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I. INTRODUCTION

Volume I of this report _provides a strate,gy for the 100th Con-
gress aimed at improving the lives of children and their _families.
Volume II provides descriptions and legislative hiStories of Federal
programs that affect the rights of children to quality education, op-
portunities for self-mfficiency, healthy bodies, and safe and liveable
environments. Although the list is not comprehensive, the pro-
grams included specifically address rights that every child should
be afforded.

(1)



IL FEDERAL PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS

A. A RrGHT TO QUALITY EDUCATION

L HEAD START: HUMAN SERVICES REAUTHORIZATION Aar OF 186
(P.L; 99-425)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR Y:
The Head Start program *AS created under the Economk Oppor-

tunity Act of 1964_ (EL 88-452). It was reauthorized under the
Head Start Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35) and was amended_ ty the
Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1984 (P .L. 98=558). It is cur-
rently_ authorized through FY 1990 by the Human Services Reau-
thorization Act of 1986. The _prOgrain iS administered by the De-
partment of Health and Human Services (DIMS).

Project Head Start WAS enacted as part of President Lyndon B.
Johnson's War on Poverty. ReportP indicated that children of fami-
lies living in_poverty were more likely to suffer from health and
nutrition problems; and have a lower level of educational perform-
ance than their higher income peers. The initial pilot program was
created to assist 100,000 children OVer the aummer months who en-
thred school in the fall of 1965. However; the project generated so
much interest in communities nationwide that over 500,000 chil-
dren were enrolled in the program that first year.

Head Start provides SerViceS tO improve the social and learning
akilla and the nutrition and health status of economically disadvan-
taged children before thel -enter Schobl. Programs must provide for
comprehensive services; including medical, nutritional, dental,and
social services; parental involvement; and educational programs
and materials.

Studies have been conducted to determine the effectiveness of
Head Start The results ofthese studies indicate that children_ who
receive educational and ether services in the Head Start preschool
program demonstrate improved acaderaid and learning_ achieve-
ment. It should be hoted that the Follow Through program_ is de-
signed to promote the-continued development of children who for-
merly participated in Head Start when they reach school age.
FUNDING MECHANISM

Eighty-seven percent of Head Start fundS are distributed through
State khibatfon agenaies (SEA"s) to local Head_ Start agencies,
based in part on the number ef children under five years of age
who liVe bele* the poverty Ithe and the number of recipients of
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). Head Start pro-
grams maY be oPerated by local public agencies; school systems, or
private nonprofit organizations. Thirteen percent of program funds
are reserved by the Secretary (DMIS) for programs serving Indian

(3)
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and migrant children; services to diSabled children; payments to
U.S. territories; and training and technical_ agsistance.

There are approximately 1,300 Head_ Start programs in oper-
ation. Grant recipients must provide 20% of _program costs, howev-
er, the Secretary may waive the requirements for matching funds.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIP

Head Start serves children up through the age of compulsory
school attendance, with the majority of participants three and four
years old. At least 90% of the participants must be from _low-
income families. Up to 10% of the children served may ba from
families above the poverty guidelines. Small, remote communities
may serve a higher percentage of from higher income fam-
ilieS. States must reserve at least Am _of their slots for disabled
children. In program year 1984-1985, 12.2% of Head_Start enrollees
were disabled children. Black-children comprise 40% of Head Start
participantS, 32% are white, 21% are Hispanic, and the remaining
?Ware American Indian and Asian.

Head Start has served nearly 10 million children since its incep-
tion in 1965. However, only 17-18% of eligible low-income children
are currently served by the program. The number of children en-
rolled annually in Head Start peaked during the first five years of
the program, with a high of 733,000 participants, including full=
year and summer enrollment in 1966; Currently, about 452,000 full-
year children are enrolled in Head Start. HundrCKIS of thousands of
children are on waiting lists for Head Start programs.
PROWSIONS P19R COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT'

Parental involvement is required in various aspects of the pro-
gram. Many Head Start parents volunteer to assist with operating
programs and aVout 30% of Head Start staff are parents of current
orlormer program partiOpants.

Head Start programs may be based at centers or homes, so that
families may receive services in their homes. Programs must pro-
vide for interaction between staff and families of participating chil-
dren.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Frseal year ApprrTriation
an millions)

1980 $735.0
1981 818.7
1982 911.7
1983 912.0
1984 995.8
1985 1,075.1
1986 1,087.0
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 1,040.0
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2. CHAPTER I BASIC STATE GRANT PROGRAM: THE EnucAnoN
CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT (ECIA) OF 1981 (P.L. 97-35)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Chapter 1 provides supplemental funds to local school &stride to

develop and implement compensatory educational programs and
related services f'or educationally disadvantaged children residing
in low-income areas, Chapter 1 funds also are provided to State
education agencies (SEA's) for similar programs for children of mi-
gratou workers and fishermen, disabled children, and for neglect-
ed and delinquent children residing in institufions.

Chapter 1 was originally Title Lof_the Elementary and Second-
ary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 (P.L. 89-10, as amended). The
landmark ESEA represented an unprecedented national effort to
raise the academic achievement level of educationally disadvan-
taged children. Over the past 20 years, tills Act, and Title I/Chap-
ter 1, have enhanced educational opportunities for millions of edu-
cationally disadvantaged children.

In 1981, the Reaffan Administration attempted to replace Title I
with a noncategorical block grant._ Congress rejected this proposal
and, instead, created Chapter 1 of the ECIA. While many of the
programs authorized under Title I were simplified, the stated
intent of the legislation remained the same.

The passage of the_ECIA signaled a significant change in the re-
sponsibilities of the Federal, State, and local governments for ad-
ministering Federally _funded education programs. With overall au-
thority and res_ponsibilit_y being shifted away from the Federal Gov-
ernment, State education agencies (SEA's) were given greater re-
sponsibility for _program administration, and local education agen-
cies (LEA's) were charged with greater responsibility for program
design and implementation. Requirements for_monitoring local
Chapter 1 programs also were relaxed under the ECIA.

Approximately 85% of Chapter 1 services are in remedial read-
ing, mathematics, and language arts. Chapter 1 funds also are used
for programs in science, English as a second language, and services
for disabled children. Numerous studies in the past decade have
demonstrated that Title I/Chapter 1 has been effective in improv-
ing the academic performance of' educationally disadvantaged chil-
dren who participate in the programs. Title I programs have been
a primary factor in narrowing the _gap in reading skills between
black elementary and secondary school_ students and their peers.
Title I students consistently make significant achievement gains in
reading and mathematics each year.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Chapter 1 funds are allocated to SEA's in the form of basic
grants, based on the number of school-age children in low-income
families plus neglected, delinquent, and cerain AFDC children,
multiplied by a cost factor based on the State average per pupil ex-
penditure (basic State agency grants are based on the relevant pop-
ulation for each program times the cost factorl The SEA's then dis-
tribute most of these funds to LEA's which qualify for Chapter 1
assistance. The State agencies retain a portion of their basic grant
for administrative purposes and for programs which serve disabled
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childrpn, migrant children, and delinquent and neglected childrenin State operated institutions.
_ Of the 16,000 local school districts nationwide, 14,000 receiveChapter 1 funds to establish compensatory education programs.LEA's must submit an application for funde to the SEA for approv-al _and are required to consult _parents and teachers about thedesign and implementation of Chapter 1 programa iind project&LEA's also are guided in their use of funds by three principlesunder the law. An LEA must maintain its general education pro-grams each year at a specified level (90% of the preceding year'samount), or its Chapter 1 grant will be reduced. Chapter 1 fundsmust be used to supplement, not replace, services which would nor-mally be provided with State and local funds. Finally, LEA's mustinsure comparability among all schoola in the district, whether ornot they are Chapter 1 eliOble, in terms of curriculum, instruction-al supplies, and assignment of teachera and other school personnel.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
Chapter 1 fun& may_only be used for_ programs and projectswhich meet the special educational needa of disadvantaged childrenfrom low-income familie& Recipients of Chapter 1 services arefairly evenly distributed between rural areas, small cities, andlarge urban areas.
According to the U.S. Department of Education, the Chapter 1basic grant prpgram served 4.85 million children, attending bothpublic and private schools, in_ school year 1983-1984. This_figurerepresents a_decline of 560,000 participants from the 1979=1980school year. The decline in the number of children served underChapter 1 can be attributed, in substantial part, to reductions infunding level-a. While the funding level haa increabed 14.7% in cur-rent dollars from FY 1980-1985, it has declined 184% when the fig-ures are adjutted for inflation (constant dollare). Faced with fund-ing_cuts in real terms, LEA's may choose to respond by servingfewer children, providing fewer services, or a combination of both.The dPcline in the number of children served by Chapter 1 has oc-curred during a peridd when the number of children living in pov-erty_ haa ateadily increased each year (these were annual increasesfrom 1979 to 1983, but a slight decline from 1983 to 1984),About one-half of the children receiving Chapter 1 services arewhite, one-third are black, and between one-fifth and one:fourthare Hispanic. Despite the millions of children who benefit fromChapter 1 programa, fewer than one-half of the children eligible forsuch servicea participate in the program.

The SEA's retain a portion of their Chapter 1 allocation to ad-minister three programa which serve a total of about 776,000 chil-dren. These programsfor migrant children, neglected and delin-quent children, antl disabled children--are diecuesed separately ina is report.

PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITYINVOLVEIVIENT:
Under the ECIA, LEA's must consult Parents aVout the designand operation of compensatory education programs under Chapter1. School_ districts are required to hold annual public meetings toexplain Chapter 1 programs and activities to parent& The provi-
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sion for parental involvement however,_is much weaker than pre-
vious requirements for such involvement. Under the ESEA, Parent
Advisory Councils (PAC's) were mandated to help in the planning,
development, and operation of the local_ Title I program; PAC mem-
bers were given information and training by the school district to
Elsgist them. Without a specific mandate under_current law, orga-
nized parental involvement has declined significantly in some ofthe States. Nevertheless, many parents continue to be involved in
Chapter 1 programs as tutors and classroom aides.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

AppropriationFiscal year
(in thousands)

1980 $9,215,593
1981 3,104,317
1982 3,033,969
1983 1,200,394
1984 3,480,000
1985 3,08,163
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequeatar) 3,529,572

Funds for State and locaL educational agencies bedeme_available for-obligation onJuly I_ of the indicated fiscal year, and remain available through Sept. 30 of the
following fiscal year.

3. EFFECTIVE &Hams PROGRAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
For over 15 years univeisity scholars, working with school *r-

somiel, have examined schools that are effectively teaching chil-
dren. Their research has generated impressive evidence which de-
scribes the characteribtics of effective schools. The premise underly-
ing ihe concept of effective schools is that the quality of a schoorS
programs and organizational structure can make a M'erence in a
child's educational achievement regardless of background or family
economic circumstances; in short, that all children are educable.

The effective schools research has identified common characterie-
tics which differentiate effe;ctive schools from ineffective schools.
These characteristics include: (1) strong_administrative leadership;
(2) orderly and safe school atmosphere; (3) high expectation for stu-
dentacademic achievement; (4) strong emphasis on the acquisition
of basic academic skills; and (5) regular evaluations of studentprogress.

In schools and school systems which have_instituted improve-
ment programs, based on effective schools principles, students have
increased their academic achievement and learning. This is espe-
cially true for Schools serving minority, poor, and educationally dis-
advantaged children. Effective schools alSo_have had a positive
impact on student behavior, curriculum chwnge, teacher effective-
ness, and school organization.
LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS:
HR. 4468, The Effective &hoots and Even Start Act

Based on-the promising results of implementing effective schools
principles, H.R. 747, the Effective Schools Development in Rduca-
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tion Act-was-introduced at the start of the 99th Congress. The pur-
pose of H.R 747 was to encourage and assist State and local educa-
tion agencies in broadening and _improving their_effective schools
programs by providing matching Federal grants. The granth would
be used to support efforth such as training programs and work-
shops for school personnel and parents; developing a.nd distributing
effective schools materials; estAblishing data collection _systems;
and promoting awareness a effective schools programs. H.11. 747
was merged with Ha 2535, the Even Start Act, which established
pilot programs for adult literacy of parents of preschool children.
The new bill, Ha 4463, passed the House of Representatives on
June 17, 1986.

4. _CaArrER 1 STATE AGENCY PROGRAMS FOR MIGRANT CHILDREN:
THE EDUCATION CONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVEMENT ACT (ECIA)
oF 1981 (P.L. 97-35)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The migrant education program originally was authorized under

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of
1965. Children of migrant worker; generally are victims of poverty
and English language deficiencies. Inadequate housing and a lack
of regular health care are additional problems faced by migrant
children and their families. The migrant edncation program pro-
vides a variety of supplemental instructional programs during the
school year and summer months, in an effort to ensure some conti-
nuity in the education and health care of migrant children. Funds
are also used to identify migrant children, assess their educational
and other needs, set up resource centers, encourage parental in-
volvement in the program, and track education and health infor-
mation on migrant children through a national data bank.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

The funds are allocated to States on the basis of the number of
full-time equivalent migrant students between the ages of 5 and 17.
The funds then are generally distributed through the SEA's to
lOcal school &Arleta. SEA's may operate programs through ar-
rangements with public or private nonprofit agencies, as well.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

The migrant education _program serves migratory children up to
the age of 21, with the majority of recipients in the 5-17 age group.
Eligible studentS include those who currently are roiKratory and
those who are "settled-out" for a period of up to five years. In
school year 1983-1984, more than 400,11100 children between the ages
of 5 and 17 participatedn the program. About 70% of migrant
children are Hispanic, 13% are white, and 17% are black.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Funding for migrant education has remained relatively stable
over the past five years. Although the appropriation dropped from
a high of $266.4 million in FY 1981; the decline was due in part to
a limit placed on the_ percentage of total Chapter 1 funds which
could be used by the States for non-basic grant programs from FY

12
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1982-1984. The appropriation for FY 1986 iS $264.5 million, the
same as in FY 1985.

E C's.stAPTER l STATE AGENCY PROGRAMS FOR NEGLECTED AND DELIN-
QUENT CHILDREN: THE EDUCATION eONSOLIDATION AND IMPROVE-
mENT Acr (ECIA) OF 1981 P.L. 97-35)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HIS7URY:
The provisions for State agency programs for neglected and dev-

lir,li_ient children were adde.d to Title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act _(ESEA) of 1965 under Pl. 89750 in Noveni-
br 1966, with grants first awarded for FY 1967; Efforts to increase
academic achievement among this iiroup have been particularly
difficult because Children are so transient due to brief stays in in-
stitutions. Program fimds most often are used to provide for facili-
ties, equipment, and teacher salaries. Instruction in language arts
and English for limitC,d-English proficient students also may be of-
fered. _

The_few Studies which have evaluated the programs for neglected
and delinquent children have been particularly critical of the lack
of transition services available to participants who_ subsequently
leave an institution. The Education Amendments of 1978 author-
ized a special transition program in recognition of this missing
link; however, funds were appropriated for these services in FY
1981 and 1982;

FUYDING MECHANISM:
SEA'S are not responsible for the education of neglected and de-

Ihiquent children. These children are counted under the Chapter 1
baSic _grant program for educationally disadvantaged children,
through which funds are distributed to the local Cducation agencies
(LEA'S).
_Some neglected and delinquent children live in State inatitutiona.
Their iducation is the responsibility of the SEA, and these children
are counted and werved by the State agency _program_ which is fi-
nancially and administratively separate from LEA basic granta
Other neglected and delinquent children are the responsibility of
LEA's. They are counted and served under the LEA basic grant
program.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT:

Educationally disadvantaged youth under age 21 in institutions
for the neglected and delinquent, including adult correctional insti-
tutions are eligible for this program. The majority of these children
are in institutions for delinquent youth; about one-third are in
adult facilities and a small percentage reside in institutions for ne;
glected _youth. The average ijhapter 1 participant is 16.5 years of
age, with an average educational achievement level at the 4th to
5th grade level.

About 65,000 neglected and delinquent children currently are
being ServC.d under this program. However, according to a 1980
study commissioned by the Department of Education, only 52% of
the eligible youth are receiving services.

13
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:
Funding for State agency neglected and delinquent children pro=

grams reached its peak_ FY 1982, with an appropriation of almost
$34 million. Shice FY 1983, the appropriation has remahied con-
stant at $32.6 million. However,_ when funding for this program is
actuated for inflation based on 1967 dollars, the FY 1985 appropria-
tion is only 46% as high as the FY 1970 funding level.

Fiscal year Appropriation

1980 $33;182,207
1981 32;391;655
1982 33,975,000
1983 32,616,000
1984 32,616,000
1985 32,616,000
1986 31,214,000

6. FOLLOW THROUGH ACT: HuICIAN_SERVICES REAUTHORIZATION ACT
OF 1986 (P.L. 99425)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Follow Through program, originally authorized under the

EConomic Opportunity Act Amendments of 1967, was phased into
the State-block grant under Chapter 2 of the Education Goneolidii-
tion and Improvement Act of 1981 (ECIA). Follow Through was re-
authorized under the Human &rvices Reauthorization Act of 1984
(P.L. 98-558) and then reauthorized _through 1990 under the Human
&rvices Reauthorization Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-425). The program is
administered by the Department of Education.

The primary focus of Follow Through is elementary school chil-
dren from low-income families who were previoualy enrolled in
Head Start or similar preschool programs. Follow Through pro-
grams provide comprehensive educational, health, social, and nutri-
tional services ta eligible students, to promote their continued de-
velopment once they reach school age. Grants also may be awarded
to local education agencies (LEA's) which serve as resource centers
to promote diesernination of Follow Through information, tech-
niques, and concepts. There are also technical assistance grants to
higher education institutions. In addition, the Secretary of Educa-
tion may provide funds for research, pilot projects, training, and
technical assistance.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Follow Through grants are awarded by the Department of Edu-
cation directly to the LEA's. Grant recipients are required to_pro=
vide 20% of program costs, either in cash or in_the forzn of services,
facilities, or the like. In school year 1984-1985, 59 LEA's received
grants to implement Follow Through programs In addition, 16
LEA's were given funding to serve as resource centers and 15
grants were awarded to university sponsors to develop innovative
programs.

14
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RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFI7':
The Follow Through program i directly serving approximately

20,000 children from low-income families. Students who are not
from low-income families may be included in programs, but only
when their participation does not raduce the number of low-income
children.

PROWSIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENn
Follow Through mandates direct parental participation at the

local level in the development and implementation of prouams.
For example, school districts may establish school partnership pro-
grams to _facilitate parental involvement in the education of their
children. The Act also directs grant recipients to provide maximum
employment opportunities for parents of participating children and
residents of the community.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

As part of the Chapter 2 Stath block grant from FY 1982 through
FY 1984, Follow Through did not receive separate funding. Chapter
2 funds may be used for any of the authorized purposes of the 28
programs which were consolidated into the block grant, with school
discricts determining which programs have the greatest need for
assistance.

Under the Human Services Reauthorization Act, $10 million in
FY 1985 and $7.2 million in_FY 1986 was appropriated for Follow
Through. However, before Follow Through was Phased into the
ECU block grant, it was funded at $26.3 million in FY 1981.

7. EDUCATION FOR ALL HANDICAPPED CHILDREN ACT OF 1975 (P.L.
94-142)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Part B, the State grant program, of the Education of the Handi-

capped_ Act (EHA), as amended by P.L. 94442,_provides Federal fi-
nancial assistance to States for the education_ of 3 through 21-year-
old children having one or more of nine_physical or mental disabil-
ities ranging from learning disabilities to severely and profoundly
handicapping conditions. The level of Federal assistance is based
on an annual count of handicapped childrsn being served by appro-
priate educational programs and is intended to p ay a percentage of
the excess costs associated with educating handicapped children.
Payments to States are affected by the anthorized Faderal reim-
bursement ceilings (40% of the national average-per-pupil expendi-
ture) and the annual congressional approkriation. Approximately
4.1 million handicapped children are currently participating in
State and local special education programs that gunlify for Faderal
assistance. The 1985-1986 school year_ Federal contribution under
Part B was $1,135.1 million or about $276 per student.

Since the enactment of P.L. 94-142, there have been no major re-
visions made to the Part B, State Grant Program. Relatively minor
amendments of a technicaL nature have been adopted, including
Title VI of P.L. 99-159, the National Science, Mathematics and En-
gineering Authorization Act of 1985. Title VI amends the Education
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of the Handicapped Act to increase the maximum amount State§
may Spend on administrative costs from $300,000 to $350,000.
FUNDING MECHANISM

The law requires States to provide-all handicapped children with
a free appropriate_public education. Grants to Staiks under P.L. 94-
142 are based on the number of handicapped children who are in
an appropriate educational program in the State, and may only be
useti to fund those "excess costs" associated with the education of a
handicapped child that would not be incurred for a nonhandi-
capped child. The maximum grant to which a State is entitled it ita
number of handicapped children (ages 3-21 years) served_ times a
proportioa of the U.S. averagper-pupil expenditure (APPE), cur=
rently 40%. The actual_grant however, is dependent upon annual
ap ropriations enacted by Congress. If these_appropriations are Iii;
sufficient to fully fund the program, each State grant is reduced
proportionately.

State educational agencies (SEA s) are responsible for the admin-
istration o P.L. 94-142, including monitoring compliance with the
law by local school districts. The SEA may retain up to 25% of the
State's total P.L. 94-142 grant for State administrative costs (up to
5% of the total grant) for direct and support services to handi-
capped children throughout the State. The local districts may
spend the funds for those excess costa that are, in the aggregate,
ASSaciated with providing special education and related services to
handicapped children within theirjurisdictionS.

In order to qualify for assistance, States_ and local agencies must
meet the conditions specified under P.L. 92442, including (1) educa-
tion of handicapped children in the "least restrictive environ-
ment", (2) preparation of an individualized education program for
each handicapi*d child, (3) establishment of due process procedures
by which handicapped children and their parent§ may be assured
of the_ most appropriate educational placement and program, and
(4) provision of related services, which are needed to help the
handicappc=4:1 child progress through the program.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

The most recent information available from the States,indicates
that in 1984-1985 there were approximately 4.1 million handicapped
children between the ages _of 3 through 21 being served by State
and local agencies. P.L. 94442 defines the term "handicapped chil-
dren" as: mentally retarded, hard of hearing, deaf, speech or Ian;
guage impaired, visually handicapped, seriously emotionally dis-
turbed, orthopedically impaired, or other health impaired children
with specific learning disabilities who by reabon thereof require
Special education and related services.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT:

In order to receive Federal funds, State and local educational
agencies must establish certain procedures for the involvement of
parents. The parents must be allowed to participate in the identifi-
cation and placement of their children in individualized education
programs. In addition, there are procedural safeguard proviSionS in
the law with specific mandates for parental involvement in any
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due process proceedings related to the appropriate placement and
program of their handicapped children. P.L. 94-142 also requires
States to have an advisory panel composed of individuals concerned
with the education of handicapped children including handicapped
individuals, parents, and teachers, to monit'or and advise on issues
regarding the education of the handicapped.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fecal year ,40propriation-
(in thouearae)

1980 $874,500
1981 874;500
1982 931;008
1983 1;017;900
1984 1;068;875
1985 1;135;145
1986 (Gramm-Rudman seguester)-- 1;163;282

8. THE CARL D. PERKINS VOCATIONAL EDUCATION Acr oF 1984 (P.L.
98-524)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The 'Jae D. Perkins Vocational Education Act (VEA) authorizes

grants to State boards and councils of vocational education. The
goal of the Federal program is to maintain and improve State and
local vocational education programs in order to meet the needs of
the nation's work force and ensure equity, _equal opportunity, and
accountability in the delivery of services. Most of the Perkins Act
funds are allocated by formula to the States.

Under an approved plan, States administer vocational education
programs that are operated by local educational agencies and post-
secondau education institutions. Funds must be expended for voca-
tional education activities, and are limited to those directly related
to the preparation of individuals for paid or unpaid employment, or
for additional preparation for a career requiring other than a bac-
calaureate or advanced degree. A small portion of the total appro-
priation is reserved for the Secretary of Education for national re-
search activities and data systems.

The Perkins Act was amended by a set of technical amendments
included in the National Science, Engineering, and Mathematics
Authorization Act of 1986 (P.L. 99-159). The changes included
minor revisions in the regulations and procedures concerning the
distribution of State grants. The amendments clarified State fund-
ing requirements and specify certain percentages of funds allocated
to particular programs. Also included in these amendments are
minor changes in the names of several vocational education pro-
grams.

The Perkins Act was also amended with respect to the State allo-
cation formula (P.L. 99-357). The changes were made to ensure that
funding inequities would not occur under certain conditions when
annual appropriations are reduced from the funding level of the
preceding year.
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FUNDING MECHANISM:
Most of the funding under the Perkins Act is authorized under

basic State _grants and national program& Of this amount, 2% iS
reserve& for national programs, 1.25% for Native American pro-
grams, 0.25% for Native Hawaiian program% and the remaining
96.5% for basic State grants. Bilingual vocational training funds
are distribu.ed by the Seërethry for project grants, and funds for
State councils are distributed by a formula similar to that under
the Act.

Each State must spend, according to its State plan, 43% for voca-
tional education program improvement, innovation, and expansion
from its _basic State grant The other 57% must be spent for voca-
tional education programs for speciaL populations and activities.
Each State must distribute at least 80% of its basic State grant to
eligible recipients. However, 100% of funds reserved for the disad-
vantaged and disabled must be distributed by a formula whereby
50% of each reservation is allocated on the basis of the number of
economically disadvantaged persons enrolled by the recipient and
50% by the number of disadvantaged (either economic or academic)
and disabled, respectively, served by the recipient in the previous
year. Each State may reserve up to '7% of its total allotment from
all grants for administrative expense.

A number of other activities are authorized, including programs
for Native Hawaiians; severely disadvantaed youth served by
community-based organizations, industry-education partnerships
for training in high technology occupations; a national assessment
of vocational education conducted by the National Institute of Edu-
cation; cooperative demonstration education programState equip-
ment pools; and demonstration centers for the retraining of dislo-
cated workers.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Students of all ages are eligible to benefit from the program.
Various_ set-asides of funds are requirel for postsecondary and
adult education and for specific programs assure vocational edu-
cation services for the disabled, the disacvantaged, students with
limited-English speaking ability, Indian and Hawaiian natives
Americans, single parents and homemakers, and persons in correc-
tional facilities.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

(1) Community-Hczsed Organizations
State grants are separately authorized under Part A of Title III

to provide vocational education services through community-based
organizations. Any such organization seeking assistance must pre-
pare an applicatinn jointly with an appropriate local recipient. The
application mum, describe the uses of funds being sought and pro-
vide assurance that special consideration will be given to the par-
ticipation of severely disadvantaged youth. Funds may be used for
various activities, including outreach programs, transitional serv-
icesprevocational programs, and guidance and counseling services.
In addition, funds for single parents and homemakers under Part
A of Title II may be used. Each State board is to establish criteria
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for the diStribution to community-based organizations of Part A
funds for special populations other than the disadvantaged and dis-
abled. States may use community-based organizations with demon-
strated effectiveness as recipients of _program improvement fundS
under Part B of Title II in parts of the State where vocational fa-
cilities or programs are inadequate or insufficient.

(2) Other Private Sector Involvement
Each State Council must have a majority of members representa-

tive of the private sector, including the chairperson. Services and
activities for special populations under Part A of Title II must, to
the extent practicable, include worksite program& eg., work-study,
cooperative education, and apprenticeship training programs.
Under certain conditions, basic State grants under Title II may be
used to provide educational training through arrangementh with
private vocational training institutions and private postsecondary
educational institution& Funds for adult training under Part C of
Title III may be used to assist employers with special training m.
quirements, provide institutional and workSite program designed
cooperatively with employers, and develop more effective coordina-
tion between vocational programs and pri,rate employer& Programs
for guidance and counseling under Part D of Title III must include
projects that provide opportunities for counselors and students to
acquaint themselves with business and industry experiences. Part
E of Title Ill authorizes programs for partnerships between educa-
tion and industry for training in high technology occupations.

At the National level, the Perkins Act requires the Secretary to
conduct applied research on the involvement of the private sector
in vocational education programs. In conductin_g this research, the
Secretary must give preference to public and private postsecondary
institutions in carving out these activities. The National Center
must be a nonprofit entity associated with a public or private non-
profit university, and must conduct applied research and develop-
ment on the involvement of the private sector in vocational educa-
tion. Cooperative demonstration programs under Part B of Title IV
may be conducted by public or private agencies, and may demon-
strate methods of effective cooperation with_ the private sector. A
majority of members of the National Council must be representa-
tives of the private sector; the Council must provide advice on
strategies for increasing cooperation between vocational ethacation
anc: business.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Appropriation
lin thousands)

1980 $784,041
1981 685,599
1982 659,472
1983 732,347
1984 742,161
1985 842,148
1986 849,648
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 813,113
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9. THE BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT: ME EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF
1984 (PL. 98-511)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HIS7UR Y:
The Federal Government's direct involvement in bilingual educa-

tion began with the enactment of the Bilingual Education Act of
1968, which was reauthorized again in 1974, 1978 and, most recent-
ly, in 1984. To people throughout school systems across the corm;
try, the legislation is _polnilarly known as Title VII." The current
legislation has been reauthorized until September 30, 1988. Title
VII was enacted to secure an equal educational opportunity in
public sdhools for persons whose first language is not English.
Sincs 1968, over 26 &Atka have developed legislation specifically
targeted for limited-English proficient (LEP) children in schools.

A significant issue in the program haS bSen the role of native
language instruction within the total grogram of instruction. Some
want to eliminate all native laniNage instruction and others insist
that native language instruction must play a significant role.

The law contains five sections: (1) GénCral Provisions an intro-
ductory Section which contains policies, appropriations, definitions,
and regulations; (2) Financial .Assistance for Bilingual Education
(Part Ak (3) Data Collection, Evaluation and Research (Part B); (4)
Training and Technical Assistance (Part C); and (5) Administration
(Part D).

Part-A section funds propums which schOol diatrictS may
apply for on a voluntary basis. Funds are awarded based on
national competitions, and go to each district in the form of a
grant. The four types of programs may seek funds for three-
year grants that axe renewable for two additional years:

Transitional Bilingual Programs: Designed for LEP children,
the programs combine structured Enghsh language inStruction
with a native language component The programs also incorpo-
rate the students cultural heritage into the curriculum and
must be designed to allow students to meet grade promotion
and graduation requirementh.-

Devetopmenk.1 Bilingual Programs: Full-time instructional
programs of English and second- language instruction designed
to help children achieve competence in English and a second
language,

Special Alkrnative Instructional Programs: Programs de-
signed in which native language instruction need not be used.-

Academic Excelknce Prorams: These programs may be of
any of the already mentioned categories, but must have an ez-
tablished record of providing effective, academically excellent
inStruction, and which are designed to serve as models of ex-
emplary bilingual education programs. At the preSent thne, no
departmental regulations have been published for this pro-
gram.

The following granta may be awarded for periods up to three
years. -

Family EnArlish Literacy Program: Programs designed to help
adults and school youths achieve English language competen-
cy. The language of instruction may be Englisn-only or English
and the native language.
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Preschool, Special Education, and Gifted and Talented Pm-
grams: These programs may be from one to three years, and
are to be preparatory or supplementary to programs under the
Act.

Instructional Materials Programs: One to three year grants
which develop instructional materials_ in_ languages in which
such matenal is not commercially available.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
At least 60% of the overall funds for the Act are set aside

for financial assistance for bilingual education programs.
At least 75% of the Part A amount is to be reserved for

transitional bilingual programs.
From 4 to 10% of the overall funds is to be set aside for

special alternative instructional programs, depending on the
level of funding for Part A.

At least 25% of funds is to be reserved for training and
technical assistance.

The National Advisoiy and eCordinating Council for Ellin=
gad_ Education_ is_ to receive up to 1% of the funds not reserved
for Parts A and C.

-State education agencies are to be eligible for grants of at
Least $10,000, not to exceed 5% of the funds received under
Part A the previous fiacal year.

