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MEDICAID

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The federal government provides open-ended matching payments to
states to cover part of the cost of medical services for low
income persons who are aged, blind, or disabled and for families
with dependent children. These grants to states for medical
assistance, known as Medicaid, operate within broad federal
guidelines. Each state designs and administers its own program
with considerable latitude to set policies regarding eligibility,
benefits, and payments to providers of services. Local agencies
may be responsible for eligibility determinations and other
casework duties, but their role varies considerably from state tostate.

In FY 1985, Medicaid provided services for about 21.8 million
persons at a total cost of about $41.3 billion. The federal
share of these costs (about 54 percent of the national total) is
determined on a state-by-state basis using a variable matching
formula. In general, the federal share is lower for states with
higher per capita incomes and higher for states with lower per
capita incomes. The statute establishes a minimum federal share
of 50 percent and, with a few exceptions, a maximum of 83
percent.

States mist provide Medicaid to all persons receiving Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), to most individuals andcouples receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and to
certain low income pregnant women and children. States may also
provide Medicaid to the medically needy, that is, to persons who,but for income or resources that exceed AFDC or SSI limits would
be eligible for cash aid, and who are unable to pay for incurred
medical expenses. And legislation in recent years has permitted
states to make other groups of women and children eligible forMedicaid under some limited circumstances.

Mandator, services provided by all states include -- with some
's -- inpatient and outpatient hospital care, laboratory

and X-ray .services, skilled nursing facility (SNF) care for
persons over age 20, preventive care for persons under age 21,
family planning services other than abortion, physicians
services, rural health clinic services, home health services and
nurse mid-wife services. States may also provide other benefitssuch as intermediate care facility (ICF) services and
prescription drugs.

Puyments for long-term care in institutions represent a large and
increasing part of Medicaid. In FY 1985, for example, only 7
percent of all persons eligible for Medicaid received SNF or ICFservices. Their care, however, accounted for 43.5 percent oftotal Medicaid expenditures. In contrast, children, their
caretaker relatives, and pregnant women comprised 76 percent of
Medicaid recipients in FY 1985, but their services accounted foronly 27 percent of Medicaid costs.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Medicaid.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.714
Budget account number(s): 75-0512-0-1-551.

C. Current authorizing statute: 42 U.S.C. 1396-1396q,
Subchapter XIX, Chapter 7.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: Chapter IV, Title 42: Chapter III, Title 45,
and Chapter III, Title 20.

E. Federal administering agency: Health Care Financing
Administration, Department of Health and Human Services.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; U.S. territories including Puerto Rica,
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonweaith
of the Northern Mariana Islands.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Counties; cities; tribal organizations; private
nonprofit organizations; private for-profit organizations;
and individual providers of medical or remedial care,
e.g., physicians and dentists.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

The federal government provides open-ended matching payments to
states to cover part of the cost of medical services for low
income children, their caretaker relatives, aged, blind and
disabled persons. Federal matching rates to states for program
expenditures (i.e. payments to providers of medical care to
Medicaid eligibles) are different for each state and are
determined by the J:ollowing formula:

State share = The square of state er ca ita income, times .45
The square of national per capita income

The minimum federal share is 50 percent, the maximum is 83
percent, except that the match for family planning services is
always 90 percent.

Administrative spending, also open-ended, is matched at 50
percent with the following exceptions: compensation and training
of skilled medical personnel (75 percent), Medicaid management
information systems (90 percent for development and 75 percent
for operations), fraud control units (90 percent for the first
three years and 75 percent thereafter), and administrative costs
associated with family planning (90 percent).
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I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

States administer Medicaid within broad federal guidelines.
Beyond a core of federal program requirements, states have
considerable latitude to set policy regarding eligibility, types
and range of medical benefits, and payment levels for providers
of services. States are responsible for determining recipient
eligibility and paying the claims of participating Medicaid
providers, as appropriate. States are also responsible for
assuring :that medical care provided to Medicaid recipients is
quality care.

States may, at their option, contract with other entities to
perform many of these functions. Local governments may be
responsible for eligibility and other casework duties, but their
role varies considerably from state to state, Similarly, the
state may contract some or all of the processing of provider
claims to a fiscal agent.

J. Audit or quality control.

There are two Medicaid systems for assuring administrative
efficiency.

Medicaid Control ituci
MEQC programs measure states' error rates. States may spend no
more than 3 percent of Medicaid program expenditures for cases
mistakenly made eligible for Medicaid without a disallowance of
federal funds above this 3 percent target. In FY 1985, the
national error rate was 2.7 percent, representing approximately
$400 million in misspent payments.

States may appeal disallowance findings. Actual disallowances
will not be taken until final decisions are made on those
appeals. Estimated disallowance amounts for all states for FY
1981 through FY 1985, before appeals is $127 million.

System Performance Review (SPR)

Enhanced Medicaid funding is provided to states for the design,
development, implementation, and operation of Medicaid Management,
Information Systems (MMIS). The SPR provides standards for use
in reapproving or disapproving states' MMISs.

Although there is no program error rate for SPR, nor dollar
amount of overpayments or underpayments, there is a penalty for
poor performance. The law requires incremental reductions in the
rate at which state MMIS operations are matched by the federal
government when standards and, as a result, reapproval conditions
are not met.
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III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The purpose of Medicaid, as stated in Section 1901'of the Social
Security Act, is to enable each state, as far as practicable
under the conditions in each state, to furnish:

o Medical assistance on behalf of families with dependent
children and of aged, blind, and disabled individuals whose
income and resources are insufficient to meet the costs of
necessary medical services;

o Rehabilitation and other services to help such families and
individuals attain or retain capability for independence and
self-care.

Medicaid pays bills incurred by eligible individuals who use
covered services falling into these general categories: acute
hospital care, ambulatory medical services, and long-term
institutional care.

B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

Funds are not explicitly allocated among these services.
Inpatient hospital services account for 28.4 percent of total
program expenditures, ambulatory services account for 28.1
percent, and institutional long-term care for 43.5 percent.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Medicaid benefits are authorized for certain families with
dependent children and aged, blind, or disabled individuals and
couples. (A comprehensive and detailed description of Medicaid
eligibility groups appears at the end of the Medicaid section.)

States must provide Medicaid to families receiving Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) benefits, to individuals
and couples receiving a Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
payment (except that some states require that the recipient make
application with the state directly and other states require a
separate application and apply more restrictive eligibility tests
on SSI recipients), and to certain low income pregnant women and
children.

States may provide Medicaid to groups such as the medically needy
-- those with income or resources above the AFDC or SSI limits,
but who are unable to pay for medical expenses and meet other
categorical eligibility criteria.

4
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Recipient counts by category for FY 1985 were (in thousands):

-aged (65 ur older) - 3,065
-blind - 80
-disabled - 2,936
-children - 9,751
-caretaker relatives - 5,519
-other - 1,211

B. Income eligibility standards.

The Medicaid statute does not prescribe a single income limit for
all beneficiaries. Instead, eligibility is tied to each state's
AFDC program and, to the federal SSI program. Thus, the limits
vary by state and by eligibility category.

Benefits may go to persons or families with incomes above AFDC or
SSI limits under certain circumstances. The largest such
categories are the medically needy, certain recipients of long-
term care services, children, pregnant women, and elderly or
disabled persons with incomes below federal poverty guidelines,
and former AFDC recipients who became ineligible due to earnings.

States mi..y set ceilings for the medically needy -- those with too
much income to qualify for AFDC or SSI but not enough to cover
medical bills -- at levels not to exceed 133 1/3 percent of the
state's maximum AFDC payment for a family of the same size.
Rather than being an absolute cut-off point, this is the level to
which individuals or families must spend down, as described
below.

States may also establish special eligibility ceilings for people
residing in institutions (e.g., skilled nursing facilities).
These may not exceed 300 percent of the full SSI payment level.
With the 1987 SSI level at $340 per month, states may set their
special income limits for the institutionalized as high as
$1,020.

The Medicaid statute does not prescribe a single set of rules
regarding disregards of earned income. Instead states are
required to use the rules of AFDC or, with some exceptions
describri below, those of the SSI program. Changes to AFDC or
SSI would carry over into Medicaid, both for recipients of cash
plus medical benefits as well as for recipients of Medicaid only.

Thirty-six states apply the SSI disregards to the aged, blind,
and disabled, including recipients of Medicaid only. The
remaining 14 states use a variety of more restrictive,
state-specific rules for all aged, blind, and disabled persons,
both those receiving SSI and those applying for Medicaid only.

AFDC disregards are applied to AFDC-Medicaid recipients as well



as to other families with dependent children and related groups
applying for Medicaid only.

In the AFDC program, under some circumstances, the first $30 of
monthly earned income plus one-third of the remainder are
disregarded in determining the amount of the AFDC payment. This
disregard is applied after eligibility for AFDC is established.
This one-third disregard is available in AFDC for one consecutive
four month period only. Families with high earnings may stop
receiving AFDC payments once the four months are up and all their
earned income is counted. Those so affected may continue to be
eligible for Hedicaid for up to nine months after they lose AFDC,
plus six additional months at the state's option. (Under some
circumstances, families who otherwise become ineligible for AFDC
due to increased earnings, rather than expiration of the
disregard, may remain eligible for Medicaid for four additional
months.)

As is the case with earned income disregards, the treatment of
unearned income by the AFDC program for families with children,
iia5F§SI for the aged, blind, and disabled in most states,
determines Medicaid eligibility.

As is the case for income limits, assets limits in Medicaid are
generally those of AFDC ($1,000 per family) or SSI ($1,800 for an
individual, $2,700 for a couple). States must employ a single
limit on the assets of medically needy recipients. The limit may
be higher than SSI or AFDC.

These income and asset limits are absolute. The possession of
any amount in excess of the applicable limit causes
ineligibility. Eligibility can be obtained at a later date when
the resources no longer exceed the allowable amount.

Medically Needy

States may provide Medicaid to certain groups (children, their
caretaker relatives, the aged, the blind, or the disabled) who
would otherwise qualify for Medicaid in the state except that
they have too much income or resources. States may cover any or
all of these categories as medically needy, but if they cover any
medically needy groups at all, they must at least cover certain
pregnant women and children under 18 under their medically needy
programs.

The resources of the medically needy must be within allowable
limits. As explained above, states may set these limits higher
for the medically needy than the limits on resources of the AFDC
or SSI programs. Resources in excess of the state-defined limits
cause ineligibility.

If a medically needy applicant has countable income at or below
alluwable limits, Medicaid eligibility may be established on the
date of application. If income is above allowable limits, a
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process known vs spend-down occurs. Individuals or families with
any amount of gross income may be able to qualify tf their
medical expenses are high enough so that they spend down their
income by incurring medical expenses to reach the allowable
maximum.

Under the spend-down, applicants receive no benefits until they
have incurred medical bills that are it least equal to the amount
by which their countable incomes exceed the limits described in
above. Medicaid pays subsequent bills if they are for services
covered under the state's plan and to the extent that they are
not covered by a third party.

Spend-down is a recu ling process. The state selects a medically
needy budgeting period of from one to six months. An applicant
who meets spend-down requirements is eligible for benefits only
until the end of the current budget period. Eligibility in a
subsequent period can only be achieved by spending-down again.

In FY 1985, Medicaid served nearly 3.5 million medically needy
recipients at a cost to the federal and state governments of
$10.3 billion. Medically needy recipients comprised 15.7 percent
of all recipients and accounted for 27.6 percent of total
Medicaid costs.

Recipients of increased Social Security payments

States must continue to provide Medicaid to former recipients of
AFDC or SSI who would qualify for those benefits currently if the
total amount of Social Security cost-of-living adjustments
(COLAs) received since 1977 were deducted from their current
total income.

Similar protection is afforded to widows and widowers who lost
SSI benefits when their Social Security benefits rose due to a
change in the actuarial formula for computing widows' and
widowers' benefits, as well as to disabled adult children
receiving Social Security based on their parents' work record.

Congress protected the Medicaid eligibility of individuals in
these circumstances to assure that improvements in Social
Security benefits would not cause a net deterioration in total
benefits received by current recipients of federally funded
programs.

S ecial income limits for ersons in medical institutions

States may extend Medicaid to persons residing in medical
institutions whose gross incomes do not exceed 300 percent of the
current full benefit rate under SSI and whose not countable
income is within a special income standard set by the state. In
1985, this option enabled 21 states without a medically needy
program for the aged, blind, or disabled to assist approximately



408,700 persons to pay the high cost of long-term institutional
care.

Once eligible, these individuals are presumed to use what income
they have, minus certain amounts that they may retain for
specified personal uses, to pay for the cost of their care.
Medicaid pays only the remainder, up to the Medicaid payment rate
for such care, plus other medical services used by the individual
and covered under the state's plan.

S ecial income limits for ersons receivin home-based care in
lieu o ns u onal care

Under a special waiver authority, states may provide a variety of
otherwise noncovered home and community based services.
Recipients in these programs are individuals living in the
community who would otherwise require the level of care normally
provided in a skilled nursing facility (SNF) or intermediate care
facility (ICF). The state may apply the same, higher limits on
gross income for recipients of such services as it applies to its
institutionalized recipients.

Individuals who establish eligibility under such higher income
limits are required to share in the cost of their care to the
extent that their incomes exceed SSI income limits.

To gain federal approval of such projects, states must provide
assurances relating to beneficiary protection, financial
accountability, data collection, evaluation, and cost
effecdveness.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

There are no job search or work requirements specific to
Medicaid. The imposition of such requirements under the AFDC or
SSI programs may indirectly affect Medicaid in that persons who
lose their eligibility for cash benefits (whether through failure
to comply or through s,....cess in obtaining a job) may also lose
their automatic eligibility for Medicaid.

Assignment of rights to third party payments

As a condition of eligibility, all applicants must assign any
right they may have to third party payments for their medical
care (e.g., medical insurance benefits) to the state. Because
Medicaid is the payor of last resort, this requirement helps
assure that other sources of payment are tapped first.

Absent 2sEtaLl

As in the AFDC program, families with children applying for
Medicaid only (e.g., as medically needy) must cooperate with the
state in determining the children's paternity and in establishing
whether the absent parent has any insurance or other source of



medical support that may be available to pay the children's
medical expenses.

Persons who give away their assets

Otherwise eligible persons may be barred from Medicaid if they
have given away or otherwise disposed of assets for less than
fair market value. States may, at their option, consider
transfers that occurred up to two years before a person applies
for Medicaid and count the uncompensated value of such assets as
if the person still had those assets. States may presume that
the transfer took place for the purpose of establishing Medicaid
eligibility, although individuals are allowed to rebut that
presumption.

States may also deny-eligibility to institutionalized persons who
transferred ownership of their homes without receiving adequate
compensation. Their period of ineligibility depends on the
uncompensated value of the property, compared to the number of
months of institutional care that the person could have paid for
had he or she sold the home for full market value and used the
proceeds to pay for care.

Residents of certain public institutions

Medicaid benefits are not payable to inmates of such public
institutions as detention centers, jails, or prisons.

Also excluded are people aged 22-64 who reside in public
institutions for the treatment of mental disease.

Before Medicaid was enacted, states were responsible for the
medical care of these two groups. Their exclusion from Medicaid
continues the states' traditional responsibilities.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Most categories of Medicaid eligibles receive benefits without
having to pay out-of-pocket more than nominal, state-established
amounts in copayments each time they use certain services. By
contrast, the major groups that may be required to pay
substantial amounts out-of-pocket for their care are the
medically needy and persons needing long-term care.

At the state's option, additional cost sharing requirements may
be imposed on eligible persons. For example, a state may impose
copayments -- specified amounts, usually nominal, that the
recipient pays each time he uses a specified service. These
requirements do not depend on the recipient's income. Moreover,
the recipient's failure to pay does not affect eligibility, and
service providers may not refuse to serve those unable to pay.



V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Social Security District Offices

In 30 states, an application for SSI, taken at the Social
Security District Office, constitutes an application for

Medicaid.

State or local welfare office

With the exception of SSI applicants as noted above, all
applications for Medicaid must be made through the state or local
welfare office that, in most cases, also handles AFDC
applications. An application for AFDC constitutes an application
for Medicaid in all states. All other persons must file an
application specifically for Medicaid.

Informal intake or referrals

Low income persons may be referred or assisted in applying for
Medicaid by the following kinds of organizations:

o Hospitals, nursing homes, or other providers;

o Social services agencies;

o Voluntary agencies responsible for refugee resettlement;

o Advocacy groups.

B. Program benefits or services.

Medicaid pays bills incurred by eligible individuals who use
covered services falling into these general categories: acute
hospital care, ambulatory medical services, and loh-term
institutional care.

States pay health care providers for services rendered to
eligible individuals. Only in rare circumstances does the state
make a payment directly to recipients to reimburse them for out-
of-pocket expenditures.

Mandatory services provided by all states include the following:

o Inpatient hospital -- services furnished in a hospital
for the care and treatment of patients with disorders
other than tuberculosis or mental diseases;



o Outpatient hospital -- preventive, diagnostic,
therapeutic, rehabilitative, or palliative services
provided in a hospital on an outpatient basis;

o Rural health clinic -- certified clinics in rural areas
staffed primarily by nurse practitioners or physician's
assistants who provide services under the medical
supervision of a physician;

o Other laboratory and X-ray -- professional and technical
services provided under the direction of a physician in
qualifying locations;

o Certain skilled nursing facilities -- skilled nursing
services needed and provided on a daily basis to
persons age 21 or older in an inpatient facility that
is not an institution for ale treatment of tuberculosis
or mental diseases;

o Certain preventive care for children -- early and periodic
screening, diagnosis to determine physical and mental
defects, and treatment to correct or ameliorate any
conditions so discovered;

o Family planning -- services and supplies (other than
abortion) to enable individuals to determine the number
and spacing of their children;

o Physicians services -- services provided by or under the
supervision of a licensed practitioner of medicine or
osteopathy, whether the service is provided in the office or
elsewhere;

o Home health services;

o Nurse mid-wife services.

The major services provided at the state's option include:

o Prescription drugs;

o Intermediate care (nursing) facilities, including such
facilities for the mentally retarded;

o Certain therapies (physical, speech, rehabilitation);

o Dental care.

All states have elected to cover intermediate care facilities.
All but two cover drugs. Coverage of other optional services
varies widely among the states.

Benefits are covered on an as-needed, as-used basis. In certain
circumstances, states rely on organizations like health



maintenance organizations (HMOs) or on providers of case
management services to assure that recipients in their charge
obtain the services appropriate to their ,'eels. However, in
these arrangements, as in the remainder of the program, the
principal factor in determining the amount of benefits a person
receives is the person's medical coldition or need for services.

C. Duration of benefits.

States may impose limits on the amount, duration, and scope of
the services that an individual may use and have reimbursed by
Medicaid. The most common limitation is that particular,
state-selected services are reimbursed only if they were
authorized by the state before being delivered. States may also
limit reimbursement to a certain number of units of a particular
service, for example, a specified number of physician visits or
hospital days per year.

States do not report person-based expenditure data, so it is not
possible to compute the median benefit or the distribution of
benefits.

Average benefits for major categories of Medicaid eligibles in FY
1985 were as follows (preliminary data, includes federal and
state shares):

o $2,093 -- Recipients of an SSI payment;

o $608 -- Recipients of AFDC;

o $8,339 -- Medically needy aged, blind, and disabled;

o $687 -- Medically needy families with children.

High averages for aged, blind, and disabled Medicaid recipients
are explained in large part by the heavy use of institutional
long-term care by these groups, especially the medically needy.
In FY 1985, only 7 percent of all Medicaid recipients received
Skilled Nursing Facility (SNF) or Intermediate Care Facility
(ICF) services. These services, however, accounted for 43.5
percent of total Medicaid expenditures.

Residents of intermediate care facilities for the mentally
retarded (ICF or MR) are aa important subset of aged, blind, and
disabled Medicaid recipients of long-term institutional care. In
FY 1985, 0.7 percent of all Medicaid recipients received Medicaid
coverage of ICF or MR benefits. These benefits accounted for
12.6 percent of total expenditures.



For the aged, blind, and disabled who use Medicaid-covered
ambulatory services and acute hospital care services and who are
also entitled to Medicare, Medicaid benefits are residual,
covering only services or expenses which Medicare does not
cover.

Other Medicaid recipients -- children, their caretaker relatives,
and pregnant women -- rely on Medicaid primarily to pay for
ambulatory care and acute hospital care. While these groups
comprised 75.6 percent of total Meoicaid recipients in FY 1985,
expenditures on their behalf amounted to 26.6 percent of total
expenditures.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Thirty-six states provide Medicaid to all recipients of an SSI
payment. In 31 of these states the receipt of an SSI payment
leads automatically and simultaneously to eligibility for
Medicaid. In five of the 36 states, SSI applicants are required
to file a separate application for Medicaid with the state.

In the remaining 14 sta,.es, SSI recipients are required to meet
eligibility requirements for Medicaid that are more restrictive
than those of SSI. These 14 states have elected to continue to
use some of the criteria that the state used for Medicaid before
the enactment of the SSI program.

In all states, all recipients of an AFDC payment or of a
federally subsidized adoption assistance or foster care 1.1yment
are automatically eligible for Medicaid. In certain cases,
children under such arrangements may be deemed to be eligible for
Medicaid even though they do not receive a federally assisted
cash payment.

At state option, Medicaid may be provided automatically to
children with special needs who have been adopted under an
adoption agreement arranged between the adoptive parents and a
state-only adoption program.

AFDC recipients account for 57.2 percent of total Medicaid
recipients and SSI recipients account for 18.5 percent. Data are
not available for the other groups.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

There are no effects on Medicaid assistance levels or eligibility
die to changes in the amount of benefits received from other
assistance programs authorized in the Social Security Act. In
addition, assistance from other programs that is excluded for SSI
on AFDC is also excluded for Medicaid. Assistance in meeting

13

D



medical needs may reduce the level of benefits under Medicaid as
described below.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Many other programs fund medical services to individuals and
therefore potentially overlap with Medicaid, most notably
Medicare, Veterans Administration, CHAMPUS, service delivery
programs administered by the Public Health Service, and state and
local public health and indigent care programs.

Though Medicaid and these programs may overlap in population,
served and services covered, Medicaid is the payor of last
resort, paying only those bills for eligible recipients that are
not payable from any other source of funds. States can assume
that Medicaid recipients who are also eligible for Medicare
actually get full Medicare benefits by paying the amounts that
Medicare beneficiaries must normally pay out-of-pocket.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Finance
Subcommittee on Health

House of Representatives

Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment

Committee on Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation (Medicaid eligibility policy arising from
linkage to AFDC and SSI)

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies
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C. Other committees and subcommittees in the Senate and the
House of Representatives holding hearings on this program
within the past two years.

Senate

Labor and Human Resources Committee
Subcommittee on Employment and Productivity

Labor and Human Resources Committee
Subcommittee on Family, Drugs, and Alcoholism

Special Committee on Aging

House of Representatives

Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families.

Select Committee on Aging, Human Services Subcommittee.

Joint Economic Committee
Subcommittee on Economic Goals and Intergovernmental Policy

D. Federal legislation.

Listed below are major pieces of legislation amending the
Medicaid statute and affecting Medicaid eligibility issues.
Amendments to other legislation (e.g. AFDC or SSI statutes),
though affecting Medicaid eligibility, are not included.

1960 amendment to Title I, Old Age Assistance Kerr-Mills --
Provided federal matching fcr medical vendor paymen s made by
states on behalf of public assistance recipients age 65 or older;
optional new program for payments on behalf of medically needyelderly.

1965 Social Securit Amendments, Title XIX rants to states forme ca ass s ance Estab s e the Me ca program as a
state-administered program to provide medical assistance to
indigent aged, blind, disabled, dependent children and their
caretaker relatives; receipt of federal matching conditional onthe state providing five basic services.

1967 Social Security Amendments -- Established limits on federal
METaTETIIaThrirbrrfairinacinuabased on state per capita income;
see nursing home standards for Medicaid recipients; authorized
imposition of cost sharing for hospital care; authorized fourteenservices, from which a state could select seven to provide to the
medically needy.

1971 Social Security Amendments -- Provided for intermediate care
facilities as inEigIciiiilliiaTEaid service.



1972 Social Security Amendments -- Replaced most of state-run
ZiaTEE-Rance programs76T.-EHe aged, blind, and disabled, with
the nationally uniform SSI program. (In most states, SSI rules
became the eligibility rules for Medicaid for the aged, blind,
and disabled.) Provided for the review of utilization of
institutional services.

1976 Health Maintenance Or anization 01140) Act -- Defined
requirements for reimbursement of HMOs under both Medicaid and
Medicare.

1976 Unem lo ment Com ensation Amendments - - Required states to
pro ect Me ca e ig b lity or persons who become ineligible
for SSI benefits due to a cost-of-living adjustment in Social
Security benefits.

1977 Medicare and Medicaid Antifraud and Abuse Amendments --
strengtheniaETT57ilg6VTETEIgEETEEaTacTETTEE:
prosecute, and punish fraudulent activities.

1980 Medicare and Medicaid Amendments -- Increased funding to
state fraud control units; tidaeliaZonditions of provider
participation; authorized withholding of federal payments to
recover overpayments and disallowed expenditures; set up new
requirements for intermediate care facilities (ICFs) and skilled
nursing facilities (SNFs); added nurse midwifery as a covered
service.

1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act -- Reduced federal
paymenfi-E6 states for FY 1982 -1984 increased state flexibility
regarding eligibility of the medically needy; permitted waivers
of certain requirements (e.g., for states to provide the same
coverage throughout the state and to give recipients complete
freedom to choose their own health care provider) where a state
arranges more cost-effective methods of delivery or financing of
care and provides for guarantees of quality and access; expanded
flexibility in prepaid provider (e.g., HMO) participation;
repealed fiscal penalties imposed for state failure to meet
certain reporting an' other process requirements in preventive
care for children.

1982 Tax E it and Fiscal Responsibilit Act -- Expanded states'
AUthbilttdith156§6bo154ments on Me ca id recipients; permitted
states to cover certain disabled children living at home,
regardless of parental income; permitted states to impose liens
on the property of certain recipients of long-term institutional
care or to deny eligibility to persons who transferred property
without adequate compensation; required most states to follow the
methodologies of AFDC and SSI in determining the eligibility of
the medically needy.
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1984 Deficit Reduction Act -- Required states to provide Medicaid
EBEiFEWETTFLTP76fraiacially eligible pregnant women and
children; required applicants to sign their rights to third party
payments as a condition of eligibility; prohibited the imposition
of sanctions on states with Medicaid plans not following the
methodologies of AFDC or SSI in determining the eligibility of
the medically needy.

1985 Consolidated Omnibus Bud et Reconciliation Act -- Further
expanse manna ory e g y or pregnan women and children,
including children adopted with the assistance of public
programs; required states to count as still available certain
assets that a Medicaid recipient has sheltered in a trust;
required the Secretary to establish a task force to report to
Congress on the issue of chronically ill, technology dependent
children; revised requirements on how states pursue payments from
liable third parties.

1986 Omnibus Bud et Reconciliation Act -- Allowed states to cover
pregnan women an c ren in ami ies with incomes between AFDC
levels and federal poverty guidelines; similar eligibility
expansions for the elderly and disabled except that states are
permitted to restrict benefits for these groups to just Medicare
cost-sharing amounts; authorizes Medicaid for emergency medical
care for undocumented aliens who meet all other Medicaid
eligibility requirements; increases state flexibility to provide
targeted community-based long-term care to certain groups.

1986 Em lo ment Ossortunities for Disabled Americans Act -- Makespermanen e prey ous y emporary au on y o prov e special
SSI cash and/or Medicaid benefits to individuals who would
otherwise lose eligibility because they are employed and are
performing substantial gainful activity (conforming amendment to
Title XIX made by OBRA 86); requires states to continue Medicaid
eligibility for persons who lose eligibility for SSI because they
start receiving Social Security benefits as an "adult disabled
child."

1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act -- Provides full Medicaid
benefits to certain children, elderly, and disabled aliens who
meet all the usual eligibility requirements and whose alien
status is legalized by this Act; authorizes more limited Medicaid
benefits for other newly legalized groups such as pregnant women,
seasonal agricultural workers, or caretakers of AFDC-like
children.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

Implementing regulations have strictly followed statutory
lenguage. Administrative discretion was exercised in only one
major instance -- in the regulations establishing the
responsibility of recipients in institutions to contribute to thecost of their care. The regulations are based on Section
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1902(a)(17) of the Social Security Act, which gives the Secretary
the general authority to establish guidelines for determining the
extent of medical assistance. Similar requirements existed in
medical assistance programs predating Medicaid.

These rules differ from the spend-down rules affecting Medicaid
applicants living outside institutions in the following manner:
(1) the recipient is allowed to keep only small amounts (usually
$25 per month) from total personal income to use at his or her
discretion; (2) amounts of the institutionalized individual's
income subject to prescribed limits may be set aside for the
maintenance needs of a spouse or children if they have little or
no income from other sources; (3) small amounts may be used to
maintaining a home for a limited period of time; (4) bills for
medical or remedial services not covered by the state's Medicaid
program may be pa''. Any of the institutionalized individual's
remaining income applied to the cost of care in the
institution, rtes reducing the amount paid to the institution by

Medicaid.



VIII. A. TOTAL
13.714 MEDICAID

FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING

BENEF
Federal

(in thousand-)

TS ADMIN ISTRATION
State-lo oal Federal (State -local
- -

Total

United States $21,477,081 $17,782,1,57- $1,201T971- $798,109 $41,259,318

Alabama $346,649 $132,574 $10,221 $4,906 $494,950Alaska $33,558 $30,809 $2,550 $1,989 $08,906Arizona $60,715 $35,457 $4,312 $4,132 $104,616Arkansas $274,595 $97,692 $11,992 $6,313 $390,592California $2,147,156 $2 130,32E $192,433 $92,632 $4,562,546Colorado $161,692 i160,C:A $10,675 $5,180 $337,597Connecticut $288,616 $291,263 $16,922 $11,628 $608,429Delaware $35,289 $33,797 $1,788 $1,357 $72,231D. C. $153,278 $152,757 $8,502 $6,001 $320,538Florida $556,965 $398,533 $20,297 $14,704 $990,499Georg
Hawaiia

$517,516
$69,291

$249,644

$72,087
$16,239
$5,502

$15,417

$3,365
$798,816
$150,245Idaho $50,501 $24,364 $3,054 $1,636 $79,555Illinois $868,536 $851,245 $33,921 $23,591 $1,777,293Indiana $442,502 $293,646 $16,679 $10,312 $763,139Iowa $200,601 $160,692 $8,538 $5,331 $375,162Kansas $133,152 $128,056 $7,211 $4,840 $273,259Kentucky $392,329 $162,067 $15,638 $7,523 $577,557Louis

Maine
iana $475,231

$174,847
$263,469

$72,334
$15,328
$7,441

$10,524

$4,900
$764,552
$259,522Maryland $309,065 $303,578 $19,515 $14,756 $646,914Massachusetts $790,525 $808,657 $33,289 $32,930 $1,665,401Michigan $859,460 $826,056 $46,288 $31,844 $1,763,648Minnesota $534,611 $477,223 $20,860 $19,190 $1,051,884Mississippi $231,083 $65,655 $6,345 $3,628 $306,709Missouri $349,653 $206,458 $11,395 $8,919 $576,425Montana $63,275 $34,549 $4,946 $2,525 $105,295Nebraska $96,311 $71,862 $6,254 $3,993 $178,420Nevada $33,475 $33,250 $3,095 $2,589 $72,409New Hampshire $70,192 $48,195 $5,326 $3,386 $127,099New Jersey $585,473 $580,018 $43,624 $24,586 $1,233,701New Mexico $106,381 $47,009 $5,369 $3,002 $161,761New York $3,780,739 $4,083,439 $241,626 $170,106 $8,275,910N. Carolina $450,837 $196,070 $19,751 $16,317 $682,975N. Dakota $70,994 $44,027 $3,775 $2,702 $121,498Oh io $974,492 $779,542 $34,635 $25,976 $1,814,645Oklahoma $274,339 $193,530 $20,345 $16,411 $504,625Oregon $146,110 $106,478 $19,350 $14,388 $286,326Pennsylvania $1 071,133 $837,244 $62,964 $45,447 $2,016,788Rhode Island $147,655 $111,663 $3,941 $3,512 $266,771S. Carolina $261,345 $94,596 $14,182 $8$,839 $378,962S. Dakota $65,267 $29,292 $1,588 950 $97,097Tennessee $435,091 $178,950 $21,906 $10,489 $646,436

Utah
Texas $804,281

$101,139
$671,091

$41,469
$67,159
$8,395

$40,842
$4,915

$1,583,373
$155,918Vermont $61,503 $27,059 $5,419 $2,985 $96,966Virginia $316,204 $241,600 $12,718 $9,321 $579,843Washington $310,893 $309,218 $17,941 $12,598 $650,650W. Virginia $128,824 $52,699 $7,028 $4,284 $190,835Wisconsin $586,474 $441,076 $18,561 $16,000 $1,062,111Wyoming $14,136 $14,019 $631 $576 $29,362Guam $1,704 $1,704 $189 $156 $3,753Puerto Rico $60,023 $79,215 $3 377 $3,376 $145,991Virgin Islands $1,806 $2,344 $294 $259 $4,703

DatalSourcest BUREAU OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS, HCFA.
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)

13.714 MEDICAID

BENEFITS
Federal 'State-local

-i19 $16,003,332United States

Alabama $262,792 $100,087

Alaska

Arizona

$30,025 $26,830

$56,443 $33,258

Arkansas $252,473 $89,960

California $1,874,399 $1,863,131

Colorado $154,627 $153,572

Connecticut $271,865 $270,694

Delawva $34,164 $33,265

D. C. $144,830 $144,375

Florida $467,209 $333,130

Georgia $409,211 $197,029

Hawai

Idaho

$69,449

$45,986

$68,299
$22,302

Illinois $868,935 $859,156

Indiana $378,458 $250,716

Iowa $176,045 $141,077

Kansas $120,888 $116,256

Kentucky $357,128 $147,035

Louisiana $445,041 $243,383

Main $151,172 $62,497

Maryeland $302,492 $300,771

Massachusetts $682,857 $686,138

Michigan $867,205 $833,012

Minnesota $496,671 $444,088

Mississippi

Missouri

$244,612
$310,298

$70,000
$193,587

Montana $61,172 $33,314

Nebraska $88,402 $66,015

Nevada $31,617 $31,495

New Hampshire $67,226 $46,109

New Jersey $525,663 $521,057

New Mexico $94,307 $40,531

New York $3,510,005 $3,503,765

N. Carolina $415,706 $180,799

N. $59,881 $37,311

h(Dakota $921,470 $729,312

Oklahoma $238,577 $168,897

O

Peregonnnsyliania

$136,982
$1 008,496

$102,159
$786,527

Rhode island $139,981 $100,398

S. Carolina $224,844 $80,682

S. Dakota $61,872 $27,983

Tennessee $582,388 $157,436

$780,302 $651,353

Utah $89,240 $36,567

Vermont $62,237 $27,395

Virginit $292,562 $223,458

Wa shin

W. Virgginitona

$242,162
$99,543

$239,851

$41,448

Wisconsin $535,831 $403,088

Wyoming $13,919 $12,870

Guam $1,855 $1,855

Puerto Rico 1

Virgin islands:

$63,808$6$01,,8920

34 $2,099

Data Sources: BUREAU OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS, HCFA.

