; 15 for excess over 20.

4 3 or 10 percent over licensed capazity, whichever is greater, if before or after

school care.

1975

# 4.8 if maximum of 24 children under 3 yr of cgein care,
47 2 aduits for any total grcup.

4#20ifin care 3 hror less,

# 4 if under 18 mo; 5 if over 18 ma.

S0 |f30 or more in care; 10 if less than 20,
Stif4to7yr.

28if0to18 mo; 10if 18 moto2yr,

31 Recommended ratic=.

314if0tol0moincrits; 6if 10 moto 2 yr.

3 1f 6 weeks to 20 mo.

#1f6yr; 15ifover 6 yr.

$1if0tob6mo; 3if6tol8mso; 4if 18 moto2yr.
#15if 6to 10 yr; 20 if 10 {0 14.
#5if6weekstolyr; 6if1%2,

#if6to7.

$4if0Oto18mo; 6if18moto2yr.

220if6to8; 25if 8 or over,

®20if6:25if7 to 15.
“45iflmotolyr;7iflto2,
#7if2t02:;10if2'2%0 3.
“3ijfOtol;4iflt03.
6if2t02):8Bif2!3t03.

Source: Department of Health, Education, and We!fare. Current as of Ocloter 21,

Note: NSindicates ''not specitied."”
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TABLE 6.—STATE ESTIMATES OF INCREASE IN COST AND STAFF-
ING FOR CHILD CARE FROM FISCAL 1975 TO FISCAL 1976

Potential
employment
Increaced statf.ag of welfare
Increasad recipients
titie XX For For non- as percent
costs title XX tile XX of adced
(mitlions) chiidren children staffirg
Total.......... B206.3 ..ot ereteaaeaeae
Alabama.......... 0.6 122 Q) (-
Alaska............. 14 150 *) 5
Arizona............ 2.6 548 ) 20-25
Arkansas.......... 0 9) 0 ()
California......... 20.7 0 0 ®)
Colorado......... 2.4 400 200 )
Connecticut....... ®) 0 0 *)
Delaware.......... 9 99 " (*)
District of Colum-
bia.............. A 56 81 20
Florida............ 12.1 766 1,036 Q)
Georgia........... 3.8 600 O] 80
Hawaii............ 4 60 1,577 20
ldaho.............. 1.1 () (()3 )
Iinois............ 23.5 700 170 71
Indiana........... 14 215 ®) Q)
lowd............... 2.0 167 O] ©)
Kansas...ueee..... 1.5 202 303 15
Kentucky.......... 1.2 400 800 )
Louisiana......... 2.6 509 437 100
Maine............. 1 G 0 )
Maryland......... 0 9 0 )
idassachusetis. ... 5.3 €00 0 100
Michigan........ .. 7.0 959 0 20
Minnesota......... il.0 1,760 1,580 20
Mississipgi........ 1.0 0 0 Q)
Missouri.......... 2.5 1.246 ) 5
Mentana.......... R 1,600 Q) 7-10
Nebreska.......... 3 155 ) 100
Nevada............ 1 516 5160 *
New Hampshire... 2 40 50 20

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 6.—S7ATE ZSTI"*ATES OF INCREASE IN COST AND STAFF-
ING FOR CHILD CARE FROIM TISCAL 1975 TO FISCAL 1976—Cent.

Potential

employment

Incrmazed slafiirg of welfare

Jrrersed —ree e e — - recipients
tLe 2 X For For nci- as percent
€cs' s titie %Y titia XX of adced
(meinces) Cotiren chudren statiing

New Jersey........ 3.7 c2
New Mexico....... 2,
New Yorks........ 12,
North Carolina. ... )
North Dakota..... . €

(

—

~ 000N
=
oW
QO
QO
S
olololole]
(o))
~N

Ohio.....oooeennn. ) 0 0 )
Oklahoma......... 2.5 1,622 2,306 93
Oregon............ 2 0 0 ¢
Penrsylvania...... 8.2 235 i71 9
Rhode Island...... 9 45 138 ¢

South Carolina.... 2. 308 0 25-50
South Dakota ..... 033 120 23
Tennessee. ....... 1 2CD Q) 5-8
Texas............. 16 1,720 1,514 20-30
Utah...oovveennee. 1 193 739 70

Vermont........... 5 ) 75
Virginia........... 7. 436 1,C00 50
Washingicn....... 4 1.360 (-) )
rest Virginia...... 2. 216 84  80-100
Nisconsin......... 2. 34 750 50-100

O OOCWO DioNI s
e
o
o3

o
o
-
(5]

Wycming..........

Pincluded in cstimates feor columns L and 2. U-2b!e to shew separately.

% Unabla tec esi'mata,

3 Not appitcanle siace Stata estimtes no edaitisnal stafling needs,

4 Additicnal empio, . giresdy urad,

fUnableto ezt zanam . yen- pac’s; rezr2eenls number of staff,

§ tsumates cover ursan cLonties ¢y,

“Less tnan $27,059.

Flrabletoestunata. Noncrzased < affirghut sone irer~ased cost to mget other
standarus and, or monitcnng and rororn g requuirzmcats of title XX,

¥ Unable to 241 ate numt.erz: co-t estia ated ot $1,600,C00,

3 Includes a need for © GO0 ne v iomuy Cay car2 hemes.

Source: Coinmitiee siaif survey ¢f Gever-ais.
2