Funding percentages for data collection, _evaluation, nd
research and for AdminiStration are not specified in the legis-
lation.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
Eligible populations are children, youth, and adults mix may

henefit from these proKrams as descrilz*d in the Evection on Pro-
gram Purpose anu History. In FY 1984, $89,565,408 was awarded
through grant§ to lotal school districts for Batik and Mmonstra-
tion projects. For the 1983-1984 school year,Title VII basic projects
spent approximately $389 per enrolled LEP student. This amount
is based on total funds awarded to local school districts divided by
the number of LEP students served.

In FY 1984, 565 basic_granta were awarded to diStricts to serve
about 182,583 students speaking more _than 90 different languages.
Under the Mmonstration program 46 projects in 23 Státé& were
funded to serve about 11,740 students speaking 20 different lan-
guages. Thirty percent of the projects served fewer than 200 stu-
dents, 34% enrolled from 200-399 students, and 36% served 400 or
more students.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT:

Parental _participation is mandatory in that all projectS must
have Parent Advisory Committees in the proposal process as well
as during the project.
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Appropriatioa
1980 $171,013;000
1981 161,302,000
1982 137,941;000
1983 137;840,000
1984 139,365,000
1985 142,951,000
1966 142,951,000
1985 (Gremm-Ruclman sequester) 136,501,000

Includes $150,0430 comparably tiMthrekked_tO _salaries and -expenses for the National
AdVisory Council and deta processing services, and $30,000,000 appropriated for Ether.gency Immigrant Education,

10. INDIAN EDUCATION Acr os. 1972, AS AMENDED (P.L. 92-318)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Under the Indian Education Act (IBA) (Pl. 92-318), the Depart-

ment of Rducation administers two basic programs which assist
Indian children at the elementary and secondau School level. Tha
Department awards grants to local education agencies (LEA's) and
tribally controlled schools for projects to meet the Special educa-
tional and cultural needs of Indian children. _Public schools, in
which the majority of Indian children are enroll6d, may use IEA
funds to provide supplementary educational services such as reme-
dial and language instruction, cultural activitieS, and counseling.
Tribally controlled institutions may use grants to start schools or
develop supplemental programs.

The Department also provides funding assistance, primarily toIndian trib: and organizations, for a vanetjof diScretionary pro-
grams and projacte. Grants under this program may be used for
planning, pilot, and demonstration projects; reSource and evalua-
tion centers; personnel development programs.; and. other enrich-
ment projects to improve educational opportunitieS for Indian chil-dren.
_The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA), Department of the Interior,

operates activities at the elementary and secondary school level to
provide a basic educational program for Indian studenti not ServW
by public or sectarian schools. The Bureau also provides operation-
al ffinding for schools run under contract by Indian tribts. BIA op=
erated and tribally run contract schools attempt to meet the spe-
cial needs of Indian children who _cannot attend other tiTchoolaoften due to poverty or geographic kicationthrough activities
such es bilingual education, counseling, and residential care.

The BLet administers other elementary and seCondary school pro-
grams bnefitingindian children which are funded through the De-
partment of Education, such as Chapter 1 prwrania and programs
for handicapped children under PL. 94-142, the Education of All
Handicapped Children Act Additionally, aeSiatance iS available
under MA and through BIA for postsecondary and adult education.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Grants are made to public_ school districts by the Department of
Education on a formula basis; funds must be used to supplement
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regular school programs. Grants to tribally controlled School§ are
made on a competitive basis.
RECIPIENTS WITO BENEFIT

In FY 1984,_about 1,100 public schools and 26 tribally controlled
Schools in 42 States received grants under the IEA, benefiting over
326,000 Indian student& Twenty States received grants, totaling
$8.4 million, for special programs and project&

About 1% of Indian students attend BIA operated or tribal con-
tract schools. BIA currently is operating, either directly or by con-
tract, 168 _elementary and secondary schools and 14 dormitories.
Ahout 41,500 Indian students in 23 States are served by these
schools.

PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
The Indian Education Act requires parental and community in-

volvement in the development and implementation of programs to
enaure Indian direction of efforts related to education. Parent com-
mittees have beem established to facilitate this goal.

Similarly, the Education Amendments of 1978_ mandated Indian
control of matters related to Indian education. The BIA kg encour-
aging increased parental and community involvement in BIA oper-
ated schools and programs. Efforts include_parent teacher associa-
tions, home visitation programs, and parent awareness seminars.
Indian school boards are involved in planning and deciSion making
at Bureau schools.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVEES:

Funding for Indian education programs through the Department
of Rducation has decreased in the past several years. The programs
were funded at_$82_million in FY 1981, while $68.8 million Wag ap=
propriated in FY 1984. $64.2 million was appropriated in FY 1986.

The BIA education programs are funded at $257.3 million for FY
1986. Funding for the Operation of Indian Programs through the
Bureau of Indian_Affairs has remained relatively stable over the
past five yeaz-s; $270 million was appropriated in FY 1981.

11. IMMIGRANT AND REFUGEE EDUCATION_ PROGRAMS:- THE EMERGEN-
CY IMMIGRANT EDUCATION Acr OF 1984 (P.L. 98-511) AND THE
REFUGEE ACT OF 1980 (P.L. 96-212)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY
In 1982, the Supreme Court of the United Statea ruled that

States could not deny a free public education to undocumented im-
migrant children. Following this decision. CongreSs approved $30
million in emergency immigrant education assistance for FY 1984.

The Emergency Immigrant Education Act of 1984 (P.L. 98=511)
provides _grants to assist State and local education agencies in
meeting the special educationat needs of immigrant and refugee
children. The funds may be used by school districts for basic expendi-
tures associated with the education of immigrant children, Such aa
remedial activitiesi school or classroom construction; and supple-
mentary services such as language instruction.
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Funds also are provided to the States to meet the educational
and adjustment needs of immigrant and refugee children undrr the
Transition Program for Refugee Children, which is part of the Ref-
ugee Act_of 1980. The transition program is funded through the
Office of Refugee Resettlement, Department of Health and Human
Services, and administered under an interagency agreement by the
Department of Education. Activities to promote the education of
refugee children include bilingual education, which is the main
thrust of the program; remedial instruction; counseling services;
and training for parenta. A large number of school systems also
have established sumnier educational programs for refugee chil-
dren.
FUNDING ME'CHANIStlf:

Under the Emergency Immigrant Education Act, grants are
made to State education agencies (SEA's) based on the number of
eligible immigrant children enrolled in schools in the State. Local
school diatricts must have a minimum number of immigrant chil-
dren in order to qualify for assistance. Under the Transition Pro-
gram, grants are made to SEA'a based on the number of eligible
refugee children who have been in the country for less than three
years. Under both programs, funds are distributed by the SEA's to
the local agencies.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
At the beginning of the decade, an average of 155,000 immigrant

children, ages 549 years, were admitted to the US. each year. In
FY 1984, approximately 136,000 such children were admitta. It it
estimated that another 46,000 undocumented immigrant children
enter the U.S. annually. The majority of immigranta are concen-
trated in the southwestern States, particularly in California and
Texas. New York and Illinois also have large numbrs of immi-
granta.

In school year 1984-1985, approximately 277,000 children were
served under the Emergrncy Immigrant Education program._ How-
ever, it is estimated that as many as 350,000 children were eligible
for assistance. Twenty-eight States received grants under the pro-
gram in 1984-1985. The States receiving the largest grants in FY
1984 were California, Texas, New York, and Illinois.

Children are eligible for the Transition Program for Refugee
Children for up to three years. This figure has remained relatively
stable over the _past several years. Out of this number, 27,500 of
these refugees are children;_over one-half of them are of school age.
One-third of the refugee children arriving annually are between
the ages of 12 and 17, generally secon ry school level. Refugee
children in secondary schoola are considered to have a greater need
for language and instructional support than their younger counter-
parts.

In FY 1985, the States reported-82,000 refugee children were eli-
gible for the transition program. This represents a decline of about
12,000 children from the previous year. Over one-fourth of these
children live in California. Other States with large numbers of ref-
ugee children are Texas, Florida, Massachusetta, and Illinois.
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:
The Emergency Immigrant Education Act of 1984 authorized $30

million _in assistance_for_FY 1985 and $40 million annually for FY
1986-1989. In FY 1985, $30 million was appropriate& Despite the
Administration's 1986 budget_request for recission of the FY 1985
funding and zero funding in FY 1986, Congress again appropriated
$30 million for the currentliscal year.

For each of FY 1983-1986, $16.6 million has been appropriated
for the Transition_Program for Refugee Children. In 1981; the $23
million available for the program provided $157 for each refugee
child, only about 6% of the cost to local governments of educating
each child.

B. A RIGHT TO OPPORTUNITIES FOR SELF-SUFFICIENCY

1. EMPLOYMENT

A. TRAINING FOR DISADVANTAGED YOUTH AND ADULTS: TITLE II-A, JOB
TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (P.L. 97-300)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Title II-A of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) provides

various forms of training and remedial assistance to disadvantaged
adults and youth: This program began in FY 1984 and succeeded
sfinilar activities provided under the Comprehensive Emplument
and Training Act (CETA), P;L: 93_-.203; which was enacted in 1973;
and remained in operation until implementation of JTPA. The
original CETA was amended at the end of 1974; by RL. 93-567;
which provided a countercychcal public service employment pro-
gram to address the needs of the unemployed during the economic
recession at that time. CETA was again amended in 1978 (P.L.
95-524) when various reforms were made in the program.
FUNDING MECHANISM

Under Title 114i, funds are provided to State Governors, who re-
serve 22% of the State allotment for various Statewide activities.
The remaining 78% is passed through to local service delivery
areas, where training programs are planned and operated jointlY
by locally elected- officials and Private Industry Councils (PIC's): At
least 51% of plc members are business and industry representa-
tives; The _rest must represent a variety of interests; including; but
not Whited to, comrounity;based organizations, labor unions, educa-
tional agencies; rehabilitation agencies and others;

At least 40% of ftmds at the kica level must be spent for youth,
ages 16-21; and high school drop-outs and welfare recipients must

served equitably according to their proportion of the elible
local population. No more than 15% of funds at the local level may
be used for administrative costs, and no more than 30% of funds at
the local level may be used for the combined costs of administra-
tion, supportive services, needs-based payments, and a certain
amount of work experience. Local programs must meet or exceed
performance standards; failure to meet these standards may result
in sanctions by the Governor.
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Authorized activities include job search assistance, job counsel-
ing, remedial education and basic skills training, classroom train-
ing, on-the-job-training, school-to-work transition assistance, liter-
acy and bilingual training, work experience, supportive services
and necessary needs-based payments.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

In accordance with local program plans, contracts may be devel-
oped with a wide variety of service delivery agents, such as_public
schools, vocational and technical schools, community colleges, com-
munity-based organizations, labor unions, private employers, the
public employment service, and others.

At least 90% of participants in the program must be economical-
ly disadvantaged, with the remaining 10% having some other bar-
rier to employment, including, but not limited to, those who have
limited English-language proficiency, or are displaced homemakers,
school dropouts, teenage parente, handicapped, older workers, vet,
erans, or others.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Representatives of community=baSed organizations may serve as
members of PICs. Further, community-based organizations may be
service providem in accordance with local program plans. Repre-
sentatives of community-based organizations also may be members
of the State Job Training Coordinating Council, which oversees the
program at the State level and advises the Governor.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Racal year

1980

1,17,Vitr
$1191

1981 ; 3:063
1982 ; 1:574
1983 A 2-.181
1984 a L886
1985 1,886
1986 1,863
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 1,783

Indicates funding for comparable activites under the Comprehensive
and Training Act: title 11-B and C._ (tiathithl_thr dilvan*pid 7WWtil youth -titie
IV-A (youth employment and training programs) and title (Private r
Initiatives Program).

2The JTPA w funded on a program year basis, with program years runnini from
July 1 ea June so o t the following yew, riseM yeM 19U appropriations vrere spent
during program year 1984, from July 1, 1984, to June SO, 1983. o-appropriated during
final year 1984 was $1415 billion for the transition periOd Urom Oct. 1. 1983, ta June
30, 1984.

B. sUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM: TITLE ii-B,
JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (p.L. 97-800)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Summer Youth_ Employment-and Training Program has

been authorized by Title IDB of the Jeb Training Partnefship Act
(JTPA) since PY 1984; The current program is_ the successor to a
similar activity operated since 1975 under the Comprehensive Em-
ployment and Training Act (CETA) (P.L. 93-203). The program pro-

;4
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vides employment and related opportunities for disadvantaged
youth during the summer months.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Funding_ for thia program is the same as JTPA Title II-A. This
program, however, may operate only in the summer months. No
more than 15% can be spent for administrative costs. Authorized
activities Mclude basic and remedial education, classroom and on-
the-job-training, work experience, job search assistance and coun-
seling, and supportive services.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Participants must be economically disadvantaged youth ages 16-
21, although disadvantaged 14 and 15 year olds may participate at
local option.

In each local area, program planning and oversight is- conducted
jointly by lotal electbd officials and Private Industry Councils
(PICO. In accordance with local plans, contracts for Service deliv-
eu may be developed with various organizations, including schools,
vocational and technical schools, local government agencies, com-
munity=based organizations, and others.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMEN7':

Representatives of community-based organizations may serve as
members of iocal Private Industry Councils. Further, community-
based organizations may be service deliverers, in accordance with
local program plans.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Aappropriation
n milliorud

1980 1s6ó9
1981 839
1982 685
1983 1 825
1984 2 825
1985 725

665
1986 (Gramm-Rudman Sequester) 636

In 1983 and prior years, funds appropriated for a_ particallar-lbad yew; Werefiltailable &UMW the_ emmn.r of that imeal year (i.e., fiscal year 1983 appropriations
were available for the summer of 1983) . Amounts shown were for program as antharrzed
under the coinrrehensive_DYnployment-and Training Act.

'Indicates funds available for the summer of 1985. Also appropriated darn* fiadsl
year 1984 wiTi $825 million for the summer of 1984.

C. SERVICES FOR DI5LOCATE/) WORKERS: TIME III, JOB TRAINING
PARTNERSHIP ACT (P.L. 97-300)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Title III of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) authorizes

employment and related services for workers permanently dis-
placed from their jobs. The program tobk effect in FY 1983 and had
no counterpart in previous employment and training program.
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FUNDING MECHANISM:
Of annual appropriations for this program, 75% are allocatSd to

States according to formula. States plan and operate the program
and may contract with-a vaTiety of service deliverers, including
local governmentS and Private Industu Council& labor organiza-
tions, community colleges, community-based orgamizations, private
employers and others. The remaining 25% of FSderal appropria-
tions is reserved by the Secretary of Labor for discretionary use.

In order to receive the Federal funds, States must furnish an
equal amount of non-Fkleral resources,which may include the cost
of training provided under this program by State _or local agencies,
private nonprofit organizations or private for-profit employers; and
State funded unemployment insurance benefits to eligible dishicat-
ed workers participating in the program. No more than 30% of
Fkleral funds may be used for the combined costs of administra-
tion, supportive services, allowances and stipends. Authorized ac-
tivities include job search assistance, job development, retraining
including on-the-job-training, relocation assistance and supportive
services.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Participants must have lost their previous jobs and be unlikely to
return to their previous occupation or industry, or must have lost
their jobs as a result of a_permanent plant or facility closing. Par-
ticipants can also be long-term unemployed with limited opportuni-
ties for reemployment in a similar occupation in the area where
they live, including older workers whose age is a barrier to employ-
ment.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Community-based organizations may_participate in the program
as service deliverer& Labor organizations must be consulted in the
case of proposed activities serving a substantial number of union
member& Further, community-based organizations may be mem-
bers of the State Job Training Coordinating Council, which over-
sees State operations and advises the Governor.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Appropriation
(in millions)

1983 $110
1984 2 22.1
1985 223
1986 100
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 96

First year of program operations. The .rrpA programs are funded on a program
year basis, with program years running_ from July 1 to June 30 of the following year.

2 Fiscal year 1984 appropriations were available in program year 1984, from July-1,
1984, to Jime_30, 1985Also approPristed in fiscal ymtr 1984 were $94 million available
during the transition period from Oct. 1, 1983, to June 30, 1984.
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D. JOB CORPS: TIME IV-Bi JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (P.L. 97-300)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Job Corps began in 1965 as a residential training and remedial

education program for disadvanthged youth, authorized under the
Economic Opportunity Act _of 1964 (Pl. 88-452). It then bacame
part of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA),
(P.L. 93-202) and now is authorized under Title IV-B of the Job
Training Partnership Act (JTPA). The program's goal is to enable
young people to gain the necessary skills-and education to bacome
productive membars of the labor force. The residential nature of
the program is structured to provide an alternative to the young
person's home environment to assist achievement of this goal
FUNDING MECHANISM:

The Department of Labor contracts with public agencies or pri-
vate concerns for the establishment and operation of Job Corps
centers. Authorized activities include intensive programs of educa-
tion, vocational training, work experience, counseling, vocational
and recreational activities, physiPal rehabilitation and develop-
ment, and other activities. In addition, personal allowances are pro-
vided during participation and a readjustment allowance is provid-
ed upon successful completion of the program.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIn

Eligible participants must be economically disadvantaled 14-21
year olds, who need education and training and live in an environ-
ment detrimental to successful participation in non-residentialpro-
grams. Generally,_participants may not remain in the program
longer than two years.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The Secretau of Labor is required to encourage and cooperate in
activities to establish a mutually beneficial relationship between
Job Corps centers and nearby communities. Community advisory
councils are required to be established to provide mechanisms for
joint discussion of common problems and for planning programs of
mutual interest. This includes activities such as cooperating with
community- officiala giving advance notice of changes in center
rules, procedures, or activities that may affect or be of interest to
the community; encourage participation of enrollees in programs
for community improvement, and arranging recreational athletic
or similar events in which enrollees and local residents may par-
ticipate together.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

AppropriatioFiscal year n
On millions)

1980 ' $416
1981 561
1982 590
1983 618
1984 2 599
1985 617

; ;,
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Fiscal year Appropriation
(in millions)

1986 640
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 613

Iiidicti iipoilooititio-rir Job _Come u authorised under CETA.
The JTPA -programs-are funded on a program year baais, with_ program years

running rri2ut L1b seilLofthe follawing year. Fiscal year 1984 appropriation
were available in progratn year- 1984, from July 1. 1984, to June 30, 1985. Also
appropriated during Bada_year 1984 were $415 million for the transition period from
Oct. 1, 1983, to June 30, 1984.

E. WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM (WIN) : TITLE IV-C, SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
(P.L. 90-248)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR Y:
The Work Incentive Progam was established in 1967 to

help recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
to become self=supporting. The program provides employment and
related assistance to kFDC recipients who are considered able to
work. WIN has been amended several times over the past 19 years.

The public Employment Service and the State welfare agency
jointly administer the WIN program. States are authorized to oper-
ate demonstrations in w',ich the State welfare agency administers
the _program exclusively. The Employment Service may refer indi-
viduals to other employment and training program providers, such
as those providing services under the Job Training Partnership Act
(JTPA).

FUNDING MECHANISM:
WIN is administered at the State level. To receive a Federal

WIN allotment, States must furnish a 10% non-Federal match,
either in cash or in-kind. All AFDC recipients considered able to
work are required to register with the WIN program and make
themselves available for work if a suitable job is found through the
Employment Service. In additionparticipanta may receive skill as-
sessments, job training, job search assistance, and supportive serv-
ices.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
All applicants or recipients of kFDC, age 16 and older, must reg-

ister with the WIN p,cogram, except the following_ groups: the ill,
incapacitated, elderly, full-time students, people living too far _from
a WIN site, caretakers of ill or incapacitated members of the
household, individuals working at least 30 hours per week, mothers
of children under age 6, and pregnant women in the third trimes-
ter. In two-parent families, one parent is exempt if the other is reg-
istered with WIN. AFDC recipients selected for WEST participation
muSt accept available jobs, traithng or services needed to prepare
them for employment Refusal to do so without good cause will
result in a sanction, loss If benefits or possible dismissal from the
program.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

To the extent possible, WIN programs are to be coordinated with
activities operated by Private Industry Councils under JTPA. Com-
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munity-based organizations may serve as members of these Private
Industry Councils. Private Industry Councils are authorized to
advise _WIN program administrators on the availability of job§ for
which WIN participants can be trained and referred.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LE VEES:

Racal year if-Irritator;

1980 $365
1981 365
1982 281
1983 271
1984 271
1985 267
1986 220
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 211

F. REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973; AS AMENDED (P.L. 93-112)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISDORY:
The purpose of the Rehabilitation Act is to develop and imple

ment, through research, training, services, and the _Kuarantee of
equal opportunity, comprehensive and coordinated programs of vo-
cational rehabilitation and independent living. The Act authorizes
the Federal-State vocational rehabilitation (VR) program which
provides State allotments for vocational rehabilitation services for
handicapped individuals so that such persons may _prepare for and
engage in employment to the extent of their capabilities. TO be eli-
gible to receive a Federal allotment, State§ must have a client as-
sistance program to inform clients and applicants of the services
available under thiS Act.

The Act authorizes discretionary service programs, including
project§ for American Indians and migrant workers, special pro-
grams for the severely handicapped, employment and training
projects with industry, and special recreation projects. In addition,
the Act authorizes indeRendent living services for severely handi-
capped persons who do not currently have employment potential.
Funds are alto authorized to assist in the training and develop-
ment of qualified personnel to serve handicapped individuals.

Other programs authorized under the Act include the National
Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research, which adminis-
ters a program of rehabilitation research and _coordinates_ other
Federal research programs on handicapping conditions; the Nation-
al Council on the Handicapped, which provides policy advice_to the
Administration and the Congress; and the Architectural and Trans-
portation Barriers Compliznce Board, which enforces Federal ac-
cessibility statutes regarding handicapped individuals. The Act also
provides protections for handicapped individuals by authorizing
nondiScrimination and affirmative action provisions affecting Fed-
erally administered and Federally assisthd programs.
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FUNDING MECHANISM:
The_Act authorizes formula grant allotments for the Federal-

State VR program. The formula is based on State population and
per capita income, with the lower income States receiving a propor-
tionately larger allotment, on a per capita basis. State VR agencies
are authorized to receive these Federal allotments, which must be
matched on an 80% Federal-20% State matching basis. Other for-
mula grant programs authorized under the Act include the client
assistance program and State allotments for independent living.

Funds for other service programs authorized under the Act are
distributed at the discretion of the Secretary of Education and may
have specified matching requirements. Discretionary funds are gen-
erally distributed by grant or contract to _public or_private nonprof-
it organizations which successfully cor .pete for these awards.
RECIPIENTS WHO BEWENT

Vocational rehabilitation services are authorized for handicapped
individuals a term defined to include those persons_ with a physical
or mental disability which results in a substantial handicap to em-
ployment The handicapped individual must be expected to benefit
in ternis of employability from the services provided. Independent
living services are authorized for persons whose ability to engage
in employment, or whose ability to function independently in the
ramily or community, is limited by the severity of the disability.
PROVISIONS RJR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The National Council on the Handicapped serves as the forum
through which constituency groups and handicapped individua1 :F-3
can have input to the development of Federal policy. The Council is
composed of 15 members appointed by the President, with the
advice and consent of the Senath. Members of the Council are rep-
resentative of handicapped individuals, _national organizations con-
cerned with the handicapped, the rehabilitation research communi-
ty, business concerns, and labor organizations. At least five mem-
bers are handicapped persons or parents or guardians of handi-
capped_perscus._

The Federal-State VR program provides comprehensive services
to enable handicapped individuals to become employable. State VR
agencies provide these services under an individualized written re-
habilithtion program. The writthn program can include evaluation,
physical and mental restoration, vocational training, special de-
vices required for employment, job Oacement, follow-up services,
and any other services necessary to make the handicapped person
employable.

Discretionary programs for special populations such as American
Indians, migrant workers, and severely handicapped persons, in-
clude these services mid any other specialized services required to
help make the handicapped person employable. The independent
living program is authorized to provide any vocational rehabilita-
tion service, as appropriate, as well as any other service required to
enhance the ability of the handicapped person to live and function
independently in the family or the community.

....Q. 2-
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

TV.seal year Appropriation
1980 $817,483,000
1981 854,259,000
1982 863,040,000
1983 943,900,000
1984 1,037,800,000
1985 1,100,000,000
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) '1,145,148,000

In fiscal year 1986, 87 percentof the funds appropriated under the act were
appropriated for the -Federal-State VR program. Funa Ter _the-other programs author-
ized under the act are appropriated separately and are not shown above.

2. BASIC FAMILY SUPPORT

A. AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC): TITLE IV OF
THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT (P.L 74-271)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR Y:
Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) was established by the Social

Security Act of 1935 as a cash grant prograzn to enable State§ to
aid needy children without fathers. Renamed Aid to Families With
Dependent Children (AFDC) in 1962 (P.L. 87-31), the program pro-
vides cash welfare payments for needy children and their mothers
or other caretaker relatives, who are deprived of parental support
or care because: their fathers are absent frnm home continuously,
are incapacitated, deceased, or unemployca; or their mothers are
incapacitated, absent or dead.

Each State defines its "need", sets its own benefit levels, estab-
lishes according to Federal guidelines the income and resource
limitS, and administers the program or supervises its administra-
tionAll States, the District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, and
the Virgin Islands offer /UDC to needy children without able-
bodied fathers at home, and 25 jurisdictions offer Fkleral cash sup-
plements also to children in two-parent families who are needy be-
cause one parent_is unemployed (AFDGUP or Aid to Families
With Dependent Children of Unemployed Parents). Eligibility for
AFDC on the basis of a parent's unemployment is limitCd to those
families in which the principal wage earner is unemployed.

The most drastic _changes_ to the program were implemented
under the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA), passed b
Congress in the summer of 1981. It has been estimated that OBRA
changes in AFDC gushC,d 600,900 individuals below the poverty line
in 1982, independent of the effects of that year's recession.

Partly in response to this _growing poverty population, Congress
took steps to soften the impact of the OBRA welfare cuts in 1984.
These- provisions, which taok effect at the start of FY 1985, raised
qualification levels for AFDC assistance from 150 to 185% of a
State's standard of need, thereby extSnding eligibility to a wider
range of low-income faminies.

Congress also liberalized the treatment of AFDC earnings, so
that recipient§ who worked retained more of their benefits. It ex-
tended the disregard of $30 in monthly earnings from four months
to one year, and it granted the $75 standard deduction to part-time

63-899 0 87 2 3 3
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as well as full-time workers. However, it retained the four-month
limit on the program's work incentive bonus-,-disregard_ of one-
third of residual earnings (those left after specified deductionS). Fi
nally, the 1984 Changes allowed families receiving monthly child
support payments to key the first $50 per month without counting
such support as income in determining their kFDC berefits.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

The Federal Government pays at least 50% of each State's bene-
fit payments and more than 70% in 11 States. Federal matching
for AFDC varies from State to Statadepending within limits, on
per capita incoma Under matching formulas in_ the law,_ about 55%
of each AFDC benefit dollar is paid by the Federal Government
and 45% of each kFDC benefit dollar is paid by the States, some of
which ruire local governments to share costs. The Federal share
varies among States, ranging from 509, to_78.42% and it is inverse-
ly related to State per capita income. The Federal Government
pays 50% of administrwdve costs in_all States.

The Federal share of a State's AFIYC payments is determined by
the matching formula 3pecified for Medicaid in Title XIX of the
SOcial Secarity Act States may choose an alternate formula, speci-
fied for AFDC_ only in Title IV of the Act, but in early FY 1986,
none did O. Unlike the Medicaid formula, this regular kFDC for-
mula places a ceiling on average benefits eligible for Federal funda
SERVICES PROVIDED:

(1) WIN Program and WIN Demonstrations:
Under the WIN demonstration_projects,States are permitted to

design an alternative to WIN, administered solely by State welfare
agencies. AFDC recipients who are selected for _participation in
WIN must accept available jobs, training or needed services to pre-
pare them for employment RefuSal to do so without _goed caufie
will result in a sanction, which would limit or lessen the level of
benefits that individual would continue to receive In the case of
two-parent families, the entire family is made ineligibie.

Effective for tax years beginning after December 31, 1981, WIN
registrants and kFDC recipients were added to the list of target
groups for whom emplivers can receive a targeted jobs credit The
credit is equal to 50% of up to $6,000 in wages for the first year of
employment and 25% of such wages for the second year.

(2) Job Search:
The Act_permits States to require AFEC applicants and recipi-

ents to participate in a program of employment search beginning
at the time of application. After an initial eight-week search period
for applicants, &MC recipients may be required to participate in
eight weeks of job search each year. This means that in the first
year, up to 16 weeks of employment search may be required, with
eight weeks per year thereafter. At State option, the job search re-
quirement may be limited to certain groups or classes of individ=
uals who are required to register for WIN. An individual who fails
to comply with the job search requirement is subject to the sanc-
tions imposed under the WIN program.

(3) Community Work Experience Program:
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'States may operate _Community Work Experience programS
(CWEP) if they choose. These programs are commonly referred to
as "workfare" and require adult AFDC recipients to perform Some
sort of community work, such as park beautification or as a teach-
er aide, in exchange for AFDC benefits. The individual does not
become a paid employee but, instead, works off the AFDC benefit.
Most State workfare programs are not S'atewide. Massachusetts,
New York, and California have established employment opportuni-
ty programs for AFDC recipients under the CWEP framework.

(4) Work Supptementation and Grant Division:
Recipients may be placed in jobs offered by private as well as

nonprofit employers; States Eire _permitted but not required to offer
a $30 plus one-third earned income disregard for up to nine months
for participants. Federal funding is limited to the aggrate of nine
monthii worth of unreduced welfare grants for each participant in
the work supplementation program; and a State it permitted to de-
velop its own method by which AFDC grants are diverted to wages
and is not limited to prior law requirementS. ThiS will _permit
StateS to poel the benefits of AFDC recipients actually participat-
ing in the program-rather than diverting the grant on an individ-
ual caSe basis. The State of Minnesota is now operating a work sup-
plementation program; several other States are contidering the
work supplementation option.

(5) AFDC for Unemployed Parents (AFDCtUP):
Since 1961, States_have been permitted to give AFDC to needy

children of unemployed parents. And since 1971, Federal regula-
tions have specified that an AFaC parent can work no more than
99 hours a month_ to be classified as unemployed. However, in 1981
Congress specified that_the qualifying unemployed parent must be
the family'El principal earner. Almost half of the 54 jurMictions
with AFDC programs have never used the option to give AFDC
cash benefitE to the unemployed and partly employed.

(6) Medicaid:
States must provide Medicaid to families receiving cash assist-

ance under AFDC. States are also required to extend this Medicaid
coverage to AFDC individuals, at regular Federal matthing rates,
to the following _groups meeting AFDC income and resource re-
quirements: (1) first-time pregnant women from the time of medieal
verification of pregnancy: (2)_pregnant women in twcparent fami-
lieS where the principal earner is unemployed, from the time of
medical verification of pregnancy; and (3) children born on or iifier
October 1, 1983, up to age five, in two-parent families.

Under present law, States are req_uired to provide nine monthb of'
Medicaid coverage to families who lose eligibility for MDC due to
the termination of the one-third disregard. States have the option
of extending thiS coverage for an additional six months in the case
of a family that would be eligible for AFDC if the $30 plus on&
third disregard were applied.

(7) Food Stamps:
AFDC families are also automatically eligible for food stamps

(authorized by the Food Security Act of 1985, P.L. 99-198), which
provide an important in-kind supplernPnt to the cash assistance
paid under AFDC Although food stair p benefits are not counted in
determining AFDC eligibility, the fUod Stamp program does consid-
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er AFDC payments to be countable income and reduces the firOd
stamp benefit by $.30 for each dollar of countable cash income.

The number of AFDC recipients_was _roughly 1 million in 1940,2
million in 1950, 3 million in 1960,8 million m 1970, over 10 million
in 1971, and more than 11 million in 1975. Between 1960 and 1975,
the size of the AFDC population almost quadruple& The AFDC
rolls dropped to 10.3 million persons in 1979 and increased to over
10.8 million AFDC . JcipientS in 1985.

