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FISCAL RELIEF FOR STATES
A. AID TO THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

1. Staff Suggestion for Federal Funding of Aid to the Aged,
Blind, and Disabled

Under the Committee’s decision with respect to the aged, blind, and
disabled, States would be required to provide assistance in these
categories which would guarantee an income of at least $130 per month
to an eligible individual with no other income and $195 to an eligible
couple. In addition, there would be a mandatory disregard of $50 of
any other type of income plus additional disregards applicable to
earned income. As a result, an aged, blind or disabled individual who
has at least $50 in income from Social Security or other sources would
be assured total income of at least $180 and a couple with $50 of
Social Security or other income would be assured a total income of
$245.

The staff suggestion assumes that the States will administer aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled under State eligibility rules. To give the
States a fiscal stake in good administration under the staff suggestion,
the cost of making assistance payments meeting the Federal pay-
ment level requirements would be borne entirely by the Federal
Government up to a specified base amount. Specifically, the staff
suggests the following formula:

Federal funding would be provided for the costs of assistance
to the aged, blind, and disabled up to the standards required by
the bill (3130 for an individual, $190 for a couple with a $50
disregard of all income and additional disregards of earned in-
come). These costs would be fully Federal up to the higher of
(1) the cost of meeting these standards for a State’s existing case-
load; or (2) the State’s share of $5 billion distributed among the
States in proportion to the number of aged individuals with
income below $1,750 and aged couples with income below $2,200 in
1969. If State costs involved in meeting the Federally required
payment levels exceeded the higher of these amounts, the Federal
Government would also pay 90 percent of the excess. There would
be no Federal funding with respect to assistance provided at
levels above those required by the Committee decision.

Table 1. —Under the staff suggestion, the base amount would be
the amount needed to meet the Federal requirements for the existing
caseload (column 1 of Table 1) or, if higher, an amount equal to the
State’s share of $5 billion allocated among the States in proportion to
the number of aFed individuals with income below $1,750 and couples
with income below $2,200 in 1969 (column 2 of Table 1). A State
which now has assistance standards near or above the minimum
Federal requirements would presumably have few new recipients as a
result of the imposition of the Federally required minimum payment
level, so that the funding in column 1 would tend to cover afmost all
of the State’s costs associated with the new Federal rules. States with
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lower standards, however, could have many new recipients when they
are required to raise those standards. These same States would also
tend to have relativelg larger proportions of low income aged persons.
Accordingly, tying their base amount for Federal funding to the
amount in column 2 of Table 1 ($5 billion distributed by the relative
proportion of low-income aged persons) should tend to equalize their
position with that of the States which already have higher standards.
1f State costs of implementing the new minimum standards for the
aged, blind, and disabled exceeded the fully Federal base amount in
column 3 of Table 1, the States would be required to pay 10 percent of
the excess. For example, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare estimates that in California the Federally required payments
to the aged, blind, and disabled under the Committee decision would
total $675.9 million in fiscal year 1974. Under the formula, the Federal
Government would pay 100 percent of the cost up to $617.5 million,
with the State having to pay ten percent ($5.8 milli)ion) of the remain-
ing $58.4 million. The State would also pay all costs ($104.4 million)
associated with payment levels in excess of the Federal requirement.
State costs under the proposal for fiscal year 1974 are shown in
column 5 and the State savings (as compared with their share of
assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled under current law) are
shown in column 7. These costs and savings relate to the HEW
estimate, projected from current law, that the Committee decision
will result in payments to the aged, blind, and disabled of $4.2 billion.
Column 5 mdicates that most States would be required to pay a
relatively small proportion of the costs involved in the Committee
decision. A number of States are shown to have no costs at all for 1974;
however, these States would also be required to pay small amounts in
future years when their caseload grows to the point that the fully
Federal base amount in column 3 is no longer sufficient to cover the
payments required by the Federal standards. As a result, all States
would be relieved of all but a very small amount, of responsibility for
the funding of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled and would enjoy
the savings shown in column 7. However, there would be an incentive
for the States to exercise control over caseload growth since they
would be required to pay a pert of the costs related to all additional
recipients once the Federal base amount in column 3 is exceeded.
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2. Eligibility Requirements