1
ADMINISTRATION

I

Federal State -local
'

$1,073,153 $741,432

1

$8,398

$1,765
$2,856
$8,650

$169,314
$10,675
$13,719

$1,629
$8,782

$18,922
$19,279
$4,626
$3,001

34,144
$15,847

$6,883
$6,517

$12,914

$14,116

$6,293
$14,979

$23,943

$41,523
$19,927
$5,277
$9,691

$3,056
$5,490
$2,841

$3,579
$40,031

$4,657
$228,117
$19,860

$3,201

$28,519

$20,093
$18,572
$53,562

$3,495
$9,167
$1,676

$11,063

$59,381
$9,135
$4,531

$13,453

$17,802
$5,947

$18,602
$530
$255

$2,480
$266

$3,620
$1,473

$2,855
$5,158

$118,324
$5,512

$10,843
$1,238
$V,510

$10,154

$13,193

$2,404

$1,477
$24,367

$11,604

$4,210
$4,530
$8,738

$10,209
$4,118

$12,385

$22,312
$26,737
$15,482

$3,291

$7,453
$1,911

$3,790
$2,340
$2,398

$19,900
$2,583

$164,098

$15,168
$2,196

$21,257
$15,662

$12,956
$36,903
$3,117

$5,591

$1,003
$5,564

$37,854
$5,205

$2,597

$9,597
$11,697

$3,175
$11,688

$479
$222

$4$195,040

Total

$37,442,720

$374,897

$60,093
$95,412

$356,241

$4,025,248
$324,386

$567,121
$70,296

$304,497
$829,415

$638,712
$144,778

$72,766
$1,786,622

$656,625

$328,215
$248,191

$525,815
$712,749

$224,080

$630,627
$1,415,250

$1,768,477
$976,168
$323,180
$521,029

$99,453
$163,697

$68,293
$119,312

$1 106,651

$142,078

$7,405,985
$631,533
$102,589

t1,700,558

$443,229

$270,669

$1,885,488
$246,991

$320,284

$92,534
$556,451

$1,528,890

$140,147
$96,760

$539,070
$511,512
$150,113

$969,209
$26,98
$4,1887

$131,248

$4,394
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VIII. C. TOTAL
13.714 MEDICAID

FY

(LONG-TERM

85 PROGRAM SPENDING

CARE)

BENEF
Federal

(1)

(In thousands)

TS

State-local Total

United Stater

.11.....Wwwww
$9,179,928

ommmamow....MOW.0.00

$7,375,627 $16,555,555

Alabama $156,017 $60,253 $216,270
Alaska $13,849 $13,848 $27,697
Ar I zona $1,483 $940 $2,423
Arkansas $137,260 $49,108 $186,368
California $580,735 $580,736 $1,161,471
Colorado $74,899 $74,899 $149,798
Connect lout $170,205 $170,205 $340,410
Delaware $17,996 $17,996 $35,992
D. C. $42,260 $42,261 tR4,521
Florlda $254,152 $180,965 $435,117
Georgiii a

Hawa
$185,638
$34,241

$89,666
$33,996

$275,304
$68,237

Idaho $29,552 $14,372 $43,924
Illinois $334,746 $334,746 $669,492
Indiana $221,574 $148,147 $369,721
Iowa $91,916 $74,477 $166,393
Kansas $71,651 $69,756 $141,407
Kentucky $142,965 $59,192 $202,157
Louisiana $216,275 $119,296 $335,571
Marne $85,753 $35,659 $121,412
Maryland $110,262 $110,261 $220,523
Massachusetts $343,672 $341,889 $685,561
Michigan $273,940 $266,376 $540,316
Minnesota $350,430 $314,902 $665,332
MissIrIppl $97,421 $28,074 $125,495
MIssovi $157,730 $99,159 $256,889
Montana $30,157 $16,664 $46,821
Nebraska $50,111 $37,603 $87,714
Nevada $16,835 $16,835 $33,670
New Hampshlre $43,422 $29,617 $73,039
New Jersey $256,748 $256,747 $513,495
New Mexico $40,528 $17,879 $58,407
New York $1,535,370 $1,535,193 $3,070,563
N. Carolina $226,390 $99,138 $325,468
N. Dakota $44,90; $28,327 $73,235
Oh lo $442,947 $356,020 $798,967
Oklahoma $115,109 $81,760 $196,869
Oregon $74,237 $55,729 $129,966
Pennsylvanla $535,095 $419,750 $954,845
Rhode island $79,952 $57,494 $137,446
S. Carolina $124,297 $44,791 $169,088
S, Dakota $35,460 $16,450 $51,910
Tennessee $189,740 $78,786 $268,526
Texas =4702 $334,610 $733,312
Utah $44,376 $18,266 $62,642
Vermont $29,093 $12,846 $41,939
Virginia $168,566 $129,623 $298,189
Washington $141,984 $141,983 $283,967
W. Virginia $46,907 $19,561 $66,468
WIsconsIn $304,860 $231,205 $536,065
Wyom

Guam
ing $7,561

$11
$7,$10561 $15,$2122

1

Puerto Rico $u $0 $0
VIrolo !siard8; $u $0

Data Sourm-i: BUREAU OF PROGRAM OPFRAT IONS, HCFA.

(1) Long-term care benefits are also Included In Table VIII.A. Administrative
costs for long-term care are not available separately.



VIII. D. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)

13.714 MEDICAID (LONG-TERM CARE) (1)

BENEFITS

Fsderal 1

--ii:iii:iiiIUnited States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida

HawaGeorgi is

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
MIchlgan
Mlnnesota
MIssIssIppl

MIssourl

Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
N. Carolina

N. Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia

Washington

W. Virginia

WIsconsIn
Wyoming
Guam
Puerto Rico

Virgin Islands

$119,730
$12,1$046

$128,131

$513,454
$70,849

$150,069
$16,957
$37,771

$206,27J
$165,988
$31,610
$25,944
$289,735
$190,540

$86,837
$64,969

$136,717

$201,167
$81,423

$119,219

$298,106
$265,108

$331,293
$101,391

$148,820
$27,410
$46,514
$15,573
$39,260

$230,836
$35,584

$1,362,257

$208,471

$34,737
$334,615
$106,351
$43,049

$513,397
$74,722

$105,933
$33,990
$163,112

$386,362
$41,248

$25,473
$154,661

$111,250
$40,983

$334,615
$6,900

$1

$0
$0

'State -local Total

-i14,842,611

$46,239 $165,969

$12,1$0 45 $24291
$0

$45,842 $173,973

$513,455 $1,026,909

$70,848 $141,697

$150,069 $300,138

$16,956 $33,913

$37,771 $75,542

$146,872 $353,142

$80,176 $246,164

$31,609 $63,219

$12,617 $38,561

$289,735 $579,470

$127,398 $317,938

$70,362 $157,199

$63,251 $128,220

$56,605 $193,322

$110,962 $312,129

$33,858 $115,281

$119,218 $238,437

$296,560 $594,666

$257,788 $522,896

$297,704 $628,997

$29,218 $130,609

$93,558 $242,378

$15,144 $42,554

$34,904 $81,418

$15,573 $31,146

$28,024 $67,284

$230,836 $461,672

$15,697 $51,281

$1,361,396 $2,723,653

$91,315 $299,786

121,912 $56,649

$268,947 $603,562

$75,539 $181,890

$32,317 $75,366

$402,773 $916,126

$53,732 $128,454

$38,173 $144,106

$15,768 $49,758

$67,729 $230,841

$324,254 $710,616

$16,978 $58,226

$11,247 $36,720

$118,930 $273,591

$111,249 $222,499

$17,092 $58,075

$183,860 $518,475

$6,9$1 01 $13,801
$2

$0
$0 $0

$0

I

Data Sources: BUREAU OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS, HCFA.

(1) Long-term care benefits are also Included In Table VIII.B. Administrative

costs for long-term care are not available separately.



IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
13.714 MEDICAID

All

Persons
Served (1) Elderly (2)

Handicapped
or Disabled

1

(3)1

3,065,680 3,017,067United States 21.817,458

Alabama 316,159 84,688 70,265
Alaska 22,578 2,295 2,188
Arizona
Arkansas 197,307 51,498 44,436
California 3,380,660 456,940 517,100
Colorado 147,309 33,965 27,638
Connecticut 217,442 35,491 22,580
Delaware 40,564 4,854 5,200
D. C. 97,805 9,478 14,359
Florida 561,943 112,652 107,722
Georgl a 468,887 91,843 103,672
Hawall 92,238 11,259 8,025
Idaho 38,850 6,115 5,968
Illinois 1,063,367 75,958 127,742
Indiana 283,956 41,332 40,487

211,935 29,687 22,430
141,707 24,087 19,108
408,243 56,606 72,788

LouisianaLoulslana 416,171 87,262 70,010
Maine 124,378 20,541 19,110
Maryland 328,809 42,903 38,023
Massachusetts 522,948 104,746 77,300
Michigan 1,133,317 93,216 139,706
Minnesota 357,260 55,773 37,012
Mississippi 299,688 63,787 60,472
MIssourl 355,974 63,763 53,769
Montana 47,321 6,412 6,908
Nebraska 93,902 15,491 10,080
Nevada 28,202 5,800 5,087
New Hampshire 37,698 9,418 6,373
New Jersey 581,433 63,493 72,748
New Mexico 87,33: 11,775 13,835
New York 2,242,140 341,784 295,078
N. Carolina 343,223 63,445 48,714
N. Dakota 36,674 8,901 4,762
Ohl o 1,045,150 9695 6 115,211
Okla homa 289,973 56,, 415 27,298
Oregon 1'4,502 20,018 19,213
Pennsylvanla 1,071,029 120,953 133,091
Rhode Island 111,814 24,881 19,093
S. Carolina 237,626 45,604 54,538
S. Dakota 33,819 7,871 5,832
Tennessee 362,098 75,898 83,048 1

Texas 761,338 212,983 112,034 1

Utah 72,210 7,739 8,332 1
Vermont 50,385 7,213 7,200
VIrgnla 302,992 56,335 47,944
WashiIngtal 326,395 42,978 44,203
W. Virginia 211,407 24,176 29,547
WIsconsIn 473,319 74,635 65,867
Wyom ing 19,546 2,880 1,391
Guam

Puerto Rico I I

1,571,857 I 1 69,112 I
Virgin Islands 16,578 1

1,37? 417 1

Data Sources: OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA.

sis1 Based on unduplicated annual count.
2 'Elderly' means 65 years or older.
3 'Handicapped or Disabled' Is defined as inability to engage

tantlal gainful acitivity.
In



IX. B. FY 84 REOIPIENT

13.714 MEDICAID

CHARACTERISTICS

All

Persons
Served (1) Elderly (2)

Handicapped
or Disabled

United States 21,557,067 3,238,272 2,913,036

Alabama 315,666 85,484 66,100

Alaska 24,068 2,446 2,332

Arizona
Arkansas 192,854 54,648 43,897

California 3,395,080 482,840 510,500

Colorado 155,426 36,365 19,242

Connectlout 220,090 33,571 21,607

Delaware 47,253 5,012 4,998

D. C. 104,336 9,210 13,880

GeoFloridargla

572,127
439,005

112,539
91,527

102,568

95,452

95,413 11,810 7,842

Idaho 550 5,511 5,326

Illinois 1,04636,,144 78,363 122,432

Indiana 271,956 38,099 38,487

Iowa 200, 29,292 20,589

Kansas 146,356420 23,808 16,609

Kentucky 469,337 69,666 87,163

Louls
Malne

iana 382,367
121,843

87,448
20,236

63,861

17,592

Maryland 324,071 38,003 35,514

Massachusetts 484,299 94,385 69,858

Michigan 1,155,165 87,889 126,531

Mlnnesota 340,225 53,912 34,002

MississIppi 302,437 66,512 58,894

Missouri 356,753 65,076 51,096

Montana 10,193 12,660

Nebraska 86,432 14,849 9,282

Nevada 27,435 5,920 4,927

New Hampshire 39,433 9,258 6,249

New Jersey 596,937 64,299 71,371

New Mexico 83,026 11,494 16,035

New York 2,205,138 361,669 306,001

N. Carolina 340,499 63,353 47,296

N. Dakota 33,705 8,567 4,011

Ohio 1,014,647 94,058 105,790

Oklahoma 252,450 58,060 25,618

em
POrennsylvanla

92,816
1,059,725

19,563

118,253

17,992

125,425

Rhode Island 115,511 25,491 19,549

S. Carolina 231,394 46,397 52,310

S. Dakota 32,552 7,772 5,520

Tennessee 345,302 73,606 79,840

Texas 715,278 723,121 111,062

Utah 69,353 6,991 7,326

Vermont 53,224 7,285 6,808

VIrgIia 301,448 54,595 46,166

Washinngton 301,254 42,618 41,283

W. Virginia 185,584 24,069 26,489

WIsconsIn 491,328 74,490 60,787

Wyoming 15,288 2,764 1,245

Gums

Puerto Rico 1,606, 9 124,270 65,242

Virgin Islands 14,454 1,615 310

Data Sources: OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA.

1 Based on mean unduplIcated annual count.

2 'Elderly' means 65 years or older.

3 'Handicapped or Disabled' Is defined as inability to engage In

substantial gainful activity.

(3)



IX. C. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS (1)

13.714 MEDICAID (LONG-TERM CARE)

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georg
Hawaii

a

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louis
Maine

iana

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina

Ohio
N. Dakota

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakta
Tennesosee

Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia
Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puorto Rico
Virgin islands

All

Persons
Served (2) Elderly (3)

1,549,653 1,176,159

26,404

886
20,596

23,599 17,174
139,880 97,500
20,960 15,532
32,222 27,688
2,674 1,963
3,666 2,504

40,920 33,336
40,178 30,516
4,583 3,771
4,664 ,690

81,850 438,261
42,724 30,854
22,610 18,480
18,110 13,520
26,344 21,249
35,332 25,156
10,913 9,257
28,612 23,776
47,462 39,003
62,273 49,833
53,974 39,248
17,360 13,343
33,824 26,394
5,252 4,038

11,198 9,271
3,234 2,503
6,440 5,553

36,551 29,085
5,010 3,571

127,263 100,851
29,966 24,150
7,847 5,681

73,958 53,718
25,187 19,118
14,037 10,511
86,225 69,246
10,149 7,349
15,216 10,534
6,207 4,903

34,580 27,505
92,299 71,897
7,454 4,767
3,661 3,034

23,953 18,047
26,314

7,846
8119,647

6,8
68,100 48,794
2,182 1,990

0 0

Handicapped
or Disabled (4)1

373,494

290

6,425
42,380
5,428
4,534

711

1,162
7,584

9,662
812
974

33,589
14,81'

,130

4,590

5095
10,,176

1656
4,,836

8,459
12,440

14,726

4,017

7,430
1,216

1,92

731
887

7,466
1,439

26,412
5,816

1,666

20,240

6,069
3,526
16,979

2,800

4,682
1,304

7,075

20,402
2,687

627
5,906
6,497
1,198

17,306

192

0
0

Data Sources: OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA.

1 Recipients of long-term care also are Included on Table IX.A.
2 Based on unduplicated annual mont.
3 'Elderly' means 65 years or older.
4 'Handicapped or Disabled' Is defined as Inability to engage In

substantial gainful acitivlty.



IX. D. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS (1)

13.714 MEDICAID (LONG-TERM CARE)

.010.1. 1*orm
United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

All

Pfirsons

Served (2) Elderly

1,168,157

20,694
514

18,177

117,020
15,067

19,724

2,052

(3)

Handicapped
or Disabled

368,935

5,323 4

35

8,820

41,660
4,131

488228

Mis
1,537,092

26,018
867

24,997
158,680

19,198

23,750
2,878

D. C. 3,255 2,183 1,072

Florida 34,626 28,281 6,345

Geor 39,772 30,432 9,340

Hawaii 4,997 4,041 956

Idaho 4,352 3,380 972

Illinois 89,823 54,030 35,793

Indiana 39,238 27,902 11,336

Iowa 22,056 18,076 3,980

Kansas 18,107 13,550 4,557

Kentucky 30,271 24,248 6,023

Louisiana 33,763 24,065 9,698

Maine 10,868 9,065 1,803

Maryland 18,225 16,125 2,100

Massachusetts 45,770 37,361 8,409

MIchigan 61,083 48,592 12,491

Mlmesota
Mississippi

54,131

17,449

39,407
13,628

14

3,,724821

30,582 24,326 6,256

Montana) 6,787 5,267 1,520

Nebraska 11,029 9,001 2,028

Nevada 3,179 2,465 714

New Hampshire 6,077 864

New Jersey 39,250 29:573

New Mexico 4,587 3,297 1,290

New York 129,391 101,913 27,478

N. Carolina 29,611 24,055 5,556

N. Dakota 6,501 5,214 1287
Ohio 71,470 1 51,284 20,186

Oklahoma 24,101 ' 18,812 5,289

Orn 13,695 10,201 3,494

Pennsegoylvania

Rhode Island

83, 389

10,416

677 ,494

,554

15,895
8622

S. Carolina 15,363 10,562 4,,801

TS.

Dakota
ennessee

Texas

6,238

96,840

,617

,

254,906170

75,589

1,332
6,670

21,028

Utah 6,538 3,989 2,547

Vermont 3,238 2,643 595

Virginia 23,465 17,523 5,942

Washington 28,373 20,472 7,901

W. Virginia 8,299 7,135 1,164

Wisconsin 60,709 44,920 15,7289

Wyoming 2,175 1,965 10

Guam

Puerto Rico 0 0 0

Virgin islands 0 0

Data Sources: OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA.

1) Recipients of long-term care also are included on Table IX.B.

4

IBased on unduplicated annual count.

3 'Elderly' means 65 years or older.
'Handicapped or Disabled' Is defined as inability to engage In

substantial gainful acitivity.

1(4)



X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
13.714 MEDICAID

Benefits

United States $1,800

Alabama $1,516
Alaska $2,851
Arizona

Arkansas $1,887
California $1,265
Colorado $2,184
Connecticut $2,667
Delaware $1,703
D. C. $3,129
Florida $1,700
Georgia $1,636
Hawaii $1,533
Idaho $1,927
Illinois $1,617
Indiana $2,592

KansasKansas $1,843
Kentucky $1,358
Louisiana $1,775

MarylandMaryland $1,863
Massachusetts $3,058
Michigan $1,487

MinnMssis
esota

ppi
$2,832isi90

Missouri $1,$9562
Montana $2,067
Nebraksa $1,791
Nevada $2,366
New Hampshire $3,140
New Jersey $2,005
New Mexico $1,756
New York $3,507
N. Carolina $1,885
N. Dakota $3,136
Ohio $1,678
Oklahoma $1,733

PennsylvaniaPennsylvania $1,782
Rhode Island $2,319
S. Carolina $1,498
S. Dakota

= $2,796
Tennessee $1,696
Texas $1,938
Ut ah

$1,1,758975
Vermont $
Virginia $1,841
Washington I $1,900
W. Virginia $849Wiscon2,171
Wyoming

sin

$
$1,440

Guam

Puerto Rico $89
Virgin 'stands = $250

Administration

$92

$50
$201

$849

$3
$108
$$78131

$148
$62
$68

$$121

96

$95
$54

$65

$5
$587

$62
$99

$104
$$69127

$112
$33
57

$$158

$109

$202
$231
$$96117

$184
$105
$177
$58

$136
$221

$$67101

$97
$75
$189

42

$184
$167

$73

$94
$54

$73
$62

$34

3

Total
____________

$1,892

$1,566
$3,052

$1,980

$1,350
$2,292
$2,798

$1,781

$3,277
$1,763

$1,704
$1,629

$2,048
$1,671

$2,688

$1,770
$1,928
$1,415
$1,837
$2,087

$1,967
$3,185
$1,556

$2,944

$1,023
$1,619
$2,225

$1,900
$2,568
$3,372

$2,122
$1,852
$3,691

$1,990

$3,313
$1,736
$1

$1,,869878

$1,883

$2,386
$1,595

$2,871

$1,785
$2,080
$2,159
$1,925
$1,914

$1,993
3

$2$,24904

$1,502

$93

$284

Data Sources: OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA,

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count of persons served,



X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)

13.714 MEDICAID

Benefits

United States $1,653

Alabama $1,150

Alaska $2,362

Arizona

Arkansas $1,776

California $1,101

Colorado $1,983

Connecticut $2,465

Delaware $1,427

D. $2772
FlorCida $1,,399

Georgia $11
Hawaii $1,44,384

Idaho $1,868

Illinois
I $1,652

Indiana $2,314

Iowa $1,581

Kansas $1,621

Kentucky $1,074

Louisiana $1,800

Maine $1,754

Maryland $1,862

Massadhusetts $2,827

Michigan $1,472

Minnesota $2,765

Mississippi $1,040

Missouri I $1,412
Mbntana $2,031

Nebraksa $1,787

Nevada $2,300

New Hampshire $2,874
New Jersey $1,753
New Mexico $1,624

NN.

w Yoo
ina

$3,782

N. Dakota $2,884

Oh!

Oklahoma $1,,627614

Oregon $2,577

Pennsylvania $1,694

Rhode Island $2,081

S. Carolina $1,320
S. Dakota $2,76P
Tennessee $1,5(J

Texas $2,00

Utah q,814
2

Vermont $1,684
Virginia $1,712

Washington $1,600

W. Virginia $760

Wisconsin $1,911

Wyoming $1,693

Guam
Puerto Rico $78

Virgin Islands $272

Administration

$84

38

$$135

$85
$72

$104
$$6112

1

$147
$51

$74 74

$
$123
$56

$101
$55

$75
$46
$64
$85

$96
$84

$59
$$28104

$48
$107

$107
$189

$100

$152

$$178

87

$1$10360

49

$$142

$$85340

$64
$57

$82
$48

$136

$207
$134

$76

$49

$66

$62

4

$$32

Total

$1,737

$1,1e9

$2,497

$1,847
$1,186
$2,087
$2,577

488$1,

$2,918
$1,450
$1,455

$1,517
$1,991

$1,708
$2,414

$1

,696

$1,120
$1,864
$1,839
$1,946
$2,922

$1,531
$2,869
$1,

$1,460

069

$2,138
$1,894

$3$2,489026

$1,,854

$1,711
$3,359

$1,a55
$3,044
$1,676
$1,756
$2,916
$1,779

$2,138
$1,384
$2,843

$1,611

$2,137
$2,021
$1,818

$1,788
$1 698

i8O9
$1,973

$1,759

$82
$304

Data Sources: CFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count of persons served.



X. C. MEAN FY 85

13.714 MEDICAID (LONG-TERM
COSTS PER UNIT SERVED

CARE)

Benefits

(1)

___

United States

......._________

$10,688

Alabama $8,191
Alaska $31,261
Arizona
Arkansas $7,897
California $8,303
Colorado $7,147
Connecti cut $1565
Delaware $13,0,460
D. C. $23,055
Florida $10,633
Gaorga 5
Hawai i $14,889
Idaho $9,418
Illinois $8,179
Indiana $8,654
Iowa $7,359
Kansas $7,808
Kentucky $7,674
Louisiana $9,498
Malne $11,125
Maryland $7,707
Massachusetts $14,444
Michigan $8,677
kilnnesota $12,327
!Rsissippi $7,229
ssouri
tmana 8,$7,595915$

Nebraksa $7,833
Nevada $10,411
New Hampshire $11,341
New Jersey $14,049
New Mexico $11,658
New York $24,128
N. Carolina $10,861
N. Dakota $9,968
Ohio $10,803
Oklahoma $7,816
Oregon $9,259
Pennsylvania $11,074
Rhode Island $13,543
S. Carolina $11,113
S. Dakota $8,363
Tennessee $7,765
Texas t7,945
Utah !1,404
Vermont $11,456
Virginia $12,449
Washington $10,791
W. Virginia $8,472
Wisconsin $8,110
Wyoming $6,930
Guam

Puerto Rico $0
Virgin islands $0

Data Sources: OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA.

(1) Based on undolicated annual count of persons served.

29



X. D. MEAN FY 84 COSTS

13.714 MEDICAID (LONG-TERM

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

PER UNIT SERVED
CARE)

BenefIts

$9,656

$0,379
$28,017

$6,960
$6,472
$7,381

$12,637

$11,784
$23,208
$10,199

$8,189

(1)

Hawaii
Idaho

$$812,651

81

Illinois 30,,8451

Indiana $8,103

Iowa $7,127

Kansas $7,081

Kentucky $6,386

Louisiana $9,245

Maine $1,607
Maryland $103,083

Massachusetts $12,992

Michigan ,560

Minnesota $$118620,

Mississippi $7,485

i $7,926

MoMissourntana $0,270

Nebraksa $7,382

va $9,797

New HdaampShire $11,072

New Jersey $11,762

New Mexico $11,180

New York $21,050

N. Carolina $10,124

N. Dakota

$8,714

Chi c $8,445

Okla ivma $7,547

Oregon $5,503

Pennsylvania $10,986

Rhode Island $12,332

S. Carolina $9,380

S. Daka
Tennesseote

$7,977

$7,250

Texas $7,355

$8,909

Vermont $11,340

Virgnia $11,660

Washington $7,842

W. Virginia $6,998

Wisconsin $8,540

Wyoming $6,345

Guam
Puerto Roo $0

Virgin Islands $0

Data Sources: OFFICE OF THE ACTUARY, HCFA.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count of persons served.



XI. HISTORICAL DATA (In thousands)
13.714 MEDICAID

Federal

Fiscal

Year

Total

Federal

Outlays

Total

State-Local
Spending

Persons

Served
11011 411....01. saw

(1)
Federal

Staff0.11NNIMM

1985 $22,655,000 $18,560,561 21,809 1,3191984 $20,061,000 $16,229,463 21,604 1,3381983 $18,985,000 $15,865,952 21,554 1,521)982 $17,391,000 $14,407,086 21,603 1,704
1931 $16,833,000 $13,251,156 21,980 1,8891980 $13,957,000 $11,068,079 21,605 1,8191979 $12,407,000 $10,049,332 21,520
1978 $10,860,000 $8,307,736 21,964
1977

1976
$9,876,000
$8,568,000 (3)

$7,598,485
$6,556,150 2222,832,815

1975
22,007

1914 $5,818:000 21,462
1973 $4,600,000 $3,811,685 19,622
1972 $4,601,000 $3,896,301 17,606
1971 $3,666,983 $3,075,143 17,965
1970 $2,905,013 $2,433,765 14,507
1969 $2,419,016 $2,242,346
1968 $1,879,741 $1,740,505
1967 $1 275,985 $1,173,019
1966 $954,556 $853,587
1965 $582,442 $515,978
1964 $495,470 $439,856
1963 $422,964 $376,536
196 2 $345,605 $309,756
1961 $219,496 $203,664
1960 $180,440 $173,363

Data Sources: OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, HCFA.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
(2) Not In thousands.

(3) FY 1976 outlays shown are exclusive of $2,223,600(000) for
Transition Quarter.

1(2)



XII. BASIC LIST OF MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY GROUPS

Groups are presented in six clusters:

1. mandatory - families with children (includes pregnant
women);

2. mandatory - aged, blind, and disabled;

3. mandatory - all categories;

4. optional - families with children (includes pregnant women);

5. optional - aged, blind, disabled;

6. optional - all categories.

Medicaid eligibility policies are rooted in AFDC policies (Aid to
Families with Dependent Children) for families with children and
in SSI policies (Supplemental Security Income) for the aged,
blind, and disabled. Certain cash rules are applied even for

groups of Medicaid recipients who have no direct or personal
connection to either of the cash programs.

MANDATORY MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY GROUPS:

FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN, INCLUDING PREGNANT WOMEN

1. Recipients of AFDC.

Ti..ase are mainly single-parent families. States have the option
under AFDC to provide cash assistance to two-parent families in
which the principal breadwinner is unemployed. If a state elects
that option, it must provide Medicaid to those AFDC recipients as

well.

Law: Title IV of the Social Security Act; Section
1902(a)(10)(A)(i)(I) Regulations: 45 CFR parts 200 -- 499;
42 CFR 435.110)

AFDC-like families that do not receive an AFDCpayLnentso.el
e, causes

2. The amount they qualify for is less than $10, the
minimum amount AFDC will pay;

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(I), Section 402(a)(32)
Regulations; 42 CFR 435.115(b)

3. They participate in a "Work Supplementation" program
(which pays for work) and they would qualify for AFDC
if they did not participate;

32 38



Law: Section 19J2(a)(10)(A)(i)(I), Section 414(g)
Regulations: 42 CFR 435.115(d)

4. AFDC payments otherwise due them in the current month
have been withheld in order to repay AFDC overpayments
they received in a previous month(s).

Law: Section 402(a)(22)(A) Regulations: 42 CFR
435.115

Certain families terminated from AFDC, including:

5. Working families get nine months of continued Medicaid
coverage (six more at state option) if they would
continue to be eligible for AFDC except that the period
of the earnings disregards has expired and the AFDC
program starts counting all earned income;

Law: Section 402(a)(37), Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(i)(I)

6. Working families get four months of continued Medicaid
coverage if they lose AFDC benefits because of
increased hours of or earnings from employment;

Law: Section 1902(c)(1) Regulations: 42 CFR 435.112

7. Families losing AFDC due to the receipt of child
support payments also get four months of continued
Medicaid coverage.

Law: Section 406(h).

8. Families ineligible for AFDC solely because of
re irements forbidden in Medicaid statute. For
examp e, Me ca mus cover am es w o are
disqualified from AFDC because that program deemed
income to be available to them from persons other than
their spouses or parents in the case of minor children.