Although there is no direct link between AFDC benefit paymenta
and-poverty levels, there is a high association between numbers of
AFDC families and poor families. Between 1961 and 19-79, (the
latest period for which data are available), the rate of AFDC reci-
piency among white children climbed from 2.2-per 100_ children to a
peak of 7.4 m 1977 and dropped th 6.9 in 1979. For black children,
the rate climbed from 13.6 children per 100 in 1961_to a peak of
39.8 in1975 and declined to 35.3 in 1979. Over the 18-year period,
1961=1979, the rate climbed 214% for white children, but 160% for
black children. Thus, the gap in use of AFDC by the races nar-
rowed. In 1965, a black child was six t iies as likely to be on AFDC
as a white child; in 1979 a black child was five times afi likely to be
on AFDC.

States decide how much money families need and how much to
pay thoSe without countable income. As of July 1986, _33 of the 54
jurisdictions_(50 States, District of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico,
and Virgin Wanda) paid families less than States say they need.
Maximum AMC benefits _for a family of four in July 1986 ranged
from $144 in Misaissippi ($112,92 paid by the Federal Government)
to $823 in Alaska ($411.50 paid by the Federal Government).
RECINENTS WHO BENENT

To receitre AFDC_payments, a family must pass two income tests:
first, a gross income test, and second, a counted or net income test.
The gross income test is 185% of the State's need standard for the
relevant family size; and it applies to both applicants and enrollees.
This was increased byGongress from 150% of the need standard in
1984. No one with grosa income that exceeds 185% of the need
stendard can receive AFDC For applicants, the counted income
thst is 100% of the need standard and it determines whether the
family is deemed to b in "need". However, to be eligible for an
actual payment, the family's counted income also must be below
the State's payment standard which in 33 jurisdictions is below the
need standard.

Eligibility for Federally aided AFDC enda on a child's 18th birth-
day, or at the State's option upon a child's 19th birthday if the
child is a full-time student in a secondary or technical School and
may reaSonably be expected to complete the program_ before he or
she reaches age 19. Federal law requires certain ablehOdied rèipi
enta, including mothers whose youngest child is at least six years
old to register for work or job training. States may require work
registranta to participate in one of several work programs: Work
Incentive (WW,' ) Program, Community Work Experience Program
(CWEP), Work Supplementation, or Job Searb.

In 1981, Congress required that a pottion of the income ofa step=
parent be counted in determining AFIYC eligibility and benefit
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amounts. In 1984, a standard defmition of AFDC assistance unit
was established, which requires that the parents in the home and
all minor related children are to be included in the ALFDC unit,
with eligibility and benefits based on the income and circumstances
of the family unit. SSI recipients and stepbrothers and stepsisters
are excluded from this requirement and the first $50 of monthly
child support received by theL unit is not counted when _determining
eligibiWand benefith. In addition, if a minor who is living in the
same home of her parents and applies for aid as the parent of a
needy child, the income of the adolescent mother's parents is
counted as_available to the filing unit

Finally. Federal law requires AFM mothers to assign their child
support _rights to the State and to cooperate with welfare officials
in establiShing the paternity of a child born outside of marriage
and in obtaining support payments from the father. AFDC also pro-
vides cash aid to foster care of AFM-eligible children removed
from their homes by court order and under certaM conditions for
those voluntarily placed in foster care.

Persons 16 years of age or older, who are receiving or applying
for AFDC, must register for work and training as a condition of
AFDC eligibility. An individual may be exempt from the work reg-
istration requirement if he or she is unable to participate due to
illness, incapacity, advanced age, full-time student status, remote-
ness from a work incentive (WIN) program site, the need to care
for an ill or incapacitated member of the household, or working at
least 30 hours per week.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

TOTAL STATE AND FEUERAL EXPENDITURES

[In Whom]

FisraI year Benefits Administrative

1980 511,956 $1,479
1981 12,845 1,648
1982 12,857 1,756
1983 13,607 1,830
1984 14.371 1,698
1985 14,948 1,793
1986 15,295 1,950

B. FOOD STAMP ACT OF 1977 (P.L. 95-113)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR Y:
The food stamp program is designed to increase the food purchas-

ing power of low-income families to enable them to buy a nutrition-
ally adequate, low-cost diet The program enables a participating
family to spend no more than 30% of its "countable" cash income
on food. Food stamp benefits make up the difference between that
amount and the sum determined to be sufficient to buy an ad&
quate low-cost diet Thus, an eligible household with no countable
caSh income receives the maximum monthly food stamp allotment
for its size (benefits also va,:y by family size), while one with some
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countable cash income receives a lesser allotmentreduced from
the maximum at the rate of 30 cents for each dollar of countable
cash income.

Food stamp benefits are available to nearly all families meeting
income and liquid asset eligibility tests, as long as certain family
members fulfill employment-related requirement& In addition, r-
cipients of Aid to Families with DSpéndent Children (AFDC) and
Su plemental Secarity Income (SSD benefith are automatically ell=
gib e for food stamps.

In 1961, President Kennedy, in Executive Order No. 1, ordered
expansion of distribution of surplus food. In a follow-up special
message to Congress, the President directed the Secretary of Agri-
culture to establish pilot food stamp programs in specified areas for
needy families, using general food assistance authority.

Since 1980, five laws have made substantial changes affecting
foOd Stamp eligibility and benefit& the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-
tion Act_of 1981 (P.L. 97-35); the Agriculture and Flied Act of 1981
(P.L. 97=98); the illisatibus Budget R,econciliation Act of _1982_(Pi.
97-253); the Omnibus Continuing Resolition for FY 1985 (P.L. 98-
473);_ and the FOOd Security Act of 1985 tP,L, 99498).

Omnibus Bucket Reconciliation Act of 1981: Thit Act made nine
significant reviSions affecting food stamp eligibility and benefits:

income eligibility limits were lowered by addinga new re-
quirement that eligible non-elderly, non-disabled households
have gross_ naonthly incomes below 130% of the Faderal Over-
ty levelS.INOTE: The prior rule, and the rule retained for the
elderly and disabled, required that eligible houSeholda have
countable (net) monthly incomesafter allowing for all ex-
pense deductionsbelow the Federal poverty level&)

The food Stamp program in Puerto Rico was re)laced with
a nutrition assistance block grant, effective July 1982 nib
grant was fiinded at a level estimated to be 15%-25% below
what would have been spent if food stamps had been continued
in the Commonwealth.

Households with members on strike were made ineligible,
unless eligible before the Strike.

First-month benefit& were required to be prorated to re-
flect the date of application, thereby reducing first-month ben-
efits for many recipients.

Scheduled benefit increases to reflect fckid price inflation
were jioStponed from January 1982 and each January thereaf-
ter to April 1982, July 1983, October 1984, and each Crctober
thereafter.

Scheduled increases in the "standard deduction" to reflect
inflation (and the benefit increases that would have resulted
because of less countable income) were postponed from &mi.

1982 an& each January thereafter to July 1983, October
1984andeach October thereafter,

Scheduled increases in the limit on deductions for high
shelter costs and dependent-care expenses to reflect inflation
(and the benefit increases that would have resulted for some
recipients because of 1ms countable inzome) were postponed
from January 1982 and each January thereafter to July 1983,
Uctober 1984, and each October thereafter.
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IiWcluction for earned income was reduced from 20% to
18% of household earnings, reducing benefits to those with
earned income.

Related persons were required to apply together as a
single household, with certain exceptions.

Agriculture and Food Act of 1981: This Act made five notable re-
visions to program eligibility and benefit rules:

Benefit increases postponed by the 1981 Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act were further postponed from April 1982,
July 1983, October 1987, and each October thereafter to Octo=
her 1982 and each October thereafter (thereby eliminating any
benefit increases for FY 1982).

States and localities were given authority to operate
"workfare" programs for elT,plwable fnod stamp recipients.

A portion of the income and _resources of eligible aliens !
sponsors was required to be attributed to the alien for foOd
stamp eligibility and benefit purposes.

The categories of recipient§ required to fulfill work re-
quirements were expanded to include parents with dependent
children,unless the children were very young.

More household income was required to be counted by re-
quiring consideration of certain reimbursements for expenses
and_ payments to third parties as income.

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982: This Act contained
15 substantial eligibility and benefit revisions:

Fbod stamp benefits were reduced across-the-board by ap-
proximately 1%, through a requirement that maximum food
stamp monthly benefits equal only 99% of the cost of the Agri-
culture Department's "Thrifty FoOd Plan", rather than the full
cost of the planeffective October, 1982 through September,
1985.

All benefit calculations (including inflation updates) were
required to he rounded ctown to the nearest whole dollar.

The definition of "disabled person" was expanded to in-
clude certain veterans and veterans' survivors, thereby quollify .
ing them for the more liberal treatment accorded the elderly
and disabled.

The net income test (replaced with a gross income test in
1981) was reintroduced for non-elderly, non-dibablad house-
holds, thereby subjecting them to both a gross and net income
test.

Counting of any July cost-of-living increase for social secu-
rity and veterans' benefit§ recipients was delayed until Octo-
ber.

The July 1983 increase in the standard deduction (called
for in 1981 legislation) was delayed until October 1983 (with
future increases to occur each October),

The July 1983 increase in the limit on deductions for high
shelter costs and dependent-care expenses (called for in 1981
legislation) was delayed until October 1983 (with future in-
creases to occur each Gabber).

The use of "standard utility allowances" to reduce count-
able income was hmited.
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Certain accessible retirement savings were required to be
counted as assets in_ determining eligibility.

Permissive authority was granted States to judge ATDC
households as having met the food stamp test on asset hold-
ings.

Permissive authority was gra ited States to require food
stamp recipients to begin a lob search" program at applica-
tion.

Disqualification from food stamps was required for govern-
ment employees dismissed from employment due to participa-
tion _in a strike.

Work requirements were applied to parents or caretakers
in households where another adult was already subject to the
requirements.

Rules diSqualifying postsecondary students were tightened
hy limiting the exemption for parents to parents of very young
children.

Prorated henefits (in the firat month of participation) of
less than $10 were eliminated, and prorating procedures were
applied to households failing to reapply in a timely manner.

Omnibus Continuing Resolution for FY 1985: This Act made only
one major change in food stamp benefit rules. It restored the 1%
benefit reduction mandated in 1982, effective November 1984.

Food Security Act of 19851 Title XV of this Act included 16 major
revisions to food stamp eligibility and benefit provisions:

States were required to design and implement employment
and training programs for food stamp recipients.

The collection of sales taxes on food stamp purchases was
prohibited.

Automatic food stamp eligibility was granted to house-
holds composed entirely of AYDC or SSLrecipients.

Permissive authority was granted States to disregard the
first $50 a month_ in child support payments as income for food
stamp puiposes, if the State paid the benefit cost of doing so.

The earned inanne deduction (reduced from 20% to 18% of
earnings in 1981 legislation) was restored to 20%.

Limits on deductions for high shelter costs and dependent-.
care expenses were raised substantially,_ thereby reducing
countable income (and increasing benefitS) for many recipients
with these expenses.

The definition of "diaabled person" was expanded to in-
clude additional veteran% railroad rethement annuitants, SSI
recipient% and others, thereby granting them the more liberal
treatment accorded the elderly and disabled.

Puerto Rico's block grant funding WSB increased.
Limitations on assets that may be held by an eligible

household were increased. The_ dollar limit applied to non-el-
derly households rose from $1,500 th $2,000, and the limit ap-
plied to single-person elderly households rose from $1,500 to
$3,000.

Assets having a lien against them were excluded as count-
able assets for eligibility determinations.
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Property directly related to the maintenance or use of a
vehicle that is excluded as a countable asset (e.g., a vehicle
used for business purposes) was excluded as a countable asset.

Rules governing the treatment of householda with self--em-
ployment income (such as farmera were liberalized.

Disqualification of an entire house-11dd for the failure of
any member to meet work requirements was replaced by a
rule that disqualifies the whole household only if the house-
hold_head fails a work requirement

Student eligibility rules were changed by: exempting per-
sons assigned to school under a Job Training Partnership Act
program from the food stamp program's special tests for stu-
dents; and disregarding the tuition and mandatory fee portion
of education aid without regard to whether the school requires
a high school diploma.

Earnings received by on-the-job trainees in Job Training
Partnership Act _programs were required to be counted aa
earned income for food stamp purposes, except in the case of
dependents under 19 years of age.

Provisions requiring that only the portion of education aid
devoted to tuition and mandatory school fees be disregarded
for food stamp purposes were reinforced.

. .A requirement was adopted to count as income providing
that any portion of a regular cash welfare grant provided fbr
living expenses that is diverted to a third party (with certain

_exceptions).
The listing of major eligibility and benefit changes does not in-

dude numerous legislative reviskms to administrative rules that
may have an effect on eligibffity and benefitssuch as rules gov-
erning monthly reporting of income and household circumstances
by recipients, the use of a _prior (rather than current) month'a
income in determining benefits, am._ procedures for verification of
information provided by recipients.

At the Federal level, the foOd stamp _program is administered by
the Food and Nutrition Service of the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture which directa Stilt& and localities in their administrative
tasks; which is _responsible for the printing and distribution of
stamps for the Stat&; and oversees participation by retail focid
stores and other food outlets. At the State_and local levels, the pro-
gram is administered, along with the AFM program, by welfare
departments_which are responsible for determining eligibility and
issuing benefits.

The food stamp program operaths in all 50 States, the District of
Columbia, the Virgin Islands and Guam. Through June, 1982, it
also operated in Puerto Rico. However, in July, 1982, the program
was legislatively terminated and replaced by a food aid program
designed by the Commonwealth and Federally funded through an
annual block grant. This program grants cash benefits somewhat
smallerthan food stamp benefits to about 1.4 million persons.

The Federal Government, under the authority of tWe Food Stomp
Act of 1977, establishes the rules that govern the program; with
certain minimal variations for Alaska, Hawaii and the territories.
They are nationally uniform. States may opt to offer the program
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or not; but if a State chooses to offer it, it must offer the program
throughout the State.
ELIGIBILITY:

The food stamp program imposes three a:1*r teStS for eligibility:
income limits, liquid asset limitations, and employment-related re-quirements.

In determinhig eligibility for most families, _(AFDC-SSI families
are automatically eligible for food stamps), the food stamp program
lOoks at the entire family's monthly _income. Both gross and count;
able monthly income is considerkl. Gross income includes all cash
income of the household, except for energy assistance, the portion
of student aid used for tuition_and mandatory fees, reimbursements
for expenses, and certain other income required to be dibregiirdC.d
by_Federal law.

Countable income for households having an elderly or diSablOd
member excludet from_gross income the following: (1) an inflatiox:
indexed standard deduction of $98 per month, regardless of house-
hold size(2) 20% of any earned income; (3) any work or_training-
related expenses_for_the care ofa dependent, up to an inflation in-
dexed ceiling of $147 per month; (4) out-of-pocket medical expenses
of elderly_ or disabled household niembers, to the extent they
exceed $35 per month; and (5) shelter expenses, to- the extent they
exceed 50% of the countable income remaining after all other po-
tential deductions and excluded expenses have been subtracted out,
with no limit.

In order to qualify for food stamps, a family must have countable
monthly income below the P.deral poverty levels. These levelsareadjusted ea& July to reflect inflation as measured b the Con=
sumer Price Index. In addition, a family without an elderly or_ dis-
abled member must have gross monthly income below 130% of the
Federal poverty leve18, also adjusted for inflation each July.
Agsets:

Eligible households_cannot have liquid assets exceeding $2,009 or$3,000 in the ctuJe of those with an elderly member. This liquid
asset limit excludes a portion toof the value of mor vehicles, the
value of the household'S residence, business assets, household be-
longings and certain other resources.
Work Requirements:

In order to retain eligibility for food stamp benefits, household
members not exempt from employment-relatkl work registration
requirements must register for, seek, and _accept suitable employ-
ment, if offered. Exceptions are providod for thoSe caring for dis-
abled or veuyoung dependents, those subject to another program's
work requirements, those working at least 30 hours per week or
earning the minimum-wage equivalent, the limited number of post-
secondary students who are otherwise eligible, residents of drug ad-diction or alcoholic treatment programs, those under age 16 or age
60 or older, and certain members bOtWeer, ages 6 and 18.

In addition, nonexempt household members must fulfill any em-
ployment reqv zements imposed by the Stit&s. These may include
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"workfare", intensive job search, or any other reasonable reqtthe-
ment established by the State.
Other Limitations:

Categorical eligibility restrictions include: (1) a ban on eligibility
for families in which the primary wage earner has voluntarily quit
a job without good cause, for 90 days from the date of the volun-
tary quit; (2) a ban on eligibility for households containing striking
members, unless eligible_prior to strike;_(3) a ban on eligibility for
most nonworking postsecondary students without young children;
(4) a ban on eligibilitT for illegally or temporarily resident aliens
and rules limiting eligibility_for legally present aliens with spon-
sors;_ (5) a ban on eligibility for persons living in institutional set-
tings, except for those in special small group homes for the dia-
tibled, persons living in drug addiction or alcoholic treatment pro-
grams, and persons in temporary shelters for battered women and
children; and (6) a ban on eligibility for SSI recipients in California
and Wisconsin.

Under these eligibility rules, it is estimated that as many as 30-
35 million persons may be eligible for food stamps, nationwide, at
some point during the year.
Benefits:

Food stampt*nefitS are a function of household size, countable
monthly income, the cost_of purchasing food using the Department
of Agriculture's 'Thrifty Yecid Plan,' and, in some cases, geographi-
cal location. Maximum monthly allotments equal the cost of the
Agriculture DOttrtment's Thrifty Foed Plan, adjusted for house-
hold size and-in some instances, geographical location, and indexed
periOdi:ally for changes in food price& A participating fathily's
actual monthly allotment is determined by subtracting from the
maximum for that household's size and location, an amount equal
to 30% of its countable monthly incomeon the assumption that it
can afford to spend that much of its own income on food purchases,
with the food stamp program supplementing itS _purchasing power
to the extent necessary to buy an adequate low-cost diet. In deter-
mining benefits, the same countable income calculated when judg-
ing eligibility is used.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIn

Less than 20% of food stamp families rely solely on nongovern-
mental sources for their income, although nearly 40% have some
income from these sources: earnings, private retirement income al-
imony, and dividendELand interest. The kliDC program contributes
to the income of 50% of fetid stamp households and for almost
three-fourths of these families AFDC is their only source of income.
Some 20% of food stamp householde receive somal security disabil-
ity or retirement income, and about one-third of them rely entirely
on that incom& SSI payments are made to 18% of food stamp fami-
lies, one-fourth of whom have no other income. State and local_gen-
eral assistance is received by 10% of feed stamp household& Thus,
for most persons participating in the food stamp program, food aid
represents a second or third form of government payment.
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SUMMA OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Mscal year
reiterid

espenditures
(in thousands)

1980 $9,188,000
1981 11,308,000
1982 11,117,000
1983 12,734,000
1984 12,470,000
1985 12,599,000
1986 12,600,000

Estimate by US. Department of Agriculture.

C. SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT, AUTHORIZED BY OMNIBUS BUDGET
RECONCILIATION ACT oF 1981 (P.L. 97-35)

PROGRAM P7iRPOSE AND HISTORY:
The purpose of the Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) program

is to provide assistance to States to enable them to furnish services
directed at the five goals of the statute:

(1) achieving or maintaining economic self-support to pre-
vent, reduce, or eliminate_ dependency;

(2) achieving or maintaining self-sufficiency, including reduc-
tion or prevention of dependency;

(3) preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or exploitation of
children and adults unable to protect their own inter681.6, or
preserving, rehabilitating or reuniting families;

(4) preventing or reducing inappropriate inatitutional care 43r
providing for wmmunity-based care, nome-based care, or other
forms of less intensive careand

(5) securing referral admission for institutional care when
other forms of care are not appropriate, or providing services
to individuals in institution&

Congress enacted Public La* 93.7647, SbTcial ServiceS Adoption
Amendments of 1974. This law created a new Title XX of the Social
Security Act authorizin_g an entitlenient for States for social serv-
ices funds. Prior to that time the States were entitled to receive
Federal matching funds for social services to welfare recipients
under the various public assistance titles of the Social Security Act.
In 1972, Congress establiahed a $2.5 billion annual ceiling on the
Federal share of State social service activities, with each State's
share determined on the 'Oasis of itS population relative to the total
population of _all States. When Title XX was enacted in 1974, the
$2.5 billion ceiling was retained along with the allocation formula.

By FY 1981, the entitlement ceiling for allocation to States for
social services were increased to $2.9 billion. In addition, $16.1 mil-
lion was available for the territories for social services and $75 mil-
lion was available to the StateS for staff training costs related to
Title XX activities. As part of Public Law 96-272, the Adoption As-
sistance and Child Welfare Amendments of 1980, the entitlement
was scheduled to increase further from $2.9 billion lc $3 billion in
IN 1982 and by $100 million a year until it reached $3.3 billion in
FY 1985.
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However, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, Public
LAW 97-35, amended Title XX of the Social Security Act to estab-
lish a Block Grant to the States for Social Servkes which combined
the funding for social services for the States and territories and
social services staff training. This act reduced the Title XX entitle-
ment ceiling to $2.4 billion for FY 1982 and_provided for increases
to $2A5 billion in FY 1983, $2.5 billion in FY 1984, $2.6 billion in
FY 1985; and $2.7 billion in FY 1986.

hi October 1983, as part of legislation to extend the _Federal sup-
plemental compensation program (Pl. 98-135), the SSBG ceiling
was increased permanently to $2.7 billion, beginning in FY 1984.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Title XX Secial &rvices Block Grant funds are allocated to the
States on the basis of population. The allotments for Puerto Rico,
Guam, the Virgin Islands and the Northern Marianas are based on
their allocation for FY 1981 reduced to reflect the new total fund-
ing level.

The Federal funds are available to States without a State matoh-ingrequirement, compared to the 25% State matching required for
most of the Title XX funds available to the States prior to P.L. 97-
35. With the enactment of P.L. 97-35, States have the authority to
transfer up to 10% of their Title MC social services allotment to
one or any combination of the block granta for community services;
low-income home energy assistance; preventive health services; and
maternal and child health services. These transfers to Title ME
programs totaled approximately $78 million in FY 1983.

Under the Title XX Social Services Block Grant program% each
State must submit a report to the Seretary of Health and Human
Services on the intended use of the funds. These pre-expenditure
reports only are required to include information about the types of
activities_ tebe funded and the characteristics of the individuals to
be served. Therefore, there is very limited information on the use
of Title XX funds by the States.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT:

States directly receive funds that support social services. Cur-
rently, the most frequently provided services are: home-based serv-
ices, day care for children, protective and emergency services for
children and adult% and adoption services. FY 1979 is the most
recent year for which data are available on the percentage of total
Title XX dollars spent for various typos of social services. Changes
in the 1981 Block Grant altered reporting requirements for States
to the extent that States no longer have to specifically report how
funds are spent.

Day tare serviceefor children_zonsumed about 21% of all Feder-
al funds spent for Title XX in FY 1979. Home-based services, such
as homemakerstchore services, accounted for about 16% of all Fed=
era' funds in 1979. Protective services and other services related to
child foster care accounted for another 16%.



42

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Appropriation
(in billional

1980 $2,691.0
1981 2,991.0
1982 2,400.0
1983 1 2,675.0
1984 2,700.0
1985.. 2 2,725.0
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 2,583.9

includes $225 million in supplemental funding received through the jobs bill.
2 Includes $25 million ror child abuse prevention and ..-aining.

3; BENEFIT PLANS

A. SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME FOR THE AGED, BLIND, AND DIS-
ABLED : THE SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS oF 1972, TITLE XVI
(P.L. 92-603)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Section 1601 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1381) author=

izes appropriations for the establishment of a national program to
provide supplemental security income to individuals who have at-
tained age 65 or are blind or disabled. The program provides a na-
tionally uniform cash income base for aged, blind, or disabled per-
sons, including blind or disabled ci ildren under 18 years old, or, if
students, between the ages of 18 and 22 years.

SSI benefits are adjusted automatically for price hiflation. When-
ever social security benefits rise because of an automatic cost-of-
living adjustment (COLA), the law provides that SSI benefits will
rise by the same amount.

Enacted in 1972, SSI went into effect on January 1, 1974. It re-
placed the previous Federal-State programs of cash aid for the
aged, blind, and disabled_The old matching grant program of Aid
to the Permanently and Totally Disabled (11M) permitted no aid
for a disabled person_ younger than 18. Statea covered needy dia-
abled children, if at all, under the program of Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) and on-the same terms as nondisabled
children. However, the Aid to the Blind program (AB) imposed no
minimum age limit, and about two-thirds -of the States made provi-
sion for cash aid to needy blind children. States themselves decided
which children were needy and how much to pay them under
AFDC arid AB.

In 1972, disabled children under the age of 18 years were includ-
ed in the provisions of the law. SSI _paid a maximum benefit of
$336 monthly in 1986 to an eligible individual, and many States, at
their own expense, provided supplements to the basic Federal bene-
fit.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
Federal SSI benefits are paid by the Social Security Administra-

tion (SSA), which uses general revenues from the US. Treasury to
fmance benefits and their administration. At their cwn cost, State§
must supplement the basic benefits for a dwindling number of per-
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sons previously enrolled hi the pre-SSI programs of cash aid and
may offer supplements to other SSI recipienta. However, if a State
chooses to have SSA administer its_supplementary payments by
adding them to the basic check, the Federal Government pays the
administratLve costs.

In FY 1984, Federal funds paid 80% of total SSI benefits and
more than 95% of the estimated total administrative costs. The
Federal share of benefit costs ranged from 61% in Massachusetts,
which provided large supplementary payments, tc 100% in Geor-
gia, Tennessee, Texas, and West Virginia, where no recipient re-
ceived a supplement.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

To qualify for SSI, a child must be blind or have a physical or
mental impairment of severitT comparable to one that would pre-
vent an adult from working. The impairment must be expected to
last at least 12 months or to result in death.

For basic Federal benefits, the child's countable income and re-
sources (including a portion of those belonging to a parent who
lives with him) cannot exceed Federal limits. The 1986 limits are:
$336 monthly in income, $1,700 in resources (rising by stages to
$2,000 in 1989). By regulation, earnings of disabled or blind stu-
dents under 22 years old are not counted unless they exceed $400 a
month or $1,620 a year. If a child is an unmarried student between
the ages of 18 and 22, only his own income and assets are consid-
ered.

A 1978 study of SSI child recipients who were not in Medicaid
institutions found that 85% of the caseload was living at home, but
that the rest were in foster care or "other protective settings."

SSI and AFDC benefits are mutually exclusive programs. A
person cannot participate in both. Thus, a needy mother with one
able-bedied and one disabled child may receive AFDC far herself
and the first child, while her diaabled child receives SSI (which
generally is much more generous than the AFDC child benefit).
Furthermore, in most States, SSI recipients are automatically eligi-
ble also for Medicaid.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:
In 12W,Cember 1985, Federal SSI benefits to disabled_ and_ blind

children totaled about $74.3 million. In that month, 265,325_Chil-
dren received Federally _administered SSI benefits as follows:
174,408 children received Federal SSI benefits plus a State supple-
ment, and the remaining 1;172 children received only a State sup-
plement.
_ _InDecember 1985; children accounted for almost one out ofevery
16 SSI beneficiaries. The share_of children in_the SSI _population
has more than doubled since 197, rising from 3% 16 6.4%_ in 1985.

AS the_ table below shows; estimated Federal _SSI benefit outlays
for disabled or blind children more than doubled from_1979 to 1985:
The_number of beneficiaries rose 25%; average benefits increased
by 65%.
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ESTIMATED FEDERAL SS1 BENEFITS PAID TO BLIND AND DISABLED CHILDREN, 1979-85

child redpients

Avera e

benefi

Annhal rate Of
monthly
benefits_

(thousands)

Ncember:
1979

210,582 $110.51 $430,816
1980 221,040 198.51 540,837181 228,763 220.18 604,423
1982 227,941 241.96 661,831
1983 235,301 262.33 740,718
1984 247,595 273.71 813 231
1985 264,153 1281.34 891,802

1 la the. same month, benefits to AFDC children (which are based on State-determined guarantee levels and any countable income) averaged$118.74 per person.

B. OLD-AGE, SURVIVORS, AND DISABILITY INSURANCE I ROGRAM

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The _prouam provides social security benefits to dependenta ofinsured workers who retire, die, or become disabled. The original

Social Security Act of 1935 did not provide benefits for survivors or
dependents of workers.Tollowing the recommendations of the 1938
Aclvisou_ Council on Social Security, Congress in 1939 enacted
amendments that shifted the emphaSis of the program from protec-
tion of the individual to protection of the family. The amendment§
provided benefits for dependents of illsUrC,d workers based on a set
proportion-75% for widows, 50% for othersof the worker's bent.;fits (subject to a family maximum amount):

wife or widow age _65 or older;
child under age 16, or under 18 if regularly attending

school (student requirement repealed in 1946); and
widow of any age if caring for eligible child; and tetally de;

pendent parent age 65 or older.
Other amendments that have changed the original legislation in=clude: _

1950Paid benefits at any age (Le., under age 65) to the wife
of a retired worker, or to the surviving divorced wife, if caring
for an eligible child. The amendments also provided benefits to
a-dependent huSband of a retired or deceased worker at age 65.
(Previously only wives were eligible for ripousal dependent ben-
efits.)

1956,-Provided benefits to a. dependent child aged 18 orolder of a deceased or retired insured worker if the child
became disabled before ao 18.

1958Provided benefits to dependents of_diSabled workersunder the same condition§ as dependents of retired workers.
1965Enabled widows to elect to receive reduced benefits asearly as age 60 instead of age 62
Provided children's benefit§ to full-time students aged 18-21 of inaured retired, disabled, or deceased workers.
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=Provided benefits to divorced wives and widows if they
were dependent upon the wage earner's support and if their
marriage had lasted 20 consecutive years or more.

, 1967Provided monthly cash henefits for disabled widows
and disabled dependent widowers at reduced rates as early as
age 50.

1972Provided benefits for dependent grandchildren. Pro=
vided reduced benefits for widowers at age 60.

1977Reduced a spouse's and surviving spouse's benefits by
the amount of the government pension derived from his or her
own work not covered b5 social security.

.Reduced the duration-of-marriage requirement for di-
vorcSd spouses and surviving divorced spouses from 20 to 10
years.

1980Established a limit on disability family benefits; the
smaller of 85% of the worker's average indexed monthly earn-
ings or 150% of the worker's basic benefit (known as the pri-
man, insurance amount). In no case would the limit be less
than the_primary insurance amount.

1981Phased out benefits over the next four years for stu-
dents_ over age 19 or in wstsecondary school.

Terminated entitlement for the mother or father caring
for an entitled child when the child reaches the age 16 instead
of 18 as under the old law. The child's benefits continue to age
18, as under old law.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
The _Social Security program is financed primarily by payroll

taxes from covered workers and employers on basically a pay-as-
you-go-basis, i.e. current taxes are largely used to pay current ben-
efits. Excess tar;es go into trust funds, composed of US. Govern-
ment securities, that serve as contingency _reserves in case expendi-
tures temporarily exceed income. Social Security taxes are auto-
matically appropriat6d solely to pay benefits and administrative
expenses of the program Renefits are paid as a matter of earned
right, thus expenditures are determined mainly by the level of ben-
efit claims.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
Spouses, divorced spouses, widows, widowers, divorced widows

and widowers, parentS, children and grandchildren of the worker.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

nieal year Benefits

1980 $35,281,300,000
1981 41,261,502,000
1982 45,186,541,000
1983 47,865,710,000
1984 49,337,063,000
1985 51.963,976,000
1986 Not available
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C. BELITARY SURVIVOR BENEFIT PLAN (P.L. 92-425)

PRGGRAM PURPOSE AND HIS TOR Y:
Under the Military Survivor Benefit Plan (SBP) a military retir-

ee can have a portion of his or her retired_pay withheld in order to
provide, after his or her death, a monthly survivor annuity ofup to
55% of monthly military retired pay (Or up to 100% of monthly re-
tired pay if total monthly retired pay is less than or equal to $300)
fbr a surviving_ spouse, children, spouse and children, former
spouse, or person with an "insurable interest" in the retiree'S
income. The intended purpose of the SBP is to "insure that the sur-
viving dependents of military personnel who die in retirement or
after becoming eligible for retirement continue to have a reasona-
ble_level of income.'