The Committee has decided to require States to provide a minimum
guaranteed monthly income of $130 for an aged, blind or disabled
individual and $195 for an aged, blind, or disabled couple. In addition,
the State would have to disregard the first $50 of any income (other
than income received from a program under which entitlement is
based on need) as well as $50 of monthly earnings plus one-half of
additional earnings. The Committee has agreed to set a Federal
definition of disability and blindness identical to that under the Soecial
Security disability insurance program. Persons receiving sid to the
aged, blind; and disabled would not be eligible to participate in the
Food Stamp Program:.

H.R. 1 centains & number of additional conditions of egibﬂit,y for
the Federal program of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled.

Staff suggestion.—It is recommended that the Commrittee leave such
qhues’owns as asset and resource tests, relative responsibility, and other
eligibility factors to determination by the States.

3. Prohibition of Liens in Aid to the Blind

~In 1970 the Committee and the Senate approved an amendment

prohibiting the imposition of liens against the groperty of blind

individuals as a condition of eligibility for aid to the blihd. Senator

Eltlnr‘tins has introduced a bill (5. 39) to prohibit hens in aid to the
nd.

4. Administtutive Costs

The Committee decision requringf minimum payment levels will
make many individuals newl eIi%ib e for aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled who are not now eligible, with a corresponding impact on
State administrative costs. Under present law the Federal GGovern-
ment pays 50 percent of the cost of all administrative expenses.

Staff suggestion.—It is recommended that the Federal Government
pay the States an amount equal to 100 percent of their calendar year
1972 administrative costs related to the aged, blind, and disabled, plus
50 percent of additional costs. The 1973 budget, relating to the period
from July 1972 to June 1973, estimates an expenditure of $408 million
for administration of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled; the State
share of this amount is $204 million.

B. FEDERAL FUNDING OF AID TO FAMILIES WITH
DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Under the Committee’s decision, the Federal Government would
make a flat grant to the States as its share of the costs of the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program: ’

For calendar year 1973, this grant would be based on the fund-
ing for calendar year 1972. The grant would equal the 1972
Federal share, plus an additional amount equal to one-half of the
1972 State share, or if less the amount needed in 1972 to bring
family income up to $1,600, $2,000, or $2,400 for families with

(7
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two, three, or four or more members, respectively. In no case,
however, would the Federal block grant be less than 110 percent
of the Federal share in 1972.

After the employment program becomes effective in January
1974, the Federal grant for AFDC would be reduced to take
account of the fact that families with no children under age six
would no longer be eligible for AFDC. This reduced grant would
remain the same in future years, except that it would be increased
or decreased to reflect changes in total State i;o ylation.

For example, the Federal block grant for AFDC in California
would be $683.4 million in 1973. After the employment program
becomes effective, this would be reduced to $457.8 million to reflect
the fact that only 66.4 percent of AFDC families in California include
a child under age 6. The $457.8 million woyld remain as the annual
amount of the Federal grant to California for AFDC except that it
would be adjusted each year to reflect any percentage increase or
decrease in the State’s population.

Tables 2 and 3 illustrate the effects of the Committee’s decision
before and after the employment program becomes effective. The
amounts shown in these tables are estimated on the basis of the best
information that was available.

1. Fiscal Relief for the States in Calendar Year 1972

If the Committee wishes to consider providing fiscal relief to the
States in calendar year 1972, a simple way of doing this would be to
make the Committee approach to fiscal relief in calendar year 1973
applicable to calendar year 1972 as well. This would save the States
more than $800 million, as shown in column 9 of table 2 on page 9.
Since the exact amount under the formula cannot be determined
exactly until after the end of calendar year 1972, it is recommended
that an amount estimated to equal 75 percent of the State entitlement
be paid within two months of enactment, with the final accounting
and payment due by April 1, 1973.