Regulation: 42 CFR 435.113, Section

w1o9m::(aand1:::::n(:)ho may not_gullial2r an AFDCPregnant
paymenf,-17

9. All pregnant women who meet AFDC eligibility criteria
for income and resources, as early as the date
pregnancy is medically verified through 60 days
postpartum for pregnancy-related care;

Law: Section 190z(a)(10)(A)(i)(III), Section 1905(n)
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10. Children under age five in families that meet the

state's financial requirements for AFDC but not other

AFDC requirements;

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(i)(III), Section 1905(n)

11. Children born to mothers already eligible for Medicaid

for one year after birth, provided the mother remains

eligible;

Law: Section 1902(e) of the Act

12. Children adopted or placed in foster care in the
federally assisted programs for adoption assistance and

foster care (especially for hard-to-place children).

Law: Title IV-E of the Act, Section
1902(a)(10)(A)(i)(I) Regulations: 45 CFR Subpart G,

42 CFR 435.118

MANDATORY MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY GROUPS:

AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

13. Recipients of SSI payments.

a. All SSI recipients are eligible for Medicaid in
the 36 states that have agreed to cover them. Of

these 36 states, 30 provide Medicaid automatically
to all persons whose names appear on a list of SSI
recipients provided to the state by the Social
Security Administration. In six of these states,

SSI recipients must file a separate application
with the state for Medicaid.

b. In 14 so-called 209 b states, SSI recipients
qualify for Medica only it they also meet the

more restrictive rules that the state has elected

to carry over from its pre-SSI aid program.

Law: SSI requirements at Title XVI of the Act;

Section 1902 (a)(10)(A)(1)(II), Section 1902(f)

Regulations: 20 CFR Part 416; 42 CFR 435

14. Disabled peo le rho work des ite their medical im airments,

whose eve o earn ngs, oug sues an a s ess an

the benefits they would receive if they did not work and
relied instead on various public programs for income,
medical, and other support.

Law: Section 1619, Section 1902 (a)(10)(A)(i)(II)
Regulations: 20 CFR 416.260-269, 42 CFR 435



"Grandfathered groups" including:

15. Recipients of mandatory state supplemental cash
payments (states that had paid higher amounts than SSI
when SSI was implemented must continue to pay the
difference to eligible people who received a cash
payment from the state in December 1973.

Law: Pub. L. 93-66, Pub. L. 93-233 Regulations: 20
CFR 416.2050-85, 42 CFR 435.130

Individuals who got cash assistance from their state in
December 1973 and who lost cash benefits when SSI
replaced state aid programs for the aged, blind, and
disabled, including:

16. Certain "essential" spouses,

17. Certain medically needy individuals in institutions,

18, Blind and disabled people who do not meet the SSI
eligibility criteria for blindness or disability.

Law: Pub. L. 93-66, Pub. L. 93-233 Regulations: 42
CFR 435.131-3

19. Disabled widows and widowers who lost SSI benefitsBecathe actuarial formula used
to compute the amount of their Social Security benefit.

Law: Section 1634 of the Act

20. Disabled children who lose SSI because of increases in
Social Security Benefits they receive that are based on
a parent's entitlement to Social Security.

Law: Section 1634 of the Act

MANDATORY MEDICAID FOR ALL GROUPS

AGED, BLIND, DISABLED, FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

21. Former recipients of cash assistance from AFDC, SSI, or aState Supplemental Payment (SSP) program whose incomes nowexceed eligibility thresholds because of cost-of-livingadjustments (COLAs) in their Social Security benefits, butwho meet all other eligibility requirements for one of thecash programs, including:

people who actually lost cash benefits due to a COLA;
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those who lost cash assistance for some other reason
but who could qualify curr(mtly if that part of their
Social Security benefits attributable to past COLAs is
disregarded;

those who would have lost AFDC or SSI if they had
applied for and been receiving it when the COLA was

provided;

those who would have qualified for AFDC or SSI if they
had not been in a medical institution when the COLA was

effected.

Law: Section 249(E) of Pub. L. 92-603 as amended by Pub. L.
94-48, Section 503 of Pub. L. 94-566 Regulations 20 CFR

416.2095, 42 CFR 435.113,134,135

22. Recipients of Refugee Cash Assistance -- certain refugees
from Indochina, Cu a, or Haiti, who meet the usual financial
criteria for AFDC or SSI but who don't fit the usual
catego:ies of persons coverable by those programs, for
example because they live in two-parent, extended, or multi-

generational families.

Law: Refugee Assistance Act (Pub. L. 96-212 as amended)

23. Certain recipients of veterans' pensions who are eligible
for SSI or AFDC solely because they have taken the
opportunity to decline to accept the full amount of VA
benefits to which they're entitled -- an opportunity no4-
available to any other class of applicants for AFDC, SSI, or
Medicaid.

Law: Section 1133 of the Act

OPTIONAL MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY

FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

24. Pregnant women through 60 days postpartum whose family
income is higher than AFDC levels but less than 100 percent
of federal poverty guidelines.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(i1)(IX) of the Act

25. Children, phased in up to age five, whose family income is
higher than AFDC levels but less than 100 percent of federal

poverty guidelines.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(IX) al the Ac'.



26. Families that would get AFDC if they paid for child care out
of their earnings from work (such out-of-pocket payments, if
made, would be deducted from earnings, enabling them to
qualify for AFDC), but use publicly fundel child care
services instead.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(II) of the Act
Regulations: 42 CFR 435.220

27. "Ribicoff kids" -- those over age five who, though they or
their families meet all AFDC financial criteria, do not get
AFDC because:

they live with two parents; or

they live with neither parent nor with a caretaker
relative, e.g., they live in privately subsidized
foster care or certain institutional settings.

States may set the upper age limit from 18 to 21 and may
cover all such -thildren or just state-selected reasonable
classifications.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(I) of the Act Regulations:
42 CFR 435.220

28. Families that would get AFDC if their state had elected to
cover that type of family in its AFDC program. For example,
states may provide Medicaid but decline the AFDC option to
provide cash benefits to families in which the principal
breadwinner in unemployed.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(III) of the Act
Regulations: 42 CFR 435.223

29. Children with special medical or rehabilitative needs
adopted under a state-funded program for assisting
adoptions, regardless of the adoptive parents' financial
circumstances.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(VIII), Section 473

OPTIONAL MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY:

AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED PERSONS

30. Aged, blind, and disabled individuals with incomes above SSI
levels but below federal poverty guidelines.

This option is contingent on the states covering some
pregnant women and children above AFDC but below
poverty.
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The benefit package may be the same as for SSI
recipients or may be limited to just Medicare cost-
sharing amounts.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(X)

31. Persons with too much income to qualify for SSI but who
receive a state su lemental payment (SSP) under an
options s a e-es a fished program to provide a higher
income floor for the aged, blind, and disabled. States may
provide SSP payments and Medicaid to:

all aged, blind, or disabled persons;

the aged, or blind, or disabled, who live
independently;

the aged, or blind, or disabled in state-defined levels
of supported living arrangements that provide some
measure of nonmedical, custodial care.

Law: Section 1616-8 of the Act, Section 1902
(a)(10)(A)(ii)(IV) Regulations: 20 CFR Subpart T, 42 CFR
435.230

32. Peo le in medical institutions who meet SSI criteria except
that the r ncomes are a ove SSI income levels and below a
state-set threshold pertaining to persons in medical
institutions. The state may set the threshold up to three
times the SSI payment standard for an individual.

Law: Section 1902 (a)(10)(A)(ii)(V) Regulations: 42 CFR
435.231

33. States that cover people described in 32 above may extend
the same higher income threshold to ersons receivin
services under a home and community base wa ver program.

Law: Section 1902 (a)(10)(A)(ii)(VI) Regulations 42 CFR
435.232

34. Severely disabled children, re ardless of parental income or
resources, whose needifor inst u oval laves of care can
effectively be met at home and at less cost than
institutional care.

Law: Section 1903(e)(3)
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OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY FOR ALL GROUPS:

AGED, BLIND, DISABLED, FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN

35. Persons who would be eli ible for AFDC, SSI, or an SSP
payment but are not rece v ng one, for examfire, because they
have not applie for ose programs.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(I) Regulations: 42 CFR
435.210

36. Persons who would alif for AFDC, SSI, or an SSP if they
were not in a me ca ns i u ion.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(IV) Regulations: 42 CFR
435.211

37. Persons who cease being eligible for Medicaid while enrolled
in a federall qualified HMO (time-limited eligibility
ex ens on) .

Law: Section 1902(e)(2) Regulations: 42 CFR 435.212

38. The wedically needy -- those who would qualify for AFDC,
SSI, SSP, or one of the other categories listed above except
that they have too much income or resources. (Persons not
fitting any of these categories cannot qualify as medically
needy no matter how poor or how extensive their medical
expenses, for example, nondisabled adults without minor
children in their care.)

States may limit medically needy coverage to certain
state-selected categories, for example, only the aged
but not the blind or disabled.

States covering any medically needy group at all must
at least cover pregnant women and children who would
qualify for an AFDC or SSI payment if they had less
income or resources.

To qualify as medically needy, an applicant cannot
receive benefits until his or her income, minus
expenses incurred for medical care, falls to or below
the state-prescribed income level. ThEt level may not
exceed 133 1/3 percent of the AFDC payment standard for
the same size family.

Law: Section 1902(a)(10)(C), Section 1902(;) (17)
Regulations: 42 CFR 435 subparts D and I.
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VETERANS HEALTH CARE

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Veterans Administration (VA) provides free or reduced-price
medical services to eligible veterans as needed and as available
resources permit. Virtually all VA medical services are provided
through 172 VA Hospitals, 116 VA Nursing Homes, and 16
domiciliaries. In addition, 35 states receive per diem payments
from the VA for care of veterans in state domiciliaries, nursing
homes and hospitals. These payments account for less than one
percent of VA medical care expenditures.

In general, all veterans who were discharged under other than
dishonorable conditions, may apply for VA medical services. The
medical services provided by the VA are not an entitlement
program and are therefore provided according to established
priority groups and within the limits of the resJurces:annually
appropriated by Congress. By law, the VA must provide hospital
care to veterans with a disability connected with their service
and to low income veterans.

Eligibility for VA medical services is determined differently for
different groups of veterans. Among these eligible for care by
the VA without regard to income are veterans w1 1 have a service-
connected disabilities, are retired from the military due to
disabilities, are former POWs, are veterans of World War I or the
Mexican border period, are eligible for Medicaid, are in receipt
of a VA pension, or are in need of care for conditions possibly
related to exposure to Agent Orange or to ionizing radiation.
Other veterans are subject to an income based means-test (as of
July 1, 1986) and copayments are required for veterans with
incomes in excess of thresholds adjusted for family size. The
copayment thresholds begin at an annual income of $15,195 for

veterans with no dependents.

The medical care provided by the VA includes the full range of
inpatient, outpatient, and long-term care services. In addition
to physician services, the VA provides other health services
including dental care, rehabilitation and readjustment services,
medicines and medical supplies, skilled nursing care, and home
health services. The availability of these services may be
subject to certain time limits and may vary for different groups
of veterans.

As the veteran population grows older, veterans utilizing VA
medical services are more likely to be elderly, infirm, or
disabled. Recent VA initiatives have been aimed at developing,
expanding, and coordinating community-based alternatives to
institutional care. These initiatives have resulted in
partnerships between the VA and many public and private
organizations working to build community-based support networks.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Veterans Health Care.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 64.009 & 64.011
Budget account number(s): 36-0160-0-1-703.

C. Current authorizing statute: 38 U.S.C. 17.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 38 CFR Chapter 17.

E. Federal administering agency: Veterans Administration.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

G. Subgrantne (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Veterans Health Care is not an entitlement program. Congress
passes a yearly appropriation that the VA uses to provide care to
eligible veterans. Approximately 0.7 percent of the funds go to
states for state veterans nursing homes, hospitals and
domiciliaries. The VA operates 172 hospitals, 116 Nursing Home
Care baits, and 16 domiciliaries.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

Per diem payments are made to 35 states, 32 of which operate
state veterans domiciliaries, 30 of which operate state veterans
nursing homes, and six of which operate state veterans hospitals.

J. Audit or quality control.

State facilities which receive per diem payments are inspected
annually by the VA, primarily to ensure quality medical care. If
there are problems, they lre asked to submit a corrective action
plan with a time-table for completed actions. If this is
acceptable, they continue to receive their pnyments. If not,
payments are stopped.

VA hospital operations are reviewed and inspected by the VA SERP
(Systematic External. Roview Prcgram), JCAH (Joint Commissiol on
Accreditation of Hospitals), and the VA Inspector General.



III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The objective is for the VA to provide quality hospital, nursing
home, and domiciliary services to eligible veterans with the
resources appropriated by Congress.

B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

Funds are allocated to the VA by the Congress as part of the
Federal Budget. The VA distributes allocated funds to
individual facilities within the VA system.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Eligibility is determined for individual veterans applying for
medical care.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Veterans who have a service-connected disability, are retired
from the military for a disability, are former POWs, are
veterans of World War I or the Mexican border period, are
eligible for Medicaid, are in receipt of VA pension, or are in
need of care for conditions possibly related to exposure to Agent
Orange or to ionizing radiation, are eligible for free care by
the VA without regard to income.

Other veterans are subject to an income based means-test as of
July 1, 1986. The VA is obligated to furnish free hospital care
and may furnish nursing home and outpatient care to veterans with
a disability which is not service-connected (NSC) if his or her
income is less than $15,195 and to married veterans with incomes
less than $18,234 (an additional $1,103 is allowed for each
dependent). For NSC veterans with incomes between $15,195 and
$20,260 with no dependents, $18,260 and $25,325 with a spouse,
the VA may furnish free hospital, nursing home, and outpatient
care as resources permit. For NSC veterans with incomes in
excess of these amounts, a copayment equal to the Medicare
copayment is required to establish eligibility for vA care, which
may then be furnished as resources permit.

The income thresholds used to determine eligibility are adjusted
annually on January 1 by an equivalent of the percent increase in
VA pension rates.



Apilicable income and as3ets are determined in the same
manner as for VA pension. Excluded is income from relief or
welfare organizations, proceeds from fire insurance policies,
certain unreimbursed medical expenses, and amounts paid for
vocational rehabilitation or training,

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Other conditions include an other than dishonorable discharge
from active duty, minimum active duty service time for
veterans enlisting after 1980, and medical need.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Veterans required to make a copayment to establish eligibility
for VA care must pay an amount not to exceed the Medicare
deductible within a 90 day billing period.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

All beneficiaries are voluntary applicants.

B. Program benefits or services.

Medical services air provided by the VA as needed to
veterans determined eligible for care within the available
resources and according to established priority groups.

The medical care provided by the VA includes the full range of
inpatient, outpatien and long-term care services. In addition
to physician service& the VA provides dental care,
rehabilitation and re. ijustment services, medicines and medical
supplies, skilled nurs:,ng care, and home health services.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information is available on the average duration of
participation.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Eligibility for VA pension or for Medicaid (along with veteran
status) provides basic eligibility for VA health care.
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B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Changes in amount of benefits from other programs have no
effect on amount of benefits from VA health care once eligibility
is established.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Medicare, Medicaid, and health care available at
Department of Defense facilities may provide benefits to
some of the same patient population. Such benefits are either
the direct provision of or coverage for health care.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on veterans' Affairs

House of Representatives

Committee on Veterans' Affairs

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on HUD - Independent Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on HUD - Independent Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees have held hearings on
this program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

Almost every r'ession of Congr3ss has passed legislation
affecting veterans' health care.

Pub. L. 91-500 - October 22, 1970: Authorized outpatient
riefifE-------aMIycoramerlontoaThiy veteran in receipt of
increased pension or additional compensation based on the need
for regular aid and attendance or by reason or being permanently
housebound; exempted veterans in receipt of pension from making
statement under oath regarding ability to defray necessary
expenses of hospital care.



Authorized hospital care for nonservice connected disabilities
for veterans aged 65 or over without regard to their ability to
defray expenses of such care.

Pub. L. 93-82 - Au ust 2, 1973: Permitted the furnishing of
services on an outpatient or ambulatory basis to any veteran
eligible for hospital care where such services are reasonably
necessary in preparation for or to obviate the need for hospital
admission or to complete hospital care; and to any veteran who
has a service connected disability rate at 80 percent or more.

Authorized direct admission to VA or community nursing homes at
VA expense for veterans requiring nursing home care for service-
connected disabilities.

Provided for the furnishing of hospital care or nursing home care
to a peacetimes veteran for a nonservice connected disability if
he is unable to defray the expenses of necessary care.

Pub. L. 94-581 - October 21, 1976: Restricted OPT-NSC to 12
months. 7066370311E55aTI5TONK beneficiaries. Authorized the
home improvement and structural alterations benefits as home
health services. Rescinded authority to provide fee medical care
to aid and attendance or housebound veterans.

Pub. L. 96-22 - June 13, 1979: Authorized the Readjustment
couniiirEg-FF34ii5177Eir-EFeatment for. POWs detained 6 months
or more, alcohol and drug treatment in Lalfway Houses. Restored
authority to provide fee medical care to A&A and HB veterans and
required an annual report on our fee and contract programs.

Pub. L. 96-151 - December 20, 1979: Placed limitation on fee
dental. Authorized contract hospital care for. NSC disabilities
for veterans receiving medical services in a VA or other
governmental facility. Broadened entitlement of WWI and Mexican
border period veterans. Liberalized entitlement of CHAMPVA.

Pub. L. 96-330 - Au st 26, 1980: Modified VA standards for
presumption of inab1TfEj E5Tirmedical expenses and provided for
the availability of funds for beneficiary travel.

Pub. L. 86-342 - Se tember 8, 1980: Denied certain benefits to
persons Wh3-',.a to comple e-Rliast 2 years of an original
enlistment.

Pub. L. 97-35 - August 13, 1981: Reduced dental eligibility by
requiring within 90 days cf discharge or separation
instead of 1 year and required a minimum 180 days of active duty.

Pub. L. 97-37 - August 14, 1981: Authorized OPT for anyarseWITTEylira former POW with...n the limits of VA facilities.
Exempted NSC former POWs from signilg the oath of inability to
pay for hospital or NH care. Provided special priority for OP

45



services to former NSC POWs ahead of all the other NSC veterans,
including those receiving A&A and HD allowance.

Pub. L. 97-72 - November 3, 1981: Authorized medical care for
condffions possibly relatedEO--xposure to Arent Orange or
ionizing radiation. Expanded VA authority to provide medical
care to CHAMPVA beneficiaries at facilities equipped to provide
care. Provided statutory authority to recover cost of medical
care furnished at VA facilities from victims of motor vehicle
accidents, crimes of personal violence, and to veterans injured
at work and entitled to workers' compensation.

2ub. L. 97-306 - October 14, 1982: Minimum active-duty service
requirements.

Pub. L. 97-251 - September 1982: Extended CHAMPVA eligibility
TOTbeneficiaries who lost eligibility because of Medicare
coverage and then exhausted Medicare Part A coverage.

Pub. L. 97-174 - Ma 4, 1982: Authorized VA-DOD contingency
p arming and s aring of health care resources.

Pub. L. 98-160 - November 21, 1983: Removed the time limits for
Vietnam veterans to request Readjustment Counseling. Provided
new authority for the VA to furnish adult day health care to
certain veterans by contract or in VA facilities. Clarified
authority for the VA's operation of the Residential Care Home
Program.

Pub. L. 98-543 - October 24, 1984: Authorized hospital care and
medical services which may be provided to any veteran who is
participating in a vocational training program.

Pub. L. 99-166 - January 3, 1985: Removed the Virgin Islands
?T&E76eIirlaTing restrictions for contract care. Extended
authority,for contract care in Puerto Rico. Removed the
delimiting date for readjustment counseling. Allowed direct
placement in CNHs in Alaska and Hawaii.

Pub. L. 99-272 April 9, 1986: Established three distinct
levels -air-categories of elijEility for VA hospital and nursing
home care within the framework of an income based means-test.
Allowed for recovery of the cost of medical care furnished to
nonservice connected veterans from third-party health insurance
policies carried by those veterans.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)
64.009 VETERANS HEALTH CARE (NON- SERVICE CONNECTED)

Outpatient

I

Costs 1

1(2)United States =

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

$4,279,820

$72,462
$27,703

$57,031

$63,334
$504,760
$48,067

Connecticut
1 $44,084

Delaware
I $18,695

D. C. $62,204
Florida

I $149,374
Georgia 1 $73,488
Hawaii $3,702
Idaho $11,063
Illinois $285,058
Indiana $71,207
Iowa $62,820
Kansas $58,571
Kentucky $55,077
Louisiana $96,225
Maine $15,514
Maryland $46,221
Massachusetts $109,887
Michigan $110,843
Minnesota $76,550
Mississippi $49,051
Missouri $122,618
Montana $13,133
Nebraska $45,959
Nevada $21,341
New Hampshire $11,242
New Jersey $68,697
Now Mexico $21,212
New York $405,253
N. Carolina $84,452
N. Dakota $16,907

$164,117
Oklahoma $42,038
Oregon $67,252
Pennsylvania $160,003
Rhode island $17,083
S. Carolina $46,557
S. Dakota $40,705
Tennessee $113,650
Texas $235,761
Utah $29,473
Vermont $13,948
Virginia $97,065
WaJlington $70,606
W. Virginia $53,493
Wisconsin $86,940
Wyoming $17,856
Guam (3)
Puerto Rico $39,468
Virgin islands (4)

Data Sources: Veterans' Administration.

(1) These data are based on a FY 84 20% sample of outpatient visits
by state that were categorized Into SC or NSC by individual. Funds for
hospitalized veterans are not included. FY 84 proportions were used to
estimate proportions of FY 85 spending going for NSC by state.
(2) These dollar expenditures represent funds used by VA to provide
medical care to NSC veterans.

(3) included In expenditures for Hawaii.

(4) Included In expenditures for Puerto Rico.



VIII B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands: (1)
d4.009 VETERANS kEALTH CARE (NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED)

1

Outpatient
Costs

-1

$4,076,247United States (2)

Alabama $70,389
Alaska $18,868

Arizona $56,059

Arkansas $76,723

California $468,232
Colorado i45,575
Connecticut $42,217

Delaware $18,027

D. C. $55,792

Florida $140,823

Georgia $71,774

Hawaii $3,232

Idaho $10,036

Illinois $273,767

Indiana $70,174

Iowa $61,128

Kansas $56,797
Kentucky $52,868
Louisiana $88,163

Maine $14,823

Maryland $46,609

Massachusetts $103,274

Michigan $104,384

Minnesota $72,816

MississIppl $44,689
Missouri $121,788

Montana $12,972

Nebraska $46,178

Nevada $20,203

New Hampshlre $11,242

New Jersey $66,099

New Mexico $16,047
New York $385,180

N. Carollna $83,368

ONhlo

. Dakota $14,028

$163,273

Oklahoma $41,273

Oregon $60,192

Pennsylvania $151,792

Rhode Island $15,800

S. Carolina $46,775
S. Dakota $38,190
Tennessee $105,128

Texas $220,672

Utah $28,506
Vermont $12,519
VIrgInia $93,054
Washington $64,950

W. VIrgInla $51,517
Wisconsin $84,926

Wyom ing $17,575

Guam (3)1
Puerto Rico $35,701

Virgin Islands (4)1

Data Sources: Veterans' AdmInistratIon.

(1) These data are based on an FY 84 20% sample of outpatient visits
that were categorized Into SC or NSC by individual. Expenditures

for hospitalized veterans are not Included.
(2) These dollar ependltures represent funds used by VA to provide

medlcal care to NSC veterans.

(3) Included In expenditures for Hawall.

(4) Included In expenditures for Puerto Rico.

,4
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

64.009 VETERANS HEALTH CARE (NON-SERVICE -CONNCTED)

United States

Outpatients

1,735,852

(1)

Alabama 23,854
Alaska 5,924
Arizona 25,353
Arkansas 23,894
California 244,954
Colorado 16,681
Connecticut 17,175
Delaware 6,182
D. C. 28,554
Florida 69,797
Georg

Hawaiia
22,670
2,677

Idaho 5,401
Illinois 118,007
Indiana 20,591
Iowa 14,166
Kansas 19,257
Kentucky 17,842
Louisiana 42,599
Maine 5,145
Maryland 19,127
Massachusetts 54,186
Michigan 48,541
Minnesota 32,273
Mississippi 16,138

Mbntana

Missouri 47,741

4,558
Nebra 19,179
Nevada 13,895
New Hampshire 5,803
New Jersey 18,970
New Mexico 7690
New York 169,, 365

N. Carolina 30,626

N.
5,010

DakotaOh 62,595
Oklahoma 22,214
Oregon 27,295
Pennsylvania 67,181
Rhode Island 10,500
S. Carolina 18,337
S. Dakota 13,280
Tennessee 35,465
Texas 98,560
Utah 12,986
Vermont 5,252
Virginia 40,065
Washington 25,914
W. Virginia 16,931
Wisconsin 28,362
Wyoming 4,702
Guam

Puorto Rico
(2)

22,378
Virgin islands (2)

Data Sources: Veterans Administrat on.

(1) Data based on a 20% sample of outpatient visits.
Numbers of hospitalized veterans are not included.
(2) Data not available.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

64.C:9 VETERANS HEALTH CARE (NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED)

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Hawa

Georgiia

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Montana

Missouri

Nebraska

Ne

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota

O

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

W. Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyco ing

Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Outpatients

(2)1

1(2,

1,565,551

21,438
4,566

25,209

21,438
243,815
16,479

15,635

5,113
23,914
64,398
21,969
2,504

5,036
116,778

17,999

18,370

18,267
16,406

43,400
3,910

19,087
51,451

46,762
31,349
14,779

49,736
4,222

16,466
13,338

5,764
19,457
8,129

156,962

30,529
4,898

59,949
21,994
20,94S
64,376
10,189

17,564

10,610
33,883

95,307

12,626
5,036

33,495
24,275

16,180
25,568

4,510

20,679

(1)

Data Sources: Veterans' Administration.

(1) Data Is base on a 20% sample of outpatient visits.

Numbers of hospitalized veterans are not Included.

(2) Data unavailable.



X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
64.009 VETERANS HEALTH CARE (NON-SERVICE-CONNECTED)

Outpatient
Costs

United States $2,466

Alabama $3,038
Alaska $4,676
Arizona $2,249
Arkansas $2,651
California $2,061
Colorado $2,882
Connecticut $2,567
Delaware $3,024
D. C. $2,179
Florida $2,140
Georgia $3,242
Hawaii $1,383
Idaho $2,048
Illinois $2,416
Indiana $3,458
Iowa $4,435
Kansas $3,042
Kentucky $3,087
Louis iana $2,259
Maine $3,015
Maryland $2,417
Massachusetts $2,028
Michlgan $2,284
Mlnnesota $2,372
MIssIssIppl $3,040
Missouri $2,568
Mcitana $2,882
Nebraksa $2,396
Nevada $1,536
New Hampshire $1,938
New Jersey $3,621
New Mexlco $2,758
New York $2,393
Ohio $2,622
Oklahoma $1,893
Oregon $2,464
Pennsylvanla $2,382
Rhode Island $1,627
S. Carolina $2,648
S. Dakota $3,065
Tennessee $3,20.5
Texas $2,392
Utah $2,270
Vermont $2,656

Washington
$2,423

$2,725
W. Virginia $3,130
WIxonsIn $3,065
Wyceing $3,798
Guam (2)

Puerto Rico $1,764
Virgin Islands (3)

Data Sources: Veterans' Administration.

(1) Data Based on 20% outpatient sample.
(2) Data Included In Hawaii.

(3) Data Included In Puerto Rico.
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X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)

64.009 VETERANS HEALTH CARE (NON-SERVICECONNECTED)

Outpatient
Costs

Lhited States

- -

$2,604

Alabama $3,283

Alaska $4,132

Arizona $2,224

Arkansas $3,579

California $1,920

Colorado $2,766
Connecticut $2,704

Delaware $3,526

D. C. $2,333

Florlda $2,187

Georgia $3,267
Hawa $1,291

Idaho $1,993

Illinois $2,344

Indiana $3,899

Iowa $3,328

Kansas $3,109

Kentucky $3,223

Loui

Malne
slana $2,031

$3,791

Maryland $2,442

Massachusetts $2,007

Michigan $2,232
Minnesota $2,323

MIssIssIppi $3,024
MIssourl $2,449
Montana $3,073
Nebraksa $2,804
Nevada $1,515

New Hampshire $1,951

New Jersey $3,397

New Mexico $1,974
Nhew York $2,454
O lo $2,724
Oklahoma $1,817
Or $2,873

Pennegonsylvanla $2,358
Rhode Island $1,551

S. CarJlina $2,663
S. Dakota $3,600

Tennessee $3,103

Texas $2,316

Utah $2,258
Vermont $2,486
Virgnlaington $2,778

Wash $2,676
W. Virginia $3,184
WIsconsin $3.322

Guam

$3,897
(2)

Puerto Rico $1,726

Virgin Islands (3)

Data Sources: Veterans' Administration.

(1) Data based on a 20X outpatient sample.
(2) Data Included In Hawaii.

(3) Data Included In Puerto Rico.
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XI. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.009 VETERANS HEALTH CARE (NON - SERVICE- CONNECTED)

Federal

Fiscal
Year
0. 414*

Total

Federal
Outlays

WeMM411...1.011.084*...,
(1) Outpatients

M400.1.41YOND,**
(2)

Total

Staff

1985 $5,393,363 1,735,848 97,871
1984 $5,139,108 1,656,758 90,195
1983 $4,476,129 1,605,283 96,055
1982 $4,374,639 1,554,092 95,099
1981 $4,077,666 1,543,866 94,096
1980 $:.,871,150 1,542,957 94,520
1979 $3,382,576 1,478,939 92,506
1978 $3,228,482 1,487,296 94,119
1977 $2,888,409 1,453,142 89,980
1976 $2,491,822 1,395,095 87,713
1975 $2,279,720 1,254,399 83,708
1974 $1,895,107 1,342,703 80,397
1973 $1,656,470 1,212,004 78,035
1972 $1,562,914 1,080,264 74,036
1971 $1,301,541 947,135 68,382
1970 $1 132,516 863,991 66,646

$976,272 829,018 67,139
1968 $886,082 782,570 67,878
1967 $814,087 742,432 66,446
1968 $737,980 730,570 65,443
1965 $689,940 718,117 65,879
1964 $644,973 729,242 66,176
1963 $608,107 685,676 66,453
1962 $570,295 478,2E6 66,585
1961 $544,395 S66,308 85,375
1960 $499,795 360,423 64,787

Data Sources: Veterans' Admin stratlon.
Office of Management and budget.

(1) Represents share of Veterans Administration medical care outlays attributableto veterans, inicuding pensioners, without service-connected dIsabIlltles.
(2) Estimates of MSC patients based on a 20% outpatient sample hfilch Identlfled
patients as SC or NSC. Counts do not Include hospitalized NSC veterans.



INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Indian Health Service (IHS) provides a full range of medical

services for Ame-ican Indians, Alaska natives, and their

families. The program is administered by the Department of
Health and Human Services; state and local governments play no
direct role in the program. The IHS delivers health care in its

own facilities or contracts for some services with Indian tribal

organizations, private profit and nonprofit organizations, and

private practitioners.

In FY 1985, the IHS service population totaled 963,000 and
federal outlays for the program totaled about $813 million. All

IHS health care providers are expected to seek reimbursement from

public or private third-party payments such as private insurance

or Medicaid. In FY 1985, total IHS revenues from other sources

were about $33 million. Over the past 10 years, the number of

persons served under IHS has increased about 64 percent and the

real costs of the program to the federal government have
increased about 68 percent.

All persons regarded as Indians by federally recognized Indian
tribes, and all Alaska natives of Indian, Aleut, or Eskimo
descent, who live in a designated health service area ore
eligible for all IHS services free of charge. Non-Indian wives

are eligible for services during pregnancy and the postpartum
period.

To the extent resources permit, IHS provides a full range of
medical services. Benefits include inpatient and outpatient
hospital care, laboratory and dental services, the services of
mobile clinics and public health nurses. Resources are used to
build and renovate medical facilities and to provide for safe
drinking water and sanitary waste disposal. Special initiatives
are directed at improving mental health and alcoholism services,
and preventive care such as screening for diseases and
immunizations.