The SBP has been amended by the following public laws and a
brief degcription of the most important changeeare include&

P.L. 93-155, Nov. 16, 1973, 87 Stat 605. Created a "grace
period" or open season to "elect in" or switch from the former
military_ survivor benefit program (the Retired Serviceman's
Family Piotection_ Plan) to the SBP.

P.L. 94496, Oct 14, 1975, 90 Stat. 2375. Terminated with-
holdings from_ retired pay_if the beneficiary hecame ineligible
to receive SBP annuities. Reduced the number of years a post-
retirement marriage must last in order for the SpbuSe to qual-

for SBP coverage, from two years to one year. Clarified lan-
guage that allow the retiree to leave SBP benefits to a depend-
ent child or children When deurviving sponge exists.

P.L. 95=397, Sept. 30, 1978, 92 Stat. 843. Created provisions
whereby a _beneficiary whose SBP annuity wat offget by the
amount of Veterans Aftinistration Dependency and Indemni-
ty Compensation (DIC) being received could have the SBP ben-
efita reinstated should _the beneficiary stop receiving DIC
Under the provisions of P.L. 95397, retired or retirement eligi-
ble members of the Reserve Components (including the Nation-
al Guard) became eligible to participate in the SBP under
modified conditions that reflect the differing nature of Reaerve
Component retirement from that of active &ity personnel.
_P.L. 96-402, Oct 9, 1980, 94 Stat 1705 1 wiSed the method

of computing how SBP deductions were _made from retired pay
in order to better conform to the method used by the civil serv-
ice survivor benefit_programLimited the social gecurity_offaet
(a reduction in SBP benefits that reflezts the surviving
spouse's eligibility to receive social security benefits bailed on
the military service of the deceasee retiree) to 40% of the SBP
annuity. Made widows or widowers of a retirement eligible
member of the armed forces who died on active duty before
Sept 21, 1972 (the date the SBP was enacted) eligible to receive
SBP annuities. Allowed certain eisabled retirees to terminate
their participation in the SBP.

P.L. 97-22, July 10, 1981; 95 Stat 124. Replaced the title
"Civil &rvice Commismon" with "Office of Personnel Manage-
ment."
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P.L. 97-252, Sept. 8, 1982, 96 Stat. 718. Created provisions
that allow for former spouses of military retirees to be eligible
for SBP coverage._

P.L. 98-525, (Jct. 19, 1984, 98 Stat. 2492. Eliminated the
social_ security offset effective Sept. 30, 1985. Made technical
modifications in the provisions of law providing former spouse
coverage. Provided_for the authority to initiate annufty pay-
ments under the SBP when the participant (retiree) is missing
(and thereby presumed to_be dead).

P.L. 99445, Nov. 8, 1985. Superseded, retroactively, the pro-
visions of P.L. 98-525 that_dealt with the social security offset.
Created the "tWo-tier" SBP, wherein the surviving spouse of a
military retiree will receive 55% of base military retired 1::ay
as a survivor annuiV _prior to reaching age 62. Upon reacliing
age 62 the spouse's survivor annuity is reduced to 35% of base
military retired pay. Those who become eligible to participate
in the SBP after Oct._1, 1985 will have their annuity computed
under the two-tier SBP. Those spouses participating or eligible
to participate on Oct. 1, 1985, or earlier, will have their SBP an-
nuity computed using either the pre-two-tier method (including
the social security offset) or under the two-tier method, depend-
ing upon which is more financially advantageous.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
The cost of the SBP is shared by the Federat Government, _the

retiree, and, in certain instances, by the beneficiary. In FY 1985,
for the firtit time, SBP costs (along with other military retirement
costs) were accounted for in the Federal budget according to the
"accrual accounting" method. Under this system, established by
the FY 1984 Department of Defense (DOD) Authorization Act, the
DOD budget reflects the estimated amount of money that must be
set aside and accrued at interest to fund the survivor benefits to
which survivors of military personnel currently on_ active or re-
serve component duty will lbe entitled in the future. All DOD budg-
ets through FY 1984 reflected the costs of benefits currently being
paid out to the survivors of deceased military retimes. Since FY
1985, under accrual accounting, these latter costs have been includ-
ed in the Military Retirement Fund located in the Income Security
Function of the overall Federal budget.

The participating retiree's portion is paid through reductions or
withholdings from his or her monthly retirld pay. The actual
amount withheld from retired pay is dependent upon the prospec-
tive beneficiary's relation to the retiree and the amount of cover-
age provided. The amount withheld can be as high as 40% of
monthly retired pay.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

The following_ individuals may be selected as beneficiaries under
the provisions of the SBP:

ill The surviving spouse of a military retiree who was mar-
ried to the retiree at the time of retirement;

(2) The surviving spouse of a post-retirement marriage pro-
vided that the marriage lasted at least one year before the re-
tiree's death;
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(3) The surviving spouse of a post-retirement marriage who
was a parent of a child from that marriage;

(4) The surviving spouse of a military member who was eligi-
ble_to retire but had not apTlied for retirement;

(5) The child of a military retiree who are under age 18 (or
21 if a full-time student). It may be necessary for those eligible
under this ategory to prove dependency on the retiree's
income. A child who becomes mentall3r or physically incapaci-
tated nia_y continue to receive SBP benefits for the duration of
theincapacitation;

(6) The iurvivmg spouse and child of a_ military retiree may
be covered as a gyoup (see the above restrictiona),

en The surviving former spouse of a military retiree who,
except for the divorne, would otherwise be qualified under cate-
gories one, two, or three, above;

(8) A person with an "Insurable IntereSt" in the retiree's
income. This may include other dependent relatives, such as
parents, or a_busmess partner who has an intereSt in the retir-
ee's- income. The beneficiary may have to prove dependency on
the continued income of the retiree; and

(9) 7o r those who are survivors of reserve component mili-
tary personnel or retirees, the conditions for benefits find eligi-
bility may be somewhat niodified.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

_FUndit4 _Fiscal year
(in thousands)

1980 $256,052
1981 328,856
1982 388,626
1983 452,890
1984 500,419
1985 567,818
1986 674,700

Estimate.

D. VETERANS' BENEFITS FOR CaiLDREN: DEPENDENCY AND INDEMNITY
COMPENSATION FOR SERVICE-CONNECTED DEATHS (TIME 38, UNITED
STATES CODE, CHAPTER 13, SECTIONE. 401, ET. AL.)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Veterana Administration provides monthly payments to sur-

vivors, including children of certain military iiervice peraonnel and
veterana The _payments are intended to compensate for a loss suf-
fered to the fily_from the death of a wage earner.

Survivoril benefits date back to the Revolutionary War period.
Over the years legislation has been enacted to revule eligibility re-
quirements, increase benefit payments, and modify other program
aspects. In the 99th Congress, benefit levels were adjusted for mfla-tion.

FUNDING AND PAYMENT MECHANISM:
Senefit payment levels for surviving spouses are based on the

military rank of the deceased with additional amounts per child.
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Benefit payments to children directly are based on the number of
siblings under age 18, and the health or school status of children
over 18.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT :
Eligible children are those unmarried and (1) under age 18, (2)

over age 18 and permanently incapable ofself-support from a _cause
developed before ap 18, and (3) age 1823 and attending a VA-ap-
proved school. The deceased parent must have died while on active
military duty, or died from a service connected disability, or died
from a nonservice connected- disability providing the parent Vnie to=
tally service-connected disabled for a specified number of years.

As _of September 30, 1985, henefits were being provided for over
52,000 Children.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING EVELS:
Expenditures for children are unavailable.

E. PENSIONS FOR NONSERVICE-CONNECTED DEATHS (TITLE 38, UNITED
STATES CODE, CHAPTER 15, SECTIONS 541, ET AL.)

PRaGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR E
The VA _provides monthly payments to income needy surviving

spouses and children of _certain veterans who died from a cauae un-
related to military servic& The payments are intended to compen-
sate for the loss suffered to the family from the death of a wage
earner.

Over the years, legislation has been enacted to review eligibility
requirements and other program aspect& The last major legislative
change (P.L. 9588), among other revisions, provided that benefit
payments are to be automatically adjusted for inflation at the same
time and at the same rate as social security benefits.
FUNDING AND PAYMENT MECHAMSM:

Benefit amounts are based on total family income and family
size. In 1986, the maximum benefit for a family of two is $5,167,
which is reduced by the amount of family annual incom& The max-
imum benefit for each child without a surviving parent is $999,
which is reduced by the child's annual income.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT :

Eligible children are those unmarried and (1) under are 18, (2)
age 18-23 and attending a VA-approved school, or (3) over age 18
and permanently incapable of self-support due to a cause developed
before age 18. The veteran must have had 90 days wartime service
or have heen retired from service due to a service-connected dis-
ability.

During &ptember of 1985, benefits were provided for nearly
136,000 children.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:
Expenditures for children are unavailable.
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C. A RIGHT TO A HEALTHY BODY

L HEALTH

A. MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRANT (P.L. 97-35)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Block Grant provides

grant:3 to enable States to maintain and strengthen planning, pro-
moting, coordinating, and evaluating health care for mothers and
children and in providing health services for mothers and children
who_do not have ammo to adequate health care. In 1981, the Omni-
bus Budget Reconciliation Act, P.L. 97-35, consolidated the follow-
ing seven Federal programs into a block grant under Title V of the
Sacial Sacurity Act: MCH and crippled children services, supple-
mental security income services for disabled children lead=baSed
paint poisoning prevention, genetic diseases, sudden iiifant death
syndrome, hemophilia treatment centers, and adoleacent pregnan;
cy-

P.L. 97-35 also required States to prepare annual reportS describ=
ing the intended use of payments, including data the State intends
to collect on program activitiesiand transmit a statement of iiaeur=
ances to the Secretary. States must also prepare annual reports on
block grant activities, and conduct biennial audite on program ex-
penditures.

The Deficit Reduction Act of 1984, Pi. 98369, increaSed the au;
thorization level for the block grant to $478 million for FY 1984
and each fiscal year thereafter.
FUNDING MECIL4NISM:

The authorizing legislation for the block grant required that 15%
in FY 1982 and an amount betWeen 10% and 15% in subSequent
fiscal years be used by the Federal Government for MCH research
and training, projects of reidonal or national significance.

The Act provided that the remainder of _the appropriation be dis-
tributed among States to provide services. In order to receive an al-
lotment States are required to spend three State dollars for every
fbur Federal dollars received through the block grant.

States are awarded grants for the following purposes:
(1) to assure mothers and children, particularly those with

low income or with limited availability of health services,
access to quality maternal and child health services;

(2) to reduce infant mortality and the incidence of prevent-
able diseases and handicapping_conditions among children_ to
reduce the need for inpatient and long-term care services, and
to increase the number of children, especially preschool chil-
dren, appropriately immtmized against disease and the ntunber
of low-income children receiving health assessmente and
follow-up diagnostic and treatment services;

(3) to provide rehabilitation services for blind and diSabled
inddualS under the age of 16 receiving benefits under the
Supplemental Security Income program for disabled children;

(4) to provide services or assistance in locating medical, sur-
gical, corrective, and other services, and care, and facilities for
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diagnosis, hospitalization, and aftercare for children who are
crippled or who are suffering from conditions leading to crip-
pling; and

(5) to enable the Secretary to provide for special projects of
regional and national significance, research, and training with
respect to maternal and child health and crippled children, for
genetic disease testing, counseling, and information develop-
ment and dissemination programs, for grants relating to hemo-
philia without regard to age.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIn
Grants are awarded to State health agencies. Persons elieble for

services under the program include mothers, infants, and children,
particularly those from low-income families.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT:

In order to receive allotments, States must prepare mid submit
to the Secretary descriptions of the intended uses of funds received
under the Maternal and Child Health Services Block Grant. These
descriptions must be made public th facilitate comment.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiztol year ApprmpriatiOn
(in millions)

1980 $432.8
1981 2 454.9
1982 373.7
1983 478.0
1984 399.0
1985 478.0
1986 (Gramm-R dtnan sequester) 457.4

' Repreeenta combined funffing for 7 separate tori1 prcgrame combined mto
MCH block grant beginning with fiscal year 1982.

B. MEDICAID (P.L. 89-97)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The SoCial Security Amendments of 1965 (P.L. 89-97) established

the Medicaid program (Title XIX of the Sacial Security Act). Medic-
aid is a Federal-State matching program providing medical assist-
ance for low-income persons who are aged, blind, duiabled; or mem-
bers of families with dependent children. All Statht (except Arizona
which is operating an alternative _demonstration program)_and the
DiStrict of Columbia; Anierican Santha; Guam_ Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands; and the Northern Mariana Islands currently par-
ticipate in the_program. In 1960, Congress pasted the added Securi-
ty Amendments of 1960 (P.L. 86-778); one_section of which expand-
ed the existing_vendor paLment program for welfare recipient§ and
established a new category of assistancethe "medicay needy"
&Pd.

In its first years of existence, the cost of the Medicaid program
increated rapidly and exceeded precthd estimated costs. In FY
1967, the setond year of the program, the total cost of Medicaid in-
created by 42.9% over the previous year. The program's cast for FY
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1968 increased by 55.6% over FY 1967. Expenditures for the pro=
gram in FY 1968 were 60.8% higher thai4 the projected cost in the
FY 1968 budget

Congress approved _program amendments in 1967 and 1969 de-
signed to limit expenditure increase& P.L. 90-248 established &
maximum income level for Faderal fmancial participation in the
cost of medical assistance for the medically needy. P.L. 91-56 clari;
fled that States could cut back on the scope of their Medicaid pro-
grams in response to fiscal concerns; it also suspended, from July 1,
1975 to July 1, 1977, the goal date for StateS to have Medicaid pro-
grama offering comprehensive health care services.

Major amendments to the Medicaid program were incorporated
in the Social Security Amendments of 1972 (P.L. 92-603). Cost con-
trol provisions included those repealing the comprehensive goal
and "maintenance of effort" requirements instituting optional pa-
tient cost-sharing, and limiting Federal participation for capital ex-
panditures not approved by health planning agencie& Amendments
designed to improve program administration includ&I those which
increated F&deral_matching for the development and operation of
Medicaid management information systems, establiahad penalties
for fraudulent acts and false reporting, and assigned responsibility
for the establishment_and maintenance of health Standards to the
State health wency. P.L. 92-603 also included provisions directed
toward improving the delivery of long-term care services.

An additional Medicaid amendment was incorporated in P.L. 96-
611, which permitted a State to impose transfer of aaSeta reStric-
dons. A State could defer or deny coverage to persons who transfer
assets for a minimal payment in order to qualify for Madicaid cov-erage.

Major changes to the Medicaid_program were included ati pdrt of
Pi. 97-35, the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA).
It provided for reductions in Federal Medicaid funding over the FY
1982-FY 1984 period. The legislation also included a number of
amendments designed to give States increased flexibility in imple=
menting their Medicaid Nails. These provisions include those modi-
fring Iwspital reimbursement requirements; permitting compatitive
bidd,..ig for laboratory services and madical devices; authorizing
agreztn.'iita with prepaid entities other than Federally qualified
health maintenance organizations (HMO'S); and modifying require-
ments for medically needy program&

OBRA also authorized the Secretar to grant certain waivers in-
cluding those which would permit States to restrict practitioners or
providers from whom a Medicaid recipient can receive services,
provided certain conditions are met Further, the Secretary can
grant waivers for States to provide coverage under certain condi-
tions, for a broad range of home and community-based services pur-
suant to an individual plan of care to persons who would otherwise
require institutionalization._

In 1982, the Congress approved some additional amendmenta to
Medicaid, as part of Pi. 97-248,_ the Tax Equity and Fiscal Respon-
sibility Act of 1982 (TEFRA). This law mified the_groups of per-
sons with respect to whom States are permitted to impose nominal
copayments for services. TEFRA authorized increased Llte of Rena.
It facilit.ated Medicaid coverage of home care for certain disabled
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children. Further, the legislation provided for the replacement of
the existing Professional_ Standards Review Organization (PSRO)
program with a new utilization and quality control Peer Review
Organization (PRO) program

The Deficit Reduction Act of 1984 (P.L. 98-369) included several
amendments to Medicaid. It required States to provide coverage to
certain groups of pregnant women and young children. It modified
the time intervals between required reviews-of the need for con-
tinuing stays in skilled nursing facilities (SNF's) and intermediate
care facilities (ICF's). Further,- it increased the annual dollar ceil-
ings on Medicaid payments to Puerto Rico and the territories.
_The Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985

(COBRA) (P.L. 99-272), extends mandatory Medicaid coverage to
pregnant women in two-parent families. It expands the services
available under a home and community-based services waiver end
permits States to offer hospice services as an optional benefit. The
law also enhances third-party liability collections.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Within Federal elidelines, each Stath designs and administers its
own Medicaid program. Thus; there is substantial variation among
the States in terms of eliebility requirement:3, range of services of:
fered, limitations imposed on such services, and reimbursement
policies. At the Federal level, the program is administered by the
Health Care Financing Administration_(HCFA) within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (DHHS).

The Federal Government's share of Mediatid expenditures is tied
to a formula inversely related to a portion of the per capita income
of the State. Federal matching for services vaIles from 50% to
78%. Administrative costs are generally matched at 50% except for
certain items which are subject to a higher matching rate. The
matching rate haf3 been recalculated biennially. Beginning with FY
1986, the rate will be recalculated annually.

Federal matching grants to the States for both program benefits
and state administrative costs are exempt from reductions under
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.
Federal administrative expenses are subject to the reductions.

States are required to offer_the following services to categorically
needy recipients under their Medicaid programs: inpatient and out,=
patient hospital services; laboratory and x-ray services; Skilled
Nursing Facility (SNF) services for those over age 21_home health
services for those entitled to SNF cars; Early and Periodic Screen-
ing, Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT) for those under age 21;
family planning services and supplies; and physicians' services.
They may also provide additional medical services such as drugs,
ICF services, eyeglasses, inpatient psychiatric care for individuals
under age 21 or over 65.

States having medically needy programs must, at a minimum,
cover ambulatory services for children and_prenatal and delivenr
services for pregnant women. States are permitted to establish lim-
itations on the amount of care provided under a service category
(such as limiting the number of days of covered hospital care or the
number of physicians' services).
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RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
Eligibility for Medicaid is linked to actual or potential receipt of

cash assistance under the Federally assisted Aid to Families With
Dependent Children (AFDC) _program and the Federal Supplemen-
tal Security Income (SSI) program for the aged, blind, and disabled.
All States cover the "categorically needy" under their Medkaid
programsIn general, these are persons receiving _assistance under
AFIFC or SSI. States have the option of limiting Medicaid coverage
of SSI recipients by requiring them to meet_many more _restrictive
eligibility standards that were in effect on January 1, 1972 (before
implementation of SSI). States choosing the more restrictive crith-
ria _must allow applicants to deduct medical expenses from income
in determining eligibility. States may also cover additional persons
as categorically needy. These might include persons who would be
eligible for cash assistance, except that they are residenta in medi-
cal institutions (such as skilled nursing facilities) or children up to
age 21 (ox reasonable classifications of these children) not meeting
the AFDC definition of dependent children.

States are also require& to extend categorically needy protection
to the following groups of persons meeting AFDC income and re-
sources requirements:

first-time pregnant women from the time of medical verifi-
cation of pregnancy (where such women would be eligible if
the child were born);

pregnant women in two-parent famfiies where the princi-
pal bread winner is unemployed;

children born on or after October 1, 1983, up to age five in
two-parent families; and

effective July 1, 1986, pregnant women in two-parent fami-
lies.

States may also cover the "medically needy" under their Medic-
aid programs. These are _persons whose income is slightly in excebs
of the standard for cash assistance, provided that:

they are aged, blind, disabled, or members of families with
dependent children; and

their income (after deducting incurred medical expenses)
falls below the State's medically needy standard.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

[In millions]

Fiscal year Federal State Total

1980 $14,440.3 $11,230.9 $25,781.1

1981 17,073.5 13,303.0 30,376.5
1982 17,514.3 14,931.2 32,445.5
1983 18,985.0 15,971.0 34,956.0
1984 20,236.0 17,591.0 37,827.0

1985 22,664.0 18,495.0 41,159.0

1986 24,686.0 20,175.0 44,861.0
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C. CMLDHOOD IMMUNIZATION PROGIMM (P.L. 98-555)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Authorized under Bection 317 of the Public Health Service (PHS)

Act, the childhood immunization program ia designed to assist
States and communities in establishing and maintaining preventive
health service pro;rams and to immunize individuals against vac-
cine preventable diseases, including measles, rubella, poliomyelitis,
diphtheria, pertussis, tetanus, anal mumps. The Federal Govern-
ment's involvement in immunization assistance for prevention and
control communicable disease began during the 1950's after the
development of polio vaccines.

The Communicable Disease Control Amendments of 1970 (P.L.
91-464) created a new section 317 of the PHS Act to provide author-
ity for the F&deral Government to assist States and local govern-
ments in prevention _and control of communicable diseases through
the purchase of vaccines and other forms of assistance. The section
317 authority was extended and amended in 1972,1976, and_1978,
carrying the authority for the program through FY 1981 (Pl. 92;
449; P.L. 94-317P.L. 95-626).

In March 1981, the Reagan Administration, in it§ budget propos-
al for FY 1982; proposed to include the section 317 clffldhood im-
munization program in one of the tWo health block _grEmt§ it
planned to establish. After immediate opposition expressed by
Members of Congress and the _public health community that this
program should remain a Federal responsibility and not be left en-
tirely to the States as part cf a block grant, the Administration
withdrew the proposal. The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
1981, P.L, 97-35, which established four block grants in the area of
health, also extended the section 317 authority as a separate cate-
gorical program administered by the Federal Cvernment.

The Preventive Health Amendments of 1984 (P.L. 98-555) ex-
tended the_ authority for the section 317 immunization program
through FY 1987. It also amended the authority to authorize grants
for programs to immunize_individuals against vaccine preventable
diseases, so that the beneficiaries of the program would no longer
be limited to children.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

The immunization program under section 317 is administered by
the Center for Disease Control of the PHS. State and local appli-
cants for project grant assistance submit applications to the appro-
riate regional office of the Department of Health and Uuman

rvices (DHHS).
Grant funds may be used for costs associated with planning, or-

ganizing, and conducting immunization programs directed toward
vaccine preventable diseases of cbildhoo& and for the purchase of
vaccine, and for the _implementation of other program elements,
such as assessment of the problem; surveillance and outbreak con-
trol; service delivery; information-and education; adequate notifica-
tion of the riskS and benefit§ of iromunization compliance with
compulsory school immunization laws, vaccine storage, supply, and
delivery, citizen participation, and use of volunteers. Vaccine will
be available "in lieu of cash" if requested by the applicants. Re-
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quests for personnel and other items in lieu of cash will also be
considered.

RECTPIEM'S TV110 BENEFIT
States, local governments, State health authorities and other

public entiti6s, are eligible applicants for immunization grants. Pri-
vate individuals and private nonprofit agencies are not eligible for
immunization grants.

State and local grantees use the project grant fundS, or vaccMes
providCKI in lieu of funds, to provide immunizations to their resi-
dents. They provide immunization directly, through their own
public health personnel, or indirectly, by supplying immunizing
agents_ to other providers, such as local health departments or pri-
vate physicians. All residents of the area served by State and lOcal
programs are eligible to receive immunization.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Mk& jinOr

1980

Appropriation
an nallibrad

1981 241
1982
1983 27.4
1984 30.5
1985 42.4
1986 (Granun-Rudrnan Sequester) 45.3

D. ALCOHOL, DRUG ABUSE, AND MENTAL HEALTH BLOCK GIUliNT: TITLZ
XIX, PUBLIC HKALTH SERVICE ACT (PHS) (P.L. 97-35)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR Y:
The Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Block Grant, au-

thorized under Title XIX of the PHS Act provides financial aSsist-
ance to State§ and territories to support projects for the develop-
ment of more effective prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation
programs and activities to address alcohol and drug abuse; and to
support community mental health centers that provide services for
mentally ill persons.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-35) re-
pealed existing categorical programs for alcohol, drug abuse, and
mental _health services, and replac&d them with the block grant.
The 1981 legislation authorized grantx to States for prevention,
treatment, and rehabilitation Rrograms and activities for alcohol
and drug abuse and for the support of community mental health
services.

In 1984, P.L._ 98-509 extended_ the authority for the proptm
through FY 1987 and revid the formula for allocating block grant
funds among the States. The 1984 provisions required each State to
use at least 5% of its block grant allotment for new alcohol and
drug abuse services for women and 10% of the mental health part
of its allotment for new services for severely mentally disabled chil-
dren and adolescents and unserved or underserved populations.
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The 1984 legislation also authorized States to use block _grant
funds th: (1) establish a mental health planning council to serve as
ai advocate for the mentally ill, by monitoring, reviewing, and
evaluating the adequacy of mental health services in the State; and
(2) develop a comprehens:ve mental- health plan. The Secretary,
acting_ through the Director of the National Institute of Mental
Health (NIMH), could also make grants to States for the purpose of
developing these plans. In addition, the legislation required the
Secretary, in consultation with appropriate national organizations,
to develop model criteria and forms fOr the collection of uniform
data to enable States to share information on services provided
under the block grant.

The 1984 amendments provided, for the first time, specific legis-
lative authority for the Community Support Program (CSP),_ which
had existed as a demonstration program under the general author-
ity ofsection 301 of the PHS Act since 1977. Under the CSP,
awards grants to States to promote the development of community
support systems for the chronically mentally ill, and to improve
the quality and appropriateness of services and opportunities for
this population. Grants are also used to (1) encourage Staths and
communities to give greater priority to the needs of this popula-
tion, especially homeless mentally ill persons inappropriately living
in emergency shelters, local jails, and on the streets of cities; and
(2) to mobilize States and communities to make the necessary ad-
ministrative and programmatic arrangements to improve opportu-
nities and services for chronically mentallyill persons.

In 1985, P.L. 99-117 was enacted to require each State to assure
that it will allocate not less than 3% of its total allotment in FY
1985 and not less the 5% in succeeding years to initiate and pro-
vide new or expanded alcohol and drug abuse services for women.
States were also required to assure that 10% of their mental
health allotments under the block grant would be used in FY 1985
to initiate and provide new comprehensive community mental
health services for underserved areas or populations, with special
emphasis on new mental health services for severely disturb&d chil-
dren and adolescents. In succeeding years, States will be permitted
to use this special allocation to expand existing programs in these
areas as well.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Under the 1981 authorizing legislation for the block grant, appro-
priations were allocated to States on the basis of the States' propor-
tion of total funds in previous years under the separate categorical
programs which had been consolidated into the block grant. In
order to assure a measure of continuity in funding support for the
existing substance abuse and mental health activities during the
transition from categorical programs to the block grant, the 1981
block grant legislation included specifications on how States could
spend their allotments under the block grant

States are required to award grants from the mental health por-
tion of their block grant allotments tG each community mental
health center which received a grant under the Community Mental
Health Centers (CMHC) Act in 1980; States are required to contin-
ue to support those centers unless they do not meet certain re-
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quirements regarding the services they provide or are engaged in
the misuse of funds.

States must distribute their allotments for drug abuse and alco-
holism services. Of fundszeceived hy the State for alcohol and drug
abuse activities, at least 35%must be used for alcoholism and alco-
hol abuse services and at least 35% for drug abuse services. In ad-
dition, of funds available to a State for alcohol and drug abuse
services, at least 20% must be used for prevention and early inter-vention programs.

The 1984 block grant amendments revised the formula for all();
eating appropriations among the States. Under the revised_ formu-
la, States receive allotments on the basis of their population andper capita incomes, to the extent that appropriations exceed
amounts appropriated for FY 1984. However, States proportionate
sharea of FY 1985-88 appropriations or allotments may not be less
than their shares or allotments received in FY 1984.

Since 1982, States have utilized block grants to fund programsthat support:
the maintenance of communit3r mental health centers;
=both inpatient and outpatient alcohol and drug detoxifica-

tion programs and counaeling;
distiemination of public awareness efforts related to trou-

bled youths and availability of mental heatlh services through
articles in educational or mental health publications;

alcohol and drug abuse prevention programming, includ-
ing school _presentations, classes on responsible decision-
making and training programs for teachers;

community day treatment programs and residential pro-grams for the chronically mentally ill;
communibr outreach and intervention programs designed

for early identification and entry into treatment and
communiV outpatient treatment programs for families

and youth, experiencing difficulties due to alcoholism or drugs.
.RECIPIENTS WED BENEFIT

Grant allocations are awarded directly to designated State and
territorial agencies or Indian tribes where applicable. These agen-
cies then distribute fun& to _public or nonprofit private entities
which _provide services for persons with. alcohol and/or drug abuse
problems, or for chronically mentally ill individuals, severely men-
tally diSturbed children and adolescents, mentally ill elderly indi-
viduals, and identifiable populations which are currently under-
serv6d.

PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT:
The State legislature is required to conduct public hearings on

the propoSed use and distribution of funds received under the block
grant in order for the State to continue to receive an allotment.
The 1984 amendmenth authorized the establishment of State
mental health services planning councils to serve as advocates for
the mentally ill, and monitor, and evaluate the adequacy of mental
health services in the State. These councils are to be made up of
State residents and include representatives of State mental health
and higher education training agencies and public and private enti-
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ties concerned with mental health: At least half of the membership
Shall consist ofTersons who are not State employees or providers of
mental health services:
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Appropriation
An millions)

1980 ' $606.0
1981 I 519.4
1982 428.1
1983 468.0
1984 462.0
1985 490.0
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 468.9

Represents combined funding of separate categorical programs which were Combined
into the block grant beginning with fiscal year 1982.

E. FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES AND POPULATION RESEARCH ACT OF
1970 (P.L. 91-572)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Title X of the Public Health Service (PHS) Act authorizes prqject

grantS for voluntary family planning services, supports research to
improve services delivery, provides grants to train family planning
personnel, and makes available family planning information and
education. The Office of' F-amily Planning (OFP), which resides in
the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Population Affairs
(OPA) of the Public Health Service (PHS) administers the program.

The Family Planning Services and Population_ Research Act of
1970 (P.L. 91-572) established Title X of the PHS Act, which provid=
ed for populations research and voluntary family planning pro-
gram& Formula grants to States for family planning services were
also authoriied by P.L. 91-572 (section 1002), but funds for these
grants were never appropriated by Congress. In addition to estab-
liShing Title X, the law also created the Office of Population Af-
fairs to coordinate_population research and family-planning activi-
ties within the Department of Health and Human Services
(DHHS)

The Act required Title X Trctects to give _priority to furnishing
family planning services to persons from low-income families; _P.L;
91-572 added a requirement which prohibited the _prcectS from
charging these recipients for services; except to the extent that the
charges would be paid by a third-Tarty insurer. Another _provision
required the acceptance of any Title X service or information to be
voluntary; and prohibited the acceptance of such services from
being a _Prerequisite for receiving services from any other program.
The Act prohibited Title X funds for abortion as a method of
family planning.
_ TheYamily_Planning and Population Research Act of 1975 (Title

II of P.L. 94=-.63) extended the Title X program through FY 1977.
P.L. 94,63 also_ specified that Title X research fundsrather than
Other Public Health &rvice Act fundswere to be an important
source of funds used for Federal research in the biomedical, contra-
ceptive development, behavioral, and program implementation
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fields related to family planning and poPulation. The Act required
family planning projects to offer "a broad range of acceptable and
effective family planning methods (including _natural family plan-
ning methods), .' The law assured the right of "local and regional
entities" to apply for direct grants and contracts for family plan-
ning services. P.L 94-63 amended the defmition of "low-income
family" in the payments section Title X The legislation added pen-
alties for government or project personnel who attempt to coerce
an person to undergo an abortion. or sterilization procedure.

e Health Services Extension Act of 1977 (Title III of P.L 9&83)
extended the Title X authorization through FY 1978. It also speci-
fied that the limitations P.L 94-63 placed on the source of funds for
family planning and population research also applied to the admin-
istrative costs of research.