2. Federal Funding in Calendar Year 1973

Table 2 shows the impact of the Committee’s decision in the first
gea.r. Columns 1 throuFll: 3 show the AFDC costs under current law

or fiscal year 1972 (calendar year data were not available). Columns
4 through 6 show the current law costs for fiscal year 1973. Using these
fiscal year 1973 current law costs as the base, columns 7 through 9
show the effect of the Committee decision. Column 7 shows the amount
of the Federal block grant. Column 8 shows the amount that the States
would be required to pay to maintain current assistance levels, and
column 9 shows the amounts the States would save by comparison
with current law.



TABLE 2.—IMPACT OF COMMITTEE DECISION ON STATE AFDC COSTS FOR 1973
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3. Federal Funding in Calendar Year 1974 and Thereafter

Table 3 shows how the Committee’s decision would work after the
employment program becomes effective, except that it does not take
account of any increases related to population growth. Column 3 shows
the Federal grant for 1973 as it would be reduced to take account of
the number of families with no children under age 6. Column 4 shows
the amounts the States would save by comparison with their estimated
AFDC costs for 1974 under current law taking into account both the
Federal grant shown in column 3 and the fact that they would no
longer have AFDC costs for the families with no children under age 6.
Column 5 shows the amounts the States would have to pay to supple-
ment female-headed families participating in the workfare program,
and column 6 shows the net savings the State would enjoy taking into
account their AFDC savings less their expenditures in column 5.
States would enjoy additional savings to the extent that mothers with
children under age 6 elect to voluntarily participate in the employment
progrsm instead of staying on welfare.



13

'g1 d ‘3¢8} JO Pu2 18 53300005 B0g

£:02 1°/1 v'LE 'Ly £2§ 168 L Bl
629 6'9/ 8'6€1 6ve 679 gLLe siou|y|
v L1 |54 g8 9'2c9 9'€l e oyepj
29 v'E 9'6 0°L1 049 ¥'62 SRR lemeH
6'¢e 6°¢ 8'G6¢c 00L 609 G'GET U "* "elb4osn)
6’69 9¢ 1'¢. 9011 1°€G £80¢ e et epLo| 4
g'SE 7’6 9irb 069 6'€9 8101 Lo BIAUnIe) 40 iSIg
6'Z 'l 6 S8 6'89 v'el SORRRRRRERRN a.emera(
9' 81 v'02 '8 9'99 986 e ANONRBULOY
€01 6°'G ¢9l I'veE 7°99 vos T opeJojo)
v'v6 ViP1 8'1Ive 8 /ST 99 7°689 S relulopied
6V 0 6V €€l o'y ¢oe T sesueyly
912 £'€ 6772 9'/¢ L85 1'/v L euoziy
Tl 9°¢ L€ v'e €96 A )
6’/ 0 6L I've L8y gey T eweqely
0998 9°€88 96vL'l 7’891 1°09 g'¢gee’'s lejo}

) ©) ) © @ (1

¢MR] JuaLing ySjuawgiddns  ; Hady juesf jesapad g9 Jepun 1E26T 40}

19A0 sBusaes aiejsdom 10} 0} pajejas paonpay uupiIYo Yum  Dady 403

ajels 1aN S$1500 el sBulaes ajeys peojased jo jueab jesapad

9fejuadiad

[saeljop jo suotjjiw ug]