The legislative history of the IHS indicates that the Indian
population lags behind the overall U.S. population on such key
health indicators as life expectancy, incidence of injuries, and
persistence of infectious diseases, particularly among newborns.

In recent years, the self-help concept of the Tribal Management
Program has assisted tribes in their efforts to operate their own
health programs.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Indian Health Servtce.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.228
Budget account number(s): 75-0390-0-1-551

C. Current authorizing statutes: Snyder Act 25 U.S.C. 13;
Indian Self-Determination Act 25 U.S.C. 450; Indian
Health Care Improvement Act 25 U.S.C. 1601-1680; Indian
Hospitals and Health Facilities (also known as "The
Transfer Act") 42 U.S.C. 2001-2005f.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 42 CFR 36.

E. Federal administering agency: Health Resources and Services
Administration (HRSA), Public Health Service, Department of
Health and Human Services.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Tribal orgaaizations; private nonprofit
organizations; private for-profit organizations.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Tribal organizations; private nonprofit
organizations; private for-profit organizations.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funding is made available by appropriation, not through
entitlement. The IHS delivers health care services and contracts
with tribal organizations and the private sector to provide
health care services. Funds are allocated through eleven Area
Offices, which in turn provide administrative support to the IHS
hospitals and health centers.

Where tribal organizations act as contractors, :.ervices
contracted by a tribe under a Pub. L. 93-638 contract are based
on what the Secretary of DHHS would have otherwise spent
operating that program.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

The direct federal responsibility for Indian affairs is based on
the Constitution, treaties, and court decisions. State and local
governments have no role in the administration of IHS programs on
Indian reservations. Tribal governments are increasingly
assuming responsibility for administering programs that otherwise
would be operated by the IHS.



J. Audit or quality control.

The legal responsibility for contracts rests with thn Contracting
Officer (usually at the Area Office), who delegates certain
authority to the Project Officer (usually the consultant for that
particular discipline or service) and holds the Project Officer
accountable for exercising that authority properly. The Project
Officer monitors technical performance and reports any potential
or actual problems to the Contracting Officer.

Contract monitoring varies considerably both in intensity and in
methodology, dependincv on tha importance and size of the contract
effort, as well as the type of contract. The Indian Health
Service currently administers 367 Pub. L. 93-638 contracts that
ranc,ia from single to multi-service contracts.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives flr which the
benefits are authorized.

The basic authority for IHS to provide services to Indians is the
Snyder Act which authorizes the expenditure of funds "for relief
of distress and conservation of health" of "Indians throughout
the United States."

Under the Indian Health Care Improvement Act, a major goal is
providing health services which will permit the health status of
Indians to be raised to the highest possible level and to
encourage the maximum participation of Indians in the planning
and management of these services.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Administratively, the IHS is divided into eleven Area Offices.
Each area and program office is responsible for operating the IHS
program within its designated geographic area.

Appropriate resources have been used for the purpose of direct
and contract care operations, to expand health services, build
and renovate medical facilities, and step-up the construction of
safe drinking water and sanitary disposal facilitiJs.

Special initiatives are directed at improving mental health
services, alcoholism services, disease prevention and health
promotion activities (including Hepatiti.t: B screening and
immunization programs), and sanitation programs.



IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individual :';.ndians are eligible. Indian el.gibility rests on
factors suca as: "... tribal membership, enrollment, residence
on tax exempt land, ownership of restricted property, active
participation in tribal affairs, or other relevant factors ..."
Approximately 963,000 Americans of Indian descent are currently
eligible to receive health services from the Indian Health
Service.

Urban (Title V) programs serve Indians who reside in an urban
center and who meet one of the following criteria:

o Irrespective of whether he or she lives on or near a
reservation, is a member of a tribe, band, or other
organized group of Indians including those tribes, bands, or
groups terminated since 1940 and those recognized now or in
the future by the state in which they reside, or who is a
descendant, in the first or second degree, of any such
member;

o Is an Eskimo or Aleut or other Alaska Native;

o Is considered by the Secretary of the Interior to be an
Indian for any purpose;

o Is determined to be an Indian under regulations promulgated
by the Secretary.

IHS regulations do not prohibit urban programs from serving non-
Indians, and funding from other sources often requires urban
Indian programs to serve certain populations that include non-
Indians (e.g., non-Indian family members). IHS does require that
the number of Indians served by each program be proportional to
the amount of money provided by IHS.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Legislation governing the Indian Health Service does not require
a means-test to determine who should receive medical care.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

None.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.
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V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Most Indian health care facilities and programs are on or near a

reservation. It is the policy and practice to serve eligible
Indians in need of medical care who present themselves at IHS

facilities. The 1984 caseload was approximately 620,000

patients.

B. Program benefits or services.

To the extent resources permit, American Indians and Alaska
Natives served by the IHS receive a full range of preventive,
primary medical (hospital and ambulatory), community health, and
rehabilitative services through IHS directly or indirectly,
through contract clinics and hospitals. Services include dental
services, mental health services, alcoholism services, and a
variety of disease prevention and sanitation programs.

Since the transfer of Indian Health programs from the Department
of Interior to the Public Health Service in 1955, this
comprehensive health delivery system has developed into two basic

modes of delivery. Direct health services are provided through
the operation of 45 hospitals, 72 health centers, and several
hundred smaller health stations and satellite clinics. The
tribal health delivery system administered by tribes and tribal
groups through contracts with the IHS operates six hospitals and
approximately 300 health clinics. The purchase of medical care
from non-IHS and non-tribal providers is designated contract
health services. Contract health services represent supplemental
services either not available in IHS' direct or tribal facilities
or in locations where no IHS or tribal facility exists. The IHS
has approximately 1,300 contracts with private providers
(primarily for the delivery of specialty care). In addition,
various clinical and referral services are provided to Indians in
urban settings through 35 urban health projects.

This complex system provides high quality preventive, curative,
rehabilitative, and environmental health services to the eligible
Indian and Alaska Native population. The "hospital and health
clinics" budget component is the primary funding source for the
delivery of inpatient and ambulatory general patient care,
psychiatry, ophthalmology, diabetes program, emergency medical
services, laboratory, and radiology and other special services.

Preventive health services are provided through the Environmental
Health, Public Health Nursing, Health Education, Community Health
Representative and Hepatitis B Screening and Immunization
programs. These programs include such services as community
injury control, water supply surveillance, prenatal care,
maternal and child health services, well child clinics, family
planning, care of high risk mothers and infants, school health,

and immunizations.
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C. Duration of benefits.

There is )10 information available about average duration ofparticipation. However, unlike means-tested programs, the onlyeligibility criterion is status as an Indian. Individual Indiansmay remain eligible for their lifetime.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

None.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

An Indian is potentially eligible for other benefits, e.g.,Medicaid, Medicare, and other third-party health care programs.Where that occurs, reimbursement is requested.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Other programs providing similar services to the Indian
population are the Veterans Administration (for the veteran onlyand not the Indian veteran's family), Medicare, and Medicaid.There is no duplication with Medicare and Medicaid because theyreimburse the provider of services, including the IHS if a:.i IHSfacility provides the service.

Indian programs are carefully managed to expend resources onlyafter all other alternatives are utilized. Maternal and ChildHealth (MCH) and other state based services are used wheneligibility exists, but does not duplicate Indian services.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate andthe House of Representatives.

Senate

Select Committee on Indian Affairs

House of Representatives

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
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B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on the Interior

House of

Subcommittee on the Interior

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this

program within the past two years.

House of'_ Representatives

Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment.

D. Federal legislation.

The Snyder Act of 1921, provided the basic authority (beyond

treaty obligations) to provide health services to Indians.

The Transfer Act of 1954, Pub. L. 83-568, transferred
responsibility for Indian Health services from the Department of

the Interior to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The Indian Sanitation Facilities Act, Pub. L. 86-121, authorized

the provision of domestic water supply and distribution systems,

waste collection and disposal facilities and other essential
sanitation facilities for Indian homes and communities. These

facilities are built by the IHS or by the tribe under agreement

with the IHS. The tribes assume operation and maintenance
responsibility once the facilities are completed.

The Indian beif-Determination and Education Assistance Act, Pub.

L. 93-638, specifically gave Indian tribes and Alaska Native

groups the option of managing and operating health care programs

in their communities.

The Indian Health Care Improvement Act, Pub. L. 94-437, was
intended to elevate the health status of Indians and Alaska
Natives to a level equal to that of the general population
through a seven-year program of authorized higher resource levels

in the IHS budget. This provided for new initiatives in health

manpower, the eligibility of IHS facilities for Medicare and

Medicaid reimbursement, and urban health programs.
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VIII. A, TOTAL FY
13.228 INDIAN HEALTH

85 PROGRAM SPENDING
SERVICE

Benefits '

(In thousands) (1)

Administration'

"OTHER" Funds

Spent Wier This
Program Authority Total (2)

United States $575,376 $57,988 $17,268 $650,632

Alabama
Alaska $90,053 $7,168 $2,651 $99,872Arizona $112,250 $12,396 $3,398 $128,044
Arkansas
California $25,709 $1,716 $748 $28,172Colorado $1,837

$50 $1,887Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida $2,470 $67 $2,537Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho $5,890 '161 $6,051
Illinois

Indiana

Iowa $507 $14 $521Kansas $1,963 $54 $2,017Kentucky
Louisiam. $823 $22 $846Maine $2,374 $8,013 $283 $10,670Maryland $3,357 $92 $3,448Massachusetts $253 $7 $260Miohigan $4,687 $128 $4,815Minnesota $16,395 $1,783 4 $18,673Mississippi $5,194 $$96142 $5,335Missouri

Montana $32,909 $3,763 $1,000 $37,672Nebraska $1.890 $161 $6,051Nevada $5,637 $154 $5,791New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico $72,720 $7,527 $2,188 $82,435New York $4,370 $119 $4,489N. Carolina $6,650

$181 $6,832N. Dakota $14,757
$402 $15,160O

Oklahoma $72,080 $4,874 $2,098 $79,052Oregon $8,573 $3,588 $332 $12,492Pennsylvania
Rhode island $190 $5 $195S. Carolina
S. Dakota $35,720 $5,385 $1,121 $42,226Tennessee
Texas

$$63252 $1,775 $$2 55 $2,082
$65Utah $2,787 $76 $2,863Vermont

Virginia

Washington $22,864 $623 $23,488W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

$9,880
$6,270

$17$2691

$10,150
$6,441GUM

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration

(1) the IHS Is exclusively a Federal opercition: for purposes of this table, funds are
prorated to States on the basis of where the funds are spent.
(2) The total dcos not agree with Table XI because It Is based on obligations rathar than outlays.
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VIII 8. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)

13.228 INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE

'

1----
Benefits 1 Administration;

United States

-------1

$486,502 1

I $62,012

Alabama
Alaska $75,528 $7,281

Arizori $96,247 $11,240

Arkan,as
California $12,613 $8,226

Colorado $1,645

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
rga

$2,742

Hawaii

Idaho $4,387

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa $549

Kanaas $1,645

Kentucky

Lou!slana $549

Mary

$1,645

land $15$108,744 $7,838

MassachusettsMassachusetts

Michigan $3,290

Minnesota $12,555 $1,704

Mississippi $4,388

Missouri

Montana $26,813 $3,897

Nebraska $5,484

Nevada $5,032

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico $61,390 $7,161

New York $3,839

N. Carolina $5,484

. DakotaNN.i $12,613

Oklahoma $59, 503 $4,660

Oregon $5,997 $3,326

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

S. Carolina
S. Dakota $28,967 $5,034

Tennessee $0 $1,645

Texas
Utah $2,193

Vermont

Virginia
Washington $20,839

W. Virginia
Wisconsin $8,774

Wyoming $4,935

Guam

Puerto Rico

Virgin Islands

"OTHER" Funds

Spent Under This

'Program Authority:

$36,376 1

r,12i

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration

Total
1

(2)
1

$584,890

$8' ,d01

$114,616

$1,382 $22,221

$109 = $1,755

$182 $2,924

$291 $4,678

$36 $585

$109 $1,755

$36 I $585

$1,564 I $25,145

$109 09 $1,7 55

$116

$218 3508
$946 $1$5,,204

$291 = $4,679

$2,037 $32,747
$364 $5,848

$400 I $6,432

$4,546 $73,097

$255 $4093
$364 $5,,848

$836 $13,450

$4,255 $68,418

$618 $9,941

$2,255 $36,256
$109 $1,755

$145 $2,339

$1,382 $22,221

$582 $9,356

$327 $5,263

(1) The IHS Is exclusively a Federal operation; for purposes of this table, funds are

prorated to States on the basis of where the funds are spent.

(2) The total does not agree with Table XI because It Is based on obligations rathar than outlays.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT

13.228 INDIAN HEALTH SERVICE
CHARACTERISTICS

All

Persons

Eligible

(1)

EidArly
Handicapped

or Disabled

United States 963,294 74,378 65,413

Alabama 2,704 218 225
Alaska 73,798 4,827 3,117
Arizona 174,998 11,520 10,277
Arkansas 5,616
California 75,672 153 6,489
Colorado 3,048 82 209
Connecticut 840 73
Delaware

D. C.

Florida 6,012 517 508
Geori

Hawa
is

Idaho 7,704 526 573
Illinois

Indiana

inwa 2,094 120 157
Kansas 3,312 258 267
Kentucky
Louisiana 1,192 92 89
Maine 2,652 166 241
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan 9,117 570 838
Minnesota 19,654 1,237 1,408
Mississippi 4,701 316 405

Mbntana

Missouri

35,625 2,427 1,938
Nebraska 4,472 309 35
Nevada 15,158 1,127 9431
New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York
116,370

10,421 7'976
5,

806659
N. Carolina 6,154 491 502

O

N

hi o

. Dakota 19,953 1,201 1,054

Oklahoma 191,140 22,572 16,503
Oregon 29,0078 1,808 2,982
Pennsylvania 1 7 8
Rhode Island 1,243 151 120
S. Carolina

S. Dakota 47,235 3,240 2,795
Tennessee
Texas 766 58 56
Utah 10,491 365 490
Vermont

Virginia

Washington 62,562 4,069 5,292
W. Virginia

Wisconsin 19,468 1,369 1 1,228296
Wyoming 5,649 278 '

Guam

Puerto Rico

Virgin Islands

Data Sources: Health Resouroes and Services Administration

(1) Persons eligible for IHS services based on edjusted
U.S. Census figures. Recipient data by State are not available.



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT

13.228 INDIAN HEALTH

Unite:" "tates

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connect I cut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Georgi

Hawall

a

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

loulsiana
Malne
Maryland
Massachusetts

MIchlgan
Minnesota

MIssissIppl

MIssourl
Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshlre
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma
Or

Pennsyegon l van l a

Rhode Island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

W. Virginia

WIsconsIn

Guam

Wyoming

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

SERVICE

1

CHARACTERISTICS

All

Persons I

Served '

937,608

2,695

71,640
170,220

73,684
2,999

831

5,957

7,563

2,043

3,251

1,169

2,992

8,945

18,968

4,584

34,604
4,338

14,719

113,386

10,264

6,047
18,518

186,294

28,031

70

1,224

45,950

759

10,238

61,150

19,013

3,462

(1)

Elderly

72,612

217

4,686

11,206

5,496
150

81

512

517

117

253

90
187

559

1,194

308

2,357

300
1,094

7,709
962

481

1,114

21,999

1,747

7

148

3,152

38

356

3,977

1,337

268

'

Handicapped
or Disabled

63,705

224

3,026
9,996

6,319
206
72

504

517

153

262

87

272

822

1,359

395

1,882
342

914

4,936

846

492

978

16,085

2,881
ts

118

2,719

55

479

5,173

1,266

272

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administr4tIon

(1) Persons eligible for IHS services based on adjmiod

U.3. Census figures. Reulplent data by State are not available.
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XI. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
13.228 IVAN HEALTH SERVICE

Federal

Fiscal

Year

1985

1984

1983

X381

1980
1979

1978

1977

1976
1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1

1968

969

1967

1966

1965

1964

1962

1963

1961

1960

I

Total

Federal

Outlays
Persons

EligIble

963,294
937,608

902,922

870,830
849,173

828,609

790,486

726,551

635,313

611,296

587,468

557,747

531,314

507,804

483,840

459,903

4390
43250,, 751

425,397

426,101

415,806

407,596

400694,

393732
384,,364

380,193

$812,900
$789,900
$692,000
$653,900
$679,500
$636,600
$555,400

$467,200

$395,300
$332,500

$282,800

$216,100
$197,600
$169,600

$143,000
$119,700

$107,400
84,$ 300

$83,300
P74,800

3.1,400
$65,700
$62500
$61,,700

$57,800
$54,700

Data Sources: Outlay data from the Office of Management and Budget.
Eligible persons data from Health Resources and Services Administration.
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MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Services Block Grant helps
states assure that mothers and children -- in particular, those
with low incomes or with limited access to health services --
have access to quality maternal and child health services.
States plan and administer their own programs and, under the
block grant approach adopted in 1981, act as primary interpreters
of the federal MCH law, assess their own needs, and allocate
funds accordingly. States may carry out the program directly or
subgrant to local governments or private nonprofit organizations
as they deem appropriate.

Under the matching requirement for MCH funding, states must
provide three dollars for every four federal dollars allocated.
In FY 1985, federal allocations of $478 million were matched by
e-out $305 million in state funds. Between 10 and 15 percent of
4 federal appropriation is retained at the federal level to
Ilnd special projects of regional and national significance such
as research on genetic diseases and hemophilia.

In determining eligibility, states are required to use the
federal poverty guidelines to identify low income mothers and
children. No charges for services rendered to such persons may
be imposed. All other eligibility criteria for mothers and
children are determined on a state-by-state basis.

The MCH statute is prevention oriented and the program is
designed to help states reduce infant mortality, preventable
diseases, and handicapping conditions. Funds may be used for
immunization, for prenatal and postnatal care, for locating and
treating crippled children, and for diagnostic and treatment
services targeted on high-risk women and infants. Under their
broad authority to promote the health of mothers and children,
states also use MCH funds for standarcTh development, quality
assurance, health education, and other activities.

When MCH was converted into a block grant in 1981, eight
categorical programs were consolidated. In addition to the
former Maternal and Child Health Services program, the programs
replaced by MCH Block Grant include crippled children's
services, testing and counseling lead-based paint poisoning
prevention, genetic diseases, sudden infant death syndrome,
hemophilia diagnostic and treatment centers, disaoled children
receiving SSI benefits, end adolescent pregnancy prevention.
This consolidation of programs has reduced administrative burdens
and has given states more flexibility to assign priorities.



II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Maternal and Child Health Services Block
Grant.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.994
Budget account number(s): 75-0350-0-1-551.

C. Current authorizing statute: Title V, Social Security Act.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 45 CFR Part 96.

E. Federal administering agency: Division of Maternal and
Child Health, Bureau of Heath Care D Livery, Health
Resources and Services Administration, Public Health
Service, Department of Health and Human Services.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; the insular areas.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Counties; cities; tribal organizations; private
nonprofit organizations.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Allocations are made on a quarterly basis to the State Health
Agency or designated unit. Funds are allocated according to setpercentages. Each state's percentage share is based on the
dollars received in 1981 by the state for those programs
consolidated into the block grant compared with the nationaltotal for those programs. The Governor of each state identifieswhich health agency or component thereof should receive the blockgrant.

States must provide three dollars for every four federal
dollars allocated.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering theprogram.

The state is the grantee. It plans and administers the statewidematernal and child health and crippled children's programs. Thestate assesses needs and allocates resources. States may carryout programs directly or subgrant as they deem appropriate.

J. Audit or quality control.

States submit an annual report based on the requirements of thelaw. There is no format for the report, states are guided by thestatute. States must perform their own audit based on GAOguidelines.
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III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The purpose is to enable each state to assure mothers and
children (in particular those with low incomes or with limited
availability of health services) access to quality maternal and
child health services. Additionally, states are provided with a
broad authority to promote the health of mothers and children.
States apply this authority as a basis for using federal and
state MCH funds for standards development, health education,
planning, quality assurance, school health activities, etc.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

States assess their needs and allocate funds accordingly. StaLL...

are guided by the statute in assessing needs as there are no
guidelines or policies established by the federal agency. This
is reflective of the block grant program philosophy. At no time
does the federal agency question the needs assessment methods
utilized by the state agency. The state is required to assure
that it is distributing funds fairly based on a needs assessment.

Grants are made to help states reduce infant mortality,
preventable diseases, handicapping conditions and the need for
in-patient and long-term care. Funds may be used for
immunization, for prenaua care, for locating and treating
crippled children and for other diagnostic and tLeatment
services, especially those of a preventive nature.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individual mothers and children.

B. Income eligibility standards.

In applying the statutory term "low income," states are to use
the poverty income guidelines annually established by the OMB.

States carry out a variety of activities health standards
development, health education, public information, planning and
data activities, school health, etc., rlhich affect all income
levels.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

None.
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D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Services are provided without charge to mothers and children with
incomes under poverty. Fees to others must be established by the
state or local provider.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

These are determined separately for each state. Data are not
collected on these processes. States or localities may advertise
availability, outreach workers may seek high risk mothers or
children, and/or referrals may be made by health or social
service professionals.

B. Program benefits and services.

The full range of health services required to maintain and
improve maternal and child health -- prenatal and postnatal care,
immunization, family planning, health assessments for children,
nutrition education, diagnosis and treatment of crippling
conditions, etc.

Organizations eligible to provide services include state ano
local health agencies, hospitals, and clinics, private hospitals
and clinics, and other nonprofit agencies.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information is available.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility.

None.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Rules for counting income are established by each state.

p. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Medicaid pays for medical care .LJr much of the low income
population. Health programs which organize and deliver care seek
to collect reimbursement for services from such programs. The
MCHBG is a residual payment program. State MCH activities seek
reimbursement from Medicaid, the Title XX Social Services Block
Grant, and private insurance, They also plan and allocate
resources in cooperation with other state health and social
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agencies. State "r'Lppled Children's Programs cooperlte with
Department of Education programs dealing with children with
special needs.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Finance
Subcommittee on Health

House of Rep

Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Health and Environment

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

Nune.

D. Federal legislation.

The program was preceded by the Children'r Bureau in 1912 and a
state grant authority, the Sheppard-Towner Act, which expireca in
1929. Since 1935, Title V of the Social Security Act has
provided the program's legislative base. various expansions have
occurred over the years, but its basic pattern remains unchanged
as a state-based, grant-in-aid program with special project
development, leadership initiatives and technical assistance from
headquarters and regional staff. The Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 created its block grant status.



E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

The block grant regulations expanded the responsibility and
authority of the state agency. The July 6, 1982 Federal Re110er
contains the only federal implementing regulations or MCHBG
program.

The preamble to the regulations states: "The Secretary has
determined that the Department should implement the block grant
programs in a manner that is fully consistent with the
Congressional intent to enlarge the states' ability to control
use of the funds involved.... The states will...be subject only
to the statutory requirements, and the Department will carry out
its functions with due regard for the limited nature of the role
that Congress has assigned to us."

Consistent with the block grant approach, the regulation states,
"...a state shall obligate and expend block grant funds in
accordance with the laws and procedures applicable to obligation
and expenditure of its own funds." The states are primarily
responsible for interpreting the governing statute; the
Department defers to the state's interpretation of the statute
unless the interpretation is clearly erroneous.
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VIII. A TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (in thousano, 11)

13.994 IIRNAL AM) CHILD HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRAM

Federal ' State-local ' Total (2)

United States $478,000 1(3) $304,725 1(4) $782,725

Alabama $8,809 $6,607 $15,416

Alaska $845 $634 $1,479

Arizona $4,144 $3,108 $7,252

Arkansas $5,310 $3,983 $9,293

California $23.415 $17,501 $40,976

Colorado $5,713 $4,285 $9,938

Connecticut $3,617 $2,758 $6,435

Delaware $1,649 $1,237 $2,886

). C. $6,436 $4,827 $11,263

:lorida $11,913 $8,935 $20,848

leorgla $11,872 $8,904 $20,776

iawall $1,767 $1,325 $3,092

Idaho $2,576 $1,932 $4,508

Illinois $16,130 $12,098 $28, 228

Indiana $9,377 $7,033 $18.410

Iowa $5,461 $4,096 $9,557

Karaas $3,669 42,752 $6,421

Kentusky $8,813 48,610 $15,423

Louisiana $9,536 $7,152 $16,688

Maine $2,856 $2,142 $4,998

Maryland $10,032 $7,524 $17,556

Massachusetts $9,178 $6,884 $16,062

Michigan $14,497 $10,873 $25,370

Minnesota $7,468 $5,601 $13,069

Mississippi $7,224 $5,418 $12,642

Missouri $9,629 $7,222 $16,851

lantana $1,897 $1,423 $3,320

Nebraska $3,307 $2,480 $5,787

Neva $999 $749 $1,748

New Hdaampshire $1,682 $1,262 $2,944

Now Justly $8,878 $6,659 $15,537

New Mexico $2,693 $2,170 $5,063

Now York $29,377 $22,483 $52,460

N. Carolina $12,758 $9,569 $22,327

N. rJakota $1,520 $1,140 $2,660

Ohio $17,040 $12,780 $29.820

Oklahoma $5,229 $3,922 $9,151

Oregon $4,729 $3,547 $8,276

Pennsylvania $19,092 $14,319 $33,411

Rhode Isla,,) $1,276 $957 $2,233

S. Carolina $9,032 $6,774 $15,806

S. Dakota $1,820 $1,365 $3,185

Tennessee $8,687 $6,515 $15,202

Texas $20,770 $15,578 $36,348

Utah $5,042 $3,782 $8,824

Vermont $1,459 31,094 $2,553

Virginia $9,747 $7,310 $17,057

Washington $8,574 $4,931 $11,505

W. Virginia
Wisconsin

$5,193
$8,857

$3,8 $9
$15,,088$6, 643

95
500

Wyoming $1,$020 $765 $1$989,785

Guam 565 $424
Puerto Rico $11,775 $8,881 $20,668

Virgin islands $1,109 $832 $1$,941

American 7amoa $36e $275 641

No Mar!anas $345 $259 $4
Trust Territory $666 $500 $1,60166

Data Sources: Annuai allovatior tables - Maternal and Child Health Block Grant.

(1) Obligations for almlnistration at the %dual level chargeable to
this budget account for FY 85 were: $4,000(000).

(2) A breakdown of spending for benefits or services and administratla)

Is not available.
(3) National total includes funds not distributed to states by formula

but mid to fund special projects of regional and national slipificance.

(4) Assumes statutory matching rate.
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VIII. B. TOTAL. FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)
13.994 MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

Federal

(3)

State-local

$299,250

$5 515
$529

$2,594
$3,325

$14,659
$3,576

$2,302
$1,022

$4,029
$7,458

$7,433
$1,106
$1,613

$10,098

$5,871

$3,419
$2,297

$5,517

$5,bi0

$1,788
$6,281

$5,746

$9,076

$4,676
$4,523
$6,02f'

$1,184

$2,071
$626

$1,053
$5,558
$1,811

$18,767
$7,987

$951

$10,668
$3,274

$2,961

$11$799

$5,654

$1,139

$5,438

$13,003

$3,157
$91/,

$6,102

$4,115
$3,251

$5,545

$638

$353

$7,372

$05
$2 29

$216

$417

(4)

Total

098,250

$12,868
$1,234

$6,053
$7,753

$34,204
$8,344

$5 371

$2,399
$9,401

$17,402
$17,343

$2,581

$3,763
$23,562
$13,699
$7,977
$5,360

$12,873
$13,330
$4,172

$14,655

$13,407
$21,177
$10,910

$10,553
$14,067
$2,772
$4,832

$1,460
$2,457

$12,969
$4,226

$43,789
$18,636
$2,219

$24,892

$7,639
$6,909
$27,890

$1,864
$13,193
$2,658

$12,689

$30,340
$7,366

$2,132

$14,238
$9,602

$7,585
$12,938

$1,489
$824

$17,201
$1,621

$534

$$504973

(2):

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Fennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Txas
Uteah

Ve

Virgrmontnia
Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
DAM
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

American Samoa:

No Marianas
Trust Territory

v..-
$399,00

$7,353
$705

$3,459
t4433
$19,,545

$4,768
$3,069
$1,377

$5,372

$9,944
$9,910
$1,475
$2,150

$13,464

$7,828
$4,558
$3,063

$7,356
$7,960

$2,384
$8,374
$7,861

$12,101

$6,234
$6,030

$8,038
$1,584
$2,781

$834
$'1,404

$7,410
$2,415

$25,022

$10,f19
$1,268
$14,224

$4,365
$3,948
$15,937
$1,065
$7,539
$1,519

$7,251

$17,337

$4,209

$1,218
$8,136

$5,487
$4,334

$7$85851

$471
$9$926,829

$305
$288

$556

Data Sources: Annual allocations tables - Maternal and Child Health Block Grant.

(1) Obil tions for administration at the federal level ohargeable to
to this I o!:t account for FY 85 were $4,000(000).
(2) A break,' of spending for benefits or services and administration
Is not available.

(3) National total Includes funds used for special projects of regional
and national signficance.

(4) Assumes statutory matching rate.
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XI. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
13.994 MATERNAL AND CHIN HEALTH SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

Federal

Fiscai

Year

Total

Federal

Alionations

Total

State-Local

Spending '(1)

- -

1985 $478,000 $304,725

1984 $399,000 $254,363

1983 $478,000 $316,538

1982 $373,750 $237,150

1981 $387,400 $147,000

1980 $376,343 $140,650

1979 $377,677 40,650

1978 $361,854 $135,782

1977 $345,708 $130,357

1976 $319,408 $120,031

1975 $303,340 $108,493

1974 $267,868 $62,839

1973 $258, $62,839

19'12 $234,636 $60,671

1971 $218,285 $58,925

1970 $221,510 $54,000

1069 $209,200 $53,500

1968 $179,900 $50,000

1967 $173,900 $50,000

1966 $139,000 $45,000

1965 $88,000 $35,000

1964 $66,500 $30,000

1933 $50,000 $25,000

1962 $50,000 $25,000

1961 $38,167 $19,084

1960 $33,503 $16,750

Data Sources: 50 Years of Federal Support to Promote the

Health of Mothers, Children and Handicapped

Children In America (Oct. 1985)

(1) State spending Is estimated based on statutory matching rate.



COMMUNITY AEALTH CENTERS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Community Health Centers (CHCs) make ambulatory health care
available to medically underserved populations. All rHCs are
administered by the federal Department of Health and Human
Senices. Private nonprofit organizations receive funds to
operate health centers located in areas short on personal health
care services.

Criteria for determining what constitutes a medically underserved
area take into account the comments of state and local officials
and such other factors as infant mortality rates, the ability of
residents to pay for health services, and the availability of
health professionals in the area.

In FT 1985, about 5.1 million persons were served by CHCs and
total federal obligations for the program were about $383
million, Grantees are expected to maximize revenues from such
other sources as patient fees and public or private third-party
payments (e.g., private insurance, Medicaid, Medicare, or the
Social Services Block Grant). The amount of a grant to a health
center is limited to the difference between the center's total
operating costs and total revenues from other sources, which may
include some state or local govetiiment funding.

All individuals residing in the area of a CHC are eligible for
services. Fees for services vary: persons with incomes at or
below the federal poverty guidelines pay at most nominal fees;
persons with incomes equal to or above 200 percent of the
guidelines are charged the full costs of services; persons with
incomes between 100 and 200 percent of the guidelines pay a
portion of the costs of services in accordance with a sliding fee
schedule set by the CHC.

The CHCs include family health centers, community health
networks, neighborhood health centers, and similar projects
previously funded under the Economic Opportunity Act and other
laws. Ambulatory health care delivery systems such as CHCs
provide primary nealth services (such as physician and laboratory
services), supplemental health services (such as home health and
rehabilitative services), environmental health services (such as
rodent control and water treatment), and information which
promotes optimal use of health services.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A.

B.

C.

D.

E.

F.

G.

Program name: Community Health Centers.

Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.224
Budget account number(s): 75-0350-0-1-550.

Current authorizing statute: Section 330 of the Public
Health Service Act.

Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 42 CFR Part 51c.

Federal administering agency: Health Resources and Services
Administration, Department of Health and Human Services.

Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Private nonprofit organizations.

Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Federal funds are allocated by the Central Office of the Bureau
of Health Care Delivery and Assistance (BHCDA) to ten Regional
Offices given funding priorities based on assessments of need and
demand.

Regional offices then:

o Decide which applicant centers to fund;

o Approve a level of program activity to be funded;

o Determine reasonable expenditures for approved activities.