The 1977 Act extended the Title X authority through FY 1961
and _added a number of new requirements. For example, infertility
services and services for adolescents were added to the planning
methods and services offered. The legislation also required informa-
tional or educational materials developed or made available under
Title X to be suitable to the edu :ational and cultural background
of the audience and the standards of the population or community.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) (P.L. 97-
35) extended the Title X_prograrn through FY 1984. OBRA also re-
quired family planning projects to encourage-family participation
in these projects. OBRA eliminated specific Title X spending au-
thorization levels for family planning and population research, but
left intact the Secretary's authority to conduct and to make grants
and contracts for such_ research. P.L. 98-512 extended the Title X
program through FY 1985. A series of continuing resolutions ex-
tended funding for Title X programs through FY 1987;
FUNDING MECHANISM

The authority for revievving, awarding, and monitoring the
family planning service grants has been delegated to the PHS re-
gional offices. The grant and contract activities related to research,
training, and information and education are administered by the
OFP.__

PHS regional offices award grants to public and private nonprof-
it entities to establish and operate voluntary family plarliing
projects. ProjectS are required to provide a broad range of acck :Ita-
ble and effective methods and services to all persons desirhig_
servicesincluding natural family planning methods, nondire e
counseling services, physical examinations (incliking cancer (Li.- -
tion and laboratory WAS), infertility services, prei nancy tests, -m-
traceptive supplies, periodic follow-up examinations, referrals i..--
tween other social and medical service agencies, and ancillary sex
ices.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEF/T
Title X grants provide family planning services to persons wile

desire such services and who otherwise would not have accem to
them. Inability to pay must not be a deterrent to services. Ari-
public entity, including city, countyt local, regional, or_ State
ernment or nonprofit private entity is eligible to apply for ex grant.

6 4 :
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Priority is given to persons from low-income families. Individuals
from other than low-income families are charged according to an
established fee schedule.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT:

Program guidelines require that grantees must provide, to the
maximum ext,ent feasible, an opportunity for participation in the
development, implementation, and evaluation of the project (1) by
persons broadly repr6sentative of all significant elements of the
population to be served, and (2) by persons in the community
knowledgeable about the community's needs for family planning
services.

The Implementation and Evaluation Advisory_Committee may be
utilized to serve the community participation function,or a sepa-
rate group may be identified. In either case, the grantee's health
care plan must include a plan for community participation, and 15-
laws or guidelines for these activities should be prepare& The com-
munity participation committee shall meet at least annually or
more often if appropriate.

Each family planning project must plan to provide for communi-
ty education. This should be based on an assessment of the needs of
the community and should contain an implementation and evalua-
tion strategy. Community education can be directed toward identi-
fying local agencies and institutions which are likely to service sig-
nificant numbers of individuals in need of family planning care.
Projects should offer orientation sessions for the staft of these re-
lated health and social services in order to help them better coun-
sel and refer potential family planning clienta.

Efforts can also be directed toward more general community edu-
cation about family planning. A variety of approaches should be
used, depending on the objectives of the program and the intended
audiences. Some examples of tchthques are individual contacts by
outreach workers, more formal programs of discussions for larger
groups or classes, and the use of public service announcements and
posters.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Racal year Apprapr:ation
(in million&

1980 $162 0
1981 161.7

1982 124 2
1983 124.1
1984 140.0
1985 142.5
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 136.4

F. COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS 94-63)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND fliSTO ,'
The Community Health Centers .friC) pr/grern, under section

330 of the Public Health Service _(PHS; Act, ,c,%.crvid,is grants to .sup-
port the development and operation '.12 lommunity health centers;

,
63-899 0 87 3
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These centers _provide primary health services; supplemental
health services and environmental health services to Medically uh-
derserved populations.

In 1966, P.L. 89,749; the Comprehensive Health_ Planning and
Public Health &itrices Amendthents, added a new section 314(e) to
the PHS Act; providing broad authority for project granta le Public
or nonprofit_private entities to develop health services and related
trahung programs; Congress intended that theSe prOjeets focus on
providing_services to meet the health needs of .3 particular popula=
tion or geographic region, or on _public health PrObleins with ape,
dal regionalOr national significanc& Section 314(e) also authorized
(1) demonstration projects to develop and support new programs of
general public health services, and (2) studies to develop new Meth=
ode; through demonstrations, to improve exiSting provision of serv-
ice&

Before any funds were appropriated under section 314(e), it was
&Mended bY the Partnership for Health AmendmentA of 1967. P.L.
90-174. These amendMents transferred the authority for_support of
Studies and demonstrations to section 304 of the PHS Act, and
specified that training funded under section 314(e) should be relat-
ed to services provided by the projects receiving_ fiinde. Projects
funded under thit section primarily supported ambulatory or com-
prehensive health care programs servingareas with Scarce Or non-
existent health care services and populations with special healthcare needs;

Several similar types of health centers_were funded under sec=
tion 314(e); Neighborhood Health Centers (NHC'S), deielOned by the
Office for Economic Opportunity (0E0), provided ambuiatoryhealth care to medically underserved_ populatibus, mostly low-
incOme families in urban communities; Family Health Centers
(FHC's) were first funded in 1978 to provide comparable services
for medically underserved rural populations. In 1974, tommuility
health networks were funded under this authority.

With the passage of the Special Health Revenue Sharing Act Of1975 (P-.L. 94-63), Congress_ specificallY authorized Community
Health Centers under a new authority, section 330 of the PHS Act.
P.L; 94-63 specifically authoriied grants to public and nonprofit pri-
vate entities to plan; develop; and operate community health Cen-
ters which would Serve medically underserved populations; The Act
defined this population _to mean people living in an urban or rural
area designated by the Secretary as haying a shortage of such serv-
ices. The centers were authorized to provide specific prinierY and
supplemental service& CHcs could also provide environmental
services designed to alleviate health care preblems Specific to the
community. The Act required each center to establish a governing
board to determine general policies for the center and approve the
annual budget. P.L. 94-63 authorized centers for FY 1976 and FY
1977.

In 1977, P.L. 9&83 WaS enacted to extend the authority for CHC's
through FY 1978, and increase its authorization level. In 1980, Con-
gress enacted P.L. 96-626 to extend the program through FY 1981.The Act made minor revisions to the program Such as specifying
additional primary and supplemental health services and ascribing
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environmental services which might be provided. P.L. 96-626 also
increased anthotizations for the program.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Pl. 97-35) ex-
tended the CHC program_for one year and established, as part of a
new Title XIX of the PHS Act, a Primary Care Block-Grant, which
in reality is a one-program grant. Beginning in FY 1983, State§
could begin applying for allotments under the block grant in order
tO award grants to community health centers. Allotmentt tO the
States under the blOck would be based on each State's proportion of
funds awarded to CHC's in FY 1982. The Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services (DHHS) would -ontinue to ad-
minister the CHC program in States which did not apply for funds
under the block _grant or whose applications were not approved by
the Secretary; States would be required to match Federal funds to
be eligible for granta under this block-._Presently only the Virgin
Islands receives funds for Community Health Centers through the
PHI:nary Care Bleck Grant. All other CHCs receive their Federal
funding through the categorical grant grogram._

EV60 yent shine 1983, the Administration has proposed to
expand the Primary Care Block Grant to inelude the Migrant
Health Black Lung, and Family Planning programs and attempts
to repeal some of the matching and spending requirements current-
ly included in the Primary Care Block; These initiatives have been
unsuccessful.

Legialation enacted into law in 1986; P.L. n-280, both exten&
the authority for the CHC_program through FY-1988_and repeals
the authority under Title XIX for the Primary Care Block Grant.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
The Bureau of Health Care Delivefy and Assistance in the

Health Resources and Services Administration of the Public Health
SerVice adininiSterS the CHC program, Funds_for the individual
grantees are allocated to the ten regional offibeS of the DHHS
which iiliVard the _grants to the public and nonprofit entities which
operate the CHC's.

The range- Of Services that may be p- Tided by CHC's includes:

Primmy Ifraith &rvices:
Physician and physician extended services
=Diagnostic laboratory and radiologic services
Preventive health _services, including children's eye and

ear examinations to determine the need for vision and hearing
correctioa, Perinatal services, well child services and family
planning services

Emergency medical services
Transportation services
Preventive dental services
Pharmaceutical services

Supplemental Health Services:
Hospital services
Home health services
Extended eare facility services
Rehabilitative services
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Mental health Services
--=Dental services
Vision services
--Allied health services
Therapeutic radiologic services
Public health services
Ambulatory surgical services
Health education services

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
The CHC program supports the operation of health centers

which Provide primary health care services to residents of medical-
ly underserved areaS. Although policies vary from_ center to center,
services, in general; are provided to all iticlividuala who seek care.Charges are usually aSsessed on a graduated scale; clients whose
incomes are below 100% _of the current Federal poverty income
guidelines, $5,250 for faitilY Of one plus $1,800 for each additional
person, in FY 1985, receive free care or Services at a nominal fee.
Persons with incomeS alai:Are 100% but below 200% of the povertylevel have reduced fees based on a sliding_ Scatle_related to income
and family si2e. ThoSe perSons whose incomes are over 200% of the
poverty level pay the full charge.

In order for a center to be eligible for a grant, it must serve a
population or area deemed by the Secretary of the DHHS to be
medically underserVed. A medically underserved area or popula-tion is one that has a shortage of persOnal health services. Whetheror not an area is medically underserved depends on various criteria
which include the infant mortality of the area Or group as well as
other factorS which indicate the health status of the population
group. The ability of the residents to pav for health services and
their accessibility to thoSe SerVices are taken into account in deter-
mining medical underservice.

State and local gOvernments, any public or nonprofit private
agency, institution, or organization is eligible to apply for a grantunder the CHC prograrh. Profit-making organizations are not eligi-ble.

PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
Although the organization of the indiVidual centers in the CHC

program varieS, there are a few common characteristics. Each
center has a governing board WhoSe majority must be clients of the
center. The boardS Meet monthly to make operating decisions. Theboard's authority ranges from the Scheduling of hours that services
will be _provided, to the selection of the center's _director. Day today operating decisions are made by the 3irector of the center.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fisc-al year Appropnatwn
(in millions)

1980
$320.01981 323.71982
281.21983
360.01984

1 351.4
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Fiscal year Appropriation
tin millionsl_

1985 383.0
1986 (Gramm-Rudm sequester) 396.0

G. MIGRANT HEALTH ACT OF 1962 ( P.L. 87-92)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Mivant Health Act of 1962 (P.L. 87-92) established a pro-

gram of grants to States and local agencies to provide family
health clinics to domestic migratory workers and their families.
Initially, funding for the program was limited Only $750,000 of the
authorizeci$3 million was appropriated in FY 1963, the first year
of the program. The authority was used to support only preventive
health programa, such as immunization, health education, and en-
vironmental safety programs conducted by State and local health
agencies.

The Community Hecdth Services Extension Amendments of 1965
(P.L. 89=105) increased the authorization of funds for the program
and authorized the use of Federal funds for -iecessary hospitaliza-
tion of ruigrantS. With increased appropriath s which followed, the
program for the first time began supporting projects which actually
delivered health care services to migrants.

_In 1970; P.L; 91-209 expanded t e authority of the program to
allow supTort tO _projects providing health services to resident _sea-
sonal _farmworkers and _their families living in communities which
experienced seasonal influxes of migrant farmworkers. The Health
Revenue Sharing_ and Health Services Act of 1975 (P.L. 94:63)
amended the authority to define the nature, services; and oper-
ations of a migrant health center; established a program of plan-
ning and development grants and grants-for the cost of the oper-
ation of such centers; and required the Secretary te undertake a
study of-migrant housing conditions.

The Health Services and Centers Ainendinenta of 1978 (P.L. 95=
626)- extended the migrant health authority Through FY 1981 and
made several amendmenis to the prwram relating to, among other
things; expanding eligibility for services in migrant health centers
to former migrant workers who were no longer eligible because of
age or_ disability; and permitting centeril to convert to the provision
of health services on a prepaid basis.

In _1981,_ the Reagan Administration proposed to include the mi-
punt health program in a health services block grant Congress;
instead elected to extend section_329_as a separate categorical au-
thc,rity for three years, through FY 1984.

_ Legislation enacted In 1986, P.L. 99-280, extends the authority of
the Migrant Health Program through FY 1988;
FUNDING MECHA.!sISM:

The Bureau of "-E..'-:,&Ith Care Delivery and Asaistance in the
Hea Resources em:1 Services Admbiistration of the Public Health
Service achninisters the Migrant Health prouam. Appropriated
funds for the are allocated_to the regional offices of the
Deitment of 11:-3E2 at; and Human &rvices (DHHS) which award

69



66

the grants to the public and nonprofit entities which operate themigrant health centers.
The services provided by these projecth include prhnarlr health

services such as physician cere, diagnotitic,_ laboratory, and radiolo-gic ser vices, preventive health, pharmaceutical, emergency medicaland transportation services, as well as outreach and environmental
health services. The projects may, also provide such supplemental
services as home health, dental health, and inpatient and outpa-tient hospital cervices.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Migratory and seasonal agricultural worker§ and their families
are the recipient§ of the program. A migratory agricultural worker
is one whose principal employment is in akriculture on a seasonal
basis, who has been so employed within the last 24 months, and
who establishes a temporary abode for the _purpoSOS of such em-
ployment A seasonal agricultural worker is one whose principal
employment is in agriculture on a seasonal basit and who is not amigratory worker.

Under section 329, State and local public agencieS,_ Such as health
departments, and nonprofit organizations, such as health and wel-
fare councils, medical societies, growers' associationS, educationalinstitutions, and other community groups, are eligible to apply for
grants to establish and operate_ health centers for m*ratory and
seasonal farmworkers_and their families living in communities
which experience influxes of migrant workers.
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT:

Reg& ,';ons require that each center in the migrant health pro-Vam a governing board. A majority of the board member§
must be migratory and seasonal agricultural workers and members
of their families who are or will be served by the center and who,
as a group, represent the individuala being or to be served in termsof demographic factors, such as race, ethnicity, and sex.

No more than two-thirds of the remaining members of the board
may be individuals who derive more than 10% of their annualincome from the health care industw.

The remaining membens of the board must be representatives of
the community in which the center's service area is located and
shall be Selected for their expertise in relevant subject areas, such
as community affairs, local government, finance and banking, legalaffairs, trade unions, and other commercial and industrial con;
cerns, or social services within the community.
SUMMARY OF FUM3ING LEVELS:

Fiscal yker Aprzittig
1980 $39.7
1981 43.21982- 38.2
1983

38-11984 42.01985
44-.3

1986 (Gtaznm-Rudman seq este ) 44;9
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H. EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAM (P.L. 98-8)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
In 19E3, CongresS enacted the Emergency Job Appropriations Act

(P.L. 98-8) which-included, for the first time, appropriated funds for
the Emergency Food and Shelter proam and established an ad-
ministrative mechanism for the program. Since that time, Congress
has provided continued funding for the program through the appro-
priations process.
_Administered by the Federal Ememency Management Agency
(FEMA), the intent of this program is to purchase food and shelter,
to supplement and extend current available resources and not to
substitute or reimburse ongoing programs and services.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
FEMA obligates _funds for the Emergency FOOd and Shelter pro-

gram to ii National Beard composed of a FEMA official and repre-
Sentatives from private; nonprofit charitable organization& The
National Board SUbSequently diStributes most of the_money to local
boards, also primarily composed of representativ ,!s from charitable
organizations, in eligible jurisdictions. The 1oca1 boards then select
the direet service providers to be funded. In addition, some fundt
are reserved fr.r direet service providers identified by State selec-
tion committees.

Jurisdictions may quell& for an award bimed ttaon thai- rate of
unemploynierit Or their rate of poverty 0 i P. eligi-
bility is established; the National Board deem.. :Is its blind distri-
bution bailed ona katib calculated as follows; '.or ,-Nerage number
of unemployed covered by the national progre r eua1s the area's
portion of the aWard, leAs National Board admitr it:....7/tive costs, and
less that portion of program funds required to fulfill designated
State awards.

In addition to the awards made to qualifying jurisdictions, an
award is made to eadh State. This State Set-Aside Program has
been adopted to allow greater flexibility in selection of needy jurig=
dictions an& 'a intended to target_pockets of poverq ii nonqualify-
ing_juriSdictions; areas experiencing drastic economic changes such
as plant closings; areas With large_populations of homeless people
or otheit Mit counted in unemployment figures; areas_ with Jugh
levels of unemployment or poverty _which do not meet the mini-
mum 1,000 unemployed; jurisdictions which_ have documented
measures of need which are not adequately reflected in unemploy-
ment and poverty data.

A State Set-Aside committee in _each State recommends_high
heed jUriadictiong and award amounts to the National Board. Prior7
ity consideration is given to jurisdictions othertVise ineligible for
funding, altheiigh funded jurisdictions are not exempt from receiv-
ing additional funding;
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT.

_ n _ _The Emergecy Food and Shelter Pro mgra is the principal
source of Federal funds for feeding and sheltering_ homeless individ-
uals and familieS. Public and private, nonprofit organizations that
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operate shelters and public kitchens are eligible recipients forthese funds.

PROVIS7ONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
The National Board consists of a FEMA representative and rep-resentatives_ from the Salvation Army, the National Council ofChurches of Christ in the U.S.A., the National Conference ofCatholic Charities, the Council of Jewish _Federations, Inc., theAmerican _Red Cross, and the United Way. The FEMA representa-tive chairs the Board, but control and management deciSions areshare& Each member of the Board has one vote, with policy deci-sions made by conSentua.

The_active involvement of nongovernmental officials in the _im-plementation of the program extends to the local level SA well. Thelocal hoards replicate, as much as possible, the structure of_the Na-tional Board. The exception ib that instead of a FEMA official, amayor_or other locally_ ek Jted official represents the government.Just as the National Board identifies the communitieS to receivefundS,_ the local boards decide which service delivery communitieswill receive funds._In addition, like the National Board, each localboard responds to appeals concerning the allowable expenses.National Board funda are distributed to a Lecal Recipient Orga-nization certified eligible by Local Boards. Local/State Boards areestablished and compribed of individuals nominated by, to theextent practicable, the same voluntary organizations representedon the National froard with the local/State head of government re-placing_ FEMA. Local/State BoardS may also include representa-tives nominated by other community organizations.In each State, the _State United Way or United Way in the_eap-ital city, will be notified of the award amount available to the StateSet-Aside Committee and shall convene a_committee consisting ofState representatives of the same voluntary organizationS repre-sented on the National Board. The Governor or his/her representa-tive will replace the FEMA member. State set-aside committeeshave the revonsibility of recommending high need jurisdictionsand award amount within the State.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Unlike most Federal domestic assistance programs, the emergen-cy food and shelter program hab never been authorize& The fundsfor the program have been appropriated in appropriations acts,Supplemental appropriations acts, and a continuing resolution._ Inaddition, the funding level for the program has fluctuated from onephase of funding to another, and the length of time funds remainavailable va...,7 according to when funds ww_e appropriated.

Year Amount Public law No. kOtioNty

1983 $100 000,000 98-8 Ernergenck lobs Act1984 10 000,000 98-151 Umtinuing resolution1984
30 000 000 99-181 Suppienierital appropriations.1984
20,000,000 99-88 Do.1985
70 000 000 98-396 00.1986
70,000,000 99-160 11110-Inde Pende0t agencies appropriations.
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I. NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON CHILD HEALTH AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
(NICHD) : PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT, TITLE III, SECTION 301 (P.L.
87-838)

PRUGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR E
On the recommendation of President John F. Kennedy, in 1962

the National Institute of Child_ Health _ and Human Development
was establish&I under the Public Health Service Act and signed
into law; P;L 88-164 provided grants to help pay for_ the_construc-
tion of centers _on mental retardation and related diSabilities. Al-
though this authority expired in 1967; NICHD remains closely aaso-
mated with the 12 existim_:-, _centers.

The mission of National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (NICHD) is to conduct_ and support research_ on the
reproductive; developmental; and behavioral processes that deter-
mine the_health of children; adults; families,_ and the general popu-
lation. NICHD_ administers a multidiSciplinary program of _re-
search, research training, and public information. The Institute's
ultimate obje..-ti 7 is to ensure that every child has the opportunity
tO _fulfill h I- her potential for a healthy and productive adult
life;

In p7ir.stA ot bib goal and itS Objective, _the Institute:
Torts an extramural research program in universities;

medical shools and other institutions; _

(2) Conducte clinical and fundamental research within its in-
tramural laboratories;

(3) Informs the general public about research related to pop-
ulation problems and matsi± ... al and child health;

(4) Engages in_ Federnl interagency _programs related to re-
search on population ant' and child health; and

_ (5) Collaborates _ with voluntary nd pn ::3ssional organiza-
tions with similar interests.

_In December; 1970; Congress en4 P;L; _91,572; which added
Title_ X to the Public Health Service ACt. This law authoriza
grants and contracts for research and research-training in family
planning (-And populations problems. Under_ NICHD; the program is
administered by the Center for Population Research.
_ _ In July; _:F175; Title II pf P;L; _94-634_ the_ Family Planning and
Population Researach Ac:: amended Title X of the Piiblio Health
Service Act to_enable Title X to hecome_the sole authority _for popu-
lation research al propr;ations. In 1981 this requirement was re-
moved under P;L; 97-35 ()BRA).

;In order to address its mandate, NICHD has organized its extra-
mural and intramural research around 10 categories:

(1) Pregnancy; birth; and infant development
(2) Congenital abnormalities
(a) Inherited factors
(b) Emphasis on Down Syndrome
(c) Nutrition, infection, metabolic imbalances, immunologic

reactions, drugs
(3) Sudden Infant Death Syndrome
(4) Nutrition
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(5) Child and adolescent development with emphasis _on
learning, cognition, communication skills, and social and affec-
tive development

(6) Mental Retardation
(7) Contraceptive development
(8) Contraceptive evaluationlong term
(9) Fertility/infertility
(1il) Population dynamicsfocus on population changes ex-

pressed through patterns of fertility, mortality, and migration.
FUNDING MECHA

Eighty percent of the NICHE) budget supports research and re-
search training_ through grant§ and contracts to institutions of
higher education, including medical schools, organizations with re-
'lated interestS, and individuals in the form of fellowsps. Grants
and contracts are awarded on a comRetitive basis. Interested par-
ties are required to apply for grants and_ contracts in specific areas
of research. Applications are eveuated for scientific merit and rel-
evance to the Institute's mission by extramural Research Groups
and the Institute's National Advisory Council.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

For the most part, direct recipients of benefits are those institu-
tions, organizations, and/or individuals who receive funds from
NICHE). However, a limited number of research _patients receive
medical services as a result of participation im research programs
and, in conjunction with training provided in the various research
sites. Patients are generally referred to the research pro4rams by a
physician.

PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
Involvement from the ..-:oromunity at large is minimal.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal Yea, Appmenation
(in millions)

1980 $208,953
1981 220,628
1./82 226,309
1983 254;318
1984 273;359
1985 310,540
1986 321;796
1936 (Gramm-R dman sequester) 307;958

J. HOME HEALTH CARE (P.L. 97-414)

AROGRAIPI PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Home Health Services program under section 339 of the

Public Health Service Act (PHS) is designed to increase the na-
tion's capacity to provide home health services in areas in which
such services are inadequate or not readily accessible and to un-
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prove the quality of care provided by home health agencies by
training home health services paraprofessionals.

The Orphan Drug Act of 1982 (p.L. 97-414) authorized granta and
loans under section 339 of the PHS Act for FY 1984 to establish
home health programs; grants and contractS to develop training for
paraprofessionals to provide home _health services: In 1984; Pi: 98-
555 extended this authority through FY 1987.
FUNDING MECHA WISM:

Funds are allocated to each-of the regional offices of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services with preference being given
to those approvable applications proposing to serve areas within a
State which have a high percentage of elderly; medically indigent;
or elderly indigent The respective Regional Health Administrator
has award authority and selects the applicant to be awarded and
the dollar level for each award.

Grants andloans for establishing a home health agency may be
awarded for 17 months. Training granta may be awarded frit 12
months. Grants and loans may be provided to establish or expand
an existing home health agency. Granta and contracts may be
awarded for- the training of home health services paraprofessionals.
Loans may be macie for up tia a 10-year periOd at an interest rate
based upon the prevailing rates:
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT.

Grant§ for the establishinent or expansion of existing home
health services may be provided to any nonprofit or public entity
including State and local governmenta and Federally recognized
Indian tribal governments. Loans may be made only to profit
making entities. Training_grantS may be awarded tO_public and pri-
vate entities and contracts entered into with profit making entities.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiseq, year Appropriation
Milliims)

1983 $5.0
1984 5.0
1985... .................. 3.0
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 1.435

K. DEVELOPMENTAL nisAsiuriEs Acr oF 1984 (P.L. 94-103)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Mental Retardation Facilities and Community Mental

Health Centers Construction Act of 1963 (P.L. 88-164) provided Fed-
eral funds for the construction of facilities which provide compre-
hensive services to mentally retarded and mentally ill persons. PI,.
91-517, th.-. Developmental Disabilities Services and Facilities Con-
stniction Amendments of 1970 a.mended the 1963 law. Under P.L,
91-517, Congress addressed for the first time the needs of a group of
handicapped individuals designated as developmentally disabled.
Under the 1970 amendments, developmental disabilities were de-
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fined to include disabled persons with mental retardation, cerebral
p_alf, epilepsy, and other neurological conditions closely related to
mental retardation which originate prior to the age of 18 years and
constitute a substantial handicap.

The 1970 amendments authorized State allotments for plannting,
services and construction of facilities for persons with develomen-
tal disabilities. Each State was required to submit a plan that des-
ignated a State planning and advisory council. Under law, one-
third of the council Was requird to be composed of consumers of
services. The plan described the quality and quantity of ServiceS to
be-provided.

Under the 1970 amendments, Congress also addreiik=d the need to
meet shortageS of _personnel who provide servina to developmental
disabled persons through the establishment of a_grant program and
an interditcipiinary training program in institutions of higher edu-
cation._The law required the establishment of a network of univer-
siqr affiliatCx1 facilities (UAF's) in institutions of higher education.
The UAF's are designed to provide services to developmentally dis-
abled persons and their families and interdisciplinary training to
professionals and paraprofessionals in such fields as medicine, pay-
chokw,_education, psychiatry, social work, speech pathology and
audiology, and community services.

New amendments were established in 1975 under the Develop=
mental Disabled Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (P.L. 94-103).
These new amendments authorized a system of protection and ad-
vocany program to be established in each State as a cnndition of
receipt of a State grant for planning and services. The 1975 amend-
ments also addressed the rights of developmentsdly disabled per-
sons to appropriate treatment and services designed to maximize
individual potential in a setting that is least restrictive of personal
liberty.

Under the 1975 amendments, developmental disabilities were ex-
panded to include autism and dyslexia, if dyslexia rethulted from
one of the other diSabilities included in the definition.

An important requirement was add6d under the 1975 amend-
ments._All persons served under authorized programs are to havein effect a written habilitation_plan which states long-term habili-
tation goals, intermediate objectives and a plan for service delivenr.

The 1978 amendments establish6d four priority service areas andrequired that States choose not more than two priority Service
areas for expenditure of not less than $100,000 or 65% of the State
grant funds, whichever is greater. The four priority areas were:

(1) case management services;
(2) child development services;
(3) alternative community living arrangement services; and
(4) nonvocational sociaWevelopmental services.

The 1984 amendments (Pl. 98-527) added employment-relatedactivities as one of the priority service areas. Employment reldtkl
activities must be one of a State's priority service activities after
FY h986if the appropriation for the State grant program equals or
exceeds $50.25 million_mr that year. The amendments provide thatStates may choose three priority service areas b-eginning _in FY1987. The 1984 amendments deleted nonvocational social develop-
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mental services as a priorit3r service area, but retained authorize-
tion for these services on a nonpriority basis.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Federal funds for grants, planning, and the provision of services
for persons with developmental disabilities are allotted to States on
the basis of population, the extent of need_ for services for persons
with developmental diSabilities, and the financial need of the re-
spective_ State. A three-year per _capita income average ia _used to
reflect fmancial need. Matching funds are required on a 75%-Fed-
eral and 25%-State basis, except in areas cf urban or rural poverty
where th.: match is PO% Federal and 10% Stato.

As a condition of receipt of a State _grant for planning and serv-
ices, States must operate a system_ to protect and advocate the
rights of persons with developmental diSabilities. The system must
have the authority to pursue legal and administrative remedies to
assure the protection of rights.

Federal funds for UAF'L are awarded directly to institutions of
higher education based on application& Satellite centers, spin-offs
of UAF's, ELISO provide interdisciplinary training and technical as-
sistance to other agencies in areas not served by a UAF.

Discretionary funds to support demonstration projects, evalua-
tion and assessment activities are awarded to public and private
nonprofit agencies. Special project funds are to be used only for
projects ocnducted in more than one State, pr*cts involving two
or more Federal agencies or projects that are considered of nation-
al significance.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT:

Recipients under this legislation are persons with ". . . chronic
disabilities which are attributable to mental and/or physical fin-
pairments which are apparent before the age of 22. Developmental
disabilities tend to be fife-long and result in sabstantial limitations
of major life acties such as self--care, mobility, self--direction, the
capacity for independent living and economic self-sufficiency. Due
to the severity of handicaps which developmentally diSabled people
have, services must be individually planned and cc Drclinated."
(Consortium for Citizens with Developmental Disabilities, 1985).
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fcal year Appropriation
tin millions)

1980 $62.437
1981 61.131
1982 58:683
1983
1989 62:397
1985 76.7
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 76.9428
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2. NUTRITION

A. SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL FOOD PROGRAM FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND
CHILDREN (WIC) (P.L. 92-433)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
In_ order to link food distribution more closely with health tare,

the WIC program was created in 1972 to provide nutritious supple-
mental foods to women, infanta and children through the age of
four years who are determined_ to be at nutritional risk. A cornpe-
tent profegsional authority such as a physician, nutritionist, dieti-
tian, or registered nurse determines whether an individual is at
nutritional risk.

Authorized under section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act, this pro-
gram operates in conjunction with two other programs that serve
the same target groups :. the food certificate program which pro-
vides w,uchers to recipient/3 for milk, infant formula and cereal
only; and the commodity supplemental food program that provides
a specialized package of USDA flind commodities directly to recipi-
ents.

Congressional authorization for the WIC program expired in Sep-
tember, 1984. The Congress provided funds for this Program
through continuing resolutions through FY 1986, when the pro-
gram was reauthorized through FY_ 1989 under the School Lunch
and Child Nutrition Amendmenta of 1986. Under the 1986 Amend-
ments, the WIC program was reauthorizeciat such sums as-may be
necessary for FY 1987 and 1988, and $1.782 million for FY 1989.
Other changes include:

State ineligibility to participate in the WIC program if
State or local sales taxes are collected on food purchased under
the WIC prograrn;

A required des,Tiption of coordinated operations among
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), maternal
and child health care programs and WIC in the State plan; and

Priority be given to pregnant women, breaStAbeding
women, and infante and nutritional risk when a local agency
reaches maximum participation level.

The WIC program is one of the most cost effective Federal pro-
grams. According to a study conducted by the Harvard School of
Public Health, for every $1 that is invested in the program, $3 is
later saved in medical costs- The WIC program has proved to be
especially beneficial to individual5 who are poorly educated, poor,
minority, or living in a single-parent household. In addition, a
study reported by the US. Department of Agriculture in 1985 re-
vealed that the WIC program:

Reduces the fetal death rate by almost a third;
=Reduces the number of infant deaths;
Reduces by 15-25% the number of premature birtha amoi

high-risk mothers;
Improves the nutritional status of women and children;

=Improves the likelihood that children will have a regular
source of medical care and be better immunized;

Improves the likelihood that mothers will seek and receive
prenatal care; and
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Improves the cognitive development of children.
FUNDING MECHAMSM:

Federal fun& for the operation of the WIC progra are general-
ly provided to State health agencies. The State, in turn, asses
fundS on tO lOcal agencies such as county public health deneit-
ments; community health agencies; municipal public health agen-
cies, and public welfare agencies. Federal funds are available for
both food and administrative costs. Food is provided either directly
by the ideal agency, or through recipient nurchases made with
vouchers; redeemable at local grocery stores.