'S1S0O 0a4V 31VLS ¥/61 NO NOISIOIA ILLINWOD 40 LOVdWI—'€ 318V1L



14

€1 L 0¢ 2'S GGG £'6 ettt ejoMeq YUON
101 vy Gyl 6'1€ 1’8y #'99 e Buij0ie) YLION
£'0L G091 8082 G'/ey £'69 £y TTTETUYI0A MON
vl 4 S'€ 62l 166 81¢ [ 00IXBIN MON
801 €19 | 574 WA NS ¢'19 L'T61 “Kasiar maN
€ ve x4 ¢s 948 16 L asysdwey maN
I1 9 {1 8¢ €69 ve TR EPEASN
£c vs 18 L6 189 Lot eiseqan
g gl Ic va €64 e . EUEILOW
L9 G1l 281 1°sy §'vg Legs T UnossIN
8¢ 0 83 81 0'¥S GL2 oo ddissIssIg
L9 6:81 962 Loy v'LG 84L DURRRRRRPRTRRIS elosoUUI
6'G9 S'vG ¥'021 8LL1 7’19 968z ueB1yI
1’12 0'SP 1'99 22l £'G9 G'/81 S spasnyoesse
6'¢ct L9 9’6y 149 G'/9 v'66 , puejAiep
I L 4 6Sl 119 ¢1€ TR outep
L'9¢ 0 £9¢ 1°¢S 9’y 9611 T euelsino
¢.g V8 g€l Lve 6 €Y ¢9s OO Aronmuay
v'8 £9 161 6.6¢ 129 18y . SesuRy
09 6L 6'€l 6¢¢c 864 O'1v emo|

(o) (<) ¢2] (©) @ )

¢ MB| JUdLIND sSiuswialddns a4y juesb (eiopaqd 9 43pun rEL6T 10}

Jano sBuines aIeINIOM 10) 0} pajejad pampay uauIpHyI Yim  0qdy 4o}

91818 18N $)S09 3je18 sbulnes 8)e15 vaﬂwww MM jueib jesapad

)

[sJejjop jo suonpw uj]

panuiRuod—S1S00 004V 3LVIS #2617 NO NOISIO3A JFILLINWNOD 40 LOVAWI—'E€ 318Vl



15

gzeg jelolt 9Q ~TTTTTTTTTmoTTTeeees EpeAIN

$'1  TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTRuRUOW
T e yeyn g°21 "ttt pueihiep
g0 ~TTTTTTTrTTToooo uobaug g'g “TTTTTTTTTTTeTTTTCCC aujeny
R ewoyepQ  6pT "7 Admuay
I i olyo 9L TTTTTTTTToTTTIoes euelpu|
Gz - BuljOJED YUON €Q T siemejeq
22¢ - Od|xay MAN p'g$ Tt euozuy
suosIitN SuIiiN

{a4e (suoy|(iw Uy 3509 jenuue jewrxoidde auy pue)
sajelg asay| “yuow sad Ggg$ pue OGT$ Usamiaq  Jo Ajiwey e Aed
yolym sajelg Joj S350 jeuoippe 9A[0AUl pinom (OOY'2$ ueyl Sso)
0] wayj 6uliomoj 10) 0OP‘'Z MOJaQ MOU aie AdY] jI S1aAs| aoue)sIsse

Bupiamo| sajeis jsuiebe uoniqiyosd ay} “1anamoH "1S09 [euOIHppe Ou
SAOAUL PInOM JuaLuaJdinbal sIyl 3eyl Aem B yoNs Ul Spiepuels JIdy}l
Isnipe pjnom sajels 1BY) SSWINSSe a|qe} Sy "saljie) asepom ajqe
-ledwod veyy asow OG¢ Jse?| Je 1ab sjuedidiyied alejyiom Jey) Aem
e yons u) Juawajddns 0} saje)§ Sa4iNbas uo|sId8p PIWWOD Y] ¢
T "4'H Joapun uey) Uois|dap dRIWWOYH
3y} Jopun JdjjellS 3G PINOM Siaqiuall { uey) SS9 JO Saljiwie} Jog
uoljejuswiajddns jey) pue ‘uoisdP sdPIWWIO0Y dY) Japun 8|qibie
9q jou pjnom 1 "Y'H Jepun uonejuswaiddns Joj ajqiBije sal|lwe;
aWwios jey) Joe} 3y} 109|304 0} paonpad osje pue ‘g abe Japun ualpjiyd
ou Ypm satjlwie} Jo Jaquinu 3y A|uo 308|jal 03 padnpal ‘p/6T 40}
1 "¥'H 49pun uoljejuawsajddns ajels Jo suoidafosd mIH Uo paseg y
*ME[ JU34INJ J2pun $3509 HA4V JO MIH Aq suoioalosd uo paseq ¢
"M3H Aq Aendns D4V /961 uo peseq ¢
/[ UWIN|oD ‘g 9jqe} 29S¢