Each center prepares a schedule of fees or payments designed to
cover the costs of operation, each center has a corresponding
schedule of discounts to be applied to the payment of such fees,
with the discounts based on the patient's ability to pay.

The amount of a grant to a health center is limited to the
difference between:

o The center's total operating costs;

o The total funds expected to be available from other sources
(i.e., state, local and other funds, fees, premiums, and
third-darty reimbursements which the center may reasonably
be expected tc receive for its operations during the year).

Each center has a need for grant funds because it delivers
ambulatory health care services to individuals who cannot pay
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full health care charges either with their own resources ,1r
through outside coverage (i.e., private insurance, Medica,d,
Medicare, or Title XX). Some of the difference between cots and
reimbursement for services will be covered by state, local, and
other funds that the grantee receives. The CHC funds are usId to
subsidize the remaining portion of the difference. Grantees are
expected to maximize revenues from other sources.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

Cooperative Agr,3ments were competitively awarded to 20. states to
coordinate federal and state efforts in the planning and
development of comprehensive primary health care services for
areas that lack adequate health manpower or have populations
lacking access to primary care services.

J. Audit or quality control.

The CHC funds are intended to support delivery systems that are
organized, structured, and operated in a manner that is
consistent with legislative requirements and program priorities,
are efficienti and effectively managed, and have the capability
of reaching an increased number of users at a reasonable cost.

The federal government provides standards for administrative
efficiency that pertain to grantees, in addition to standards for
financial and clinical management. There are three indicators of
administrative efficiency that grantees are expected to meet (or
have waived, as appropriate) by the time they have been
delivering services for two years:

o Encounters per staff equivalent (physician or mid-level
practitioner, excluding psychiatrists) per year, for which
the standard is between 4,200 and 6,000;

o Average cost per medical encounter (excluding lab, X-ray,
and pharmacy), for which the standard is rat more than $26;

o Percent of total ambulatory costs attributable to
administration, for which the standard is not more than 16
percent.

If the standards are not met (and have not been waived), each
case is evaluated individually to determine appropriate action.
The grantee may be given a designated time period to achieve
compliance. In general, failure to comply results in
discontinuation of CHC funding.

During FY 1985, about 40 grantees were phased out. In most
cases, health services continued to be available to medically
undeserved persons in the geographic area because the grantee
either merged with another grantee to form a stronger
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organization or continued to operate without benefit of federal
grant support.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The program objective is to make ambulatory health care delivery
sy3tems available and accessible to medically underserved
populations.

The term medically underserved population is an urban or rural
area designated by the Department as having shortage of persoaal
health services or a population group designated as having a
shortage of such services. Criteria for determining shortages of
personal health services for an area or population group include:
the infant mortality rate; other factors indicative of health
status; the ability of the residents of an area or of a
population group to pay for health services and their
accessibility to them; the availability of health professionals
to residents of an area or to a population group.

Alternatively, a population group may be designated as medically
underserved if such designation is recommended by the chief
executive officer of the state in which the group is located and
local officials of such state based on unusual local conditions
which are a barrier to access to or the availability of per 'ional
health services.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Program funds are allocated by approval of a level of program
activity fel be funded, focusing on essential and appropriate
services, for each grantee. CHC funding is concentrated on the
provision of primary health services.

IV. BEN3FICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit foi which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individuals residing in the area of a community health center are
eligible for program services.

B. Income eligibility standards.

There are no income limits used to determine eligibility for
services at community health centers.

Grant funds may be used to pay the full cost of project services
to individuals and families at or below federal poverty

78



guidelines, except that such individuals may be required by
centers to pay nominal fees. Grant funds also pay the portion of
the cost of services that is discounted, and thus uncompensated,
in accordance with the sliding tee schedule. Centers are
required to have sliding fee schedules, but no discount is
allowed for individuals and families with annual incomes greater
than twice the federal poverty guidelines.

Using sample data from 1982, the estimated breakdown of users by
income was as follows:

o Below poverty level: 58%

o Between poverty and 200 percent of poverty level: 26%

o Above 200 percent of poverty level: 16%

C. Other eligibility requirements.

None.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Recipients with income above poverty and below 200 percent the
poverty guidelines are expecte". o pay discounted fees.
Recipients with income above 2. percent of poverty pay full
charges.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake process.

It is intended that recipients will have the option to use the
centers in a manner similar to that of others who do not face
such availability and access limitations (i.e., for services
ranging from check-ups to treatment). The strategy for bringing
users into the program is center-specific.

B. Program benefits or services.

The CHCs provide ambulatory prl.nary health care services and
other services to address the needs of residents of medically
underserved areas.

Ambulatory health care delivery systems provide: primary health
services; supplemental health services necessary for support of
primary health services; referrals to providers of supplemental
health services and environmental health services; information
which facilitates optimal use of health services.

The services are provided either through the staff and supporting
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services of the health center or through contracts or cooperative
arrangements with other public or private entities.

Primary health services include: services of physicians,
physicians' assistants, and nurse clinicians; diagnostic
laboratory and radiologic services; preventive health services;
emergency medical services; tranuortation services required for
adequate patient care; preventive dental services; pharmaceutical
services, as appropriate.

Supi lmental health services include: home health service:
extended care facility services; rehabilitative services; mental
health services; dental services; vision services; allied health
services; therapeutic radiologic services; public health
services; ambulatory surgical services; health education
services.

Environmental health services include, as appropriate, the
detection and alleviation of unhealthful conditions associated
with water supply, sewage treatment, solid waste disposal, rodent
and parasitic infection, field sanitation, housing, and other
factors related to health.

C. Duration of benefits.

Services are provider' as required. No information about average
duration of participation is available.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

None.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

The CHC benefits that individuals receive do not increase or
decrease due to changes in the -mount of services received from
other programs, but cash welfare may be counted in determining
any fees. (Although, usually such recipients receive Medicaid
coverage and would not pay fees.)

Nonetheless, maximization of other resources is emphasized and
this may result in shifting the uses of CHC funds. Because CHC
funds only cover services that are not funded by other sources,
if revenues from a third-party payor increase in a particular
grant year, fewer CHC dollars will be applied to support those
specific services.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

The CHC dollars support all or a portion of the cost of providi ;ig
a particular service to an individual only if Medicare, Medicaid,
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or other third-party sources are not a-Tlicable and if the
individual's income and family size make him eligible.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
(no formal Subcommittee)

House of Representatives

Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

The Comprehensive Hea_th Planning and Public Health Service
Amendments of 1965 (PC.o. L. 89-794) added a new Section 314 to
the Public Health Service Act to provide the flexibility and
innovation in the delivery of health services throughout the
nation. Section 314(e) provided broad authority to fund project
grants to public or nonprofit private entities for the
development of health services delivery programs.

Section 314(e' support became focused on comprehensive ambulatory
health care programs serving areas with scarce or nonexistent
health care flervices and populations with special health needs.
All of the Public Health Service's Neighborhood Health Centers,
as well as tose transferred from the Office of Economic
Opportunity, were under this authority.
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Because of demonstrations of positive program impact and because
the need for services proviCed by community health centers
remained significant, in 1975 Congress replaced the 314(e)
authority with a specific new authority (Section 330 of the
Public Health Service Act) for the sole purpose of developing
community health centers (Pub. L. 94-63).

The one-year extension of community health center programs for FY
1978 (Pub. L. 95-83), at an increased authorization level,
allowed the Rural Health Initiative and the Urban Health
Initiative programs to continue to be expanded to serve increased
numbers of people in high priority medically underserved areas.

In November 1978, Pub. L. 95-626 extended the CHC program for FY
1979, 1980, and 1981 and made several significant revisions to
the basic CHC authority. These included: a new emphasis on
environmental health services and pharmaceutical services;
authority for CHCs to convert to prepaid health care
organizations; exception for public CHCs from certain governing
board requirements; and a requirement for a rough balance between
the number of urban and rural centers.

Section 903(a) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981
(Pub. L. 97-35) extended the CHC program through FY 1982. In
addition, Pub. L. 97-35 established the Primary Care Block Grant
(PCBG) program for FY 1983 and 1984. This law allowed states to
apply to the Secretary for an allotment of CHC funds. If the
Secretary approved the application, the states assumed
responsibilities of making grants to CHCs which meet the
requirements of Section 330. Because of various administrative
provisions of the PCBG authority, few states applied for this
authority and opted instead, as provided in the statute, to
continue to receive funding under the CHC authority.

In 1986, Pub. L. 99-280 repealed the PCBG authority, but included
provisions for an increased participation of state and local
officials in the designation and redesignation of medically
undetserved areas and provided specific authority for states to
contract with the Public Health Service to participate in
plannin3 and administrative or management systems for CHCs within
the state.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

In March 1972, final regulations on Gral,t:s for Family Health
Center projects were published. These :egulations (since
repealed) implemented a program of health care delivered on a
prepaid capitation basis enrolled populations in health service
scarcity areas. This program was carried out under the broau
authority of Section 314(e) of the Public Health Service Act.
The use of the Section 314(e) authority for this purprzie was
criticized by the Congress; it was eventually repealed end
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replaced by the Community Health Center (CHC) program, with
specific Section 330 authority.

Few final regulations to cover Community Health renters were
published in December 1976 (12 CFR 51c). These regulations
established g( eral administrative, management, and operating
requirements ...kdr. CHC and provided for the assignment of the
National Health Service Corps physicians to new CHC projects. In
the same month, regulations were published to implement the
section of Pub. L. 94-63 regarding acquisit'm and modernization
of existing buildings for CHC.

A November 1977 revision to the regulations allowed public
agencies which would have had trouble meeting governing board
requirements to apply for CHC grants or to be co-applicant with
an organization which does meet the governing board requirements.

A Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in March 1979 published the
minimum components of a quality assurance system and a
description of efficiency indicators which would be used to
evaluate grant applications and monitor performance.

The final regulations published in July 1982 and amended in March
1983 provided general provisions governing the Primary Care Block
Grant program, as added by the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1981. Separate program regulations were developed but never
issued due to the uncertain future of the block grant program.

A December 1982 Notice gave procedural advice in carrying out the
requirement of the 0r-0v:us Budget Reconciliation Act in cases
where the state does ,ot request a block grant. It provided a
requirement that the Secretary consult with the chief executive
ofrxer of the state before awarding a CHC grant within the
state.

A February 1986 Notice of Available Funding lists requirements
which must be met by successful applicants. For example, the
requirement for a governing board to be iepresentative of CHC
users, requirements for accessible services, sufficient staff,
coordination with local health resources, and justification of
the CHC's proposed costs.
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VIII, A. TOTA*, FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousaods)

13.224 COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS

Total (1)
_

United States $381,687 (2)

Alabama $11,915

Ala aka $693

Arizona $5,494

Arkansas $4,187

California $29,983
Colorado $12,498
Cmheaticut $2,644

Delaware 4291

D. C. $2,725

Florida $20,913

Georgh $11,848

Hawaii $1,125

Idaho $2,448

Illinois $18,130

Indiana $2,291

ION4 $1,726

Kansas $196

Kentucky $7,384

Louisiana $3,206

Maine $3,010
Maryland $7,256
Massaohusetts $6,062

Miohigun $8,71th

Minnesota $1,847

Mississippi $13,035

Missouri $13,387
Montana $573

Nebraska $378

Nevada $983
New HampShira $414

New Jersey $10,752

New Maxie° $7,684

New York . $32,868

N. Carolina $12,228

N. Dakota $90

Illo $14,180
Oklahoma $2,833
Oregon $3,944

Nolvivenia $17,377
Rhode island $3,JI2

S. Carolina $10,279

S. Dakcta $1,474
Tennessee $12,726

Texas $22,543
Utah $1,551

Vermont $497

Virginia $4,241

Washington $6,120
W. Virginia $6,748
Wisconsin . $4,822
Wyoming

$s.,$

0

Guam
Puerto Rico 1 $10,45
Virgin IslavdS1 $C19

Data Sources: Health Resources an Services Ada

Cutlhys for administration at tho federal

(2) DiffPrence Wow 'kS total tnd total If a!

dollars going to activities not attributable to

InIstration.

Nei for FY 85 wore $14,071(000)

states are summed are

a specific state.



VIII. 8. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)
13.224 CCOAIMIlY HEALTH CENTERS

1 lotal (1) 1

I1

United States $350598_ 1(2)1

Alabama $10,236
Alcska $571
Arizona $6,013
Arkansas $3,832
California $31,396
Colorado $13,867
Connecticut $2,467
Delaware $160
D. C. $2,457
Florida $18,436
Geor $,616
Hawaii $1,298
Idaho $2,150
Illinois $12,673
Indiana (1,306
Iowa $1,493
Kansas $182
Kentucky $7,080
Louisiana $2,093
Maim $2,955
Maryland $6,397
Massachusetts $5,359
Michigan $7,677
Minnesota $1,756
Mississippi $10,450
Missouri $12,894
Mbntana $309
Nebraska $515
NOV6e3 $1,126
New Hampshire $266
New Jersey $9,434
New Mexico $6,084
New York $35,771
N. Carolina $9$,519
N. Dakota 226
Ohio $12,627
Oklahoma $2,917
Oregon $4,134
Parnsy i van i a $15,678
Rhode Island $2,860
S. Carolina $10,671
S. Dakota $1,489
Tennessee $11,020
Tana $19,224
Utah $1,430
Vermont $418
Virginia $4,271
Washinaton 0,735
W. Vu la $5,340
Wisco6 $3,481
WymOnt $0
Nam V
Kieft° $10,702
Virgin

, id$
1

$537

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Admi.istration.

(1) Outlays for adeinistration at the federal level for FY 84
were $13.562(000).

Difference between 1).5 total and total If all states are summed are
dollars going to activities not attributable to a specific state.
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IX. A. FY 1985 RECIPIENT CHARCTERISTICS (In thousands)

13.224 COMMUNITY HEALTH CENTERS

Perscns 1

Served (1) 1(2)

United States 5,077

Alabama 122

Alaska 13

Arizona 64

Arkansas 49

California 415

Colorado 137

Connecticut 49

Delaware
D. C. 44

Florida 324

Georgia 92

Hawafl 14

ithho 33

Illinois 139

Indlana 37

Iowa 18

Kansas 1

Kentucky 95

Loials!ana 24

Maine 52

Maryland 81

Massachusetts 105

Mlohlgan 121

Minnesota 32

MissIssIppl 154

Missouri 115

Montana 4

Nebraska 3

Nevada 12

New Hampshire 7

New Jersey
1C1New Mexico

New York 584

N. Carolina 1213

N. Dakota 2

Ohio 150

Oklahoma 27

°regal 64

Pennsylvania 225

Rhode Island 39

S. Carolina 85

S. Dakota 24

Tennessee 153

Texas 268

Utah 16

Vermont 12

Virginia 44

Washington
W. Virglnia

123

5

WIsconsin 33

Wyoming 0

Guam 8

Puerto Rico 356 ,

Virgin Islands 1(3)

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services

(1) Based on unduplicated annual uount.
(2) 457(000) elderly, defined as 65 years of

were carved nationwide
(3) Data rot: available.

Administration.

ago or older,
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IX. 8. FY 84 R7CIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS (In thousands)
13.224 COMWJNITY HEALTH CENTERS

Uni+ed States

Persons
Served (1)

5,017

Alabama 115
Alaska 10
Arizona 61
Arkansas 46
California 462
Colorado 197
Connecticut 50
Delaware 6
D. C. 29
Florida 322

Hawalla
93
15

Idaho 32
Illinois 164
Indiana 37
Iowa 17
Kansas 2
Kentucky 90
Louisiana 21
Maine 59
Maryland 99
Massachusetts = 103
Michigan 144
Minnesota 29
Mississippi 125
Missouri 130
Montana 3
Nebraska 3
Nevada 11
New Hampshire 7
New Jersey 136
New Mexico 79
New York 539
N. Carolina 135
N. Dakota 1

Ohio 126
Oklahoma

20 5

Oregon 70
Pennsylvania 202
Rhode Island 31
S. Carolina 90
S. Dakota 26
Tennessee 152
Texas 234
Utah 16
Vermont 11
Virginia 37
Washington 90
W. Virginia 126
Wisconsin 26
Wyoming 0
Guam 15
Puerto Rico 366
Virgin Islands

(2)1

(3)

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
(2) 452(000) elderly, defined as 65 years of age c older,
were served nationwide.

(3) Data not available.
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X. A. WEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
13.224 COKYJNITY HEALTH CENTERS

Total

United States $75

Alabama $98 o

Alaska $53

Arizona i
$86

Arkansas $85

California '
1

Colorado

$72
$63

Connecticut $54

Delaware $49

D. C. $62

Florida $65

Georgia $129

Idah

GIsIllinois

Indiana $;i12

Iowa $96

Kansas $196

Kentucky $78

Louisiana $134

Maine $58

Maryland $90

Massachusetts $58

Michigan $72

Mlnnesota $58

MIssIssIppi $85

Missourl

Montana

$116
$143

Nebraska $126

Nevada $82

New Hampshire $59

New Jersey $79

New Mexico $95

New York $56

N. Carolina $95

N. Dakota $45

Ohio $95

Oklahoma $105
Oregon

Pennsylvania $77

Rhode Island $85

S. Carolina $121

S. Dakota $61

Tennessee $83

Texas $84

Utah $97

Virginia

$41

g $96

Washington $74

W Vi
ngrginia

$54

Wisconsin $1:1)

Wyoming
Guam 1 $40

Puerto r J
1 $29

Virg'J 'Ands 1 (2)

Data V8S: Health Resources and Services AdmInistratIon.

(1) Mean costs estimated by dividing total spending In Table VIII.A. by

persons served In Table IX.A.

(2) DL:a not available.



X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
13.224 COMMUNITY HEALTH

United States

CENTERS

Total
. . .

$70

(1)

Alabama $89
Alaska

Arizona $99
Arkansas $83
California $68
Colorado $70
Connectialt $49
Delaware $27
D. C. $85
Florida $57
Georgia $93

$87
Idaho 167
Illinois $77
ind/ana $62
lo, $88
Kansas $91
Kentucky $79
Louisiana

1$50Maine

Maryland $65
Massachusetts $52
Michigan $53
Minnesota $61
Mississippi $84
Missouri $99
Montana $103
Nebraska $172
Nevada $102
New Hampshire
New Jersey $69
New Mexico
Now York $66

$77

N. Carolina $71
N. Dakota $226
Ohio $100
Oklahoma $117
Oregon $59
Pennsylvania $78
Rhode Island $92
S. Carolina $119
S. Dakota $57
Tennessee $73
Texas $62
Utah $89
Vermont
Vi

$138

15
Washington $62 4

W. Virginia $4
Wisconsin $134
Wyoming $0
Guam (2)
Puerto Rico $29
Virgin Islands (2)

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration.

(1) Mean costs estimated by dividing total spending In Table Viii.D. by
persons served In Table IX.B.
(2) Data not available.



XI. HISTORICAL DATA (In thousands)

13.224 COMMJNITY HEALTH CENTERS

Federal

Fiscal

Year

Total

Federal

Obligations

-------------

1985 $383,000

1984 $351,000

1983 $360,000

1982 $281,000

1981 $323,700

1980 $320,000

1979 $253,000

1978 $255,000

1977 $215,100

1976 $196,600

1975 $196,600

1974 $217,100

1973 $110,200

1972 $135,000

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: Health Resources

Persons
Served

5,100
5,000

4,800
4,500

4,700
4,200
3,800

3,000

2,500

2,200
1,300

1,200

1,000

(1)

and Services Administration.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.

90



MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Migrant Health Centers (MHCs) help to make ambulatory health care
available to current and former migratory and seasonal workersand their families. The MHCs are administered directly by the
Department of Health and Human Services; state and local
goverlments have no direct role in the program. The MHC funds
help to subsidize private, nonprofit organizations that operate
health centers serving migrant and seasonal farmworker families.

In FY 1985, about 500,000 persons, mostly women and children,
were served by 122 MHCs and total federal obligations for the
program were $41 million. Grantees pire expected to maximize
revenues from other sources including patient fees and public orprivate third-party payments such as private insurance or
Medicaid. (Many migrant farmworkers are not eligible for
Medicaid, however, due to state residency requirements.) Thus,the amount of a grant to a MHC is limited to the difference
between the center's total operating costs and total revenuesfrom other sources, which may or may not include some state and
local government fundAmg.

The primary criterion for determining eligibility is employmentin agriculture on a seasonal basis within the past 24 months.
Members of such a farmworker family and retired or disabled
migrant farmworkers are also eligible to receive MHC services.Fees for services vary: persons with incomes at or below the
federal poverty guidelines pay at most nominal fees; persons withincomes above 200 percent of the guidelines are charged the fullcosts of services; and persons with incomes between 100 and 200percent of the guidelLies pay a portion of the costs of servicesin accordance with a sliding fee schedule set by the MHC.

Ambulatory health care delivery systems such as 4HCs provide
primary health care, including diagnostic, therapeutic,
preventive, and emergency services. In addition, MHCs address
environmental health care by paying for improvements in such
things as waste dispol 1 and safe water supplies.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Migrant Health Centers.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.246

Budget account number(s): 75-1101-0-1-550.

C. Current authorizing statute: Section 329 of the Public
Health Service Act.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 42 CFR Part 56.

E. Federal administering agency: Health Resources and Services
Administration, Department of Health and Human Services.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: Private nonprofit oLganizations.

G. Suboantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Federal funds are allocated by the Central Office of the Bureau
of Health Care Delivery and Assistance (BHCDA) to ten regional
offices. The ten regional offices, in accordance with the
funding priorities, determine the areas of greatest need and fund
appropriate applications. Determination of high impact areas has
been established by applicants' assessment of need and demand in
areas where no less than 4,000 migrant and seasonal farmworkern
reside for more than two months in the calendar year.

A national formula is used to distribute ftnds based on:

o Past performance as indicated by each region's average
percentage of migrant and seasonal farmworker users for the
previous two calendar years;

o Estimated need as indicated by each region's percentage of

migrants.

Regional offices then:

o Decide which applicants to fund, in accordance with the

funding priorities;

o Approve a level of program activity to be funded, focusing
on essential and appropriate services, for each grantee;

o Determine reasonable expenditures for the approved
activities.
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Each center propares a schedule of fees or payments designed to
cover the costs of operation, each center has a corresponding
schedule of discounts to be applied to the payment of such fees,with the discounts based on the patient's ability to pay. Theamount of a grant to a health center is limited to the differencebetween:

o The center's total operating costs; and

o The total funds expected to be available frim other sources
(i.e., state, local, and other funds and the patient fees,
premiums, and third-party reimbursements which the center
may reasonably be expected to receive for its operationsduring the year).

T. Role of state and local governments in administering theprogram.

None.

J . Audit or quality control.

The federal government provides standards for administrativeefficiency that pertain to grantees, in addition to standards forfinancial and clinical management. The MHC funds are intended tosupport delivery systems that are organized, structured, andoperated in a manner that is consistent with legislativerequirements and program priorities, are efficiently and
effectively managed, and have the capability of reaching anincreased number of migrant and seasonal farmworkers and theirfamilies at a reasonable cost. The primary eligibility forservices under this program is employment as an agricultural
worker as defined by the statute. A comparison of the number ofpersons eligible for service by a center the number actuallyserved is made, and centers are expected to have a ratio deemed
appropriate (according to the professional judgment of federalofficials).

If the standards are not met (and have not been waived), thecenter is evaluated to determine appropriate action. The granteemay be given a designated time period to achieve compliance. Ingeneral, failure to comply results in discontinuation of MHCfunding.

In addition, a copy of each audit is submitted to the region,where the opinion rendered by the auditor is reviewed. If thereare major audit deficiencies, an action plan of correcting
deficiencies is developed. Necessary changes in programoperation may be included as conditions under which anysubsequent grant award is made.
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III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the

benefits are authorized.

The program objective is to make ambulatory health ca-e delivery

systems available to current and former migratory agricultural

workers, seasonal agricultural workers, and their families.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Program funds are allocated by approval of a level of program
activity to be funded, focusing on essential and appropriate
services, for each grantee. MHC funding is concentrated on the

provision of primary health services.

Migrant health centers are operational for varying lengths of
time during the year, depending on the need in the area and
requirements for cost-effectiveness (e.g., areas with migrant and

seasonal farmworkers who are only there for three months out of

the year do not need to be open all year).

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is

determined.

Farmworkers and their families are ..gible for program services.

The term migratory and seasonal agricultural worker means an
individual whose principal employment is in agriculture on a
seasonal basis and who has been so employed within the last

twenty-four months.

B. Income eligibility standards.

There are no income limits used to determine eligibility for
services at migrant health centers. The eligibility for migrant
health services depends on the user being a current or former
migrant or seasonal farmworker or a member of such a farmworker's
family, as defined by the statute.

Grant funds may be used to pay the full cost of MHC services to
individuals and families at or below the federal poverty
guidelines, except that such individuals may be required by
centers to pay nominal fees. The majority of the users tend to

haye incomes and family sizes that place them at or below the

federal poverty guidelines.

Grant funds also pay the portion of the cost of services that is
discounted, and thus uncompensated, in accordance with the

sliding fee schedule. Sliding fee schedules are established by

individual Migrant Tiealth Centers. Only users between the
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poverty level and 200 percent of poverty level are charged based
on a sliding fee scale.

No discount is allowed for individuals and families with annual
incomes greater than twice the federal poverty guidelines.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

The only requirement for eligibility is to be a migratory or
seasonal farmworker oi a family member of such a farmworker.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Recipients with incomes above poverty are expected to spend other
income to make up the difference between the cost of services and
any discount fee.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Outreach systems identify health care centers for migrant and
seasonal farmworkers. A directory of migrant health centers is
provided to state and local agencies which provide services to
migrant and seasonal farmworkers to facilitate this outreach
system.

It is intended that farmworkers and their families will have the
option to use the centers in a manner similar to that of others
who do not face such availability and access limitations (i.e.,
for services ranging from check-ups to treatment). The strategy
for bringing farmworkers and their families into the program iscenter- specific, although, in general, emphasis is on outreach
and transportation.

B. Program benefits or services.

Migrant health centers provide ambulatory health care services as
required for each user, with an emphasis on prevention.

Ambulatory health care delivery Pystems provide: primary health
services; supplemental services pessary for support of primary
health services; referrals to p iders of supplemental health
services; environmental health s :vices; infections and parasitic
disease-screening; and information which facilitates optimal useof health services.

Tha services are provided either through the staff and supporting
services of the health center or through contracts or cooperative
arrangements with other public or private entities.
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"Primary health services" include: services of physicians,
physicians' assistants and nurse clinicians; diagnostic,
laboratory, and radiologic services; preventive health services;

emergency medical services; transportation services required for

adequate patient care; preventive dental services; and

pharmaceutical services.

"Supplemental health services" include: home health services;

extended care facility services; rehabilitative services; mental

health services; dental services; vision services; allied health

services; therapeutic radiologic services; public health

services; ambulatory surgical services; and health education

services.

"Environmental health services" include, as appropriate, the

detection and alleviation of unh3althful conditions associated

with water supply, sewage treatment, solid waste disposal, rodent

and parasitic infection, field sanitation, housing, and other

environmental factors related to health.

In 1984 there were 120 grantees and 464,000 users and in 1985

there were 122 grantees and 494,000 users. Women and children

are the primary users of the centers.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information is available about average duration of benefits.

Services are provided as required.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

None.

B. Counting assistance from other programs

Cash income, including welfare, is counted for determining the

fee. However, in practice, families receiving cash welfare tend
to have cash incomes below poverty and pay no fee. Medicaid
benefits are counted in the sense that they are sought for
reimbursement so that center funds are used only to make up the

difference between reimbursements and the cost of services.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Seasonal farmworkers may be eligible for health services from a
wide range of other programs, including Medicaid, Veterans Health
Care, Community Health Centers, and the Indian Health Service.

The MHC dollars support all or a portion of the cost of providing

a particular service to an individual only if Medicare, Medicaid,



oY other third-party sources are not applicable and if the
individual's income and family size make him eligible.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
(no formal subcommittee)

House ofaepr2sentativts

Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

House of representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on
this program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

In Congress amended the Public Health Service Act by
enaL.,.ng Pub. L. 87-692. This first Migrant Health Act provided
for 11,_feral grant support to clinics which offered health
services to domestic migratory farmworkers and their families.
Funds were used primarily for support of preventive health
service programs -- immunization, health education, and
environmental safety.

In 1965, a Congressional reevaluation of migrant health
activities indicated that the program had not met the health care
objectives of the original Act. The Community Health Services
Extension Amendments of 1965 (Pub. L. 89-109) addressed severalof the program's inadequacies for program activities and
increased authorizations to support migrant heelth services
delivery projects. The legislation also authorized the use of
funds for the costs of necessary hospitalization of migrants.
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In 1968, Congress passed the Health Services Amendments of 1968

(Pub. L. 90-574). Among other things, these amendments extended

the migrant health authority througe 1970 end increased the
authorization level for project support.

In 1970, Congress again extended the program's authority and
increased its autherizatiens with the enactment of Pub. L.

91-209. In addition, Pub. L. 91-209 expanded program activities
to provide health services to seasonal agricultural workers and
their families living in communities which experienced seasonal
influxes of migrant farmworkers and to require consumer
involvement in migrant health projects.

In June 1973, Congress enacted Pub. L. 93-45, the Health Programs
Extension Act, which provided a one-year extension of the
authority of the migrant health program.

As a result cf a Presidential veto of the proposed extensions of
the migrant health authorization for FY 1975 and beyond, the
amounts appropriated for FY 1975 constituted the Congressional
authorization for that year. On July 29, 1975, Congress passed
Pub. L. 94-63 over a second Presidential veto. For FY 1978,
Congress passed a one-year extension (Pub. L. 95-83).

In November 1978, Pub. L. 95-626, extended the migrant health
program for FY 1979, 1980, and 1981. Pub. L. 95-626 made
significant revisions to the migrant health authority: increased
emphasis on environmental health services; use of bilingual
personnel mandated for migrant centers serving substantial
numbers of patients not fluent in English; retired and disabled
migrant agricultural workers made eligible for services; and high
impact areas redefined.

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 extended the
existing migrant health authority through FY 1984.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

In May 1972, final regulations on Grants for Migrant Health
Services were published (42 CFt 56). These set out application
requirements, administrative, management, and operational
requirements for funded projects.

Regulations were published in December 1976 to implement the
section of Pub. L. 94-63 regarding acquisition and modernization
of existing MHC buildings. A March 1979 Notice published the

minimum components of and efficiency indicators for a quality
assurance system used in evaluating MP performance.

In December 1980, a Notice of Proposed rulemaking proposed rules
to implement changes resulting from Pub. L. 95-626. This law had
placed increased emphasis on environmental, pharmacy, and certain
supplemental health services and placed incentives on fee
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collection. These regulations were never finalized because ofplans to consolidate the Migrant Health program-within a primarycare block grant.

A December 1981 Notice informed applicants for grant funds thatawards would be directed toward centers which meet standardsestablished for prod'activity or effectiveness of programoperations and which demonstrate that a need for the healthdelivery capacity has been established.

A February 1986 Notice of Available Funding described the fundsavailable and listed conditions which must be met by successful
applicants, including the reqrirement for a governing board to berepresentative of a Migrant Health Services' user, requirementsfor accessible services, sufficient staff, coordination withlocal health resources, and justification for the Migrant HealthCenter's proposed costs.
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VIII. A. TOTAL. FY 85 PROGRAM SPEWING (In thousands)

13.248 MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

=

Total

Obligations

$44,300

$0
$0

$281

$0

$5,260
$1,851

$0

$956
$0

$7,811

$306
0

$413
$459

$656

$21

$2060
$0

$0
0

$2,29$1

$69

I $2,544
$523
$0

$121

$203

$230
$0
$0

$63

$87
I

$305

$1,273
$0

$515
$116

$1,231
$347

$0

$608
$0

$152

$7
$731609
$0

$67

$2,621

$546
$372
$128
$0

$3,400
$0

(1)

(2)

-- -- -- -- ---- --

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware

D. C.

Florida

Georgia

Idaho

Hawaii

Illinois

Indiana

love

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Mnnesota
ippiMi ssiss

Missouri
Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
TennesseeTexa,
Utah

s

Vermont

Virginia
WasVhi ngton

W. rginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin islaAds

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration

(1) Outlays for administration at the federal level

for FY 85 were $2,292(000).
(2) Difference between U.S. total and sum of all state figures are

dollars going to activities not attributable to a specific State.



VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)
13.246 MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

Total

Obligations

United Status $42,000 (1)

Alabama $0
Alaska $0
Arizona $298
Arkansas $0
California $4,561
Colorado $1,917
Connecticut $U
Delaware $1,024
D. C. $0
Florida $3,579
Georgia $305
Hawaii $0
Idaho $510
Illinois $608
Indiana $532
Iowa $220
Kansas $235
Kentucky $0
Louisiana $0
Maine $0
Maryland $150
Massachusetts $0
Michigan $3,273
Minnesota $737
MissisEl-)1 $0
Missouri $103
Montana $357
Nebraska $206
Nevada $0
New Hampshire $0
New Jersey $245
New Mexico $155
New York $267
N. Carolina $1,286
N. Dakota $0
Ohio $504
Oklahoma $122
Oregon $659
Pennsylvania I $1,386
Rhode Island $0
S. Carolina = $610
S. Da:ota $0
Tennessee $99
Texas $6,068
Utah $317
Vermont $0
Virginia $151
Washington $2,739
W. Virc'nla $208
WiscorJ 1 $345
kiomirg $1$0 11

Guam
Puerto Pico = $3,209
Virgin 'viands, I $0

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration

(1) Difference between U.S. total and aim of all state figures are
dollars going to activities not olributable to a specific state.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS (In thousands)

13.246 MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware

D. C.

Florida

All

Persons

Served (1)

494

0

0

4

0

98

26
0

9

0

71

(2)

Georgia (3)
Hawall 0

Idaho 10

Illinois 5

Indiana 0

Iowa 2

Kansas 1

Kentucky 0

Louisiana 0
Maine 0

Maryland 1

Massachusetts (3)
Michigan 29
Mlnnesota 8

Mississippi 0

Missouri 2

Montana 4

Nebraska 2

Nevada 0
New Hampshire 0

New Jersey 2

New Mexico

New York 4

N. Carolina 19

N. Dakota 0

Ohio 5

Oklahoma 1

Oregon

Pemsy I van I a 7

Rhode Island 0

S. Carolina 3
S. Dakota 0

Tennessee (3)
Texas 58
Utah 13

Vermont 0

Wash
(3)

Washington 22
W. VIrgInla 3

WIsconsIn 2

2

GWyominguam 0

Puerto Rico 65
Virgin Islands 0

Data Sources: Health Resources and Sery

(1) Eased on unduplicated annual count.

(2) 40,000 elderly, defined as 65 years
were served nationally.

(J) Less tnan 1,000.

Ices AdmInistration

of age or older,



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS (In thousands)

13.248 MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

---------
United Status

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

D. C.

Florida

Georgia

Hawai

i

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Mirnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New Yott,

N. Carolina

N. Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

S. Carolina

S. Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

WashWashington

W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

Guam

Puerto Rico

Virgin islands

All

Persons

Served (1) (2)

464

4

0

87

28
0

8

0

90

0

0

13

6

3

0

0

0

23

8

0

1

2

2

0

0

2

1

3

10

6

1

9

7

0

4

0

58

2

0
24

3

2

1

4

45

0

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.

(2) 40,000 elderly, defined as 65 years of age or older,
were served nationally.

(3) Less than 1,000.

(3)
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X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED

13.246 MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana
Mai ne

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska

Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee

Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming
Gu

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Total (1)

$90

$70

s71

$106

$110

$41

$92

$108
$200

$88
$65

$61

$51

$115

$32
$87

$76

$67

$103
$116
$137
$50

$203

$25

$119
$182
$186

$64

$52

Data Sources: Health Resources and Services Administration

(1) Mean costs estimated by dividing total sounding In Table VIII by

persons served In Table IX.
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X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED

13.248 MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

-----
United States 1

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska

Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

$75

$52
$68

$128

$40

$39

$101

$177
$220
$235

$$92142

$103

$179

$103

$123
$155
$89

$92

$84

$122
$73

$198

$153

$99

$105

$159

$$69114

$17
$111

$71

Data Sources. Health Resources and Services Administration

(1) Mean costs estimated by Olviding total spending In Table VIII by
persons served In Table IX.



XI. HISTORICAL DATA (In thJusands)
13.248 MIGRANT HEALTH CENTERS

Federal

Fiscal

Year
--------

Total

Federal

Obligations

Persons
Served

.1.WOMI41040114110.VMMimall

1985 $44,300 494

1984 $42,000 464

1983 $38,104 394

1982 $38,208 394

1981 $43,223 415

1980 $39,700
1979 $34,500
1978 $34,500
1977 $33,480 (1)
1978 $25,000
1975 $23,750

1974 $23,750
1973 $23,750
1972 $17,950
1971 $14,000

1970 $14,000
1969 $7,200
1968 $7,200
1967 $7,200
1966 $3,000
1965 $2,500
1964 $1$,500

1963 750
1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: Health Services and Resource Administration

(1) Includes Transition Quarter 1976.
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SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

I. PROGRAM buMMARY

The Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) provides federal funds to
states and insular areas to encourage services that help low
income persons achieve self-support and that help to prevent
dependency and inappropriate institutionalization. States and
the other primary grantees have key roles under SSBG. They
develop and administer the program, determine what services will
be provided and who will be eligible, and act as the primary
interpreters of the federal SSBG law. Local agencies, such as
county welfare offices, serve as contact points for applicants in
need.

In FY 1985, about $2.7 billion vas appropriated for SSBG. There
are no matching requirements fot the states. However, the
predecessor Ti%le XX programs required a state match for federal
funds, and many states continue to provide state funds. The
minimal reporting requirements imposed under the 1981 block grant
law do not yield data on either the amounts of state
supplementary funding or the numbers of persons served under
SSBG.

All eligibility criteria under SSBG, including any income or
asset limits, are determined entirely by the state. Currently,
all states make all services available to AFDC recipients and
most services available to SST recipients. The primary condition
that must be met is a need for the service.

Each state, within specific statutory limitations, determines
what services will be provided. Typically, a wide range of
services are offered directly to recipients to meet the goals of
the program. For example, training and transportaticri may help
to achieve self-support, chore and homemake-L. services may help to
avoid institutionalization, emergency intervention and medical
services may help to reduce abuse of persons. The federal
statute does limit the use of SSBG funds in certain ways such as
specifying no cash assistance, virtually no room and board
benefits, no child care unless it meets applicable standards of
state and local law, and no medical care unless integral to
another social service.

Federal funding for social services has been capped at the annual
appropriation level since 1972. Under the law prior to 1972,
federal funding was open-ended and expenditures grew rapidly
despite state matching requirements. Much of the increase in
spending was due to state efforts to finance institutional care
programs from open-ended federal funds.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Social Services Blcck Grant.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.667
Budget account number(s); 75-1634-0-1-506.

C. Current authorizing sta...Ate: 42 U.S.C. 1397-1397f.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 45 CFR Part 96.

E. Federal administering agency: Office of Human Development
Services, Office of Policy, Planning and Legislation,
Department of Health and Human Services.

P. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: estates; insular areas.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Counties; cities; tribal organizations; private
nonprofit organizations; private for-profit organizations;
other public agencies and individuals.

H. Allocation of federal funds

The Social Services Block Grant (SSBG) is a federally-funded
program capped at the annual appropriation level. Funds are
allocated to states and other jurisdictions based on 42 U.S.C.
1397b.

Each of the jurisdictions of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin
Islands, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
receives an allotment in an amount that bears the same ratio to
the amount appropriated as the amount allocated to each
jurisdiction in FY 1981 bore to $2.9 billion. The remainder of
the amount appropriated is allotted to states and the District of
Columbia based on the ratio of each state's population to the
national population.

There are no requirements that state or other funds or
commitments of time or services be used to match federal funds.
However, states were required to provide a match under a
predecessor program, and some states continue to use state or
other funds to supplement the SSBG program.

There are no requirements that states must pass funds through to
other grantees.
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I. Role o state and local governments in administering the
prograill.

The state government is responsible for administering the SSBG.
In order to receive funding, the state must submit a
preexpenditure report to the Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS). This report, or state plan, must include, at
minimum, a description of the services and activities to be
supported and the categories or characteristics of individuals' to
be served. A state must provide an opportunity for public
comment on the propos'A services plan before the final
preexpenditure report is submitted to DHHS.

Within the limitations in the law, the state has sole
responsibility for developing and administering the program,
determining what services will be provided, who is eligible to
receive services, and how funds will be distributed among the
various services offered within the state.

In addition, states are the primary interpreters of the law. The
block grant regulation at 45 CFR 96.50(e) states, "In resolving
any issue raised by a complaint or a federal audit or review, the
Department will defer to a state's interpretation of its
assurances and of the provisions of the block grant statutes
unless the interpret .tion is clearly erroneous."

Because the Department's block grant programs are not highly
regulated, the federal government will look to stata rather than
federal law or procedures for determining compliance with the
statute.

State legislatures and units of local government may ,'.so be
involved in the development of the state's preexpenditure report.
Units of local government, typically county or city welfare or
social services or human services offices, administer the
program. State or local SSBG agencies may provide services
directly or purchase them from other public or private agencies.

J. Audit or quality control.

Primary responsibility for administrative efficiency under the
SSBG rests with the states. There is no procedure established by
the statute for calculating an error rate under the SSBG, and the
federal covernment does not provide standards for administrative
efficiemly in the form of a target error rate or quality control
system for the SSBG.

However, the states are required by the Single Audit Act to
perform an annual audit. This audit must be conducted in
accordance with the Comptroller Ganeral's standards for audits of
governmental organizations, programs, activities, and functions,
and submitted to HHS within 30 days after completion. The
statute also requires states to repay amounts found not to be
expended in accordance with the statute.
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If the federal government determines as a result of audits that a
state has spent money improperly, it can either seek repayment of
misspent funds, or, in the case of the finding of substantial
noncompliance, withhold federal funds after a process which
involves legal review and hearings.

During the past year, ten state audits have been reviewed by the
Department. All state expenditures were found to be in
compliance with the statute. Under the SSBG, there is no
requirement that the Department conduct program reviews.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The explicit statutory and regulatory objectives of the SSBG are
stated in the statute: "For the purposes of consolidating
federal assistance to states for social services into a single
grant, increasing state flexibility in using social services
grants, and encouraging each state, as far as practicable under
the conditions in that state, to furnish services directed at the
goals of:

(1) Achieving or maintaining economic self support to prevent,
reduce, or eliminate dependency;

(2) Achieving or maintaining self sufficiency, including
reduction or prevention of dependency;

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

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

(5) Securing referral or admission for institutional care when
other forms of care are not appropriate, or providing
services to ihdividuals in institutions."

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

States have sole responsibility for determining how SSBG funds
will be allocated among various activities to meet the statutory
goals and objectives.



IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

States decide eligibility standards and what services will be
provided. Currently, all states make all services available to
AFDC recipients, while making most of the same services available
to SSI recipients. Eligibility may also be based on income.
Based on the need for the service, the unit of service may be an
individual (child or adult), a family group, or selected members
of a family.

B. Income eligibility standards.

All income eligibility criteria, including income limits, are
determined entirely by the states. A person may be eligible for
SSBG services in three basic ways:

(1) By having an income that falls within a fixed amount;

(2) By being an AFDC or SSI recipient, or by being a member
of a defined category of persons (e.g., persons living
in a certain geographic area or members of a specified
target group such as the elderly or runaways);

(3) By being the recipient of a service provided without
regard to income.

Currently, all states provide two services without regard to
income, i.e., protective services to address abuse and neglect,
and information and referral services.

There are no income eligibility limitations in the statute. Any
income limits are set by each state and may vary from subgroup to
subgroup, e.g., child care may be available only for AFDC
recipients who are working; other services may be based on income
levels, as well as directed toward specific groups.

There is no statutory or regulatory requirement for applicationof disregards, deductions, or discounts from gross earned income.
States, typicaliy, set income eligibility based on a single
income figure.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

In addition to whatever income eligibility criteria may be
established, the need for the service is the primary condition
which must be established for eligibility. Some services may be
directed at specific subgroups, a g., meals on wheels for the
homebound elderly, disability services for the disabled, servicesto unmarried parents.
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There are no federal statutory or regulatory job search or pork
requirev-:its under the SSBG; currently, no state has chosen '7o
institute such requirements as a condition of eligibility lor
social services.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Some states charge fees for some services, particularly child day
care services.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Program intake under the SSBG is accomplished through a wide
variety of processes including all of the following: voluntary
application; referral by a third party including service
providers, law enforcement agencies, other community agencies and
organizations, and friends and neighbors; automatic intake due to
eligibility for some other program or service.

The local administering agency or service provider may be a state
or local agency (e.g., county, city, or regional office),
proprietary or nonprofit agency, or an individual service
provider.

B. Program benefits or services.

A wide range of services are provided under the SSBG to meet a
wide range of service needs under each of the objectives in the
statute. For example:

o To meet the goal of self-support, an AFDC recipient may
need child day care, transportation, counseling, or a
work or training program;

o To meet tb.e coals of maintaining self-sufficiency and
preventing . Istitutionalization, an individual may need
homemaker services, chore services, or home health
services;

o To prevent abuse, neglect, or exploitation, children and
adults may require emergency intervention services,
protective services, emergency medical care, substitute or
foster care, or counseling.

However, the statute at 42 U.S.C. 1397d contains several
limitations on the use of SSBG funds. For example, funds may not
be used for cash payments as a service, for costs of subsistence
or for the provision of room cnd board except in special
circumstances, for the provision of child care unless the service
meets applicable state and local standards or for the provision
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of medical care, unless it is an integral but subordinate part of
a social service.

Services are provided directly to the recipient, e.g., day care
for children, chore services for the elderly, counseling,
transportation, services and activities in senior citizen
centers.

Each state sets its own factors, conditions, formulas, and
criteria for services. They may vary from service to service;
they may be in effect state-wide or may vary in different
geographic areas throughout the state. In addition, the state
must provide the public an opportunity to review and comment on
the state's proposed services program and the factors,
conditions, formulas, and criteria for services. All factors,
conditions, criteria, and formulas established by the state are
applied at the time the individual requests services from the
services provider.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information on average duration of services is available.
Maximum duration or participation limitations are determined by
each state based on the need for service, funds available, and
other factors.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

States have the flexibility to make groups of persons
categorically eligible for SSBG. For example, currently, all
states make AFDC recipients eligible for all services and SSI
recipients eligible for most services. This continues the
pattern of predecessor programs which conferred categorical
eligibility on these groups.

Un er, the previous Title XX program, information reported by the
states for FY 1980 indicated that AFDC recipients represented 27
percent of those receiving services under Title XX, while SSI
recipients represented 11 percent of those receiving services.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Neither the statute nor the regulations prohibit counting the
income or resources provided under any other assistance program
in establishing eligibility criteria. These decisions are left
up to the state.

States make the decisions on who will be eligible for services
and set their own income levels for recipient eligibility for
social services. If an individual's circumstances and income
change, that may result in as change in SSBG eligibility.
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C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

There are several federal programs which authorize the same or
similar services. Because of coordination among state and local
agencies and due to the nature of social services, there is
rarely duplication of services to a specific individual.

The following federal statutes and programs authorize services
that are the same or similar to the services that may, at state
option, be provided under the SSBG:

o Older Americans Act
o Developmental Disabilities Act
o Head Start Act
o Child Abuse & Neglect Prevention and Treatment Act
o Foster Care and Adoption Assistance Program (Independent

Living Initiatives)
o Child Welfare Services (Title IV-B of the Social Security

Act)
o Runaway Youth Program
o Family Violence Prevention and Services Act
o Dependent Care Planning Grant Program
o Community Services Block Grant
o Maternal & Child Health Services Block Grant
o Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Services Block Grant
o Preventive Health & Health Services Block Grant
o Family Planning Services (Title X of the Public Health

Services Act)
o Adolescent Family Life Demonstration Program

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Finance
Subcommittee on Social Security and Income Maintenance
Programs

House of Representatives

Committee on House Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation
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B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Hu;..lan Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

PREDECESSOR PROGRAMS (Titles I, IV -A, X, XIV, and XVI (AABD) of
the Social Security Act)

The origin of the SSBG program is found in the public assistance
titles of the Social Security Act. In 1956, federal funds were
first authorized for social services only for recipients of
public income maintenance assistance (AFDC; cash assistance for
the aged, blind, and disabled) with federal funds matching state
funds dollar for dollar. It was hoped that through the provision
of services, the unemployed could achieve economic independence.
Funding was open-ended, i.e., not capped. In 1962, a 75 percent
matching rate was enactee-,0 and states were permitted to provide
services to former and potential -- as well as current -- income
maintenance recipients. Federal regulations specified what
services could be provIded, to whom, and under what conditions.
In 1967, states were allowed to purchase services on behalf of
recipients from private service providers.

Between 1967 and 1972, federal expenditures grew rapidly. Muchof this increase was due to state efforts to finance state
institutional programs in mental health, retardation,
corrections, and some education programs from open-ended federal
funds. As a result, Congress placed a $2.5 billion ceiling on
federal social services funding in 1972 with each state's share
determined on the basis of the proportion of its population to
the total population of all the states. During 1972 and 1973,
efforts by the Department to control social services expenditures
through rigorous financial reviews and regulations met with
strong opposition. The controverry culminated in the enactment
of Title XX.

TITLE XX OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

In 1974, Congress enacted, effective October 1, 1975, a new Title
XX of the Social Security Act to establish a new basis for
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federal funding of social services programs. It retained the
$2.5 billion ceiling on federal expenditures, the allocation
formula on the basis of population, and the matching
requirements.

The Title XX program required that at least three services be
available for SSI recipients and required that an amount equal to
50 percent of the federal funds received by the states must be
spent for services to AFDC and SSI recipients. In addition, the
statute permitted services to be provided, at state option, on
the basis of income eligibility not to exceed 115 percent of a
state's median income. The law a'.so permitted, at state option,

the provision cif protective services, family planning services,
and information and referral services to persons regardless of

income.

Title XX gave states flexibility in establishing eligibility
criteria within each state. States could set their own income
criteria at or below the maximum statutory level or establish
group eligibility for such groups as the elderly or the
handicapped living in public housing. services need not be
provided state-wide, and different services could be provided in
different geographic areas within a state.

States were required to develop a Comprehensive Annual Services
Program Plan which set forth the services to be provided, the
eligibility criteria for each service, and the geographic area
and method of prevision for social services. The Title XX law
mandated public participation in the development of the plan.

Title XX was subsequently modified by several legislative
amendments. Four of these amendments were concerned primarily
with the postponement of staffing requirements in c",41d day care
centers and group homes (Federal Interagency Day Care
Requirements). Other changes included:

o Limitations on room and board and medical or remedial care
were relaxed when these items were included in services to
drug addicts;

o Group eligibility (as opposed to individual eligibility) was
authorized primarily through the efforts of advocates of the
elderly who argued that individual eligibility
determinations in senior citizen centers were
administratively burdensoT ;

o $200 million was added Ave the ceiling in FY 1977-1981
with no federal match required for expenditures for child
care. States were also authorized within the $200 million
to make grants to day care providers to AFDC
recipients;

o States were required (in an effort to prevent fraud and
abuse) to collect certain information concerning ownership
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and business transactions from providers of medical or
remedial care or health-related homemaker services.

TITLE XX REVISED: THE SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

The Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Pub. L. 97-35)
amended Title XX of the Social Security Act to establish "Block
Grants to States for Social Services" which cor.solidated the
funding for social services, child day care services, and social
services staff training. Pub. L. 97-35 also reduced the SSBG
ceiling to $2.4 billion for FY 1982 and eliminated the state
matching requirement and other administrative requirements.

Under the SSBG program, states have greater flexibility to
determine what services will be provided, who will be eligible to
receive services, and how funds will be distributed among the
'various services offered within the state.

The SSBG has not been amended since its enactment.
Appropriations have increased from $2.4 billion in FY 1982 to
$2.725 billion in FY 1985. With one exception, these increases
merely raised the funding ceiling for the program. However, Pub.
L. 98-473, enacted October 12, 1984, increased the Title XX
appropriation by earmarking $25 million as an "incentive" for
sfates to enact state laws and regulations to require employment
history, background checks, and stational criminal record checks
for certain categories of child care givers. These incentive
funds were distributed based on the allocation formula in the
statute. A state could use its full share of the $25 million
only if it enacted the required laws and regulations. These
funds were earmarked for training, including training in the
prevention of child abuse, as a response to reports of child
abuse in child day care settings.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

Combined final regulations for the seven DHHS block grants,
including the SSBG program, were published at 45 CFR Part 96 on
July 6, 1982. As the preamble to the regulations states:
"... the Secretary has determined that the Department should
implement the block grant programs in a manner that is fully
consistent with the Congressional intent to enlarge the states'
ability to control use of the funds involved. Accordingly, to
the extent possible, we will not burden the states'
administration of the programs with definitions of permissible
and prohibited activities, procedural rules, paperwork and
recordkeeping requirements, or other regulatory provisions. The
states will, for the most part, be subject only to the statutory
requirements, and the Department will carry out its functions
with due regard for the limited nature of the role that Congress
has assigned to us."

117



The regulations briefly describ3d "general procedures" for the
block grants, financial management, and enforcement activities
(complaints, hearings, and appeals).

Major final regulations for the predecessor Title XX program were
published June 77, 1975, and January 31, 1977. In addition, a
number of technical amendments were published during the period
this program was in effect (October 1, 1975, through September
30, 1981). in general, the purpose of the regulations was to
clarify requirements, increase state flexibility in administering
the program, and make technical changes required by new
legislation.



VIII. A. TOTAL
13.667 SOCIAL SERVICES

FY

1

85 PROGRAM 3PEMING
BLOCK GIANT

Total (1)

(In thousands)

United States
1 $2,725,000

Alabama $46,149
Alaska $5,126
Arizona $33,473
Arkansas $26,814
California $289,368
Colorado $35,638
Connecticut $36,903
Delaware $7,046
D. C. $7,385
Florida $121,908
Geor $65,999
Hawall $11,634
Idaho $11,294
Illinois $133,987
Indiana $64,032
Iowa $34,000

$28,183
$42,918

Louisiana $51,053
Maine $13,261
Maryland $49,917
Massachusetts $67,660
Michigan $106,611
Minnesota $48,372
Mississippi $29,857
Missouri $57,946
Montana $9,375
Nebraska $18,562
Nevada $10,311
New Hampshire $11,130
New Jersey $87,054
New Mexico $15,906
New York $206,680
N. Carolina $70,446
N. Dakota $7,842
Ohio $126,297
Oklahoma $37,183
Oregon $31 104
Pennsylvania $131,867
Rhode island $11,212
S. Carolina $37,488
S. Dakota $8,087
Tennessee $54,435
Texas $178,836
Utah $18,188
Vermont $6,039
Virginia $61,266
Washington $49,683
W. Virginia $22,799
Wisconsin $55,769

Guam
Wyoming $5,875

$470
Puerto Rico $14,095
Virgin Islands $470

Data Sources: State allotments

published 1/15/85 at 15 FR 2090.

(1) These figures represent state allotments for FY 1985.
Except for audit reports, DIMS did not require states or
other jurisdictions to report experilture data In FY 1985.
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VIII. B. TOTAL

13.667 SOCIAL SERVICES

FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING
BLOCK GRANT

Total '(1)

(In thousands)

United States $2,700,000
I

Alabama $45,864

Alaska $4,824

ArLorla $32,715

Arkansas $26,884

California $283,312

Colorado $34,717

Connecticut $36,896

Delaware $7,002

D. C. $7,388

Florida $119,233

Georgiai $65,266

Hawa i $11,487

d $11,229

Iahollinois $134,209

Indiana $64,025

lowa $33,944

Kansas $27,903

Kentucky $42,878

Louisiana $50,443

Maine $13,268
Maryland $49,916

Massachusetts $67,596

Michigan $107,770

Minnesota $47,937

Mississippi $29,636

Missouri $57,854

Montana $9,285

NeNebvada

raska $18,465
$9,894

New Hampshire $10,960

New Jersey $86,694

New Mexico $15,550

New York $206,102

N. Carolina $69,704

N. Dakota $7,705

Ohio $126,235

Oklahoma $36,298

Oregon $31,041

Pennsylvania $138,998

Rhode Island $11,159

S. Carolina $37,083

S. Dakota
Tennessee $54$8,,003202

Texas $172,196

Utah $17,774

Vermont $6,042

Virginia $63,580

Washington $49,377

W. Virginia $22,856

Wisconsin $55,524

Wyoming $5,761

Guam $466
Puerto Rico $13966
Virgin Islands $466

Data Sources: State allotments
published 11/25/83 at 48 FR 53176.

(1) State allotments for FY 1984. Except for audit reports, DHHS did

not require states or other jurisdictions to report expenditure data

for FY 1984



Xi. HISTORICAL DATA (In thousands)

13.667 SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

Federal

Fiscal

Year

Total

Federal

Obligations
WWWWWWWWWW.WWWWW

Total

' State-Local

SpenuIng
1 ' Persons

(1)' Served
:

(2)'

Federal

Staff

----------
(3)1

(4)11985 $2,725,000
371984 $2,700,000 371983 $2,675,000
371982 $2,400,000 371981 $2,900,000 $900,000 2001980 $2,700,000 $833,000 7,000 200

1979 $2,900,000 $500,000 7,200 2001978 $2,700,000 $400,000 7,000 2001977 $2,700,000 $400,000 6,400 2001976 $2,500,000 $400,000 2001975 $2,000,000 $185,000
1974 $1,600,000 $130,000
1973 $1,600,000 $87,500
1972 $1,600,000 $87,500
1971 $740,000 $70,000
1970 $520,000 $88,750
1969 $350,000 $73,750
1968 $350,000 $61,250
1967 $280,000 $48,750
1966 $355,000
1965 $295,000
1964 $245,000
1963 $195,000
1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: Title XX Social Services Block Grant program (FY 1982-1985)
Title XX Social Services Formula Grant program (FY 1976-1981)

(1) The information represents the required state match under Title XX.
Since 1981, no match of state funds has been required. However,
many states continue the pattern of putting state funds Into these programs.
(2) The numbers contained In this column provide data on
primary recipients only, lather than a count on all people
receiving services. Under Title XX, a primary recipient Is an
Individual with whom or for whom a specific goal Is established
and to whom services are provided for the purpose of achieving
that goal. Services are considered provided to the primary
recipient when they are provided to other members of the
primary recipient's family to facilitate achleyment of the goal
of the primary recipient.

(3) Not in thousands.

(4) These figures represent an estimated pro-rated share of
HOS salaries and expenses accouit.
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HEAD START

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Head Start, with the aid of direct participation of parents in
the program, provides a comprehensive set of services
(educational, health, nutritional, and social services) intended
to strengthen the abilities of disadvantaged children to succeed
in school and in later life. The USDA Child Care Feeding Program
provides funds to cover the cost of feeding Head Start children
and the Medicaid/EPSDT program provides medical care to Medicaid
enrolled children. The Head Start program is administered by the
Department of Health and Human Services. States have only a
modest advisory role, although local governments are sometimes
selected to operate Head Start programs.

In FY 1985, about $1.075 billion was appropriated by the federal
government for Head Start programs and grantees were required
under the 20 percent matching formula to generate an additional
$269 million in cash and in-kind contributions to fully fund the
programs. The program served about 452,000 children in FY 1985.
Over the past 10 years, the number of children served under Head
Start has increased about 30 percent and the real r-sts of the
program have increased about 33 percent.

The Head Start statute requires that at least 90 percent of the
children served by the program must come from families with
incomes at or below the federal poverty guidelines or from
families receiving public assistance such as AFDC. Children
found eligible remain eligible throughout the program year in
which they are enrolled and the immediately succeeding program
year regardless of any changes in family income.



II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Head Start.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.600
Budget account number(s): 75-1636-0-1-506.

C. Current authorizing statute: 42 U.S.C. 9831-9852.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 45 CFR Parts 1301, 1302, 1303, 1304 and 1305.

E. Federal administering agency: Administration for Children,
Youth and Families, Office of Human Development Se:vices,
Department of Health and Human Services.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Counties; cities; tribal organizations; private
nonprofit organizations; school districts; and Community
Action Agencies.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Counties; cities; tribal organizations; private
nonprofit organizations; school districts; and Community
Action Agencies.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

A formula contained in the Head Start Act of 1986 prescribes the
distribution of Head Start funds among states. The Act requiresthat 87 percent of Head Start's appropriation be distributed asfollows:

Each state receives (from the 87 percent) what it received in FY1981. The remaining funds of the 87 percen', after each state
receives its FY 1981 base, are allocated to each state based onthe state's number of poor children aged 0-5 relative to thenumber of poor children aged 0-5 in the nation (2/3 of the
funds), and the state's number of children 0-18 in families
receiving AFDC benefits relative to the nation's number of
children 0-18 in families receiving AFDC benefits (1/3 of thefunds).

Head Start grantees are required to submit an annual request forrefunding to the appropriate regional office. This application
is reviewed in terms of the number oL children proposed to be
served, services provided, and costs. The funding level for
individual grantees is generally determined by using the previous
year's funding level as the base, adding any appropriate
increases such as cost-of-living awards, considering the
grantee's prior performance level, including service provisionand effective or efficient cost management, and taking into
account the results of the application review process.
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Funds ave generally awarded to the same grantees each year,
assuming they are performing in a satisfactory manner. In cases

whore a grantee voluntarily relinquishes the grant, or where the

grantee is involuntarily terminated, qualified agencies in the
community are encouraged to submit applications for replacement

funding. A competitive process is used to make new awards. In

addition, if Head Start receives an increase in appropriations
and uses part of the increase to expand enrollment (as happened
in FY 1984 and FY 1985) a competitive expansion process is used

to allocate the additional funds. Head Start is not an
entitlement program and federal funding is capped.

The remaining 13 percent of Head Start's appropriation is used to

fund Indian and Migrant programs, programs in the Outer Pacific,

and the Virgin Islands, to supplement the funds allocated to the
states as discussed above, and to fund research, demonstration,
and evaluation projects, training and te:hnical assistance, and
special services to the handicapped.

The Head Start Act requires a 25 percent match of the federal
funds (or 20 percent of the total cost of the program) awarded
for each grant under this program. The non-federal portion must
be generated by grantees and may be cash or fairly valued in-kind
contributions of grantee-incurred costs. The activities the
grantees support must be project-related and allowable under the
cost principles provided in 45 CFR Part 74, the Department'
regulation on the administration of ',rants.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

States play no role in administering the Head Start program.
However, the Governor's office has a 30 day period to review each
Head Start grant awarded in his or her state. The governor may
recommend that any particular grantee not be funded.

In addition, some 2Jcal governments are Head Start grantees or
sub-grantees (delegates). These agencies operate Head Start
programs and prc side the full range of services to the children
they serve at do all other grantees.

J. Audit quality control.

There are no standards for administrative efficiency in the Head
Start program. However, all grantees are subject to annual
audits to assure that funds are being expended only for Head
Start related activities.

Costs may be disallowed if the auditor determines that Head Start
funds were improperly used. All Head Start grantees are subject
to the Grant Administration procedures contained in 45 CFR Part
74.
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The majority of audits show no improper expenditure of federal
funds by Head Start programs. In those instances where problems
are encountered it is generally due to one or more of the
following reasons:

o There has been a failure to provide or document the
required nonfederal share;

o Expenditure reports are untimely or incorrect;

o Expenditures are not properly documented;

There are no written operating procedures;

o The controls and operating procedures need
strengthening;

o There are inadequate. records to support equipment purchases;

o The salaries and wages are not supported by time and
attendance reports;

An excessive cash balance has been maintained;

There has been interest earned on federal funds.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The objectives of Head Start, as articulated in Section 636 of
the enabling legislation, are: (1) to provide "comprehensive
health, educational, nutritional, social, and other services to
economically disadvantaged children and their families;" (2) to
provide for the direct participation of the parents of such
children in the 3evelopment, conduct, and overall direction of
the program.

Program funds may be used to meet specific needs of low income
recipients related to health, education, nutrition, social, and
other services. The Head Start program is intended to strengthen
the ability of the disadvantaged child to succeed in school and
in :Later life. In addition, an essential part of the program is
the involvement of parents in program planning and operating
activities.

B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

In FY 1965, a typical grantee's program funds were allocated
among the various activities according to the following
distribution: Education -- 42 percent; Health -- 6 percent;
Nutrition -- 6 percent; Social Services -- 6 percent; Parent
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Involvement -- 6 percent; Administration -- 15 percent; Occupancy

-- 8 percent; Transportation -- 10 percent; Other -- 1 percent.