Vouchers, the most common type of system used, are authorized
for the purchase of specific types and quantities of food items ap-
propriate to the nutritional needs of the recipient. The items nor-
mally authorized_for WIC food packages include milk, eggs, cheese,
infant formula, fruit and vegetable juices and cereals. Approxi-
mately 50% of WIC food is made t !airy products.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENE-PM

Prevaant and postpartum women,infants and children through
the age of four years who are determined to be at nutritional risk
due to inadequate nutrition are eligible to receive services under
tbe_WIC program; In FY 1985; $L5 billion was appropriated for the
WIC program which served 3.1 million recipients.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year 1VIC funding_
appropriations

1980 $736.2 million
1981 900.0 million
1982 904.320 Million
1983 1.10 billion
1984 1.360 billiOn
1985 1.500 billiOn
1986 1.560 billion

B. SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM: THE CHILD NUTRITION ACT OF 1966,
AS AMENDED (P.L. 89-642)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The school breakfast program provides Federal funds for break-

fasts for children in schools and residential child care institutions.
The program must operate on a nonprofit basis and _provide break-
fasts which meet nutritional criteria set by the Secretary of Agri-
culture.

Initially authorized as a two-year pilot project, the school break-
fast program was statutorily established under the Child Nutrition
Act of 196C (FL. 89-642). The original legislation provided fer
grantS4n-aid te States. States were required to disburse grant
funds to schools according to a rate per meal, or some other
method ptesctibed by the Secretary. First consideration for pro-
gram implementation was to be given to schoolS in economically
deprbed areas and areas where children had to travel a great dis-
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twice to Scheel. Federal funds were to pay for a portion of the food.
used in the program, hut not for labor costs. In cases where rates
established_by the Secretc y were insufficient to carry out a pro-
gram ("severe need" caaes), CongreSS permitted payments of up to80% of all operating costs.

Major amendments to the original legislation include the follow-ing:
(I) a provision that the income eligibility criteria for low-

income children receiving free and reduced-price breakfatta
based on the same criteria as ueed in the school lunch program
(P.L. 932,_ 1971);

(2) establishment of minimum reimbursement rates for each
kind of breakfast served and additional_ reimburaements for
free breakfasts in "severe need" schtrols (P .L. 93-150, 1973);

(3) permanent authorization of the program (P.L. 94405,
1975);

(4) establiahment of Federal eligibility guidelines for schbols
receiving severe need_assistance (P.L. 9627, 1973);

(5) the proviSion of additional assistance to encourage pro=
gram expansion (P.L. 95-627, 1978). Amendmenta (P.L. 97-35) in
1981 lowered reimbursement rates for 'mkt and reduced-price
breakfasts, tightened the "severe need" ehgibility_criteria, andlowered the income eligibility criteria for free and reduced-
price breakfasts, and

(6) provision of an additional 2 cents hi cash reimbursementand at least 3 cents in commodities for each breakfaSt served,and a requirement that the Secretary of Agriculture reviewand revise the nutritional requirements for breakfaSta to im-
prove their nutritional quality within 180 days after the enact-ment of the law.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
Federal assistance to States, ueually State educational agencies,

is provided according to legislatively set reimbursement ratea foreach breakfast served. The amount of Federal reimbursement
varies according to the family income of the participating child. A
regular reimbursement rate is available to all participating school
and matitutione for breakfasts served to non-poor children. Higherrates are set for breakfasts served free or at reduced-price to low-
income children. Additionally, schools which serve more than 40%
of their school lunches to such low-income children may receive ad-
ditional "Fevere need" reimbursement for such breakfasts.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT.

All children attending a participating school may receive such
subsidized breakfaste, and tire Lharged for each meal according totheir family income. Children from families with incomes at orbelow of the Federal Poverty incor ie level receive free break-
fasts, thoSe falling above 130% but at or below 185% of poverty re-
ceive reduce&price breakfasti, and chil iren above 185% of poverty
receive breakfasts at the full price.

All public elementary and aecondiky schools are eligible to par-ticipate in the school breakfast program. Private, nonprofit elemen=
tary and secondary schools that do not charge more than an aver-
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age annual tuition of $1,500 per student are also eligible to partici-
pate as are public and private nonprofit licensed residential child
care institutions.

In .wY 1967, a daily average of about 80,000 children participated
in the school breakfast program with about 75% of those children
receiving free and reduced-price meals. In FY 1984, 34,820 schools
participated in the breakfast program.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Appropriation
an millions)

1980 $249.8
1981 321.9
1982 335.9
1983 341.0
1984 V2.6
1985 407.0
1986 (estimate) 410.9

C. NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM: THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH
ACT OF 1946 (P.L. 79-396), AS AMENDED

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The national school lunch program provides Federal cash and

commodity assistance to schools_serving lunches to students each
school day. Mministered at the Federal level by the FOOd and Nur-
titian Services_ (FINS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), the school lunch _piwram is the oldest and largest of the
USDA's child nutrition programs.

The origins of the scimol lunch_program can be traced back to
the mid-1930's when USDA started a program br purchasing and
distributing sumlus agricultural commodities. Permanently author-
iz.ed in 1946, the National School Lunch Act (P.L. 79-396) was in-
tended to protect the health of American school children and en-
courage the domestic consumption of agricultural commodities. As
originally nosOed, the National School Lunch Act included the fol-
lowing .-1L, menrs, establishing what were to become permanent
featurei program: lunches were to meet certain nutritional
standarc by the USDA; lunch programs had to be nonprofit;
subsidized lunches were to be available to all children, and free or
reduced-price lunches had to be provided to Children unable to pay
the-full price; non-Federal match.Mg funds were required; and the
USDA was to purchase and distribute commodities for school fOod
programs.

Since 1946, Congress has made significant ..-evisions in the school
lunch program. Major change; to the original program_hiclude the
following: (1) permanent authorization of additional fmancial as-
sistance for meals served to low-income children; (2) the establish-
ment of an hicorne test for low-income children receiving free and
reduced-price lunches; and (3) the establishment of specific reim-
bursement rates for each lunch served instead of grant funds to
States distributed according to a formula. Up untu the 1980 and
1981 reconciliation laws, the majority of changes expanded pro-
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gram participation by broadening eligibility criteria and Federal
subsidies for free and reduced-price lunches. The 19S0 and 1981
amendments made changes that reduced income eligibility levels
and Federal subsidies for all lunches.

The School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amenlments of 1986 re-
uire that any child who is a member of a family receiving food or

AFDC benefits ina State where the income standard of eligibility
does not exceed 130% of poverty be served a free lunchand break-
fast without application or eligibility determinations. The amend-
ments also require that schools participating in the school lunch
program offer whole milk as a beverage.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Federal assistance to Stat&c, usually State educational agencies,
for the school lunch program is provided in the form of legislative-ly set cash or commOdity reimbursement rates, adjusted for infia.-
tion each July 1, for each meal served. The amount of the Federal
cash reimbursement varies according to the family income of the
participating child although all meals are minimally subsidized
through a basic reimbursement regardless of Iamily income. In ad-
dition to the basic cash assistance, additional cash reimbursement
is provided for each meal served to low-income children who m
ceive free and reduced-price lunches under the National SchoolLunch Act.

State matching funds are required for the "basic" cash assistance
(i.e., all those funds provided for mealS served to children regard-
less of their family income). These matching funds, plus local reve-
nues and students' meal payments are used to cover the full costs
of omrating the program. In FY 1982; the last year such data was
reported, Federal cash and commodity assistance covered 50.5% of
total operating costs, State and local funds covered 23.1%, and stu-
dents' meal payments covered 26.4%. The school lunch program is
the only child nutrition program which has requirements for Statematching.

In addition to cash assistance, commodity assistance is also pro-
vided for each school lunch served. This is provided to States, and
passed on to schools on the basis of a legislatively mandated reim-
bursement rate for each lunch served. All_program_participants re-
ceive the benefit§ of this commodity assistance, regardless of their
family income. Additional commodaties, distributed at the discre
tion of the Secretary, may also be provided to school lunch pro-
grams if there are unexpected surpluses, or large USDA holding's
of commodities. These are referred to as bonus commodities and
usually consist of dairy products.

For the 1985-1986 school year, the Federal cash reimbursement
rates were 12.5 cents for each "paid" lunch, 90.25 cents for each
reduced-price lunch and 130.25 cents for each free lunch. The com-
modity reimbursement rate was 11.75 cents for each kind of lunch.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIn

All school children attending a participating school are eligible
to receive meals but are charged for each meal according to their
family income. Children with family incomes at or below 130% of
the Federal poverty income level receive free lunches; those falling
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tthave 1,30g. ,;,t or_ below 185% of poverty receive lunches at a
rat:km...id-price; !, -Id children above 185% receive lunchesat the_ full,

yit rub,:ied price. These full-price meals are referred to as

to participate in the_lunch program are all public
'..r)ry and secondary schools, and priVate, nonprofit elementa-

ry ii .*:1.1condary schools that do not charge _more than an average
annual tuition of $1;500 per student Also eligible to participate in
the_ program are _public and private, nonprofit licensed residential
child care institutions eg4 _orphanageo; homes for retarded chil-
dien, and temporary homes for runaway children.

Participation_ in the school_lunch program has grown from about
6.6 _ million children in FY 1947 to a peak participation of about
27.1 million children in FY 1979; In FY 1986; approximately 23.7
millian_children were expected to participate.

In FY 1970, the first_year such dath was reported, approximately
75% of_participating children_ received "paid" ..unches and 25% i'e-
ceived free and reduced-price lunches. In FY 1986, about one-half of
the participating chik n were_expected ta receive "paid" lunches
and the remaining 50% free and reduced-price lunches. However, it
should be noted that in 1970, the income_level for free and reduced-
price lunches was set at 100%_of the Federal poverty income level;
by _1986 the cutoff level was 185% of poverty.

According to F'S;_ in _1984; about 95% _of all_ public sehools and
29% of all_private schools participated in the school lunch program
for a total representation of 81% of all schools and 92% of all
school childrem
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

SCHOOL LUNCH APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YMRS 1980-861

(In millions of debts]

--_1_9,8019,8L 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986*

Total CaSh $2,104.1 S2,372.5 $2,045.3 $2,353.9 $2,556.3 $2,656.0 $2,734.3

Sec. 43 724.7 763.7 425.0 436.2 474.4 532.1 525.8

Sec. 114_ 1,379.4 1,608.8 1,620.3 1,914.7 2,081.9 2,123.9 2,2084

Commodity assistance 6 (FNS and sec. 32) 81 7.5 632.0 439.2 476.1 464.0 4 75.2 511.8

1 Does not reflect use of unobligated funds from previous fiscal years, or program shortfalls funded from the smceeding fiscal year appropriabOO.
*This arnsuntan_estimated_ funtfing leel b09 oa current lain.
3Sec_4 of the National School tundi Act (NW) pnNifes a basic reimbursement fon esery school-lunch served-negardless-of-the-tamiry.i.swme

of the-partpnt.- Approximately half If this amount is fir meaN serVed te thiidten fibm tangle: win incomes above 185 percent of the poverty
level so called "paid meab.

4 Sec. li--of -the-NSIA-provides--adchbonal rembhisementa for Ilithed serVid free or at reduced-price to children from families with inCiallan
beim/ 185_percent of the poverty level.

to addition to the-school-lunch-program, this -amount -aNd mdudes_Ohmmoity atsisCsnot felt the chDd caw, food And summer rnod service
programs, ThiS,_110Welilff:_ revesents only about 10 percent of all commodity assistance support, The numbers include funds aTprcc 'rated- undr the
child-nutrition-amount-as 4.M-es-fund9 from-sec. 32__agriadtufaLturil5 removal revenues used to meet the mandated monmedity support iwvels rel
for these programs. Does not reflet th value of "bonus" cominolties.

D. SUMMER FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM: sEcTION 13, THE NATIONAL
SCHOOL LUNCH ACT OF 1946; AS AMENDED (P.L. 90-302)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The summer food program provides Federal funds for meals

served during the summer months to children in summer day pro-
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grams, and summer camps located in areas 'di Which poor economic
conditions ex.ist.

hi 1968; Congress enacted P.L. 90=302, Which iachided a provisioncreating the stWcial food service program for children fhis pro=gram was originally created as a three-year pilot project to provide
lunches to children in child -care centers and summer recreation
Programs in low-income areas and areas in which large numbers of
mothers worked outside the home. The summer food component Ofthe program was designed to provide a continuation of the uhoollunch meal service for needy children after the school year er, edMajor charges to the original legislation include the following,(1) a provision separating the suinmer food service program from
the_year round portion of the special food gertrice _program whichthen became the child care food program (P.L. 94-105; 1975); (2) the
proVision of adthinistrative costs and advance peyrnent§ to program
sponsors (P.L. 94-105, 1975; and (3) an amendment making major

ges to prevent program fraud and_abuse that had been report-ed by the General Accounting Office (GAO) (P.L. 95-166, 1977). The1980 and 1981 reconciliation laws (P.L. 96-499 and P.L 97=35) in-cluded changes to reduce the over all funding of child nutrition
programs, including the summer food service program, by tbdticingthe number of Federally subsidized metilS aVailable to children andby-restricting program sponsorship.

Unlike the chool lunch, school breakfaat, and child care foodprograms, the summer food service program L. not permanently au-
thOrized. Au thorfration for the program expired at the end of FIT
1984. Appropriation laws enacted since then have provided fundingfor the program. The program authorization Waa extended through
FY 1989 under the School Lunch and Child Nutrition Amendments
Of 1986.

FUNDING MECIL4NISM:
Local sponsera of the summer food service program receive Fed-eral Cash and commodity assistance for meals they SerVe under the

program; Meals served under the suinmer food serviceprogram arereimbursed at a flat rate without regard to the farnily income ofthe participating child. Under the summer food service program,bread-al:it, lunches, suppers or snacks may be served. The number
of subsidized meals is litaitki to tWo meals per child per day;except in campa and programs primarily ,ierving migrant% where
up to four meals may be subsidited. For the summer of 1986; thecash reimbursement rates per_ meal were as follOws: lunches-
158.50 cents; breakfasts-88.25 cent% and supplements-40.00
cents. Additional_per meal administrative reimbursements are pto-=Vidd to local sponsors as well.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Summer programs may he operated in areas where_more than
ozie-half of the children are_from families at or beloW 185% of pov-erty_($20,350 for a family of four for the period July 1, 1986June30, 1987). This income level is for all Stat.-ea (eiceept AlaSka and
Hawaii) and the District of Columbia. All children participating inthese programs receive free meals; Residential atimmer damps mayparcicipate in the program, but only children from families at or
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below 185% of poverty may receive mealsIn FY 1969; during the
peak month of program operations, about 986,000 children partici=
Wed in the prouam. During the peak month of FY 1985 approxi-
mately 1.5 million children participated.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LE VELS:

Fiscal year

1980
1981

Ap^ropriation
lin millions)

1982 G

1983 99.4
1984 105.0
1985 115.1
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 121.9

E. COMMODITY SUPPLEMENTAL l'OOD PROGRAM (CSFP): SECTION 4 (A)
AND 5, THE AGRICULTURE AND CONSUMER PROTECTION ACT OF 1973,
AS AMENDED (P.L. 93-347)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISD9R Y:
The Commodity Supplemental Food Program (CSFP) provide

surplus U.S. DePartment of Agriculture (USDA) commodities to
low-income pregnant; postpartum, and breast feeding women, in-
fants and children up to age six. Participants receive a monthly
fOckl package which is int.-ended to supplement the participant's
diet; Foods in the package include dry milk, egg mix, farina, dry
beans or peanut butter, canned meats, poulta, fruits and vegeta-
bles, infant formula, and juice; In addition, three pilot projects of-
fering similar supplemental fockl assistance to low-income elderly
persons have recently been authorized under P.L; 97-98; P.L; 97-370
and P.L. 99-198.

A prograni that was later to become the Commodity Supplemen-
tal Food Program was established by administrative regulation on
January 18, 1969 in responr to evidence of health and nutrition
problems among low-income vtant women and children, and po-
litical pressures generated I, 1968 Poor Peonles Campaign. The
program was funded by ai npropriations and was eventually
authorized under the Agri nd COnsumer Protection Act of
1973 (P.L. 93=347). Since that time, the program has been exterded

ler various amendments;
n 1977, P.L. 9113 provided adminisT.:Eitive fund3 for C.-.77P

to 15% of the value of donated commodities and authorized
use of general treasury fundt to _purchase and dittribute the com-
modities needed to maintain the traditional level of support for the
CSFP. The Agriculture and FOOd Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-98) changad
the adminittrative funding level to 15% of appropriations and ex-
tended CSFP through FY 1985. In 1983, P.L. 98-92 arborized ad=
minittrative expenses equal to 15% of the sum of CSFP appropria-
tions and additional donated commodities. The. Food Security Act
of 1985 (P.L. 99-198) extended the CSFP through FY 1990.
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fteUNDING MECHANISM:
State agencies distribute Federally purchased commodities tot;SFP participants. The amount and variety of commoditir- : de-termined by the Secretary of Agriculture.

RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT:
To participate in the CSFP, participantS mu-St have incomes

which would qualify them for other Federal, State or local kW=income programs. In addition, part:ripanth in some States must bedetermined to be at nutrillonal 'LA. In FY 1986, approximately
147,000 women, infants, and children were -expected to receive
CSFP food package§ each month.

Participation has declined since the inception and growth of Fed-eral cash aaSiStance prov:ded under the WIC-program. The Special
Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants and Children
(WIC) fmances the fiat cost of monthly food packages to loW=income
pregnant women, mothers, infantS, and children. In FY_1985, theCSFP operated in 28 project areas in 12 States and the DiStriet of
Columbia.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fa1 year Appropriation
lin min-la/18J_

1980
821.81981

27.01982
29.41983
33..$1984
40.21985

1986
26.8

_-'DoeS het iirlect _use of unobligated funds from previous fi.lcal !....ars, or peogilTmshortfalls funded from the succeeding fistal year appropriation.

F. CHILD CARE FOOD PROGRA7": SECTION 17; THE NATIONAL SCHOOL
LUNCH ACT OF 1946, AS AMENDED (Pl. 90-302)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Authorized under section 17 a the National School Ltmch Act,the Child Care Food program provides funds for food service tochildren in child care cente s and family and group day carehomes.
Prior to 1968, Federal assistance for institutional feeding pro-grams was concentrated on Schdol food service programs. In 1968,responding to concern about the nutritional needS ofprimerily low-

income, preschool children and_ those who did not have access tofood programs during the summer months, Congrede enacted legis-
lation creating a special food Service program for these children.The Child Care Food program was originally part of the special
food service program for children authorized under section_la ofthe National School Lunch Act Amendments of 1968 (P.L. 90-302).
This program provided for tWo pilot programs of which one was tobe operated year-round for children in day care centere or other
nonresidential child care gettings in areas in which poor economic

86



83

conditions existed or in which there were high concentrations of
working mothers.

Major changes to fLe Child Care K program include the fol-
lowing (1) establishing reimbursement rates idert ;cal to those of
the school lunch program (P.L. 94-105, 1975); (2) expanding the eli-
gibility requirements of participating institutions (P.L-. 94-105,
1975); (3) permanently authorizing the program (P.L._ 95-627, 1978);
and (4) allowing for-profit child care sponsora to participate in the
program if they receive funds under Title XX of the Social Security
Act.

Under the 1980 and 1981 reconciliation laws (P.L. 96-499 a.nd P.L.
97-35), changes were made to reduce_the funding for child nutrition
programs, including the Child Cale Food program, by, among other
things, reducing the reimbursement rates for snacks, reducing the
number of Federally reimbursed meals and snacks available for
each child, and changing the structure of the reimbursement
system. The School Lunch ar,3. Chil4 Nutrition Amendments of
1986 provided an additional 3 cents in Jash reimbursement and at
least 3 cents in commOdities for each breakfast served in child care
centers and family day care homes.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Ea.;n meal served in child care centers and familand group day
care homes is Federally subsidized; Federal support for the Child
Care Food pro:tram is provided through the appropriate State
agency; on the basis of annually adjusted; legisiatively mandated
subsidy rates. Breakfasts,lunches, suppers, and snacks may be re-
imbursed, however, the number is limited to two meals and one
supplement per day per child.

For child care centers, reimbursement rates are based ou the
family income of the individual child receiving the meal or suppl&.
ment. Basic rates are established for meals and snacks served to all
children in participating centers. These meals are referred to as
"paid" meals. Higher, free or reduced-price rates are provided for
meals or snacks served at no charge or at considerably reduced
prices to children whose family income meete Federally set income
cria:fia. The :.-eimbursement rates for meals served in child care
centers are the same as those provided for school lunches and
breakfasts, -Snack_rates are also provideci. For the_ period July
19364une 30 1987, the supplement ratee are as follows: (1) 3.50
cents per "paid" snack; (2) 18,50 cents per reduced-price snack; and
(3) 37.25 centaper free snack.

Separate rates are established for meeds and snacks served in
family day care or group limn. ; and are provided fe: all meals
served regardless of the family inceme of the participv t. For the
period July 1, 198June 30, 3.9C7 these rates are as follows; (1)
59.25 cents cer breakfast; (2) 116.00 cents per lunch and supper;
and (3) 34.50 mts per snack. Administrative payments are also
provided foi ,-.-aup and fnmily day care homes.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Program sponsorship is limited to public and private nonprofit
child care centers and family and group day care homes. For-profit
sponsors may receive assistanc., under the Child Care Food pro-
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am if they receive compensation for child care under the Social
rvices Block Grant (SSBG), Title MC of the Social Secunty Act,for at least 25% of the children they serve. hi order to qualify for

the program, centers and homes must be licensed or approVed Ed:
cording to Federal; State or local standards.
-The income cutkiff levels for ehgibility_for free meals or Aria& iS

130% of the Federal poverty level and 185% of pover*_ for reduced-
price meals and snacks. For the period July 1; 1986 through June
30, 1987, 130(.'t of the Federal_poverty level for &family of four in
all F!ates (excl.:t Alaska and Hawaii) and the District_of Columbia
is $ 1,300; 185% is $20,350. _However, the children Of family day
care home provider§ may only p;:irticipate in the Child Care Foodprogram) if their family income is at or below 185% of the Federalpoverty guideline.

All disabled children and other children under age 12, Age 15 if
children are thigranta, are eliOble to_ participate in the Child Cart
Food program, The vast majority ofchildren served by the Program
are between the ages of three and five years old; In FY 1985 about
1.03 million children participated in the Child Care Food Pregrain.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year A(inpprrpriation
millions)

1980
$213.81981

1982
276.91983
332.51984
356.91985
434.91986 483.5

' This amount io n eitiihatid ffihding level based on current law.

G. SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM: SECTION 3, THE CHILD NUTRITION i I OF
1966, AS AMENDED (P.L. 89-642)

PROGRAM PURPOSE ANP FUSTORY:
The Special Milk Rzogram (SMP) provides Federal fun& for milk

served t/o children in uubLic and private nonprofit school end ets81
care institutions provided that these schools do not partitipm2;other Fede child nutrition propluns.

The SMP giiarantees cash reimburoement for each half-int.
Milk served. The program has grown from a temporary program
authoi 'zing the Secretary of Agriculture to use Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) funds to purchase surplus 'hill( for school chil-dren, to a permanent program with separate appropriatiom whiehmakes free or partially subsidized milk available te all ehildren innonprofit schools and child care inbtitutions choosing to partici-
pate. The CCC is authorized to 1)ro.ride price supporta to farmersthrough loans and the acquisition of various typas of farm prod-uctS.

Significant legislation since _the SMP was established in 1954
under P.L. 83-690 include the following: (1) the Child Ntitritielii Aetof 1966 (Pi. 89-642) which incorporated the special milk_ program
at' a specific prograiA under section 3 of the Act; (2) the
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tritión Act Aniendinents Of 1970 (P.L. 91:195) which permanently
authorized the program; (3) the National School Lt1 nch Act Amend-
ments of 1973 (P.L. 93-150) which made children who qualified foi
free lunches under the school lunch program eligible for free milk
under_ the_SMP;_ (4) the Child Nutrition Act Amendments of 1974
(P.L. 93347) Which eStablished an annually adjusted minimum re-
imburseinent rate of 5_ cents for each half-pint-of milk served;_and
(5) the National School Lunch Act and Child Nutrition Act of 1966
Amendments of 1975 (P.L. 94-105) which expanded the program. to
the U.S. territories.

Mere recently, the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 (P.L. 97-
35) prohibited participation in the SMP by any school er institution
participating in meal service programs. For instance, if a school op-
erates a school lunch program which must include milk as part of
the lunch, it cannot participate in the SMP. Thia_provision pre-
Venta most SthbOlig from participating in the SMP since most
schools.;_appmximately 89;000; offer the school lunch program.

The SchoOl Lunch Snd Child Nutrition Amendments of 1986 ex-
tended eligibility for the Special Milk Program to kindergarten
children in schools which are currently ineligible to participate be=
cause the school participates in the school breakfast or school
lunch program. This change extended the Special Milk Program to
kindergarten children who do not have access to either the school
breakfast or school lunch program. These are children who attend
split sessions of kindergarten for only part of thz. day.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

The SMP allows participating schools and institutions to offer
partially or fully subsidized milk to children. Through the adminis-
teringState agencies, the Federal Government reimburses schools
for each half-pint of milk served at two rates: free milk served to
qualifying low-income chqdren is fully reimbursed; and "paid"
milk served to non-needy children is partially reimburse& Unlike
other institutionally based child nutrition programs, schools are
act regnired to setlre free milk to low-income children, but have
the option to do so: For FY 1986; the reimbursement rate was 15.29
cents per half:pint, of free milk and 9.44 cents for "paid" milk.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

All children; regardless ^"-,mily income; attending _a _participat-
ing school -or eceive milk under the SMP._ Howev-
et, children frb_ milk must be from families whose
income is at Jow 130% of the Federal poverty guidelines,
$14,300 for a miIy of feur in the 1986=1987 school year. These
income levels are for all States__(except Mask& and Hawaii) and the
District of Columbia. Durilig FY 1986, ahout 170 million halflpints
of milk were served under the SMP; 161 million to non-needy chil-
dren and 9 million to children from families at or below 130% of
poverty.
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SUMMA RY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Theca year Appropriation
ti., mittionst

1980
$155.81981 119.8

1982 28.1
1983 20.1
1984 111.9
1985 17 6
1986 11.5

'Does not reflect use of unobligated funds from preNious fiscal yedra or programshortfalls funded from thasucoaeding rmr7iiilyear appropriation.
'Does not reflect the reduction or elimination of cost-ofliving aditYstinents rcluiredby Public Law 99-177 (Gramni-RuUnfiiii-Hollinga).

11. TEL IPORARY EMERGENCY FOOD ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1983 (P./ . 98-8) ,
AS AMENDED

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR E
The Temporary Emergen:y Food_ Assistance Program (TEFAP),

which was reauthorized through FY 1987 uncle/ ..he Food Security
Act of 199r: (P.L. 99-19^), allocates U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) commodities and administrative funds to States for fooddiStribution to the needy. These commodities conSiSt of food itemsheld by the Commddity Credit Corporation (CCC) to meet farm
price support requirements and are largely madé up of dairy prod-ucts, grains and honey._

The TEFAP bad its origins in a special dairy distribution effort
begun by the Reawan Administration in January 1982, to zeduce
considerable goveinment holdings of surplut commodities, and torespond to grrowing reports of hunger. Under_this discretiona*effort, which lasted through March 1983,Sorne 387 million poundsof cheese and butter valued at approximately 4577 million, weremade available to States for distribution. It_waii left to the States to
determine which ldcal agencies and recipients cot: kl receive thesecommodities.

As the program_developP,I, there were requests for at.
types of commodities such as flour, rice and nonfat dry rif
were in storage, but not being made available by the USItionally, there were reports of some StateS end lotal agnncit. .ing commddities hec&ige of the costs of storing and distrib6. _4g
them. These two factors, along with highly publicized reports ofneedy people Wng turned away, prompted pressure for Federal fl:nancial aid as well as increased varieties and volumes of commodi-ty donations. In 1983, an emergency supplemental appropriationt
bill was pf,ssed (P.L. 98-8) which included under Title II, an appio-priation of $50 million to assist States and local agencies in meet;ing the costs of distributing the commodities. There was also a re-quirement for additional commodity releases. This_ was the origirifalTEFAP which was late. revised and extended through FY 1985under P.L. 98-92.

The implementation of r. formal program reSulted in immediate
increases in the tyTes comp-iodides offezed, as well as r equestS byStates for such commodities and attendant administrative funds. It
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also differed from the earLi.lr discretional y program in that crithria
for participation was estab1iled at the Federvi; instead of _State
level, and commodities were U. be ,L-Icat lie basis of each
State's relative low-income a d ur
FUNDING MECHANISM:

The TEFAP commodities he!-., nr. ,f11 ioverninf,m; are
purchased; processed, and_ pack<?.., _ aLE then .thipped
to Statee. States make the oommociitie, `AV.', b!c:`, uO 10C2.1
and private nonprofit organizations .1-acti; ;17._ turn; offer tneinfor
free to needy persons. These organizatlins i3L;,7.tidei but are not lhn-
ited _to; soup kitchens; food_banks;_local w-_,i-niments, _and chaiita-
ble institutions. The total level of donatrri -bmmodities available
for the wograir _depends on the extent of :,...;verntnent stocks and
the capacity of States _and local agencies to use them effectively.
The commodities are allocated tb States ....)ased on their low-income
and unemployed populations.

In addition to commodities, Ferieral_grants itre available to States
and local organizations to_ help_ defray the _costs ofstoring and
transporting the commodities within. the Staths and for other ad-
ministrative expenses._These funds_ are also allocated among States
using a formula based on the States low-income and unemployed
populations;

At least 20% of the Federal adtdinistrative gnt funds must
made available to local organizations _to help pay for_their direct
expenses incurred in diStributing the food. However, the fun& ad=
tually made_available to-a local organization may not exceed 5%__of
the value of the feods that the local organization diatribute6. The
Food Security Act-of1985_(P.L. 99498) requires States to match the
portion of those _TEPAP funds which they_ keep that are not used
by_them, or local agencies, to pay for the direct costs of local com-
modity distribution. The_ matching requirement for commodity dis-
tribution funding ir affective January 1, 1987 except in States
where the legislatur does not cmwene_ before that date. It _may_ be
met by other than State appropriated funds, and by in-kind contri-
butions; however; States are specifically prohibited from passing on
the costs of the match to local emergency feeding organizations.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT.

Free TEFkP commodities are given to eligible needy persons.
Each Sta determines who is eligibk Mid whttt_proof is requir.z,d to
demonstrate eligibility, although income criteria must_be used as a
factor. According to the Fetid and Nutrition &rvice, USDA, by the
end of FY 1985 about one-half of the Stt'-tes had eligibility guide-
lines which limMcl participation to _persons with incomes under
130% of the Federal income poverty guidelines. The remaining
States had guidelines which limited participation to persons with
incomes under 1S5_% of the income _poverty guidelines. For the
period J:ily 1, 1986-June 30, 1987, 130% of the Federal poverty
income guidelines for a _family of four in all States (except Alaska
and Hawaii) and the District of Columbia is $14,300; 185% is
$20,350. For those persons who are unable tc damonstrate their eli-
gibility (e.g., proof of participation in a means-test program), States
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may allow for a self-declaration of income as proof of TEFAP eligi-
bility.

There are no data on_the characteristics of commodity recipients;
However, the Food Security Act_of 1985 reluires the Secretary of
12kgriculttire to iclque a report to Congress by April 1; 1987;speci1y-
mg, among other things,_the populations served under TEFAP and
their chare.c.teristits,and the tyPes of S..ate and local agenciee re-
ceiving TEF ALP commodities;

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

VOLUME AND ,.:LLAR VALUE OF COMMODITIES DONATED UNDER TEFAP, FISCAL YEARS 1982-85

Fmal year Nita Dollar value
(millions) (millions)

1982' 121.7 179.5
1983 653.0 900.7
1984 858.0 1,045.0
1985 934.0 957.9

Data 3 for the peried January 1982 through 3epterntet 1982.

TEFAP Administrative Hu:A Fiscal Years 1988-86

Fiscal year Appropnatton

1983 $50.0
1984 50.0
1985 57.0
19861 47.6

' Reflects 4.3 percent reduction requirad by_Ptiblic Law 99-177 (Gramm-Rudmam
Hollings), An- adiitional 82:173 million in ainistrative funds are included in the
conference report agreement on the Hata yeir 1986 urgent supplemental appropriations
bill 01.R. 4515).