1’4 0 v g
G'¢l 0 KA 0€l
14 T g’ L

g’ L ¢l 81
8'€c L9 G6'0€ ¢ 0S
ov 6 6t 091
Z8 g/l £'SC L'8E
I'v €1 r'ie Lcy
| o€ e 1’6
6'¢ 81 Lt L8]
¢ sl G'81 L'EE LV6
9'6 ¢c 811 8've
U (A4 €¢ 9/
L'y 0 LY E1t
99 &4 0'11 £'81
¥'EC 8'8/ 2'201 9'81¢
€01 £'Sq 9'GT c'6c
G'6 8%v eV v'ae
T'eL 9'0¢ £€6 ATAS

NN MN=QM OETMMO ©—ING)

N
o
L
o
[=]
T
L5
=
a

........................ EN:O
..................... mc_E°>;

.................... C-WCOUW_;
................ N_C_m.__> Hm0\$
.................. CQ#DC_P_mN;
...................... N_C_mgm>
..................... #COEL0>

—
»
S
X
(0]

[t

................... 99SSaUUD|

................ ej0Meq YIN0s
............... eul04e) UnoS

................ n:w*m_ Quocm

................ m_:m>—>mccel
.................. vee .Comwho

..................... oIyo

NGO 0 ANGMN TOTON Mo
ogggm &H@NN — O 00

m

ATNMO VAN NMNOM— NOrIgH

VHYWVYO MHOVDO VOO OWVINW
VMO—M VAONTO HNANOM ——Mme0

N



16

N-wN m-mN m-ON N.m .................................................. QC“_v:_
0'/91 €801 €29 PGy rrrrreeertieiiiieeeieciiiiies sioulj|
0z 12 e /S S . oyepj
¢-m w-m N.o o-m ................................................... —_mgz
m-wm w-h‘q m.NN m.¢N .................................................. m_m&oww
£'Gel 1'201 G'69 QUZE  rrrreriiTririiiisieesiiiiciiiiiiieisiien ep1o}4
806 9'GY Z'GE POT e BIGLIN|OD 4O 19LSI(]
N-v O-N ch m-¢ ------------------------------------------------ whwgw—eo
N-@H o-m.ﬂ w-m ¢-o~ .............................................. “30_80::00
m-o.ﬂ N-@N m-Oﬁ m-mH ................................................. ova&o—oo
6081 £'E6E v'v6 6862 @ e Cee e e eluIoji[e)
S'ie 681 67 O e sesuey
Gov A 9'12 Q0T Tttt eUOZLIY
G'e L€ 11 Q' reerereeiiieesceceicieicieecinine eysely
ﬁ-Hm o-mm m-N H-NN ------------------------------------------------- “E“Q“—(
N-mmm-H m-mwonw H-mmw .v.omNTH ............................................... —SOP

w (€) @) 49

T °'¥'H STIENEY| EYCITSS
iapun diejjom ssji0Ba3e0

sBuiaes jelol Appwey Hnpy

pajewnsy

jesodoid aanuwo)

(ssetiop Jo suotjiw uil

¥/61 ¥V3A TVOSId ‘S1S00 LNIWAV JHYATIM NI SONIAVS 3LVIS—1 318VL



N
NNLO(X)N
N0

<IOnn

Tellelote 353
AN=NW

O<1'Nl\l—l
Looomuo
N

totny
NN
— -

lowa
KansSas. .. ..o
y

Maine..........