In addition to direct program services, approximately 2.6 percent
of the Head Start budget is used for research, demonstration, and
evaluation projects, training and technical assistance to
grantees, and for special services to the handicapped.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

The eligibility unit is the family with a preschool child.

B. Income eligibility standards.

At least 90 percent of all children served in Head Start must
come from families with income at or below the federal poverty
guidelines or from families receiving public assistance. Up to
10 percent of Head Start enrolled children may be from families
whose income exceeds the federal poverty guidelines.

There is no variation in eligibility standards by 3ubgroup.

There are no disregards, deductions, or discounts from gross
earned income allowed in determining eligibility. However,
children and families who have been found eligible remain
eligible throughout the program year in which they were enrolled
and the immediately succeeding program year regardless of any
changes in gross earned income.

There are no limits on assets for Head Start families.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Participant children must be of the right age for the local Head
Start programs. Usually children aged four and five participate.

The Head Start Act requires that at least 10 percent of the
enrollment opportunities in each state must be made available to

handicapped children. Handicapped children must meet the same
income eligibility requirement as all other Head Start children.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to

spend to receive benefits.

None.
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V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

A Head Start program's recruitment activity may include
canvassing the local community, news releases and advertising,
and referrals of families by other public or private agencies.
An application for enrollment of children in a Head Start program
may be made at any time during the program year. Approximately452,000 children were enrolled, in Head Start during FY 1986.

B. Program benefits or services,

The Head Start program is intended to strengthen the ability ofthe disadvantaged child to succeed in school and later life. Inaddition, an essential part of the Head Start program is the
involvement of parents in parent education and program planningand operating activities.

All programs must provide, center based experiences for the childand home visits to parents or a home-based program, includinggroup experiences. All activities are designed to provide the
comprehensive services necessary for meeting the child's
developmental needs and the home visit activities are to enhancethe parent's role in educating and nurturing their children.
Benefits include health, dental, educational, nutritional, andsocial services to children and their families.

Eligible children enrolled in Head Start programs are entitled toparticipate in all activities administered by the programs. Eachprogram takes into account such factors as age, developmental
level, family situation, handicaps, health or learning problems,and previous preschool experience when developing and schedulingits activities.

Head Start programs must ensure that all handicapped childrenreceive the full range of comprehensive services provided to allHead Start children and families. In addition, special educationservices and support services are provided to meet the uniqueneeds of the individual handicapped child and his or her family.Some of the special services pro' ded to parents of handicappedchildren include counseling, referrals to other agencies, parentconferences with technical staff, literatmre and special teachingequipment, workshops, medical assistance, and special classes.Handicapped children in Head Start are provided whatever specialequipment or materials they need and are given assistance indealing with their handicap. This assistance may be provided byHead Start personnel or from other professionals throughreferrals by Head Start. All handicapped children in Head Startare served in a mainstream setting so that they may interact andfeel comfortable with their norihandicapped peers. To ensureoptimal transition from Head Start: into public school, Head Startpersonnel help parents participate in developing an IndividualEducation Program for each handicapped child.
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Most Head Start grantees operate a part-day program which may be

either four or five days per week for less than six hours a day.

There usually will be a minimum of 130 days of planned classroom
operations per year and includes two home visits annually. A few

Head Start grantees operate a full-day program for five days a
week, six or more hours per day. A number of Head Start grantees

operate home-based programs which usually have a minimum )f one
planned home visit each week and two planned group sesqloi,s for

children each month. Programs attempt to provide at least one
full year of service to all enrolled children and families. Some

children and families receive more than one additional year of
Head Start services.

C. Duration of benefits.

During FY 1984 approximately 7 percent of the children enrolled

in Head Start participated for less than three months, 66 percent

participated for one program year, 23 percent participated for
two program years, and 4 percent participated for three program

years. During FY 1985, approximately 7 percent of the children
enrolled in Head Start participated for less than three months,
69 percent participated for one program year, 21 percent
participated for two years. and 3 percent participated for three

years.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Participation in the AFDC program provides automatic eligibility

for Head Start. Participation in other assistance programs does

not preclude participation in Head Start.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Income received in the form of public assistance (AFDC) is not
counted because a family receiving public assistance is
automatically eligible for Head Start. All other cash income is
counted for purposes of determining eligibility.

The amount of services providqd to program recipients does not
increase or decrease as a result of benefits or services received

from other assistance programs. Head Start does receive support
from two other federal programs: Medicaid/EPSDT and the Child
Care Food Program of the Department of Agriculture.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

There are no other federal programs providing exactly the same
services as Head Start. However, child care for low income

families may be funded through the Social Services Block Grant,
and reimbursed by the AFDC, Food Stamps, and WIN.
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VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
t.e House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Children, Family, Drugs and Alcoholism

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Human Resources

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, andRelated Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, andRelated Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal Legislation

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 was passed to "strengthen,
supplement, ;And coordinate efforts to eliminate poverty in theUnited States." In 1966, amendments were passed making Head
Start part of the Economic Opportunity Act. They also required
training, technical assistance, evaluation, and follow-through tobe included in Head Start. The 1972 Amendments required that atleast 10 percent of enrollment opportunities be made available to
handicapped children (Pub. L. 93-644, passed in 1974, required 10percent of enrollment opportunities in each state be made
available to handicapped children). The Head Start Economic
Opportunity and Community Partnership Act of 1974 transferredHead Start to the Department of Health, Education and Welfarewhile expanding the legislative language. The 1975 amendments tothis Act specified a new funding formula and established
eligibility criteria. Since 1975, four additional pieces of
authorizing legislation have been passed by Congress, the mostrecent being the Human Services Reduthorization Act of 1986 (Pub.L. 99-425) whit authorizes Head Start through FY 1990.
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E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory

changes.

Head Start is governed by five Head Start specific regulations,

all listed under Title 45, Chapter XII, Subchapter A. They are

Parts 1301 (Head Start Grants Administration), 1302 (Policies and

procedures for selection, initial funding, and refunding of Head

Start grantees, and for selection of replacement grantees), and

1303 (Procedures for appeals for Head Start delegate agencies,

and for opportunities to show cause and hearings for Head Start

grantees), all enacted in April 1979; Part 1304 (Program
performance standards for operation of Head Start programs by

grantees and delegate agencies), enacted in August 1975; and Part

1305 (Eligibility requirements and limitations for enrollment in

Head Start), enacted in April 1978.



VIII. A. TOTAL
13.600 HEAD START

FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING

BENEFITS
Federal

__

$887,926

$18,170

$1,907
$7,682
$9,273

$84,572

$8,167
$8,423
$1,869

(In thousands)

(2)

State-local

$221,986

$4$42
$477

$1,921
$2,318

$21,143
$2,041

$2$4,1606

8

(4)

(1)

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C. $5,249 $1,312
Florida $24,542 $6,136
Georg

is
$21,099 $5 275

Hawai $3,341 $835
Idaho $2,444 $611
Illinois $44,936 $11,234
Indiana $12,346 $3,087
Iowa $6,510 $1,628
Kansa^ $5,571 $1,393
Kentucky $17,221 $4,305
Louisiana $18,695 $4$929,674
Maine $3,715
Maryland $11,840 $2,960
Massachusetts $19,585 $4,896
Michigan $36,638 $9,160
Minnesota $9,203 $2,301
Mississippi $44,093 $11,023
Missouri $15,435 $3,859
Montana $2,223 $556
Nebraska
Ne

$3,570

$1,259 $315

$893

New Hampshire $1,692 $423
New Jersey $26,193 $6,548
New Mexico $5,256 $1,314
New York $65,681 $16,420
N. Carolina $18,771 $4$3,6293

N. Dakota $1,290 3
Ohik

laoOhcoa
$36,294
$10,658

$9,073

$2,664
Oregon $7,040 $1,760
Pennsylvania $37,727 $9,432
Rhode Island $2,892 $723
S. Carolina $11,631 $2,908
S. Dakota $2,044 $511
Tennessee $15,739 $3,935

Utah
Texas $40,083

$3,675
$10,021

$918
Vermont $1,760 $440
Virginia $12,611 $3,153
Washington $9,834 $2,458
W. Virginia $7,582 $1,896
Wiscons

Wyoming
in $13,000

$1,176
$3,250
$294

Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

$36390
$1,

,

4
$ 9,098

$466
Indians $31,813 $7,954
Migrants 1 $33,047 $8,262
Outer Pacific $2,605 1 $651

ADMINISTRATION (3)
Federal 'State-local 1(4)1

$156,691 I $39,175 I

$3,206
$336

$1,356

$1,636
$14,924

$1,441

$15330$330

$926

$433,1

$3 723
$590

$431

$7,930
$2,178
$1,149

$983
$3,039

$3,299
$656

$2,089

$3,456
$6,466
$1,624
$7,782

$2$392,723

$222630

$

29

$4$,622

9

92

$11$,591

7

$3$228,312

$6,405

$1,881

$1,242
$6,658
$510

$2$,05361 2

$2,777
$7,073
$649

$311

$2,225
$1,735
$1,338

$2,294
28

$6$0,422

329

$5,$615

$5,832
$460 1

$802
$84

$309 39

$4

$3$360,731

$$82372

$232
$1,082

$931

$147

$108
$1,983

$545
7$28

$246
$7
$82605

$164

$522
$864

$1,616
4

$1$,94065

$681

$98

56

$$ 158

$1,$156

75

232

$2$,898

$$57828

$1$47,601

0
$311

$1,664

$128
$$90513

$694

$1$162
$78

$5

$4354

6

5

$57$334

$52

$1,$82605

$1,404

$1,458

$115

Total (5)_
$1,305,778

$26,720
$2,804

$11,298
$13,636
$124,370
$12,009
$12,388
$2,749

$7,719
$36,091
$31,028
$4,913

$3,594
$66,083
$18,156

$9,574
$8,193

$25,325
$27,493
$5,464

$17,411

$28,801
$53,880
$13,534

184,843
$22,698
$3,269
$5,251

$1,852
$2,489

$38,519
$7,729
$96,590
$27,604

$1,898
$53,373

$15,673
$10,353
$55,481

$4,253
$17,104

$3,006
$23,145

$58,945
$5,404

$2,589
$18,545
$14,461

$11,151

$19130 18

1

$$53,,7515

2,

$$46, 7118

$48,599

$3,831

Data Sources: Grant awards,

(1) The data represent grant awards, and are not consistent with Table Xi which Is based on obligations.
(2) Benefits are defined as those uosts which directly support the provision of health, dental, nutritional,
educational, and social services to Head Start Children and their families. These costs Include the salaries
of staff who directly provide these services.

(a) Administrative costs are those costs which Indirectly support the provision of services and include,
for example, the salaries of office clerical staff and part of the salaries of directors. These
estimates reflect 15 percent of funds, the maximum allowed for administration.
(4) The data are estimates based on the statutory requirement treat at least 20 percent of funds be
provided by local programs.
(5) In addition ilead Start awarded $28.1 million In FY 1985 for kesearch Demonstration, and Evaluation
projects, training and technical assistance to grantees, and special services to handicapped children.
Precise data on the amount of theses funds spent In each state are not available,
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)

13.600 HEAD START

BENEFITS (2) AD4INISTRATION (3)

Federal
__ __ __

State-local (4) Federal 'State-local
__

1

___
(4) Total '(5)

United States $822,587 $205,651 $142,603 I $38,856 $1,209,697

Alabama $16,962 $4,240 = $2,993 $i48 $24,943

Alaska $1,776 $444 I $313 $78 I $2,611

Arizona $6,964 $1,741 I $1,229 $307 $10,241

Arkansas $8,587 $2,147 $1,516 $379 $12,629

California $77,192 $19,298 $13,622 $3,406 $113,518

Colorado $7,632 $1,908 $1,347 $337 I $11,224

Connecticut $7,960 $1,990 $1,405 $351 = $11,706

Delaware $1,732 $433 $306 $76 I $2,547
D. C. $5,011 $1,253 $884 $221 I $7,369

Florida $22,383 $5,596 $3,950 = $987 $32,916

Georgia $19,370 $4,842 $855 $3,418 I $28,485

Hawaii $3,069 $767 $542 $135 I $4,513
Idaho $2,257 $565 $399 $100 $3,321

Illinois $41,203 $10,301 $7,271 $1,818 I $60,593

Indiana $11,352 $2,838 $2,003 $501 I $16,694

Iowa $6,015 $1,504 $1,062 $265 I $8,846

Kansas $5,151 $1,288 $909 $227 I $7,575

Kentucky $16,261 $4,065 I $2,870 $717 $23,913

Louisiana $17,197 $4,299 $3,035 $759 $25,290

Maine $3,478 $870 I $614 $153 = $5,115

Maryland $11,024 $2,756 I $1,945 $486 $16,211

Massachusetts $18,622 $4,656 $3,286 $822 $27,386

Michigan $33,771 $8,443 I $5,960 $1,490 I $49,664

Mlnnesota $8,656 $2,164 $1,528 $382 $i2,730

Mississippi $43,335 $10,834 I $7,647 $1,912 $63,728

Missouri $14,340 $3,585 $2,531 I $633 $21,089
Montana $2,063 $516 I $364 I $91 $3,034
Nebraska $3,300 $825 $582 $146 $4,853

Nevada $1,148 $287 I $203 $51 $1,680
New Hampshire $1,569 $393 $277 $69 $2,308

New Jersey $24,562 $6,141 $4,335 $1,084 $36,122

New Mexico $4,837 $1,209 $854 I $213 $7,113

New York $60,036 $15,009 $10,595 $2,649 $88,289

N. Carolina $17,744 $4,436 $3,1S1 $783 $26,094
N. Dakota $1,171 $293 I $207 $52 I $1,723
Ohio $33,147 $8,287 $5,849 $1,462 $48,745
Oklahoma $10,014 $2,503 $1,767 $442 $14,726
Oregon $6,589 $1,647 $1,163 $291 $9,690

Pennsylvania $35,063 $8,766 $6,188 $1,547 $51,564
Rhode Island $2,700 $675 $476 I $119 $3,970

S. Carolina $10,672 $2,668 $1,883 $471 $15,694

S. Dakota $1,887 $472 $333 $83 $2,775
Tennessee $14,617 $3,654 $2,579 $645

I $21,495

Texas $36,940 $9,235 $6,519 $1,630 I $54,324

Utah $3,371 $843 I $595 $149 $4,958

Vermont $1,630 $408 $288 $72 $2,398

Virglnla $11,676 $2,919 $2,060 I $515 $17,170

Washington $9,307 $2,327 $1,642 $411 $13,687
W. Virginia $7,099 $1,775 $1,253 $313 $10,440

Wisconsin $11,824 $2,956 $2,087 $522 I $17,389
Wyoming $1,074 $268 $189 $47 $1,578
Puerto Rim $33,152 $8,288 I $5,850 $1,463 $48,753
Virgin Islands $1,745 $436 I $308 $77 $2,866

Indians $29,953 $7,489 I $5,286 $1,322 $44,050
Migrants $30,088 $7,522 $5,310 $1,327 $44,247

Outer Pacific $2,309 $577 I $408 $102 $3,396

Data Sources: Grant awards,

(1) The data represent grant awards, and are not consistent with Table XI which Is based on obligations.

(2) Benefits are defined as those costs which directly support the provision of health, dental, nutritional,

educational, and social services to Head Stut children and their famIlles. These costs Include the salaries
of staff Who directly provide these services.
(3) Administrative costs are those costs which indirectly support the provision of services and Include,

for example, the salaries of office clerical staff and part of the salaries of directors. These estimates
reflect 15 percent of funds, the maxlmum allowed for administration.
(4) The data are estimates based on the statutory requirement that at least 20 percent of funds be
provided by local programs.

(5) In addition Head Start awarded $28 million In FY 1984 for Research, Demonstration, and Evaluation
projects, training ana technical assistance to grantees, and special services to handicapped children.

Prole° data on the amount of theses funds spent In each state are not avallable.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

13.600 HEAD START

Children I :Handicapped I

Served 1(1)Ior Disabled R2)

United States 450,452 55,425

Alabama 10,537 I 1,072
Alaska 800 80
Arizona I 3,532 I

400
Arkansas 5,981 754
California 34,381 I 3,608
Colorada 4,715 597
Connecticut 4,242 523
Delaware 871

I

130
D. C. 2,099 I 248
Florida I

13,065 f 1,523
Gecrgia 10,918 1,309
Hawaii 1,401 172
Idaho 1,216 240
Illinois 22,078 I 2,413
Indiana 6,867 I 965
Iowa 3,671 = 564
Kansas 3,319 542
Kentucky 10,498 = 1,180
Louisiana 10,613 1,183
Maine 1,701 = 311
Maryland 5,216 I 707
Massachusetts 7,853 1,248
Michigan 20,015 2,228
Minnesota 4,858 594
Mississippi 27,999 3,041
Missouri 8,758 1,505
Montana 1,177 I 158
Nebraska 2,043 I

367
Nevada 574 73
New Hampshire 783 111
New Jersey 9,780 1,136
New Mexico 3,805 386
New York 24,300 I

2,677
N. Carolina 10,607 I 1,383
N. Dakota 727 112
Ohio 21,306 I 2,993
Oklahoma 7,229 1,069
Oregon 2,925 472
Pennsylvania 16,125 2,794
Rhode Island 1,393 191
S. Carolina 6,744 786
S. Dakota 1,097 133
Tennessee I 8,790 1,069
Texas I

22,432 3,056
Utah 2,033 269
Vermont 913 I

I 130
Vir L,'620 788
Washington 4,347 I 694
W. Virginia 4,143 = 674
Wisconsin 6,691 845
Wyoming 698 I 91

Puerto Rico 19,001 I 2,102
Virgin Islands 1,089 58
Indians 13,874 I 1,598
Migrants 18,397 1,897
Outer Pacific 1 4,405 176

Data Sources: Grant award documents; and the Head Start Program information Report

(1) Based on undwilcated annual count.

(2) A handicapped child In Head Start Is one who has been professionally diagnosed
as handicapped and who, by reason of the handicap, requires special education
and related services.



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT
13.600 HEAD START

CHARACTERISTICS

Children
Served (1)

Handicapped
or Disabled 1(2)

United States 442,137 55,304

Alabama 10,634 1,222
Alaska

Arizona
776

3,276 3662

8

Arkansas 5,855 758
California 32,729 3,410
Colorado 4,868 665
Connecticut

Delaware 1900
227 464

172
D. C. 1,934 227
Florida 12,545 1,494
Georgia 10,622 1,355
Hawaii 1,331 161
Idaho 1,183 292
Illinois 21,244 2,326
Indiana 6,630 925
Iowa 3,591 618
Kansas 3,230 497
Kentucky 10,453 1,237
Louisiana 10,331 1,235
Maine 1,675 322
Maryland 5,660 879
Massachusetts 7,843 1,133
MichIgan 19,448 2,190
Minnesota 4,850 611
Mississippi 28,139 3,081
MMonissouri

tana
8,649
1,145

1,337

150
Nebraska 1,975 364
Nevada 544 105
New Hampshire 754 124
New Jersey C,659 1,176
New Mexico 3,734 397
New York 24,144 2,784
N. Carolina 10,780 1,402
N. Dakota 666 105
Ohio 20,613 2,801
Oklahoma 7,191

1513Oregon 2,956
Pennsylvania 16,797 2,588
Rhode Island 1,382 193
S. Carolina 6,548 771
S. Dakota 1,054 163
Tennessee 8,718 1,192
Texas 21,672 2,414
Utah 1,967 260
Vermont 907 140
Virginia 5,652 921
Washingtco 4,326 645
W. Virginia 4,064 686
Wisconsin
Wyoming

6,444

668
7794 9

Puerto Rico 17,829 1,952
Virgin Islands 1,069 69
Indians 13,936 1,598
Migrants 18,141 2,598
Outer Pacific 4,179 168

Data Sources: Grant award documents; and

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.

(2) A handicapped child In Head Start Is

as handicapped and one who, by ream' of
and related services,

the Head Start Program information Report

one who has been profnssionally diagnosed

the handicap, requires special education



X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
13.600 HEAD START

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florgiaida

Geor

Hawaii
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

(K

Benefits
___________

$2,464

$1,773

$2,313
$2,194
$1,550

$2,461
$1,745

$1,995

$2,145

$2,862
$1,879
$1,933
$2,384

$2,010
$2,036
$1,798

$

$1,7
$1,647
$1,769

$2,185
$2,270

$2,499

$1,831
$1,895

$1,575
$1,775
$1,889

$1,765
$2,193

$2,161

$2,748
$1,381

$2,799
$1,770

$1,826

$1,703
$1,487
$2,406

$2,360
$2,077
$1,726

$1,863
$1,790
$1,790

$1,818
$1,928

$2,411

$2,262

$1,919

$1,943
$1,686
$1,915

$2,293

$1,796
$1 712

$613

Administration (1)

$435

$304
$420
$387

$274
$434
$308

$352
$379
$505
$331

$341

$421

$355

$359
$317

$315
$301

$291

$312
$385
$400
$441

$323

$334
$278
$313
$333
$312
$387
$385 1

$48

$244
$494

$312
$322
$301

$262
$425

416$

$366
$304

$9
$316
$316

$321

$340
6$42

$399
$339
$343

$3
$405
$317

302
$$108

Total

$2,899

$2,029

$2,803
$2,581

$1,824
$2,895

$2,053
$2,347
$2,524

$3,367
$2,210

$2,274
$2,805

$2,365
$2,395
$2,115
$2,101

$2,005
$1,938

$2,081

$2,570
$2,670

$2,940
$2,154
$2,229
$1,853
$2,088

$2,222

$2,077
$2,580
$2,542
$3,233
$1,625

$3,293
$2,082
$2,148

$2,004
$1,749
$2831
$2,,776

$2,443
$2,030

$2,192
$2,106
$2,106

$2,139
$2,268

$2,837
$2,661
$2258
$2,

$1,984

$2,253

$2,698
$2,113
$2 14

i0721

ansas 1,704
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraksa
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Unio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
WYoming
Puerto Rico
Indians

Migrants

Virgin Islands
Cuter Pacific

Data Source: Head Start information Report and grant aware documents.

(1) These data are calculated assuming 15 percent for administration In each gate.



X. B. MEAN FY 84

13.600 HEAD START

COSTS PER UNIT SERVED

Benefits Administration (1) Total

United States $2,326 $410 $2,736

Alabama $1,635 $288 $1,923

Alaska $2,288 $404 $2,692

Arizona $2,126 $375 $2,501

Arkansas $1,467 $259 $1,726

California $2,359 $416 $2,775

Colorado $1,573 $278 $1,851

Connecticut $1,901 $336 $2,237

Delaware $2,134 $376 $2,510

D. C. $2,755 $486 33,241

Florida $1,790 $316 $2,106

Georgia $1,842 $325 $2,167

Hawa $2,305 $407 $2,712

Idaho $1,909 $337 $2,246

Illinois $1,947 $343 $2,290

Indiana $1,730 $305 $2,035

Iowa $1,705 $301 $2,006

Kansas $1,620 $296 $1,906

Kentucky $1,559 $275 $1,834

Louisiana $1,675 $295 $1,970

Maine $2,133 $376 $2,509

Maryland $2,173 $384 $2,557

Massachusetts
Michigan

$2,387
$1,748 $308

$421 $2,808
$2,056

Minnesota $1,805 $315 $2,123

Mississippi $1,548 $273 $1,821

Missouri $1,688 $298 $1,986

Mbntana $1,802 $318 $2,120

Nebr

Nevada

aksa $1,690
$2,110

$2
$37982

$1,988

$2,482

New Hampshire $2,081 $367 $2,448

New Jersey
New Mexico

$2,680
$1,295 $2$42739

$3,153
$1,524

New York $2,732 $482 $3,214

North Carolina $1,680 $296 $1,976

North Dakota $1,759 $310 $2,069

Oh io T.10318 $286 $1,904

Oklahoma $1,404 $248 $1,652

Oregon $2,275 $402 $2,677

Pennsylvania $2,272 $401 $2,673

Rhode Island
S. Carolina

$1,979
$1,634 $288

$349 $2,328
$1,922

S. Dakota $1,790 $316 $2,106

Tennessee $1,696 tonj $1,995

Texas $1,708 .01 $2,009

Utah $1,714 $302 $2,016

Vermont $1,838 $324 $2,162

Virgnia $2,345 $414 $2,759

Washington $2,151 $380 $2,531

W. Virginia $1,839 $324 $2,163

Wisconsin $1,847 $326

Wyoming $1,607 $2 83 $1,890

Puerto Rico $1,860 $328 $2,188

Indians $2,150 $379 $2,529

Migrants
Virgin Islands

$1,658
$1,633

$2
$28938

$1,951

$1,921

Outer Pacific $572 $101 $673

Data Sources: Head Start Program Information Report and grant award documents

(1) These data ore calculated estimating 15 percent for administration In each state.



XI. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
13.600 HEAD START

Federal

Fiscal

Year

ol
Federal

Obligations

Ttal
Statoo-local

Spending (1)

Persons
Served (2)

Federal

Staff*
1985 $1 075,059 $268,765 452,080 1

1984 $995,750 $248,938 442,140 180
1983 $912,000 $228,000 414,950 193
1982 $911,700 $227,925 395,800
1981 $818,700 $204,675 387,300
1980 $735,000 $183,750 376,300
1979 $680,000 $170,000 387,500
1W8 $625,000 $156,250 391,400
1977 $475,000 $118,750 333,000
1g7k $441,000 $110,250 349,000
191'5 $403,900 $100,975 349,000
197 4 $403,900 $100,975 352,800
1973 $400,700 $100,175 379,000
1972 $376,300 $94,075 379,000
1971 $360,000 $90,000 397,500
1970 $325,700 $81,425 447,000
1969 $333,900 $83,475 663,600
1968 $316,200 $79,050 693,900
1967 $349,200 $87,300 681,400
1966 $198,900 $49,725 733,000
1965 $96,400 $24,100 561,000
1964

1933

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: ApproprlatIons, grant award documents.

(1) These flgures amine that all programs provided exactly the 25 percent
mach required by law.
(2') Based on unduplicated annual count.



COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) makes federal funds
available to states, insular areas, and Indian tribes and tribal
organizations to help address the causes of poverty in
communities. States and the other primary grantees may provide
the services they feel best meet the needs of the low income
population and, within broad federal guidelines, they have the
discretion to allocate funds hased on state priorities. Local
Community Action Agencies (CAAs) -- governed by voluntary boards
made up of public officials, and members of nonprofit
organizations and the low income community -- are primarily
responsible for delivering the services.

In FY 1985, $334 million was allocated to states and tribes under
the CSBG. The federal government provides full funding for the
CSBG using formula grants; the formula is based on allocations to
states in FY 1981 under the former Community Services
Administration. Up to 9 percent of the total amount appropriated
each year is aw,ilable to the Secretary of Health and Human
Services to fund a separate Discretionary Grants Program.
Federal rules require that states use no more than 5 percent of
their allocations for state administrative expenses and that at
leant 90 percent be awarded to CAAs (or organizations that serve
seasonal and migrant farmworkers).

In determining eligibility, the CSBG statute requires that the
federal poverty guidelines be used as one criterion. The law
permits states to set their income eligibility limits up to 125
percent of the federal poverty guidelines and to set all other
eligibility criteria.

States are free to fund the services and activities that they
believe promote the self-sufficiency of low income persons. In
general, CSBG services seek improvements in areas of employment,
education, budgeting, housing, nutrition, energy, emergency
services, and health. In particular, CSBG benefits include
little or no cash assistance and instead feature services such as
information, referrals, outreach, and local program coordination.

The current CSBG is a residual of the Economic Opportunity Act
(EOA) of 1964, which created new rrograms to assist low income
persons and helped establish hum_eds of local CAAs.
Administration of many programs initially authorized by EOA,
including Head Start and Legal Services, has been dispersed at
the federal level. Many are still delivered locally through
CAAs.



II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Community Services Block Grant.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.665
Budget account number(s): 75-1504-0-1-506

C. current authorizing statute: 42 U.S.C. 9901-1-12 (Pub. L.
97-35, Omnibus Reconailiation Act of 1981 as amended by Pub.
L. 98-558, Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1984).

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 45 CFR Parts 16, 74, and 98.

E. Federal administering agency: Family Support Administration
(FSA) e Department of Health and Human Services (HHS).

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; tribal organizations; insular areas.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; counties; cities; tribal organizations;
private nonprofit organizations; Community Action Agencies.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

CSBG grants are formula grants. HHS determines the amount of
funds to be allocated as block grants to each state in accordance
with the formula srt forth in Section 674(a)(1)(B) of the
statute. Up to 9 percent of the amount appropriated each fiscal
year is available to the Secretary for a Discretionary Program.
One half of 1 percent of the CSBG appropriation is apportioned on
the basis of need amorg Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin Islans,
the Northern Mariana' %slands, and the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands. Of ae remaining amount, each state, including
the District of Colui la and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, is
allotted an amount which represents the same proportion of the
total funds available As the state received in FY 1981 under
Section 221 of the Ecovomic Opportunity Act of 1964. No state or
territory receives less than one quarter of 1 percent of the
amount appropriated.

CSBG funds are also awarded directly to the governing body of
Indian tribes or tribal. organizations upon application by a
tribe. Only state-recf)gnized tribes, as evidenced by a statement
to the effect by the Govsrnor, or tribes formally recognized by
the Secretary of the Department of Iatarior are eligible to
receive direct grants. Allocations for Indian tribes are
subtracted from the allotment of the state in which the tribe is
located and are based in part on the eligible Indian population.

No more than the greater of 5 percent or $55,000 of each state's
allocation may be used annually for administrative expenses at
the state level. States may transfer up to 5 percent of their
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allocation for services under the Older Americans Act, the Head
Start Program, the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program, or
the Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Program.

States are required to use at least 90 percent of their
allocations for awards to "eligible entities" as defined in the
CSBG Act, as amended. In most cases these entities are
locally-based Community Action Agencies or organizations that
serve seasonal or migrant farmworkers. Under Pub. L. 98-558, the
Human Services Reauthorization Act, states are allowed to award
up to 7 percent of the funds made available under Section
675(a)(2)(4)(1) to organizations which were not eligible entities
in the previous fiscal year.

A Community Action Agency (CAA) can be a public or private
nonprofit agency or organization. Each CAA administers its
programs at the direction of a Board of Directors of whom one-
third are elected public officials, at least one-third are
representatives of the poor in the area served, and the remainder
are officials or members of business, industry, labor, religious,
welfare, education, or other major groups and interests in the
community.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

State governments play a key role in administering the CSBG
program. First, to receive CSBG funding, the state must submit
an application to HHS. In the application, the chief executive
officer of the state must certify to the assurances contained in
the statute and submit a plan which includes a description of how
the state will carry out each of the assurances. The Secretary
of HHS may not prescribe the manner in which a state carries out
the assurances.

Second, under the block grant approach, states are the primary
interpreters of the law. The block grant regulation at 45 CFR
96.50(e) states, "In resolving any issue raised by a complaint or
a federal audit or review, the Department will defer to a state's
interpretation of block grant statutes unless the interpretation
is clearly erroneous."

The core management functions performed by states include the
following:

o Planning and developing of the state's statement of purpose
and mission, identifying resources, setting program
priorities, and analyzing poverty problems;

o Developing funding applications and related regulations,
guidelines, and materials;

o Identifying, negotiating with, and funding sub grantees and
contractors;
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o Developing and implementing policies, procedures and
reporting requirements necessary for procaammatic,
financial, board, and personnel operations;

o Monitoring and evaluating sub-grantee and state level
programs as these relate to program cost, performance, and
impact;

o Providing training and technical assistance related to work
program implementation and management functions at state and
sub-state grantee level;

o Conducting audits of the uses of block grant funds.

To administer the CSBG program at the local level, states make
grants or contracts the eligible entities which are primarily
Community Action Agencies.

J. Audit or quality control.

The Community Services Block Grant statute requires recipients of
CSBG grants to:

o Expend no greater than 5 percent or $55,000 of each year's
allotment for administrative expenses;

o Meet the conditions of the Single Audit Act (Public Act
98-502);

o Ertabiish fiscal and accounting procedures to assure the
proper disbursal and accounting for federal funds, including
procedures for monitoring the assistance provided under this
program;

The Single Audit Act (32 U.S.C. 7501) requires an annual audit of
federal program funds. This audit must be conducted in
accordance with the Comptroller General's standards and submitted
to HHS within 30 days after completion.