D. A RIGHT TO A SAFE AND LIVABLE ENVIRONMENT

1. CHILD WELFARE

A. ADOPTION ASSISTANCE AND CHILD WELFARE ACT OF 1980 (P.L. 96-
272 )

PROGRAM PbRI-OSE AND HISTORY
The Child Welfare Services prc,.--ram was established in 1925 in

the original Social Security Act amj., since 1P67, has been author-
irk=.(1_by Title IV-B of the Act. tinder this program, Stateg receive
Federal matching funds for the_provision of cr..ild welfare services
to childri n and their families, without regard te ir come. By
the Federal share is 75%, but thi: Stitt:a spend considerably more
than their required 25% match for services_ ander fills rirogram.

It is estimated _that the eederal Child Welfar :717:4-nrv.stes program
providet 810% of total State spending in thi3 area The majority of
child welfare services funds is spent on fp4ter care maintenance.
Family counseling and rehabilitation, adoption subsidies and serv-
ices, and child_protection services are alto fundtd 135, th.. program.
During the 1970's, an estimated 200,000 to 300,000 children per
year received services under the child welfare services program.
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Due to minimal reporting requirements, however, there are no reli-
able data on the exact number of children served, their characteris-
tics, or what services were provided.

The Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act of 1980 (P.L. 96-
272) authorizes a modified foster care program and-a new adoption
assistance program under a new Part E of Title IV of the Social
Security Act A comprehensive set of services, procedures, and safe-
guards are described which all States are to implement within the
next several years.

The law provides that a case plan is to be developed for each
foster care child describing the services that will be provided to the
family and child to improve the conditions in the home and meet
the treatment needs of the child while in foster care. It also re-
wires that there be an independent administrative review of th
case every 6 months to determine the continuing appropriatenes-
of the services, to determine the continuing onessity fOrplacemeir.
in care, and to set.a date by which the child can be returned home,
freed for adoption or otherwise perrnanently placed. There must
also be a mandatory dispositional z .vig within 18 months of the
original placement of the child in `. ?are. This hearing must be
held in a family or juvenile coin er court of competent ju-
risdiction or by an administratiw ..epointed by a court.

In cases where preventive serv. not alleviate the need for
out of home placement of a child, case plan and case review
system is to ensurz,- that a child is to be placed in the least restric-
tive setting, and in masonable proximity to his family to increase
the chances of the child being returned to his home.

States are to ;.-ovide _family reunification services for foster care
children and their families to alleviate the conditions necessitating
placement, and to enable the child to return home as quickly as
possible.

State and local governments_are also to provide such preveritive
services as family counseling, 24-hour crisis intervention for fami-
lies, and emergency caretakers to provide emergency child care in
the home as means to prevent the unnecessary removal of children
for extended placement out of the home.

As part of the initial effort to improve the situation for children
currently in foster care, the law provides for States to conduct an
inventory of all children who have already been in foster care for
over six months to determine whether currem placement is appro-
priate and the services needed. In addition, each State is to imple-
ment a foster care information system to insure that information
on the foster children's characteristics and the goals of the place-
ment of each child are readily available to caseworkers and admin-
istrators.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

In enacting this law, Congress anticipated that the funding for
the Title IV-R child welfareeervices program_ would steadily in-
crease from $56 million in FY 1979 to reach $266 million by FY
1983. These anticipated increases in Federal funds for Title IV-B
child welfare services were to provide States initially with some ad-
ditional nsources to assist them in implementing the described
services, procedures and safeguards. Also the availability of the

, 93



90

funda to _the States was structured_ to pru.'4'.: es fmancial in-
centives to implement them as quickly as ...- !'.; However, while
the Title IV-B_appropriation increased ta$.,:.. -allion for FY 1981,
it was $156 Million for both FY 1982 and 1983, $165 million in FY
1984, and_was increased to $200 million for FY 1985.

The 1980 legislation changed the funding mechanisms for both
the Tit le_IV-B child welfare services and the IV:E foster care pro-
grams._ These changes were intended to serve as incentives to
Statos to utilize child welfare services in lieu of initial or continut±:3
foster care placement when possible and appropriate.

The legislation assumes increased appropriation& for_child _wel-
fare-services but limits the amount': of new Federal child welfare
services funds States can spend until certain protections arc, imple-
mented for children in foster care. It allows States Lo_ transfer
money from their AFDCfoster care_ allotment& to Lieir Title IV.13
child welfare _programs fbr specified services if th3y meet certain
requirements intended to protectchildren in_ foster care.

To encourage States to use their _child welfare services money_for
services to_ help keep families together and prevent the mmoval of
Children, the legislation_required _that iLthe child_welfare services
appropriation exceeded $56.5 million in FY 1981-1985, States could
not_ use any_of the _funds_ in excess of their share of $56.5 ittilliot
under the Title INT=IS allocation formula for _ foster care _mainte-
nance payments; adoption assistance, or work-related child care.
Appropriations for child welfare_services have exceeded $56-.5 mil-
lion every year since p-tssa0 of the legislation.

In addition, if the 4..;iropriation for the Title IV-13_ program ex-
ceeds $141 million in an.v year, States are not eli94l)le _for any of
the funds in excess of their share of the $141 million unless prothc-
tions for all foster care children under the -..-esponsibility of the
State agency (not just AFDC fosttr care children) have been imple-
mented, inCludirig:(1) an inventory_ of children in foster care more
than six moaths; (2) a statewide information system on children in
foeter_ care; (3) a system for case _review for each foster care child,
including a case plan for each child, a six7month review and an 18-
month dispositional heaeng; to assure placement in the least- re-
strictive setting, close to home, and to _ assure procedural safe-
guards; and (4)-a services program to assist children, when_possible,
to return to their homes. In addition, if_ the __IV-B appropriation
equals _the authorized level of $266 million for two consecutive
years, States must implement the above procedures as well as a
service pouem of preplacement preventive services

. to help pre-
vent the removal of a child-from _his home or its W-1', funds are to
be reduc:d tO the share of $56_ million it received in FY 1979 until
such a program is implemented.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIn

Although child welfare services are for children of all income
levels, children from low.income families are overrepresented. Poor
and minority children face more difficulties in being reunited with
their families or placed foster homes.
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

'Altar ancients in millions]

Frcral yen CWS CWRD CWT FC M

1981 5163.5 11.15 5.2 349.2 5.0
1582 156.3 10.6 3.8 300.0 5.0
1983 156.3 10.6 3.8 395.0 5.0
1984 165.0 10.0 3.8 440.2 5.0
1985 200.0 11.83 3.82 485.4 32.3_
1986 220.0 11.83 3.8 507.6 41.95
1986 (Gramm-Rklman sequester) 501.6 41.40

CWS =Child Wellars _Senriees
CXRD=Child Welfare Research and Development
CNYT=Chikl Welfare Training
FC=fizter Care
M7-ArkeStion As:43nm

Ceikt-tvettare-is-a-straight aporopriaticet r.

2 FC and AA are entitlement Program& Also FC and AA are partiaily catered end& Gramm-Rudtrian-Hellings.

B. CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM: SINCIAL SERVICES
AMENDMENTS OF 1974 (P.L. 93-647)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Sticial Services Amendments (P .L. 98,647) aL ed a new Part

D to Title W _of the Social Security Act. The st tute authorizes
Federal matthing &nub to be used_for obtaining thL. support obliga-
tions owed by_ absent parents to_their children ar the spouse (or
former spouse) with whom the children are locating absent
parents; _establishing _paternity, and -establishin% child support
awards. Basic responsibility for administering t.:. program is left
to the States; but the Federal Government alsv, ...ays a major role
in funding, monitoring_ and evaluating State _gram% providing
technical assistance; and _in _certain instances a undertaking to
give direct assistance to the Stet& in locating '...)sent parents and
obtaining support payments from them;
The Federal Role:

The Child Support Enforcement fCSE) program must be adithinis-
tered bx a separate organizational unit under the control of a
person '3signated by -and reporting directly to the SecretatY of
Health and Human Serviceii._ Under_ the present organizational
.7.1.-ructtr,-....f_the Department, the Administrator of the Family Sup-
port 21.Cfcr.inistration_ia the_ Director of the Feeeral Offim of Clnld
Support_ Enforcement (OCSE).

The statute requires the director_ of the OCSE_ to _provide techni-
cal assistance to_the States to help them establi3h effective systems
for collecting child and spouatil support and establishing paternity%
To _ fulfill this requirement; _the OCSE has established a -National
Child Support Enforcement Reference Center a centrallocation
fo 1 e collection_ and disseminatiou of information about State and

programs It has c 1:7.,..ed a National InStitute for Child En-
forcement to_ provide trw,inig and technical assistance to persons
working -in the field of child support enforcement. Spec.ial initia-
tives such as a recent effort to assist major urban areas m_mnprov-
ing program performance, have also been undertaken by OCSE
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In _addition,_ the statute creates several Federal mechanisms to
assist the Statis in performing their paternity and child_ support
enforcement_ fu ..ctions. These include use of-the Internal ReViitiC
Service, the F court& and the Federal Parent Locator Service
(FPLS).

States alSo have access to the Federal_ courts to _enforce court
orders for support Yet; the director of the Office -of Child Support
Enforcement must approve a State's application for permission to
use_ the_ courts to enforce court_ orders for support upon a finding
that: (I) another State has not undertaken to enforce_ the_ court
order of _the originating State against an absent parent within --a
reasonable time, and (2) that use of the Federal courts is .the only
reasonable method of_ enforcing such order. This mechanism; de-
signed_ to assist the States in enforcing interstate cases,_ has gone
unused; apparently because the States view it as too costly and
complex.
State Role:

Eabh State is required to designate usingle and separate organi-
zational unit of State govemment to cAtiiKi:.-ter the program. Ear-
lier child support iegislation. enacted ill. 1057; had required_ that
the program be administered he wrVaro agency. The 1975 Ad
deleted thiS requirement in gh each State the most effec-
tive administrative mecham.: .. .oat States hfwe placed the Child
support axency within the social or__ human services umbrella
agency _ which_ alsa administers -tLe AFDC .program. However, tWO
StateS have placM the agency in the department of revenue._ The
law _allows the programs to be administered either on the &Ate Ot
lead level. Eight State p_rograms are locally administered. A few
programs are State administered in some counties and locally itd=
ministhred in others.

The law requires_ _the States to use several enforcement tools..
They must use the /RS tax refund offset procedures for AFDC and
non-AFDC families; _and they_ must also determine periodically
whether any individualS receiving unemployment compensation
owe child support_ obligation& The State employment securikc
agency_is requireo to withhold unemplwinent benefita; and to pay
the child support agency any outstanding child support obligations
established by an agreement with the individual or through legal
processes.

__Public Law_98-378, the Child Support Enforcement Ainendinenta
of :'.984,_mandated that States use a number_of _other enforcement
techniques; beginning on October 1985, including, maridatOry
wage withb.Ading; imposing liens against real and personal prop.:-:r-
ty, whhl,Ading of State tax refunds, payable to a parent whet is d6r-
linquP:at m support payments, among others.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Collections made on behalf of AFDC families are used to cover
the cost to the Federal and State _gt--..-ernments of welfare payments
made to the family. The sonounts retained by the government Are
distributed between the Federal and State governmer4
to the proportional matching share which each had w
AFDC program.
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_As a result of the Child Support Enforcement Amendments of
1984, the prior incentive formula, which gave States 12% of their
AFDC collections (paid for out of the Federal share Of collections),
*as rePlaced beginning on October 1, 1985; with a new formula de-
signed to encourage States to develop programs that ethphaSize col-
lections on behalf Of both AFDC and non-AFDC families; and to im-
prove program cost effectiveness.

In FY 1985, collections on behalf of AFDC families reached $1
billion; collections on behalf of non-AFDC families reached $1.6 bil;
lion. Total adininistrative expenditures were about $809 million; re-
sulting in $3.34 collected per dollar of total administrative dic;
penses. In FY 1985, the number of_parenta located totalled 874000;
and the number of paternities established reached 232,000. Both
were _an increase of more than: 90% over 1978. The number of
AFDC and non-AFDC cases in which a collection was made also
continued to grow, as did the dollar amoura of Collections.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

The program requires the izovision of child support enforcement
services for both welfare and nonwelfare families. States must fre-
quently_publicize, through public service announcements, the avail-
ability of child support enforcement services, together with infor-
mation about the application fee and-a telephone number or ad-
dress to be used to obtain additional information.

Child Support enforcement services must include the enforce-
ment of spousal support, but only if a support obligation has been
eStabliShed with respect to the spouse, the child and spouse are
living in the same household, and child support it being collected
along with spousal support.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

PROGRAM OPERATIONS, SUMMARY OF NATIONAL STATISTICS, FISCAL YEARS 1980-85

[Numbers in millions)

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985

Total chiltsupport oollections $1,477.6 $1 628 9 $1,770.4 $2,024.2 $2,378.1 $2,702.8

Val AFDC collections,
rotal non-AFDC collections

6011
874.5

670 7
958.3

785.9
984.4

879.9
1,144.3

1,000.5
1,377.6

1,099.0
1,603.7

Total administrative expenses
Total cPild support expenditures 465.6 526.4 611.8 691.1 722.9 808.8

state Shate 116.6 131.7 152.9 2040 . 215.8 242.6

Federal shir 349.0 394.8 458.9 487.1 507.1 566.2

C. CHILD ABUsE PREVENTION AND TREATMENT ACT OF 1974, AS
AMENDED (F.L. 93-247)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act, authorized in

1974, was the first Federal program specifically deSigned to address
the problem of child abuse. Four programs relating to the preven-
tion and treatment of child abuse are authorized under the Act.
These programs are as follows:

63-899 0 87 4
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(1) State grants for activities relating to the prevention and
treatment of child abuse and neglect;

(2) discretionary grants for research and demAnstration
projects relating to preventing and treating child abuse and ne-
glect;

(3) State grants to implement procedures/programs mandat=
ed by the Child Abuse Amendments of 1984 (P.L. 98-457) to re-
Spond to repo7:th of medical neglect of disabled infanth with
life-threatening conditione; and

f4) demonstration grants relating to preventing and treating
family violence.

In addition, funds are earmarked for research and demonstration
projects specifically relating to child Sexual abuse.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Under the State grant program, funds are made available annu-
ally to States which meet certain criteria for activities related to
the preVention and treatment of child abuse. The funding amountS
are based on each State's-under-18 population_and there is no State
matching requirement. One criterion for receipt of funds, estab-
lished by the 1984 Amendments to the Act, iS that States imple-
ment procedures or programs for responding to reporth of medical
neglect of disabled infants with life-threatening conditions. Fund-ing to assist State§ to develop and operate such procedures-or .pro-
grams is earmarked under the authorizing_ lislation. Projects
funded under the ditcretionary grants program are also 100% Fed-
erally funded. They include research and demonstration projects
aimed at preventing, detecting, and treating child abuse as well as
service improvement projects.

Activities authorizC,d under the Title III family violence State
demonstration grant program are the establiShment, maintenance,
and expansion of_proVaina to prevent family violence and to pro-
vide immediate shelter_and related assistance to victims and their
dependents. At least 85% of appropriated Title III funds must befor the demonstration grant program with the remainder of appro-
priated funds for the clearinghouse and law enforcement grants.

Demondration grant funding allotments are based on each
State's population with each State receiving a minimum of $50,000
or oxishalf of 1% of the amount available. To be eligible to receivefunds. States_ must among other thingt, distribute at least 60% ofthe allotted funds to shelter programs and distribute funds equita-
bly between rural and urban areat. Lcical vantees, which include
public agencieS and private nonprofit organizations, must provide a35% matching grant the first year, 55% the second year and 65%
the third year. One-half of each matching grant must be raised
from private sources, except in the cate of a local public agency
which may use public fund!".
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Recipients of services provided under the State child abusegrants and discretionary grants are abused or neglected children
and their families. Recipients of services provided under the family
violence demonstration granth are victims of family violence and
their dependents, and in some instances, abusers.

98
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Ascal year
child abuse State

gran s
?srfeildia.busery Family violence ,

1980
1981

66378
22 928

$16,050
For bMh

1982 6,720 9,479 .......... .............
1983 6,720 9 479

1984 6,720 9,479

1985 2 9,000 17,000 66,000

1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 11,441 13,441 2.393

Funding for the-lanuty violence program first appropriated -in fiscal -year 4985,
FitCal year 1985 appropriations for the Departments of labor, Heatth and Human Services,

D. VICTIMS OP CRIME ACT OF 1984 (P.L. 98-473)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR Y:
In the 98th Congress, an amendment was added to the FY 1985

continuing appropriations bill (P.L. 98-473), authorizing a victims
compensation and assistance fund to consist of fines collected from
persons convicted of certain Federal offenses. Up to $100 million
collected in this manner is to be used for awards to crime victim
compensation programs and crime victim assistance programs.
Crime victim compensation programs are those that compensate
victims of crime or their survivors for their medical expenses, wage
loss, and funeral expenses attributable to the crime and provide
certain other services.

Crime victim assistance _programs provide crisis intervention
services, including a telephone hot-line; temporary shelter and
other emergency services; support services, mcluding follow-up
counseling; court-related services, including transportation, child
care and escort services; and payment for forensic medical exams.
Priority for awards for crime victim assistance pro&rams is to be
given to those providing assistance to victims of sexual assault,
spouse abuse, or child abuse.
FUNDING MKCHANISM:

Under the _crime victim assistance program, each State is to re-
ceive $100,000 plus a proportion of any remaining available money
in the fund based on that State's population in relation to the pop-
ulation in all States. States, in turn,use these grant monies to
fund eligible crime victim services programs.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEPin

Priority for awards for crime victim assistance programs is given
to those providing assistance to victims of sexual assault, spouse
abuse, or child abuse. To be eligible for funds, a crime victim assist-
ance program must be operated by a public agency and/or nonprof-
it organization. If it is an existing program, it must demonstrate a
record of providing effective services to crime victims and obtaining
financial support from other sources. If it is a new program, it
must demonstrate substantial financial support from other sources.
In addition, an eligible program must, when possible, use volun-
teers to provide services, promote the coordination of crime victim
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aaSistance activities, and assist victims in seeking available crime
victims compensation benefits.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

According to the Office of Justice Program; Office far Victims of
Crime of the Department of Justice,_$68.3 million had been collect-
ed in the fund by the end of 1985; half of which would be available
for the victim assistance program.

E. INDIAN CHILD WELFARE ACT OF 1978: TITLE II (P.L. 95-608)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
Title II of the Indian Child Welfare Act authorizes grants to

Indian tribes and organizations for Indian child and family pro=
gramS. According_ to the Act, "the objective of every Indian child
and family service program shall be to prevent the breakuP of
Indian families and, in particular, to ensure that the permanent re-
moval of an Indian child from the custody of his parent . . . shallbe a last resort."

Services include: (1) developing a system fbr licensing and regu-
lating Indian foster and adoptive homes; (2) providing variouS kin&
of family assistance, such as homemaker services and day care; (3)
hiring of professionals to assist tribal courts in child welfare mat-
ters; (4) providing_guidance and legal assistance to Indian families
involved in custody proceedings; and (5) providing adOption subSi-
dies fOr Indian children. Funds may also be used to provide a non-
Federal, matching share for other Federal programs which contrib-
ute to the purposes of the Indian Child Welfare Act.
FUNDING MKCHANISM:

Federal funding for programs under the Act is in the form of
annual project grants. Accordhig to the Social Services Division of
the Bureau of Indian Affairs, which administers the Title II_grant
program, the number of grants_awarded has declined from 190 in
FY 1981 to an estimated 160 in FY 1986. During FY 1985; the aver-
age grant awarded was $57;000.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

The governing_ body_of any tribe or tribes; or any Indian organi-
zation, including multi-service centers, is eligible to apply for a
Title II project grant.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fathi yiar Funding
lin thousands)

1980 $5,500
1981 9,300
1982 9,600
1983 9,700194 8,700
1985 (estimate) 8,820
1986 (estimate) 8,820
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 8,441
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F. INDIAN CHILD WELFARE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM: THE SNYDER ACT OF
1921 (P.L. 67-85)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Indian_Child Welfare Assistance program, authorized by the

Snyder Act of 1921, provides for fosthr home care and institutional
care for dependent, neglected, and handicapped Indian children.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
_Funds under this program, which is administered by the Bureau

of Indian Affairs, are _provided in the form of direct payments to
individuals._ In FY 1986, the amount of monthly assistance for each
child is estimated to range from $100 to $1,000, depending on the
type of care or treatment required, with the average amount esti-
mated to be about $409.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT:

Dependent, neglected, and disabled Indian children and their
families who live on Indian reservations or in jurisdictions under
the Bureau of Indian Affairs in Alaska and Oklahoma may receive
assistance under_this program. In FY 1986, an estimated monthly
average of 3,000 Indian children are expected to receive assistance.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year
Funding_

an thousands)

1980 $13,590
1981 13,630
1982 12,839

1983 13,370
1984 14,741

1985 14,741
1986 (estimate) 14699
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 14,552

G. CMLD ABUSE CHALLENGE GRANTS: FY 1985 CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS (P.L. 98-473)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HIS7DRY:
The FY 1985 Continuing Appropriafions (P.L. 98-473) authorized

a Federal challenge grant program to encourage States to establish
and maintain trust funds or other funding mechanisms to support
child abuse and neglect prevention and treatment activities for FY
198&1989.

FUNDING MECHANISM:
Each State's grant amount would be based on the lesser of 25%

of the amount made available by the State for child abuse activi,
ties or on the number of children residing in the State multiplied
by 52 cents.

fiq
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RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT
Under the program, States are elAgible for grants if they have es-

tablished or maintained during the previous fiscal year, a trustfund or some other funding mechanism to provide for certain child
abuse and neglect prevention and treatment activities.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Five million dollars was included for this program in the FY
1985 Supplemental Appropriations (P.L. 99-88).

H. FOSTER GRANDPARENTS PROGRAM: DOMESTIC VOLUNTEER SERVICE
ACT OF 1973, AS AMENDED (P.L. 93-113)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The main purpose of the Foster Grandparent§ Program (FGP) isto help provide for the_emotional, ment tl; and physical well-beingof children by affording them close,personál, and continuing rela-tions with an adult They furnish a renewed sense of love and inti=

macy often missing in institutional environments. They also mayassist in feeding and dressing the children; read, play gainea, aridtell stories to them; and aid in speech arid PhYsical therapy and
other care-giving activities that tend to maximize the functional c.i-
pabilities of these children. The Foster Grandparents Program isadministered by ACTION.

A goal for virtually every Foster Grandparent serving an institu-tionalized child is to assist that child- ti achieve hiS or her maxi-
mum degree of independent living. Several projects have estab-lished deinstitutionalization as the primary _goal. Children to be
servedare profeasionally diagnosed as having the greatest potential
for independent living. Foster Grandparenth cdricentrate on teach-ing them how to cope with the outside world; and how to relate to
Others and the basics of daily living without the forthal supports
routinely supplied by institutions. In several instances; moderathlymentally retarded or emotionally disturbed adult reSidents havebeen trained to function as Foster Grandparents to resident chil=
dren, allowing them to feel needed and capable of giving to others.Foster Grandparents serve in schools and hospiWs for retarded,
di§turbed; and disabled children; in care centers; City hospitalwards; and correctional institutions; in homes for disadvantaged,
dependent, or neglected children; and other Setting§ Within the
community. An increased percentage of Foster Grandparents arebeing encouraged to serve in settings dealing With literacy, drugabuse; and runaway_youth.

In addition to a modest; tax-free stipcnd for their tWenty hours
per week of volunteer service, Foster Grandparents are provided,tir have arranged for them; transportat!on to and &OM their volun-teer stations. They receive an annual physical examination, acci-dent and liability insurance coverage and are 111;mi:illy provided a
nutritious meal on the days of their volunteer service; normallyfive days weekly. Pal of these benefits are non=thicable. They re-ceive 40 hours of prtx=gervice orientation and four hours of monthly
in-service training. The low-income elderly voltinteer§ are provided
appropriate infjrmation pertinent to their assignments; as well as
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information specifically relevant to benefits available to the aged
poor;

FUNDING MECHANISM:
The director of ACTION is authorized to make grants to or con-

tracts with public and nonprofit private agencies and organizations
to cover the cost of projects designed to encourage low-income per-
sons, age sixty and over, to provide supportive; person-to-person
service& to children with exceptional needS. Direct payments also
are made tb individuals providing these services.

The director consults with the Departments of Labor and Health
and Human Services, and any other Federal agencies administer-
ing_ relevant programs with a view to achieving optimal coordina-
tion of projects with other public and private programs or_projects
carrikl out tit the Stath and local levels. Other Federal agencies co-
operate with the director in disseminating information about the
availability of assistance and in promoting the identification and
inthrest of low-income older persons whose services may be utilized
in projects.

The Education for All Handicapped Children Act; P.L. 94-142,
has moved many of these children out of institutions and into the
public schbolS and has nad the effect of increasing Foster Grand-
parent placements in public schools in an effort to increase the lit-
eracy of the children served. The volunteers are assigned at all
grade levels.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

Since 1965, FGP has assisted needy older Americans and special
needy children. Through current FGP project sponsors; an estimat-
ed 19;000 low-income Americans, age 60 or over (59% are age 70 or
over), are enrolled as Foster Grandparents in their _community.
They receive a modest; tax-free stipend for providing 20 hours per
week assisting a daily average of 65,000 children having exception-
al or special needs (73% are age 12 or under; with 40% in the 0-5
age group). Most FGP projects are involved with children having
various needS (economic disadvantage is not a criteria of need in
FGP for children).
PROVISIONS FOR COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Volunteers from the community who meet the age and income
eligibility limits can serve 20 _hours a week and provide care on a
one -to-one basis to three or four children. Current law allows a
Fosthr Grandparent to continue providing services to a mentally
retaxded person over 21 years of age as long as that _person was re-
ceiving services under the program prior to becoming 2L In order
to =3nroll in the program; volunteers must meet specific income re-
quirementa. ACTION estimates that about 66,000 children with
special needs are served on a daily basis.

1 03
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year ApprrTriation
mal ions)

1980
$47:0711981
48-.2321982
46:0611953
03-.3691984
49:6721985
56.0681986
56:100

2. Ju .7: NILE JUSTICE

A. JU"ENILE JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974; AS
AMENDED (P.L. 93-415)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTOR Y:
The Juvenile Justice and Delm.quency Prevention Act (JJDP)

(Pl. 93-415) was_passed by Congress in 1974 in response to increas-
ing national awareness of the serious problem of juvenile delin-
quency. The Act created the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention (OJJDP)-in the U.S. Department of Justice toimplement and administer Federal juvenile delinquency programsand policies. The Act provides for prevention, diversion, training,
treatment, rehabilitation, research and improvement of the juveznile justice systems in the United States.

The JJDP Act represented the first Federal legislation to addressthe _problem of juvenile crime with a comprehenSive, coordinated
approach. GJJD13 provides coordination of Federal delinquency pro-grains; formula grants to States; special emphaSiS diScretionartfunds; technical assistance to governmental and nongovernmental
agencies; research; evaluation of juvenile justice proams; trainingfor juvenile justice practitioners and others; development of stand-ards for juvenile juste; and dissemination of information on delin-
quency and juvenile justice programs. The Act was reauthorized hi1977, 1980, and 1984. Current authorization expires on &ptemberSO, 1988.

OJJDP is comprised of four divisions:
(1) The Training, Dissemination, and Technical Assistance

Division (TDTAD),_a section of the National_Institute for Juv-e-nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention (NIJJDP), is responsi-ble for programsthat train professional, paraprofegsional, and
volunteer personnel, and others who work with juvenile offend-
ers and their families, Additionally, the TDTAD serves as a
clearinghouse and information center for the _preparation, pub-
lication, and dissemination of all information regarding juve-nile delinquency. The Division provides for technical assistance
to Federal, State, and local governments, cothts, public and
private agencies, institutions, and individuals in planning, es-tablishing, funding operating, or evaluating juvenile delinquen-cy programs.

(2) The Research and Propam Development Division, alsopart of NIJJDP, develops estimates and monitors trendS in ju-

104
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venile delinquency in the United States; improves understand-
ing of the causes of juvenile delinguency and the development
of delinquent and criminal careers; develops effective preven-
tion strategies; improves the lustice system's handling of juve-
nile offenders; and develops effective alternatives for the na-
tional juvenile justice system. Under each of these objectives,
special_attention is focused on serious juvenile crime.

(3) The Special Emphasis Division provides discretionary
funds di::ectly to public and private agencies, organizations,
and individualS to foster new approaches to delinquency pre-
vention and control. The Division is currently developing, test,=
ing, and implementing selected research and demonstration
programs in such areas as the chronic juvenile offender, school
crime and the exploitation of children.

This part of the Act specifically authorizes programs to
strengthen and maintain the family unit as the primary source
of prevention and treatment of delinquency, and supports law-
relatkl education. Other themes that Special Emphasis
projects should address include community-based alternatives
to institutionalization, diversion programs, including restitu-
tion and reconciliation, advocacy activities,serious offender
and gang intervention projects, and programs related to the
special education and social nee& of delinquent youth.

(4) The State Relations and Assistance Division provides
funds to States participating in the implementation of the
mandates of the JJDP _Act. In return for receiving funding
under the JJDPA, each State agrees to_pursue three goals:

(a) Deinstitutionalization of Status Offenders (DSO) and Non-
offendersremoving youths, who have ..ommitted offenses
which would not be crimes if they were adults te.g, running
away, drinking under age, truancy) or have committed no of-
fense (e.g., abused and neglected), from secure institutions and
placing them instead in nonsecure facilities (e.g., runaway shel-
ters or protective services).

(3) Removal of Children from Adult Jails and LockupsThis
means no children in any area of any adult jail or lockup. Of
the three mandateS, this is the most difficult and expensive for
the States.

(c) Separation of Juvenile and Adult OffendersThis applies
to facilities which are not jails and lockups le.g,prisons) and
requires the complete (sight and sound) separation of juveniles
and_ adults.

The Concentration of Federal Effort (CFE) Program, also under
OJJDP, promotes a unified effnrt at the Faderal level to address
the multitude of issues regarding juvenile delinquency. Cieki was
designed to assist agencies that have some responsibility for juve-
nile delinquency prevention and. treatment programs and to help
hnplement programs among and batween departments and agen-
cies that can have an important bearing on the success of the over-
ail Federal juvenile delinquency effort.

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act alSo as-
signs OJJDP the res_ponsibility for coordinating and providing
policy direction for all Federal juvenile delinquency-relatkl _pro-
grams. Two groups creatad by the legislation play important roles

1 5
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in this effort: the Coordinating Council on Juvenile Justice and DO-
linquency Prevention-and the Advisory Board on Missing Children.

The Coordinating_ Council is an independent organization within
the Executive Branch. The Council's members include the Adminis-
trator of OJJDP, the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Healthand Human Services; and key representatiVes of other Federal
agencies concerned with juvenile justice issues. The Council ineethfour times a year and makes recommendations annually to the At-torney General and the President on all Federal juvenile delin:
quency _programs. _

The Missing_and Exploited Children's Program was establiShed
in the JJDP Act of 1984 in response to the diatinet heed for coordi-
nating resources, developing, standardizing; and disseminating ef=fective policies and procedures across all jurisdictiens, and provid-ing a central focus for research, data collection, policy deVelop=
ment, and information regarding missing and eitploited children.The Program is discussed in more detail elsewhere in this docu:ment.

The Advise*/ Board on Missing Children; authorized by the 1984
legislation, consists of nine members appointed by the Attornoy
General, including a law enforcement officer, a prosecutor, an offi=cial of State government, and members of the public who have ex-perience related to _missing children. The Advisory Board meeth
quarterly and advises the Attorney General and Administrator of0J.TDP regarding coordination of missing children's programs and
actiVities carried out by the Federal Government.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

The majority of funds, 81,5%, are split between the State-Formu-la Grant program and the Special Emphasis prograM, FormulaGrant funds are allocated to States on the basis of their relative
population of people_under 18, while the Special Emphasia program
receives between 15% to 25% of the majority of available funds.