Kentucky.......
ouisiana

L

MR RQ
AULNND
NOO—N

QUNWOY

QAN

LO™N vl
i

M0

N
L) <F vl =t

IR

Michigan.......
Minnesota. ....
Mississippi. ...

Maryland. . ..
Massachusetts. ....................... . .. ...

17

Qr i
Q=N
—

OLD'“O\OO
H(\]mu—t<|-
<

MM —tm
© N

New Hampshire'.‘.:: .

Missouri......
Montana.......
Nebraska. .....
Nevada........

ARIAR A
09 03 00 vt v
< ‘Om

atRO<L
oY Om
M oM

QMM
O-go

— e

QU
SFOON
N —

e
Y
,
e
[N
.

New Jersey. ..

New Mexico....
NewYork.......................
North Carolina.................
NorthDakota......................
Ohio.....

QeNOo~
GAROON
SMmN

QooNO
MONONO
9#‘-![\'—1

DN
Mo
RN

eNNSYIVANIA. . . ..o
Rhode Island. .

Oklahoma. .. ...
gon

Ore
P



18

....................................... ......4....mc_E°>;

G 01 g G’

ovy L1y g€z 6L1 BRSNS UISLODSI AR
vyl S-Zl 0y S8 L eUiB A 1S
0'¢l 9'EZ 2’8 V61 T S uojbuIysEM
g0c €T Iy §6 LI elubiIA
h.m Q.N ﬂ. m.N ............ “COELQ>
¢S & 6¢ S¢ s wEn
8 by 9'/G rA Yy Sexs]
8'92 8'2¢ 96 ZEl . U d9ssauud |
#-H w. ﬁ- N- ......................... m#oxmo cu:om
621 50T it S TERTRERES BUII01E) UINOS
2] ) @ (1)

1°¥H sjyauaq .S
lapun aisjjem sapobajed

sBuines o) Ajrwe] unpy

pajewsisy

jesodoud 3933tinI0)

[saejfop jo suonjiw ui]

penupuod— /6T HVIA TVOSId ‘S1S00 INIFWAYC JYV4TIM NI SONIAYS ILVIS—¥ 318VL



C. COMMITTEE DECISIONS AFFECTED BY CHANGING TO
BLOCK GRANT APPROACH

The Committee has indicated its desire to provide block Federal
grants to States for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (rather
than Federal matching related to State expenditures for AFDC),
provided that States:

1. Make eligible for AFDC the following:

a. Family headed by mother with child under age 6;

b. Family headed by incapacited father where mother is
not in the home or is caring for father;

c. Family headed by mother who is ill, incapacitated,
or of pdvanced age;

d. Families headed by mother too remote from an em-
ployment program to be able to participate;

e. Famify headed by mother attemfing school full time
even if there is no child under 6; and

f. Child living with neither parent, together with his
caretaker relative(s), providing his mother is not also re-
ceiving welfare;

2. Supplement the salaries of workfare mothers heading families
to provide them $50 more monthly than provided to welfare
families of the same size; and

3. Do not reduce payment levels to AFDC recipients below
$1,600 for a two-member family, $2,000 for a three-member
family and $2,400 for a family of four or more; or, if payment
leveils are already below these amounts, they could not be reduced
at all,

Most decisions made by the Committee would not be affected by the
block grant approach. In the following cases, however, deletion or
modification of the previous decision is recommended:

1. Federal share of support payments.—The Committee had de-
cided that if the State coﬁ)ects support payments and thus recovers a
portion of the welfare payment made to the family, the “Federal
share’” of the payment (minus 25 percent of the amount collected,
which the State keeps as a bonus for making the collection) is returned
to the Federal Government. Under the block grant approach, there
would be no ‘“Federal share” as such since the amount of the Federal
grant is constant and does not increase as State AFDC payments rise
nor decrease if State AFDC payments go down. It is recommended
that, if the State collects the support payments, nothing be paid to
the Federal Government other than reimbursement for any costs
incurred in helping the State make the collection (for example, the use
of IRS records in locating the father or their service in collecting
child support payments from him). Where collection is made by a
local unit of Government, the Committee has decided that that unit
of Government would receive 25 percent of the amount collected.
It is recommended that this amount be deducted from the support
payment which would otherwise go entirely to the State.

nder a previous Committee decision, if a State does not establish
an effective mechanism for support collection, the Federal Govern-
ment would keep the entire amount of any support payments collected.

(19)
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2. Eligibility of strikers and persons discharged for misconduct.—
The Committee earlier decided that there would be no Federal match-
ing for welfare payments to strikers and persons discharged for mis-
conduct (in the latter case for two months following discharge, with
States permitted to consider persons ineligible for up to six months in
certain cases of misconduct). Since Federal matching would not be
related to the number of welfare recipients under the block grant
approach, it is recommended that this provision be dropped as it
relates to persons discharged for misconduct. As far as strikers are
concerned, it is recommended that the Federal block grant be reduced
by the amount of AFDC payments made by the State to strikers and
their families.

3. Briennial reapplication for welfare—The Committee adopted the
provision in the House bill requiring a family to reapply for welfare
once it has been on the rolls for two years. It would appear unnecessary
to makeh such a requirement under Federal law under a block grant
approach.

P4. Reduction of Federal matching in States with ineligibility rates
exceeding 3 percent.—The Committee agreed to reduce Federal
matching in Slt),ates where it was shown under certain procedures that
ineligibility for welfare exceeded 3 percent. The purpose of this was to
avoid excessive Federal payments in States with poor administration.
Under the block grant approach approved by the Committee, it is
recommended that this provision be dropped.

5. Eligibality for other benefits.—The Committee adopted a provision
of H.R. 1 requiring applicants for and recipients of welfare, as a condi-
tion of welfare eligibility, to apply for any other Government benefits
they are eligible for. Such a requirement would l:,l{)(i)ea,r not to be
necessary for Aid to Families with Dependent Children under the
block grants approach, though it would be appropriate for aid to the
aged, blind, and disabled. L.

6. Fines and penalties—The Committee earlier adopted a provision
requiring the States to impose certain fines and penalties on recipients
who fail to promptly report income or other eligibi]it{ factors, and
requiring the States to have a law setting certain penalties for fraud.
With the block grant approach to Federal funding of AFDC, this
requirement would appear to be unnecessary. It is recommended
therefore that it be dropped.



D. AMENDMENTS TO H.R.1 RELATING TO FISCAL
RELIEF FOR STATES

AMENDMENT NO. 395 (METCALF AND OTHERS)

Federal sharing for welfare payments to Indians.—Provides 100 per-
cent Federsl fundin%) of the costs of programs of AFDC, aid for the
aged, blind, or disabled, or medical assistance with respect to ex-
penditures under each of those programs for Indians, Aleuts, Eskimos,
or other aboriginal persons. -

Cost.—$85 million in fiscal year 1973.

AMENDMENT NO. 820 (RIBICOFF AND OTHERS)

Welfare: Fiscal relief.—Assures that States will not be required to
spend more on welfare payments in fiscal years 1972 and 1973 than
they did in fiscal year 1971.

Cost.—$694 million for fiscal year 1972, $1.4 billion in fiscal year
1973. : ' ,

AMENDMENT NO. 838 (PERCY AND OTHERS)

Welfare: Fiscal relief.—Assures that States will not be required
to expend more for aid to the aged, blind, and disabled and for aid
to families with dependent children for fiscal 1972 and later years
than they spent in fiscal 1971 except to the extent that their costs
would have Increased by more than 20 percent over 1971. To qualify
for this provision, States would have to keep assistance standards at
least as ﬁigh as they were on June 30, 1971, unless their costs increase
to more than 50 percent above fiscal 1971 fevels.