AccOunting for almost two-thirds of the tOtal OJJDP budget, theFormula Grants section coordinates the distribution of the moniesto States for the development and-maintenance of juvenile jtiStice
program& All_ States are eligible for a minimum of $225,000 peryear. Of the 81.5% of the available funds; as much AS 85% of that
percentage can go to the State.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

_&Atha are the recipienth of funds provided under the FormulaGrants program. States lien award grantS to_Public and privateagencies that provide services such as treatment and alternativeplacements.

B. RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YSIUTH LCT: TITLE III, JUVENILE JUSTICE
A/sTD DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT, AS AMENDED (P.L. 98-473)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Runaway and Homeless Youth Act authorizes grants, techni-Cal asSistance, and short-term training_ to_ Statos, localitieS, private

entities, and coordinated networks for facilities to deal with the im-
mediate needs of runaway youth and assistance to their familieS.

106 1



103

The program Ls administered by the Family and Youth Services
Bureau of the Administration for Children, Youth, and Families in
the Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).

Originally authorized in 1974 under the Juvenile Justice Delin-
quency and Pi evention Act, the Runaway Youth program has been
amended to broaden the defmition of a runaway to include previ-
ously unidentified and unserved _population of homeless youth.
Amendments have also encouraged family reunification when ap-
propriate.

The Act authorizes supplemental grants to runaway centers
which are developing model programs for repeat runaways and
their families in conjunction with local juvenile court and social
services personnel, although the program does operate outhide of
the juvenile justice and law enforcement systems. The Act also au-
thorizes grants for national corm 'unication networks to assist run-
away and homeless youth to communicate with their families and
service providers. On-the-job training can also be provided to run-
away and homeless youth personnel and coordinated networks of
local law enforcement, social service, and welfare personnel to
assist them in recognizing and providing for learning disabled and
other handicapped juveniles.
FUNDING MECHANISM:

Fundt are distributed equitably among States based upon their
respective populations of youth under the age of 18 years. Individ-
ual grantees award arnounth are determined by the number of run-
away and homeless youth in the community to be served and the
availability of services for such youth. A 10% non-Federal cash or
in kind match is required.

Current funded projecth include 220 local facilities that provide
temporary shelter, counseling, and after-care for runaway or other
homeless youth. In addition, the National Communications
System/National Runaway Switchboard, a toll-free communica-
tions hotline for runaway and homeless youth and their families is
funded under this program.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFIT

To be eligible for assistance under this progra.m, an applicant
must propose to establish, strengthen, or fund an existing or pro-
posed runaway center, a locally controlled facility providing tempo-
rary shelter and counseling services to juveniles who have left
home without permission of their parentc or guardians or to other
homeless juveniles.

DHHS estimates that a total of 305,500 youth were served by the
centers durhig FY 1984. This hicluded 60,500 youth who received
residential shelter service& Additionally, an estimated 250,000
youth and families received services through the National Run-
away Switchboard.

Of the estimated 60,500 youth receiving ongoing residential
center services, 58.7% were female and 41.3% were male. Nearly
45.2% of these youth were age 1 5 or 16. Sixty-nine percent are
white, 20% black, 7% Hispanic, and 4% represent other racial and
ethnic backgrounds.
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Runaways -comprised 37% of all clients receiving services. A sig-
nificant number of homeless youth (34%) were also served, includ-
ing young people who had been pushed out of their homes or who
had mutually agreed with their parents or guardians to leave.
Slightly over 30% of all youth seeking services were either contem-
plating leaving home or sought assistance for a non-runaway relat-
ed problem.

SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Theal year Appropriation
lin millions)

1980 $11.0
1981 11.0
1982 10.5
1983 21.5
1984 23.25
1985 23.25
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 22.25

C. MISSING CHILDREN'S ASSISTANCE ACT: TITLE IV, JUVENILE JUSTICE
AND DELINQUENCY PREVEN TION AcT OF' 1974, AS AMENDED, (P.L. 93-
415)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISTORY:
The Missing Children's Act_ administered by the OJJDP, pro-

vides Federal assistance to public and private agencies to address
the national problem of misssing children. The Act was enacted in
1984 as Title IV of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act._

The OJJDP Administrator has specific responsibilities to: facili-
tate coordination among Federal agencies involved in activities re-
lated to missing children; establish a national toll-free telephone
line and a national resource center and clearinghouse; and to ana-
lyze, compile, publish, and disseminate an annual summary of re-
cently completed research related to missing_children.

The Act also requires the establishment of a 9-member Advisory
Board on missing _children which advises the Administrator and
the US. Attornq General on the co)rdination of Federal programs
that relate to missing children; advises the Administrator on prior-
ities for grants and contracts; and approves a comprehensive plan
for facilitating cooperation and coordination among all agencies
and organizations related to missing children.
FUNDING MECIDINISM:

The OJJDP Administrator is authorized to make grantS and
enter into contracts with public agencies, or nonprofit private orga-
nizations for research and demonstration projects, or service pro-
grams. Grants are awarded to organizations for programs designed
to educate parents, children, and community organizations in order
to prevent the abduction and sexual exploitation of children; to
provide assistance in locating and returning missing children, to
aid communities in the collection of information in the identifica-
tion of missing children; and to increase knowledge of and develop
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effectitre treatment pertaining to the psychological consequences
P... both parents and children.
RECIPIENTS WHO BENEFM

Recipients who benefit directly are those organizations mid agen-
cies that receive grants or enter into contracts with OaDP. Indi-
rectly, parents of missing children and those children_ who are re-
turned to their rightful guardians benefit most from this program.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Fiscal year Appropriation
(in millions)

$4.0

1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 3.8

3. SUBSIDIZED HOUSING PROGRAMS (P.L. 75-412)

PROGRAM PURPOSE AND HISIVRY:
The subsidized housing programs of the_Department of Housing

and Urban Development (HUD) were first authorized by the
United States Housing Act (P.L. 75-412), which grew out of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation and the Public Works Adminis-
tration. These programs currently help house approximately 4 mil-
lion low-income households. Budget cuts have been severe over the
last five years. hi FY 1981, HUD's subsidized housing appropria-
tion stood at $30 billion. The 1986 appropriation stood at $9.9 bit=
lion.

Federally subsidized housing programs all have the same basic
goal: to provide safe, sanitary housing for families who otherwise
might be forced to live in substandard conditions. The following is
a brief description of each program and the population served.

A. PUBLIC HOUSING: UNITED STATES HOUSING ACT OF 1937 (P,L. 75-412)

Under the public housing program, units are provided to low-
income families and single persons in projects owned by public
housing authorities (PHA's). PHA's can acquire or lease any prop-
erty for low-income housing. They are authorized to issue notes and
bonds to finance the acquisition, construction and improvement of
projects. For the most part, they own their projecti and are respon-
sible for their general development as well as their management
and operation.

lXvelopment funds are provided by the Federal Government,
either by means of contracts to pay the debt service on bonds or
notee issued b3r a PHA, or by a loan of the entire development cost.
There has been amajor change over the years in the method of dis-
tributing money for public housing development. In the past, HUD
would accept proposals from PHA's and act on them as funds
become available. -Now, a Notice of Housing Assistance Availability
(NOHAA) is issued to PHA's which indicates the contract authority
available for a certain area, the number of units by household
types and type of housing for which applications will be accepted.

109



106

PHA's normally have 35 days to submit applications, but this dead-
line can be extended by the field office if necessary.

Eligibility for assistance under the Public Housing program is
limited to families with adjusted incomes below 80% of the area
median income. However, due to an effort by Congress to target as-
sistance to the most needy, most of the units are rented to families
with incomes below 50% of the median. Preference is to be given,
by law, to those households ditplaced by government action, livingin subStandard housing, or paying over 50% of their income as
rent. Assisted households pay 30% of their adjusted income as rent.
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

FUNDING FOR PUBLIC HOUSING

[In WHOM td MWrt]

Fisml Year antract authority Budget authority

1980
227.2 ;6,492.61981
2931 7,3321

1982
184.4 3,923.3

1983
1592 3,521.6

1984
140.2 3,429.01985
168.6 3,533.0

1986
881.2

B. SECTION 8: HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974
(P.L. 93-383)

The Section 8 prograin for leased housing for lowincome familiescurrently is the major means of providing Federally subsidized
housing to families with incomes too low to obtain decent housing
in the private market Under Section 8, HUD pays the owner of arental unit the difference between a contract rent, based on a
HUW-determined Fair Market Rent, and the tenant's payment,
which is 30% of his or her adjusted income.

Prior to 1983, Section 8 funds were used to construct or rehabili-
tate apartmentS for low-income tenants. Since 1983, there has been
no authority to construct or rehabilitate Section 8 units except for
those uniti reserved in cenjunction with the Section 202 housing
program for the elderly and handicapped.

&,ction 8 assistanceis now realized primarily through the use of
Section 8 rental certificates in the Existing Housing Program. Eli-
gible tenants have incomes below 80% of the area median, adjusted
for family size. As in the public housing program, preference in as-
sistance is given to those families displaced by government action,living in substandard units, or paying more than 50% of their
income as rent Units may be rented from any willing private land-lord or housing authority, but they cannot lie in public housing
projects.
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SUMMARY OP FUNDING LEVELS:

FUNDING FOR SECTION 8 ASSISTED HOUSING

(1n millions of dollars)

Fiscal year CAntract authority Budget authccity

1980 $993.5 $18,067.1

1981 1,155.1 24,950.7

102 802.8 13,274.9

1983 519.7 8,651.9

1984 720.8 I0,06Z9

1985 847.5 10,759.5

1986 537.5 9,965.6

C. SECTION 202: HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1974
(p.L. 93-383)

The Section 202 program _Rrovides construction and direct 40-
year permanent rmancing loans to nonprofit sponsor§ for the con.=
struction or SubStantial rehabilitation of housing projects for the el-
derly and disable& The interest rate for these loans is baSSd on the
average interéat rate of all interest-bearing obligations of the
United States which form a part of the public debt, plus an a.mount
to cover adminiStrative costs. This rate is set by Congress, and is
currently 9.25%.

An in1Portant eapact of the aection 202 progrsm is that all
projects must meet the requirements for, and receive the benefits
of, leaSSd housing assistance payments under the Section 8 pro-
gram. This means that low-income tenants would not pay more
than 30% of their incomes as rent Also, Congress sets aside a cer-
tain amount of the Section 202 funding for the development of
houting and related facilities designed specifically to meet the
needs of the non-elderly diaable& Annually, this amount has been
approximately 15% of the tntal funding for the Section 202 pro-
gram.

To be eligible for occupancy in a Section 202 project, a person
must be at least 62 years of age, or diSabled Ind at least 18 years of
age. Also, two _or more elderly or disabled persons living with an-
other person who iS determin&I by HUD, based on a licensed physi-
cian's certification., to be essential to the care or welling of the
tenant, is dligible for housing in a Section 202 project
SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

Since Section 202 is a direct loan prograni, a limitation on lend-
ing iS established by Congress for each fiscal year.

Section 202 Lending Limitations

Fiscal year (Millions)

1980 $830.0
1981 895.0
1982 850.8
1983 634.2
1984 664,4
1985 600.0
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Section 202 Lending LiinitatiensContinued

Thai 1 year

1986 525.9

D. HOUSING VOUCHERS: HOUSING AND URBAN-RURAL RECOVERY ACT OF
1983 (P.L. 98-181)

The housing voucher program is HUD's newest rental assistance
program Under this program, the Federal Government subsidizes
the rents of eligible tenants by paying the difference between a
rent standard established by HUD and 30% of the tenant's adjust-ed income. The tenant presents a voucher to the landlord. Upon
submission to HUD, the landlord receives a direct rent subsidy.

This does not necessarily mean that a tenant pays 30% of his orher income as rent; he or she can pay more or less depending upon
whatever rent is negotiated with the landlord. If the contracted
rent is less than the rent standard, the tenantpays_less than 30%of income as rent; if it is more, a higher percent is paid. Eligible
tenants are those with income below 80% of the area median.
SUMMARY OP FUNDING LEVELS:

FUNDING FOR HOUSING VOUCHER PROGRAM

[In millions of dollars)

Contract authority Budget authority

1984
$48A $242.11985

774.3

E. SECTION 235: NATIONAL HOUSING ACT (P.L. 9C 448)
The S&tion 235 program provides homeowtierShip assistance forlow- and_ moderate-income houSeholds. Under this program HUD

insures the mortgage and makes a payment to the mortme lender
in order to enable a low or moderate income homebuyer to get aloan at a rkluced rate of interest The program began in 1968 ane
was revised in 1976. The changes in the program did not affect the
amount of the subsidy, but did affect mortgage terms.

Currently, the homeowner must pay 28% of income or an inter-
est rate Which varies with market condition& This interest rate is
now 4%. In addition, at the time of purchasing the home, the
homeowner must make a 3% down payment To be eligible to buy
a home with Section 235 assistance, the purchaser's income mustbe below 95% of the median area income_ 'The maximum mortgage
amount for a single family home is $40,000 ($47,1100 in some high
cost_areas), except for large families for whom limits are raised to$47,500 and $55,000 respectively-Assistance *provided for 10 years
and can be renewed by HUD. If the dwelling should be resold by
the family obtaining assistance, the amount of the subsidy received
or half of the-net-appreciation on the property, whichever is less,
must be repaid to HIJD.
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SUMMARY OF FUNDING LEVELS:

FUNDING FOR SECTION 235 HOMEOWNERSHIP ASSISTANCE

[In millions of dollars]

Fiscal year

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

ContratUuthonty Budget authority

$70 $2,100

15 150

4. URBAN DEVELOPMENT

A. COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG) (P.L. 93-383)

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program was
first authorized under Title I of the Housing and Community De-
vnlopment Act of 1974, as amended, P.L. 93-383. The _program re-
v Iced Seven categorical programs previously administered by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), including
urban renewal, model cities, and community facilities grants. The
consolidation of activities previously funded by categorical _granta
into a block grant format provides communities with greater au-
tonomy in addressing their community development needs, and
minimizes Federal red tape and duplication.

CDBG's are awarded annually, on an entitlement basis, to cen-
tral cities of metropolitian areas, to cities with populations of
50,000 or more, to urban counties, and to States for distribution to
nonurban counties and communities with populations of leSS than
50,000 persons. Seventy percent of the amount appropriated is allo-
cated among entitlement communities and 30% goes to States for
distribution to nonentitlement communities. Fun& are allocated
according to one of two distribution formulas, whichever the higher
amount. In 1985; the number of entitlement communitiea totaled
8,110.

Local government administering agencies may undertake a vari-
ety of activities to promote neighborhood revitalization and com-
munity and economic development. These include the acquisition
and disposition of property, housing rehabilitation, historic_preser-
vation, energy conservation, public works construction and repairs,
the construction of community facilities, except those structures as-
sociated with the general conduct of local government, public serv-
ices, assistance to community-based groups, open space acquisition,
economic development, cUde enforcement, cost associated with relo-
cation of individuals and businesses, the removal of architectural
barriers to the elderly and the disabled, planning and urban
design, and administrative activities. Funds _may be used to meet
the non-Federal share requirements of other Federal programs.
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B. URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANTS (UDAG) (P.L. 03-383)

The Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) program waS
first authorized in 1977,_as_an amendment to Title I of the _Housing
and Community Development Act of 1974. The program it intended
to proxlide supplemental assistance, beyond what a community may
receiv3 under the CDBG program_ to communities meeting certain
minimum standar& of economic distress. It should be noted that in
contrast to the CDBG program, in which grants are awarded on an
entitlement basis, elieble communities must compete for funding
based on the comparative degree of distress and a project's antici;
pated fiscal and employment impacts.'

UDAG funds are used by local governments to undertake eligible
activities in coqiunction with private sector economic development
projects. The primary objectives of the program are the retention
or creation of private Settor joba and the enhancement of a commu-
nity's tax base. Activities listed as eligible for CDBG funding_ may
also be elieble for UDAG funding if they meet the program's objec-
tives. When submitting an application for UDAG funding a !Tole
soring local government must, as a condition of funding, show evi-
dence of a firm private sector financial commitment to aForioa6d
project PropoSad projectS must have a minimum leveraging ratio
of $2.5 private sector dollars for every $1 in UDAG funding re-
quested.

Communities with populations of less than 50,000 _prEionS that
meet the program's definition of economic distress must receive at
least 25% of the funds appropriated, and nondittreSSed communi-
ties containing_pockets of poverty can receive up to 20% of the ap.
propriated funds. The remaining funds are awarded to diStressed
cities with_populations of 50,000 or more and to distressed urban
counties. Over 10,000 small communities and 473 large communi-
ties are eligible to compete for funding.

Section 119(cX3) of the Act requires a community, when applying
for UDAG assistance,, to certify that las: held public hearings to
obtain the views_of citizens regarding Liie_proporiCKi_prcect, particu-
larly residents of the area in which tae project is to be located; un-
dertaken an analysis of the propotwed_prcject's impact on residents
of the project area, particularly the impact on low- and moderate-
income residents; and made a copy of the impact analyaiS available
tn interested residents or organizations located in the proposed
project area. _In addition, it Is possible that community baSed orga-
nixations could initiate and administer UDAG projects.

Title I of the 1974 Act requires a community to Submit to HUD,
on an annual basis, a "Statement of Activities" outlining projects it
propoled to undertake during the program year. A proposC,d prdect
can be_und taken only if it addresses one of three national objec-
tive& The activity must (1) primarily benefit low- and mciderat
income persons, defmed as those with incomes at, or less than, 80%
of the median income of the jurisdiction; (2) aid in eliminatingslums or blight; or (3) meet an urgent community development
need that poses a threat to the health and safety of the community.
States and entitlement communities are rNuired to allocate at
least 51% of their funds to activities that primarily benefit low and
moderate income persons.
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Section 104(aX2) of the Act requires entitlement communities to
furnish interested citizens and organizations with information on
the amount of funds available for community development activi-
ties, the range of activities that may be undertaken, and informa-
tion on how the community plans to minimize the displacement
impact of propoaed activities on low- and moderate-income persons.
In addition, communities are required to provide citizens with an
opportunity to review and comment on the propoaed "Statement,"
and_ to hold at least one public bearing in order to obtain the views
of citize7s regarding community development and housing needs.

Also, the Act requires a community to consider the views and
comments it receives from the public, and if it deems it appropriate
to modify its fmal "Statement of Activities" before submission to
HUD. The Act requires a community to make a copy of the fmal
"Statement" available to citizens at their request Section 104(d) of
the Act requires each community_toinclude, as a part of its evalua-
tion and performance report to HUD, summaries of commenta it
has received from citizens and organizations regarding its commu-
nity development program. The i vort describes the progress the
community has made in_ addressing the community development
and, housing needs identified in its previous year "Statement of Ac-
tivities."

EDBG Appropriations and Outlays for Fiscal Years 1979-86

Racal year Appropnation
(in millions)

1980 $3,752
1981 3,695
1982 3,456
1983 4,456
1984 3,468
1985 3,472
1986 3,000
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 2,990

UDAG Appropriations

Racal year

nao

Appmpriaito. n
(in millions)

$675
1981 675
1982 440
1983 440
1984 440
1985 440
1986 330
1986 (Gramm-Rudman sequester) 316

C. GENERAL REVENUE SHARING: _STATE AND LOCAL FISCAL ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1972 (P.L. 92-512)

Congress created the Revenue Sharing Program with the passage
of the State and Local Fiscal Aatiistance Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-512).
The progium was renewed_and modified in 1976 and 1980, and then
terminated at the end of FY 1986. Rbvenue sharing was originally

1.15
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conceived as a way of sharing the _progressive Federal income taxwith_ State and local governments which traditionally had to
4epend on more regressiVe taxes. Its major goal was to disburse
Federal funds with minimum restrictions on use, 1:*rmitting thelocal decision making process to determine the programs and ac-
tivitieS where the money is most needed.

Funds received by lotal governments may be used for operating
and maintenance expenditures only within eight priorit3r catego=
ries: public lirafety, environmental protection, public transportation,
health, recreation, libraries, social services, and financial adminis-tration, and for any capital expenditure authorized by law._ Two
separate hearings, one a "proposed use hearing" and the other a
"budget hearing" mutt be held. Notice of each of these hearingsmust be published in a newspaper of general circulation. Local
news media, including_ minority and bilingual media, must be ad-
viged that the hearings have been schedule& In addition, reports
and all background information must be available for public in-spection.

According to the Census Bureau, Federal general revenue shar-ing funds equaled 6.7% of all revenues available to 16cal govern-
ments. Cities of All Sizes committed a substantial portion of theirGRS funds to senior citizens, alternative transit _programs, social
services and emergency relief, and external community-based social
service agencies. Generally, one-third of all GRS money was usedfor these programs.

BUDGET AUTHORITY AND OUTLAYS FOR GRS

Elri thofranth Of MGIrs]

Fiscal year Budget authority Outlays

1980
6,854,924 6,828,9351981 u
4,569,949 5,136,8921982
4,566,700 4,568,6271983
4,566,700 4614,3831904 (estimate) 4,566,70 4,566,5881985
4,566,700 4,610,0731986 (estimate) 2
4,201,364 4,201,364

In 1981, the States share GRS funds was elinRhated.
ln faal 1985 hudgOt, the _Ragan -administration proposed the teimination of the GRS program atter_ fiscal 1985;_1_year telort_taauthorisation **ed. The 99th Calm, in the HUD acurotinabonf, provided lot GRS payments for Bid 1986, but with an 8.4-percent reduction,all to fall in the 4th Matter Or 1986.

D. ENTERPRISE ZONES

The stated purpose of enterprise zones is to stimulate the cre-
ation of new prinanent jobs, particularly for _disadvantaged work-
ers and long-term unemployed individualk and to promote econom-
ic revitalization and job creation in distressed areas. Federal and
State officials hope a rebirth of the inner cities will take place by
providing tax incentive§ and permitting regulatory relief in desig-nated zones.

Enterprise zones are not a new idea They have been tried, with
mixed results, in a number of countries around the worl& The via-bility of the enter.prise zone concqitt and its capacity to inject re-
newed economic interest in inner cities, has been questioned by
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many urban development experts. Critics maintain that there are a
number of factors, in addition to the tax incentives and regulatory
relief provided Ly enterprise zones, which irfluence employers' de-
cisions on where to locate their operations. These additional consid-
erations include:_proximity to a skilled and unskilled labor force;
access to the markets to distribute the products produced; decent,
affordable housing; good schools and health facilities; accesb to
mass transportation, along with maintenance and improvements in
the existing highway system: crime in the area, and the availabil-
ity of child care._

Many of the 26 States that have adopted enterprise zone meas-
ures will not realize the full benefit_of their state laws because sev-
eral are lMked to the passage of Federal enterprise zone legisla-
tion. Several Federal enterprise_zone bills have been introduced in
the House of Representatives. The two versions that have received
the most attention are H.R._ 1177, introduced by Congressman
Parren Mitchell and Ha 3232, sponsored by Congressman Robrt
Garcia and Jack Kemp. The Garcia/Kemp bill is endorsed by the
Administration and carries with it the tax and regulatory relief
provisions that they believe will aid distressed areas, The legisla-
tion proposed by Representative Mitchell adds a trainMg compo-
nent and the targeting of existing_community development dollars.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), which
would administer the enterprise zone program, estimates Ikere are
more than 1,300 designated _zones in over 600 jurisdictions ,hrough-
out the United States. HUD says that a conservative estimate of
the economic impact of the state zones would show that some
75,000 jobs have been retaMed or created and than 82.5 bil-
lion of capital investment has been realized. A numbe- of States,
desperate for ways to attract new investment M distrE sed arek.s,
have moved to implement their zones.

E. SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION (SBA) (P.L. 83-163)

The movement to aid and organize the small businesses of this
country can be traced to the creation of the Temporary National
Economic Committee (TNEC) in 1938. An early Committee report
dealt with the causes of small business mortality. Among the areas
cited as directly related to smell business failures were a lack of
managerial competency, access to credit, government regulations,
and the struggle for marketing control.

Then in 1942, the Smaller War Plants Corporation (SWPC) was
established, "to mobilize aggressively the production capacity of all
small business concerns and to determine the means by which such
concerns can be moat efficiently utilized to augment war _produc-
tion." SWPC was the first Federal agency to assist small firms. It
had authority to make loans and also participated in bank loans to
small firms.

But SWPC's work came to an end in 1946 when its lending au-
thority was transferred to the Reconstruction FMance Corporation
(RFC), the agency created in 1932 to help pull the country out of
the depression. It was not until 1951 that a second temporary small
business agencythe Small Defense Plants Administration
(SDPA)=--was created principally to assist small firms to participate
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in defense production during the Korean conflict. Rs lending au-
thority, however, was limited to recommending firms to the RFC.

With SDPA phasing out, the Small Business Administration
(SBA) was created on July 30, 1953 (P.L. 83-163), as the first inde-
pendent agency of the Federal Government ever established in
peacetime solely to advise and assist small business concern& SBA
was made supermanent independent agency in 1958.

The Small Business Administration (SBA)L makes direct loans
and guarantees loans made by banks and other financial institu-
tions to small concerns; licenses and regulates small business in-
vestment companies, a source of equity and venture capital assist-
ance for small concerns; guarantees payments of small businee:ses
for required pollution control facilities; guarantees surety bonds for
small contractors; provides management and technical assistance
to firms receiving SBA fmancial assistance and to other small con-
cerns; and provides procurement assistance help to small concerns
in buying from and selling to the Federal Government.

SBA's specific lending _objectives are to (1) stimulate small busi-
ness in deRrived areas; (2) promote small business' contributinn to
economic growth; and (3) promote minoriV enterprise opportunity.
Small contractors, manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers, service
concerns and other businesses, including agricultural enterprises,
may use SBA assistance to construct, expand, or convert facilities,
purchase buildings, equipment, materialS or obtain working cap-
ital. SBA may not make a loan if a business can obtain funds on a
reasonable basis from a bank or other private source. Applicants
must seek private financing from a local bank or other lending in-
stitutions before applying to SBA.

For loan purposes, SBA defmes a small business as a concern, in-
cluding its affiliates, which is independently owned and operated,
not dominant in ita field and which falls within emplument or
miles standards developed by the agency. For most industries, these
standards are as follows:_

MANUFACTURINthe number of employees does not
exceed_1,500, depending on the industry;

SERVICEthe annual sales do not exceed $2 million to $8
million, depending on the industry in which the applicant is
primarily engaged;

CONSTRUCTIONgeneral construction: the annual receipts
do not exceed $9.5 million for the three most recently complet-
ed fiscal year& Special trade construction: small if the annual
average receipts do not exceed $1 million to $2 million for the
three_most_recentl3r completed fiscal years;

RETAILINGthe annual sales or receipts do not exceed $2
million_to $7.5 million, deRending on the industry; and

AGRICULTUREthe annual receipts do not exceed $1 mil=

The SBA has a number of different types of loan program& They
include: regular business loans; handicapped assistance loans; eco-
nomic opportunity loans; solar and energy conservication loans;
Vietnam and disabled veterans loans; development company loans;
small business investment companies; business loan and invest-
ment fund; disaster loans; pollution bond guarantees; and surety
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bond guaranteeS. All of these loan programs are targeted to help
specific segments and sectors of our economy.

The SBA also has a number of propams designed to provide ad-
ditional business opportunities for minority individuals. The types
of assistance offered include:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENTlocal groups interested in
stimulating the planned economic growth of their community
by aiding other small businesses in their area are given help in
forming-local- development companies.

SECTION 8(a) PROGRAMSl3A, acting as prime contractor,
subcontracts to small firms owned and controlled by economi-
cally and socially disadvantaged individuals which are interest-
ed in obtaining government contracts. In addition, manage-
ment and technical help is included in this service. The 8(a)
program assists in the expansion and development of existing,
newly organized, or prospective profit-oriented small business
concerns owned and controlled by eligible disadvantaged per-
sons.

Among the basic eligibility requirements for participation in the
8(a) proam are: the principalS of the firms being developed must
be persons of good _character; they are expected to be engaged full-
time in day-to=day business operations and management_ there can
be no absentee ownership. Small business concerns must submit a
business plan with specific targetS, oXectives,_ and_goals aimed at
correcting the economic impairment which, in part, qualified the
firm for the 8(a) program. The firms or businesses involved in the
program must be operated for profit.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCESBA can make direct business
loans to minority borrowers when funds are available. A specif-
ic amount of direct loan and loan guarantees authority is re-
served only for businesses located in areas of high unemploy-
ment or businesses owned by low-income individuals.

MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCEIn addition to SBA's own
management assistance specialists, the agency can contract for
private sector business consultants to counsel businesses owned
by socially or economically disadvantaged individuals or busi-
nesses located in areas of high unemployment,

LONG TERM AND EQUITY CAP1TAL--Specia1ized invest,
ment companies may provide equity funds, long-term loans and
management assistance to small firms owned by socially or
economically disadvantaged persons.

BONDLIsIG ASSIST2UsICE TO CONSTRUCTION FIRMSMi-
norities can benefit from surety Vond _guarantees up to
$1,000,000 on construction contracts. Contract financing may
be available to any small firm with an assignable contract.

SBA DIRECT LOANS AND LOAN GUARANTEES

[In mikes of dollars]

Fiscal year Minority loans Direct loans loan guarantees

1980 $6;049 $361.0 $3;027.0
1981 5;240 292.0 7901.0
1982 2;521 150 8 1,631 6
1983 2;673 122.3 2,426.6
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SBA DIRECT LOANS AND LOAN GUARANTEESContinued

[In millions ot dollars)

Fiscal year Minority kens Direct bans Loan gammon

1984 3,095 144.2 2,855 7
1985 2,795 129.9 2,666.4

P. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION (EDA) (P.L. 89-136)

The gconomic Development Administration (EDA) was estab,
lished under the Public Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 (P.L. 89436). AS part of the Department of Commerce, EDA
administers a variety of programs designed to generate new jobs, to
help protect existing jobs, and to stimulate commercial and _indus-
trial growth in economically distressed areasof the United States.
EDA assistance is available in rural and urban areas experiencing
high unemployment, low incomes, or sudden and severe economic
diStreSS.

The basic programs include: public worka grants to public and
private nonprofit organizations and Indian reservations to help
build or_expand facilities essential to industrial and commercial
growth. Typical projects are industrial parks, access roads, water
and sewer lines, and port and airport terminal development& EDA
also makes grants to help in the construction of useful public facili,
ties in areas of high unemployment.

In 1961, Congress passed the Area Redevelopment Act (P.L. 87-
27), which eStablishad the Area Redevelopment Administration
(ARA). Designed to stimulate growth in high unemployment areas,
the Act authorized loans to companies to relocate or expand exist-
ing facilities in economically distressed area& State and local gov-
ernmentS were eligible for financial aid to make improvements in
public facilities required for industrial and commercial develop-
ment Also, occupational training and subsistence allowances for
unemployed workers in development areas were authorized. EDA
is the successor agency to ARA.

EDA provides loan guarantees to industrial and commercial
firm& local development companies, and Indian-owned business en-
terprise& Proceeds from the loans may be usSd for working capital
to maintain and expand operations or for fixed assets such as ur-
chase of land, construction of plants, and the purchase of machin-
ery and equipment.

Technical assistance and grant:4 are made to enable communities
and firm-S to find solutions to problems that stifle economic growth.
Under the tecluiical agsistance program, funds are used for studies
to determine the economic feasibility of resource development to
establish jobs and to provide assistance to help businesses overcome
a wide rting_e of management and technical problems through uni-
versity centers.

Planninc,r grant§ are made available to States, cities, districts,and Indian reservations to help pay for the expertise needed to
plan, hnplement, and coordinate comprehensive economic develop-
ment programs.
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EDA offers special economic adjustment assistance to assist State
and local governments in solving recent and anticipated ssvere ad-
justment problems, resulting in abrupt a.nd serious job losses, and
to help areas implement strategies to reverse long-term economic
deterioration_

Between FY 1966 and FY 1984, EDA fundid a total of 6,809
projects, with a Federal dollar expenditure of $3,610,807,000. Presi-
dent Reagan has tried to eliminate EDA in each of his budget re-
quests th Congress. The agency has survived, but at reduced levels
of funding.

Economic Development Administration

Fiscal year Funding
(in million')

1980 $415,113

1981 323,429

1982 197,214

1983 297,269

1984 239,937

1985 203,000

1986 175,000
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