Cost.—$515 million in fiscal year 1972, and $702 million in fiscal
year 1973. 21)
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TABLE 5.—FEDERAL PERCENTAGES AND FEDERAL MEDICAL
ASSISTANCE PERCENTAGES, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1971 TO
JUNE 30, 1973 '

Federal medical

: Federal assistance
- State percentage ! percentage
Alabama. .o oo - 65.0 278.43
Alaska. ... ..o 50.0 50.0
AriZONA. . .. o 60.17 364.15
Arkansas..........cooveieiiiiinenen.n. 65.0 279.42
California........... ... ............ 50.0 250.0
Colorada. .........coovueiin i, 5291 257.61
Connecticut........................... 50.0 ¢ 50.0
Delaware................cooooeeeeenn.. 50.0 50.0
District of Columbia................... 50.0 250.0
Florida........ A 56.30 60.67
Georgia...... e 65.0 69.67
GUAM . o -50.0 50.0
Hawaii.........oovn . 50.0 250.83
Idaho. . ... 65.0 271.56
HNOIS. . oo 50.0 250.0
Indiana.........cooueiii .. 50.06 55.05
lowa.................... P 53.41 2 58.07
Kansas.............iveeeennn.. e 5451 259.06
Kentucky..........ooviiiiiii i, 65.0 73.49
Louisiana............oooiiiir i, 65.0 73.49
Maine............. A 65.0 269.43
Maryland......... e 50.0 50.0
Massachusetts........................ 50.0 250.0
Michigan..............c.. ...l 50.0 250.0
Minnesota. .................. .. ...l 52.02 256.82
Mississippi..........cooconn 65.0 283.0
Missouri. ... 55.03 59,63
Montana.............. ... .. .. ... 63.51 267.16
Nebraska................. ... ..... 53.86 58.48
Nevada............cooiiii ... 50.0 50.0
New Hampshire....................... 54.84 259.36
Newldersey.................ooviii... 50.0 250.0
New Mexico.......oovriiniieiiinnnn. 65.0 72.63
NewYork.........ooviiiiiii.. 50.0 250.0
NorthCarotina........................ 65.0 72.84

See footnotes at end of table, p. 23,
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TABLE 5.—FEDERAL PERCENTAGES AND FEDERAL MEDICAL
ASSISTANCE PERCENTAGES, EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 1971 TO
JUNE 30, 1973—Continued

fFederal medical

Federal assistance
State percentage ! percentage
North Dakota.......................... 65.0 271.28
Ohio......o oo 50.0 53.65
Oklahoma............................. 65.0 69.02
Oregon . .....cooovee e, 52.65 2 57.39
Pennsylvania.......................... 50.5 255.45
PuertoRico........................... 50.0 50.0
Rhodelsland.......................... 50.0 2 50.26
SouthCarolina........................ 65.0 78.00
SouthDakota......................... 65.0 £ 69.69
Tennessee............................ 65.0 74.35
TeXaS. .ot 61.31 65.18
Utah. .. ... .. 65.0 269.88
Vermont.......... ... .. ... . . 60.79 24.71
Virginlislands......................... 50.0 50.0
Virginia............................... 60.04 264.03
Washington........................... 50.0 250.0
West Virginia.......................... 65.0 76.97
Wisconsin............................. 51.42 256.28
YOMING. ..o 58.59 62.73

1 |f the State does not use the medical assistance percentage, the following
formulas apply for AFDC: the Federal share is $15 of the 1st $18 of average month ]y
payment; the percentages apply to the next $14; above $32 is all non-Federal. .
For adults, the Federal share is $31 of the 1st $37 of average monthly payment;
the percentages apply to the next $38; above $75 is all non-Federal.

2 State uses medicaid matching percentage for all welfare categories.

3 The State has no medicaid program so that this matching rate is not available.
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