The CSBG statute requires the state to repay to the United States
amounts found t') be eapended not in accor lance with the statute
or the state plan. Such amounts are normally identified in the
audit required by the state. If the federal government
determines that the standards are not met, it may pursue two
options: seeking repayment of misspent funds or, i,r. the case of
a finding of substantial noncompliance, withholding federal funds
(after a process which involves legal review and hearings). It
has not been necessary for tile Family Support Administration
(FSA) to impose either penalty.

Also, in compliance with Section 677(1) of the CSBG Act, Program
Implementation Assessments are conducted to obtain information on
the uses of CSBG funds, determine how assurances are being met,
provide states feedback on how they are meeting the requirements



of the block grant statute, and describe how funds and assurances
have translated into services to the poor. The major thrust of
this effort is to gather, with as a little burden as possible,
information from several !10) states each fiscal year.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the

benefits are authorized.

CSBG funds are made available to states and Indian tribes-or
tribal organizations to "ameliorate the causes of poverty in

communities." (Section 672(a)).

Each recipient agrees to use the CSBG funds to:

(A) to provide a range of services and activities having a
measurable and potentially major impact on causes of
poverty in the community or those areas of the
community where poverty is a particularly acute
problem;

(B) to provide activities designed to assist low income
participants including the elderly poor --

(i) to secure and retain meaningful employment;
(ii) to attain an adequate education;
(iii) to make better use of available income;
(iv) to obtain and maintain adequate housing and a

suitable living environment;
(v) to obtain emergency assistance through loans

or grants to meet immediate and urgent
individual and family needs, including the
need for health services, nutritious food,
housing, and employment-related assistance;

(vi) to remove obstacles and solve problems which
block the achievement of self-sufficiency;

(vii) to achieve greater participation in the
affairs of the community; and

(viii) to make more effective use of other programs
related to the purposes of this subtitle;

(C) to provide on an emergency basis for the provision of
such supplies and services, nutritious focAtuffs, and
related services, as ,ay be necessary to counteract
conditions of starvation and malnutrition among the
poor;

(D) to cocrdinate and establish linkages between
governmental and other social services programs to
assure the effective delivery of such services to low
income individuals;
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(E) to encourage the use of entities in the private sector
of the community in efforts to ameliorate poverty in
the community.

C. Allocation of program funds among activities.

States have the discretion to allocate funds, within statutory
limits, to the various activities and services based on state
priorities. There is no standardized formula for distribution of
CSBG funds by the states.

A study by the Center for Local and Community Resources contains
the most current information available on how states allocated
CSBG funds in FY 1985.

This study collected information on the dollars in the seven
program categories contained in the CSBG statute. Forty states
reported the following:

PROGRAM CATEGORY
FY 1985 CSBG
FUNDS SPENT

Percent PERSONS
of Total ASSISTED

Percent
of Total

1. Employment $27,738,353 11.9% 1,003,187 1.9%

2. Education 22,222,070 9.5% 2,141,575 4.1%

3. Better Use of 17,372,877 7.4% 3,926,750 7.5%
Available Income

4. Housing 19,213,736 8.2% 1,014,078 1.9%

5. Emergency Services 45,997,496 19.7% 5,831,412 11.2%

6. Nutrition 35,961,954 15.4% 26,418,077 50.8%

7. Linkages with
Other Programs 64,913,228 27.8% 11,685,810 22.5%

(Represents about 40 percent of all CSBG funds to states. Since
a person may be assisted in more than one program category, the
numbers of persons assisted do not sum to an unduplicated total.)

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

The CSBG statute refers to "low-income participants including the
elderly poor" and "those areas of the Community where poverty is
a particularly acute problem."

143



Because the CSBG statutory purpose is to "ameliorate the causes
of poverty in communities," the unit of eligibility for program
benefits may be low .acome householls, families, individuals of
all ages, and disabled, homeless, or unemployed persons.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Recipients of CSBG funds are required by statute to use the
federal poverty guidelines as one criterion of eligibility in

CSBG programs.

States may revise the income eligibility standard, not to exceed

125 percent of the federal poverty guidelines, if the state

determines that such a change would serve the objectives of the

block grant.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

States may set other requirements for eligibility.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to

spend to receive benefits.

There is no federal CSBG requirement that a recipient unit spend

an amount or proportion of other income in order to receive CSBG
benefits.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Most program intake is through voluntary applications with some

referrals from a third party.

The major local administering agency or service provider is the
Community Action Agency (CAA). CAAs are essentially
multi-program centers with outreach to and input from the
communities they serve. Their primary mission is to obtain and

link public with private resources and focus these resources on
the specific causes and conditions of poverty in their

communities.

A vari .y of other service providers are funded by states, but
the numoers of such sub-state grantees are minimal.

B. Program benefits or services.

Consistent with the assurances made by the Governors, states have
the flexibility to provide any services or activities they feel
best meet the needs of low income families and individuals.
Examples of services and activities funded follows:
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1. Employment: Job Counseling, Information c..:Ad Referral, Job
Placement, On-the-Job Training Projects, Job Banks,
Ex-offender Programs, Summer Youth Employment, and Private
Enterprise/Local Government Joint Employment Ventures.

2. Education: Adult Basic Education Courses; GED Instructions;
Information and Referral about Educational Opportunities;
Day Care und Child Development; Special Work Shops;
Conferences and Seminars; Tutoring; General Education;
Counseling; Guidance.

3. Better Use of Available Income: Income Tax Counseling and
Preparation; Information and Referral o Income Management;
Workshops and Forws on Residential Energy Conservation,
Weatherization, and Alternative Energy Devices; Money
Management; Credit and Consumer Issues.

4. Housing: Home Ownership Counseling; Workshops on Home
Maintenance and Repair, Safety Code Standards, Loan
Preparation, and Landlord Tenant Relations; Information
Referral about Housing Programs.

5. Nutrition: Surplus Food Distribution; Operation of Food
Pantries; Garden Projects; Operation of Canneries and Food
Processing; Nutrition Counseling, Information Dissemination
on Nutrition and Diet; Congregate or Home Delivered Meals.

6. Energy: Fuel Assistance; Home Weatherization; Energy Crisis
Relief; Interagency Coordination. to Mobilize Energy
Resources; Workshops and Counseling on Energy Conservation
and Weatherization.

7. Emergency Assistance: Disaster Relief Services; Emergency
Loans; Supplemental LIHEAP Crisis Intervention; Aid for the
Homeless; Donation of Food, Clothing, and Furniture; Crisis
"Hot Lines;" Emergency Medical Assistance.

8. Health: Information Referral on Available Health Services;
Transportation Projects to Meet the Needs of the Elderly,
Handicapped, and the Low-Income; Alcoholism Treatment;
Visiting Nurse Services; Dental Diagnosis and Treatment.

The factors, conditions, criteria, and formulas used to determine
the amount of CSBG benefits recipients receive ere established by
the states, usually by the office administering the CSBG program.
Local CSBG agencies provide few or no transfer payments and
very few cash grants or loans.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information is available on average duration of participation.
There are no federally-imposed statutory or regulatory
participation limitations on the CSBG program. States have the
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discretionary authority to set such limitations in individual

CSBG programs.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

There is no federally-imposed statutory or regulatory provision
for categorical or automatic eligibility in the CSBG program,

although states may provide for either type of eligibility.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

The federal poverty guidelines must be used by the states as a
criterion of eligibility for CSBG programs. The guideline
contains certain prohibitions, set forth below:

"income does not include the following money receipts:
capital gains; any assets drawn down as withdrawals from a
bank, the salo of property, a house, or a car; tax refunds,

gifts, lump-sum inheritances, one-time insurance payments,
or compensation for injury. Also excluded are non-cash
benefits, such as the employer-paid or union-paid portion of
health insurance or other employee fringe benefits, food or
rent received in lieu of wages, the value of food and fuel
produced and consumed on farms, the imputed value of rent
from owner-occupied nonfarm or farm housing, and such
federal noncash benefit programs as Medicare, Medicaid, Food
Stamps, school lunches, and housing assistance."

Some state or local operators may have established other
prohibitions on counting the income or resources.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

All federal programs tha': serve the poverty population are
authorized to serve the same population as CSBG. More
specifically, programs providing cash and non-cash benefits to
low income people for nutrition, housing, employment, and
education all provide similar kinds of services to the same
population as CSBG.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizi j committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Children, Family Drugs and Alcoholism
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House of Representative

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Human Resources

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education
and Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Services

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

House of Representatives

Committee on Government Operations
Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human
Resources

D. Federal legislation.

The Economic Opportunity Act was enacted on August 20, 1964. Its
declaration of purpose stated, "it is, therefore, the policy of
the United States to eliminate the paradox of poverty in the
midst of plenty in this Nation, of opening to everyone the
opportunity for education and training, the opportunity to work,and the opportunity to live in decency and dignity."

The principal programs established by the EOA were:

1. Research and Demonstratiols
2. Urban and Rural Community Action Programs
3. Community Food and Nutrition
4. Senior Opportunities and Services
5. Environmantal Action
6. Rural Housing Development and Rehabilitation
7. Emergency and Medical Services
8. Summer Youth Recreation
9. Neighborhood Centers

10. National Youth Sports Program
11. Consumer Action and Cooperative Programs
12. Technical Assistance and Training
13. State Agency Assistance
14. Family Planning Services
15. Rural Development Loan Programs
16. Comprehensive Health Services,
17. Migrant and Seasonal Parmworker Assistance



18. Head Start and Follow Through
19. Community Economic Development
20. Alcohol and Drug Abuse
21. Neighborhood Youth Corps
22. New Careers Employment
23. Mainstream Employment
24. Volunteers in Service to America
25. Foster Grandparents
26. Upward Bound
27. Adult Basic Education
28. Native American Programs
29. Legal Services
30. Job Corps

The EOA was amended in 1974 by the enactment of the Community
Services Act of 1974 which established the Community Services
Adminiot;ration as the successor authority to the Office of

Economic Opportunity.

The Community Services Act added a new program: Emergency Energy

Conservation Services. This CSA program is now administered as
the Weatherization Program by the Department of Energy and the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program by the Department of
Health and Human Services. The Act also formally transferred the

administration of the Head Start program to the Department of
Health, Education and WElfare; Head Start had been delegated from
OEO to DHEW in 1969.

In fact, many of the OEO programs are now administered by other

federal agencies. For example, VISTA and Foster Grandparents are
administered by ACTION, Head Start by the Department of Health
and Human Services, Job Crops, and Migrant and Seasonal
Farmworker Programs by the Department of Labor, and Emergency
Food by the Department of Agriculture.

In 1974, the Legal Services Corporation Act was enacted. This

Act established a private, nonmembership, nonprofit corporation
to provide financial support for legal assistance in noncriminal
proceedings to persons unable to afford legal assistance.

The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 (Pub. L. 97-35) created
the Community Services Block Grant (CSBG) program. The Older
American Act of 1981 (Pub. L. 97-115) expanded the CSBG statutory
definition of "eligible entity" to include limited purpose

agencies.

The October 2, 1982, Continuing Resilution (Pub. L. 97-276)
required states to provide 90 percent of their CSBG allotments to
make grants to "eligible entities."

The January 21, 1983, Continuing Resolution (Pub. L. 97-377)
increased the CSBG allotment to states for FY 1983 and provided
for a waiver of the statutory provision in the CSBG Act on
expending 90 percent of the CSBG allotment to eligible entities.



The March 26, 1983, Pub. L. 98-3, the Emergency Jobs Bill,
provided $25 million of supplemental funds to extend humanitarian
services to the unemployed and disadvantaged under the CSBG
program.

The Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1984 (Pub. L. 98-558)
reauthorized the CSBG program through FY 1986. The major changes
in the program included an expanded definition of the term
"eligible entities" and provided a mecharism for Governors to
create new "eligible entities." It also added a new assurance
(675 (c)(11)) which provided for notice, hearings on the record,
and appeals of termination for funding for "eligible entities" by
states.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

The July 6, 1982 Federal Register contains the only federal
implementing regulations for the CSBG program.

The preamble to the CSBG regulations states: "The Secretary has
determined that the Department should implement the block grant
programs in a manner that is fully consistent with the
Congressional intent to enlarge the states' ability to control
use of the funds involved...The states will...be subject only to
the statutory requirements, and the Department will carry out its
functions with due regard for the limited nature of the role that
Congress has assigned to us."

Consistent with the block grant approach, the regulation stater,
...a state shall obligate and expend block grant funds in

accordance with the laws and procedures applicable to obligation
and expenditure of its own funds." The states are primarily
responsible for interpreting the governing statute; the
Iepartment defers to the state's interpretation of the statute
111..ess the interpretation is clearly erroneous.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)

13.665 COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

United States

Federal

Grants '-
$333,900

Alabama $8,384

Alaska $788

Arizona $3,201

Arkansas $4,735

California $31,055
Colorado $3,029

Connecticut $4,202

Delaware $920

D. C. $5,720

Florida $10,123

Georg $9,367

Hawaiiis $1,45C
Idaho $904

Illinois $16,451

$5,070Indiana

Iowa $3,769

Kansas $2,842
Kentucky $5,871

Louisiana $8,178

7

Maine
$$1,828Marand 477

Massachusetts $8,,678

Michigan $12,899

Minnesota $4,192
Mississippi $5,528

Missouri $9,637

Montana $1,168
Nebraska $2,426

Nevada $917

New Hampshire $943

New Jersey $9,541

New Mexico $2,138

New York $30,220

N. Carolina $9,112
N. D $863
Ohio

akota

$13,576
Oklahoma $4,395

Or $4,7

Pennegonsylvania $14,74896
Rhode Island $1,924

S. Carolina $5,351

S. Dakota $960

Tennessee $6,884

Texas $16,770
Utah $1355
Vermont $976

Virginia $55,576

Washington $4,125

W. Virginia $3,897

Wisconsin $4,232
Wyoming $920
American Samoa $220

Puerto Rico $14,670

N.Marlana $130

Guam $208

TTPI $995

Data Sources: Office of Community Services
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 MOWN SPENDING (In thousands)
13,665 COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

Federal

Grants

United States $315,038

Alabakma $6,035
Alasa $816

zona $2,611
,.xansas $4,476
Ilifornia $29,346

aflorado

$$2,

860
Connecticut 3,972
Delaware = $870
D. C. $5,407
Florida $9,569
Georgia $8,855
Hawall $1,376
Idaho $855
Illinois $15,551
I ndi $4,792
owa

ana

$3, 562
Kansas $2,687
Kentucky $5,550
Louisiana $7,731
Maine $1,727
Maryland $4,516
Massachusetts $8,203
MIchlgan $12,194
Minnesota $3,963
MIssIssIppl $5,226
MIssourl $9,110
Montana $1,113
Nebraaska

da $864
$2,293

Nev

New Hampshire = $891
New Jersey $9,020
New Mexico $1,797
New York $28,563
N. Carol is $8,614
N. Dakota $845
Ohlo $12,834
Oklahoma $4,156
Oregon $2,636
Pennsylvania $13,939
Rhode Island $1,819
S. Carolina $5,059
S. Dakota $900
Tennessee $6,488

UtTexas

$$1552,8253

ah 1,

Vermont $922
Virginia $5,271
Washington $3,884
W. Virginia $3,684
Wisconsin $4,003
Wyoming $8
A. Samoa $20708

Virgin Islands $272

$197
1

Virg

No. Mariana Is $123 I

TTPI $941
1 I

Data Sources: Office of Community Services



XI. HISTORICAL DATA (In thousands)
13.665 COMMUNTIY SERVICES BLOCK GRANT

Federal To

Fiscal Federatal l

Year Obligations
11.1101.4

1985 $366,086

1984 $348,000

1983 $348,000
1982 $347,585
1981 $567,941

1980 $931,355

1979 $684,978

1978 $7fi1,494

1977 $760,119
1976 $700,312

1975 $534,631

1974 $317,208

1973 $716,008
1972
1971

1970
1969
1968

1967
1966

1965
1964

1963
1962
1961

1960

Data Sources: Office of Community Services.
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LEGAL AID

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Legal Services Corporation (LSC) provides federal funds to
support programs that offer legal services in noncriminal
proceedings to low income persons. State and local governments
play no role in distributing LSC funds or in administering LSCprogram. Once distributed, the control of LSC funds is left to
the discretion of the program attorneys under the direction of
local boards of directors.

In FY 1985, about $313 million was appropriated by the federal
government for LSC. These funds supported about 300 programs
with about 4,774 staff attorneys who served about 1.3 million
persons. Over the past 10 years, the federal costs of LSC have
increased substantially; in FY 1975, the LSC appropriation was$72 million. Thus, LSC costs have increased, in constant
dollars, by over 117 percent in the last decade.

The law requires LSC to set national maximum income limits for
determining eligibility and to insure prefe,ence for those
persons who are least able to afford an attorney. The national
income limit is 125 percent of the federal poverty guidelines,
but this limit permits some exclusions and exceptions. Cash, aswell as non-cash, assistance from public programs, for example,
does not count toward the income limit; a person's income can
exceed the limit, if the purpose of the legal services is to
obtain benefits from a means-tested government program. Asset
limitations in determining eligibility, if any, are set by local
program boards of directors.

The LSC programs are not allowed to give legal aid in criminal
proceedings or in most civil cases that are fee-generating in
nature such as accident damage suits. The cases that LSC
programs do handle are largely a function of priorities set by
the local boards of directors and typically feature the areas of
law concerning families, employment, housing, civil rights, and
obtaining benefits from other public programs.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program nima: Legal Services Corporation.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: None.

Budget account number(s): None.

C. Current authorizing statute: None. The LSC authorization
statute expired in FY 1981. Funds are spent under authority
of appropriations statutes.

D. Location of program Legulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 45 CFR 1600-1631.

E. Federal administering agency: The Legal Services
Corporation, established in Sec. 1003.(a) of P.L.
93-355, as amended in P.L. 95-222, is a "private
nonmembersidp nonprofit corporation" in the District of

Columbia. (42 U.S.C. 2996)

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Private nonprofit organizations.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefit: Private nonprofit organizations.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

LSC funds are capped annually by a federal appropriation. In
1985, appropriated fulds were allocated among 284 Basic Field,
two migrant, and 11 Native American programs, all of which enjoy
presumptive refunding rights, as well as 17 free-standing
National Support contractors and five State Support contractors,
The 1985 Congressional appropriations equalled $305 million.
Allocation of federal funds is based on population. Currently
there are no state or local matching requirements for funds.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

State and local governments have no role in distributing funds
among the various LSC recipients. The law (42 U.S.C. 2996c)
authorizes the establishment of, and authorizes LSC to fund, the
expenses of State Advisory Councils in each state and territory.
However, State Advisory Councils have not been in existence for

several years.

J. Audit or quality control.

As provided in 42 U.S.C. 2996d "Except where otherwise
specifically provided in this title, officers and employees of
the corporation shall not be considered officers and eLployees,
and the Corporation shall not be considered a department, agency,
or instrumentality, of the federal government." Hence, the
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Corporation is exempt from governmental efficiency guidelines towhich governmental agencies must adhere.

However, 42 U.S.C. 2996d also provides that "Nothing in this
title shall be construed as limiting the authority of the Office
of Management and Budget to review and submit comments upon the
Corporation's annual budget request at the time it is transmittedto Congress."

Currently, no national standards of administrative efficiency arein effect. Each local program develops its own administrative
controls.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The law (42 U.S.C. 2996) states "providing legal assistance tothose who face an economic barrier to adequate legal counsel will
serve best the ends of justice and assist in improving
opportunities for low-income persons consistent with the purposesof this Act."

B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

To achieve these objectives program funds are allocated amongindividual program activities according to priorities establishedby local. program boards of directors. No national summaryinformation is available.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

As defined in 45 CFR 1611, Appendix A, the unit for which
eligibility for program benefits is determined is the "familyunit".

B. Income el%gibility standards.

Individual client eligibility is limited to family units whose
annual income is no higher than 125 percent of the 1984 federal
poverty income guidelines.

Eligihility regulations 45 CFR 1611 Secs. 1611.4 and 1611.5
establish the specific circumstances under and limits withinwhich lagal assistance may be provided family units with incomesabove 125 percent of the federal poverty guidelines or assetsabove limits set by local program boaL'ds.



Section 1611.4 authorizes exceptions for:

A person whose gross income exceeds the maximum income level
established by a recipient but does not exceed 150 percent
of the national eligibility level (125% of poverty) may be
provided legal assistane under the Act if:

(1) The person's circumstances require that eligibility
should be allowed on the basis of one or more of the
factors set forth in Sec. 1611.5(b)(1); or

(2) The person is seeking legal assistance to secure
benefits provided by a governmental program for the
;poor.

In the event that a recipient determines to serve a person
whose gross income exceeds 125% of poverty, that decision
shall be documented and included in the client's file. The
recipient shall keep such other records as will provide
information to the Corporation as to the number of clients
so served and the factual basis for the decisions made.

Section 1611.5(b)(1) establishes the set of factors for which
assistance may be extended to family units with incomes above the
federal poverty guidelines:

Factors which shall be used in the determination of the
eligibility of clients over the maximum income level shall
include:

(A) Current income prospects, taking into account
seasonal variations in income;

(B) Medical expenses, and in exceptional instances,
'ith the prior, written approval of the project
director based on written documentation received by the
recipient and available for review by tAe Corporation,
if a person's gross income is primarily committed to
medical or nursing home expenses, a person may be
served even if that person's gross income exceeds 150
percent of the national eligibility level;

(C) Fixed debts and obligations, including unpaid
federal, state, and local taxes from prior years;

(D) Child care, transportation, and other expenses
necessary for employment;

(E) Expenses associated with age or physical infirmity
of resident family members;

(F) Other significant factors related to financial
inability to afford legal assistance.
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Under eligibility regulation 45 CFR 1611, Sec. 1611.2 incorn isdefined as "actual current annual total cash receipts beforetaxes of all persons who are resident members of and contribute
to, the support of a family unit." Total cash receipts include"money wages and salaries before any deduction."

Earned income disregarded for the purposes of determining
eligibility includes food or rent in lieu of wages and incomefrom self-employment after deductions for business or farmexpenses.

Under eligibility reculation 45 CFR 1611, Sec. 1611.2, unearnedincome disregarded before applying the maximum income testincludes:

Regular payments from public assi' Ace; social security;
unemployment and workers' compensation; strike benefits fromunion funds; veterans benefits; training stipends; alimony,child support and military family allotments or other
egular support from an absent family member or someone notliving in the household; public or private employeepensions, and regular insurance or annuity payments; andincome from dividends, interest, rents, royalties or fromestates and trusts.

Asset limitations are a function of local board priorities.Eligibility regulation 45 CFR 1611, Sec. 1611.6, establishesconditions on assets (inzluding exemptions) and sets out therules:

Assets considered shall include all liquid and non-liquidassets of all persons who are resident members of a familyunit, except that a recipient may exclude the principalresidence of a client. ...guidelines shall take intoaccount impediments to an individual's access to assets ofthe family unit or household.

Reasonable equity value in work-related equipment which isessential to the employment or self-employment of anapplicant or member of a family unit, shall not be utilizedto disqullify an applicant, provided that the owner isattemptiag to produce income consistent with its fair marketvalue.

The governing body may establish authority for the projectdirector to waive the ceilings on minimum allowable assetsin unusual or extremely meritorious situations. In theevent that a waiver is granted, that decision shall bedocumented and included in the client's file. The recipientshall keep such other records as will provide information tothe Corporation as to the number of clients so served andthe factual basis for the decision made.
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A rule promulgated to make more uniform, asset requirements
acmes recipients (45 CFR 1611, Sec. 1611.6) indicates that:

By January 30, 1984, and annually thereafter, the governing
body of the recipient shall establish and transnit to the
Corporation guidelines incorporating specific and reasonable
asset ceilings, 'ncluding both liquid and non- Jtquid assets,
to be utilized _n determining eligibility for ,ervices. The
guidelines shall consider the econcay of the eervice area
and the relative cost-of-living of low-income persons so as
to ensure the availability of services to those in greatest
economic and legal need.

The guidelines shall be consistent with the recipient's
priorities established in accordance with 45 CFR 1620 aad
special consideration shall be given to the legal needs of
the elderly, institutionalized, and handicapped.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

LSC recipients are also subject to local program priorities set
by local program boards of directors under 45 CFR 1620, authority
for which is provided by Sec. 1007(a)(2) Legal Services
Corporation Act of 1974, as amended 45 U.S.C. 2996 f(a)(2).
Under 45 CFR 1620, adopted in May 1984, local program boards must
adopt procedures which shall, as Sec. 1620.2(a)(1) indicates:

Include an effective appraisal of the needs of eligible
clients in the geographic areas served by the recipient, and
their relative importance, based on information received
from potential or current eligible clients solicited in a
manner reasonably calculated to obtain the attitude of all
significant segments of the client eligible population, as
well as input from the recipient's employees, governing body
members, the private bar, and other interested persons. In
addition to substantive legal problems, the appraisal shall
address the need for outreach, training of the recipient's
employees, and support services.

Eligibility for services depends upon the availability of
services based upon these priorities established by local Loards.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

At present, eligible clients are not required to expend any of
their income on LSC funded legal assistance. However, as
directed by the LSC Board of Directors, LSC staff are
investigating the feasibility of implementing a sliding scale,
copayment mechanism.
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V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

The processes of program intake include: voluntary applications;
referral by a third party; membership in a group represented in
class action suit.

The procedure for intake is set out in 45 CFR 1611, Secs. 1611.7
and 8:

o A recipient shall adopt a simple form and procedure to
obtain information to determine eligibility in a manner that
promotes the development of trust between attorney and
client. The form and procedure adopted shall be subject to
approval by the Corporation, and the information obtained
shall be preserved, in a manner that protects the identity
of the client, for audit by the Corporation.

o If there is substantial reason to doubt the accuracy of the
information, a recipient shall make appropriate inquiry to
verify it, in a manner consistent with an attorneyclient
relationship.

o A recipient shal_ execute a retainer agreement, in a form
approved by the Corporation, with each client who receives
legal services from the recipient. The retainer agreement
shall be executed when representation commences (or, if not
possible owing to an emergency situation, as soon thereafter
as is practicable), and shall clearly identify the
relationship between the client and the recipient, the
wafter in which representation is sought, the nature of the
legal services to be provided, and the rights and
responsibilities of the client. The recipient shall retain
the executed retainer agreement as part of the client's
file, and shall make their agreement available for review by
the Corporation in a manner which protects the identity ofthe client.

o A recipient is not required to execute a written retainer
agreement when the only service to be provided is brief
advice and consultation.

B. Program benefits or services

Provision of legal assistance or consultation is left to the
discretion of recipient program attorneys under the direction oflocal program boards of directors.

In FY 1985, costs per case ranged from $76 in Maine to $493 in
Georgia, with a national average of $109.
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C. Duration of benefits.

Duration of representation is limited only by case closure or by

a change of circumstances which alter an individual's
eligibility.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility.

None.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Recipient programs, in determining income eligibil,ty of a
prospective client are prohibited by 45 CFR 1611 from counting
regular payments from public assistance; Social Security;
unemployment and workors' compensation; or veterans' benefits.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Federal funding for legal services to indigents comes from a
number of entities other than the Legal Services Corporation
including the Administration on Aging, Community Services Block
Grants, Community Development Block Grants, the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Department of Hear..h and Human Services grants and
contracts, Department of Education funds, and various revenue
sharing programs. Some of these funds are furnished directly to
the providers. Others are administered by state or local
government. Much of the money is limited to one-time protects;
some is provided on a continuing basis.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources

House

Committee on the Judiciary
Subcommittee on Courts, Civil Liberties, and the
Administration of Justice



B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, State, the Judiciary and
Related Agencies

House

Subcimmittee on Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

Pub. L. 95-222 December 28, 1977j.

The Legal Services Corporation Act of 1977, as amended, 95th
Congress, H.R. 6666.

The Act established comprehensive revisions to the Legal
Services Corporation Act of 1974. The 1977 Act is the
primary.statute governing the activities of the LSC and its
recipients.

pubtkt21:68(122.12mber 24, 1980L.

A Continuing Resolution for FY 1)81.

This continuing resolution for fiscal year 1981 restricted
the use of LSC funds for:

1116 Engaging in publicity or propaganda designed ,J

influence legislation;

Providing legal assistance to illegal aliens;

Increasing funding to those programs already funded at
the minimum access level.
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Pub. L. 97-377_ipecember 21, 1982).

An Act for Appropriations for FY 1983.

This appropriations act for fiscal year 1983 restricted the

use of LSC funds for:

Providing legal assistance to illegal aliens within
certain categories;

1.4 ft In Providing legal services through any recipient which is
not nonprofit, or not properly constituted;

LSC involvement in litigation without an eligible
client;

Payment for certain communications to government
officials or agencies;

Bringing a class action suit against a governmental
body unless certain procedures are undertaken;

VOW Increasing funding to those programs already funded at
the minimum access level.

Pub. L. 98-166 lzfplary_119121L

An Act for Appropriations for FY 1984.

This appropriations ac."-. for fiscal year 1984 included
restrictions in the predecessor, plus:

-- Making certain communications to government officials,
or engaging in certain publicity or propaganda, or
lobbying activities;

-- Supporting certain training programs involving public
policies or political activities, demonstrations, or
labor activities;

-- The defunding or the denial of refunding to any
recipient without complying with certain procedures;

Pub. L. 98-411 January_23, 1984).

An Aci. ror Appropriations for FY 1985.

This appropriations act for fiscal year 1985 included
restrictions in predecessor, plus:

The promulgation of additional regulations unless
certain notice is given to the Appropriations
Committees of both Houses of Congress.
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In addition, the Appropriations Act apt tioned $2 million
for increasing quality legal services to the elderly, $1.158
million for program improvement and training, $1.829 million for
delivery research and experimentation, and $11.283 million for
state and national support for the provision of legal services.

Pub. L. 99-180 December 13, 1985J.

An Act for Appropriations for FY 1986.

This appropriations act for fiscal year 1986 included the
restrictions in the predecessor.

Pub. L. 99-591 October 18, 1986L._

An Act for Appropriations for Fy 1987.

This appropriations act for fiscal year 1987 included the
restrictions in the predecessor, plus:

-- The enforcement of LSC regulation 45 CFR 1612 relating
to lobbying and certain other activities.

In addition, the Act allocated funds for certain LSC
programs and purposes, over $15 million for state and national
support services.
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VIII. ;. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)

LEGAL AID

Total (1)
---- -------

United btates $278,850

Alabama $6,536

Alaska $1,544

Arizona $5,498

Arkansas $3,771

California $28,410

Colorado $2,898
Connecticut $2,527

Delaware $541

D. C. $2,763

Florida $11,729

Georg
is

$7,878

Hawai $1,014

Idaho $1,257

Illinois $10,332

Indiana $4,260
Iowa $2,798

Kansas $2,104

Kentucky $5,668

Louisiana $6,935

Maine $1,411

Maryland $3,351

Massachusetts $5,874

Michigan $8,716

Minnesota $3,736
Mississippi $5,910

Missouri $5,073
Montana $1,028

Nebraska $1$,663

Nevada 723

New Hampshire $863

New Jersey $6,024

New Mexico $2,436

New York $19,551

N. Carolina $7$9,989

N. Dakota 97

Oh io $9,407

Oklahoma $3,777

Oregon $2,841

Pennsylvania $10,036

Rhode island $864
S. Carolina $4,725

S. Dakota $1,629

Tennessee $6,508

Texas $18,845

Utah $1,410
Vermont $714
Virginia $5,632
Washington $4,057

W. Virginia $2,957

Wisconsin $3,636

Wyoming $612

Guam $171

Puerto Rico $15,885
Virgin Islands $444

Micronesia $894

Data Sources: Fiscai Year 1985 Grants and Contracts Summary

from LSC Office of Field Services.

(1) INCLUDES: Annualized Refunding Grants and Contracts 'djusted),

with National Supyrt Grants deleted; Client Board Member
Training Grants, Legal Services to Southeast Los Angeles County,
Math-to-Nenth Funding, Technical Assistance, Payments to Defended

Programs, Lower Funded Program Allocation, Reprogrammed Expansion
Funds, Reprogrammed Fund Balance Recoveries, Native American
Revolving Expansion Pool, Emergry One-Time Grants, Private Law
Firm Contracts, Law School Civil Clinical Program, Private Bar

involvement, and Civil Legal Assistance to the Poor.

DOES NOT INCLUDE: Reggie Fellowship Program, Clearinghouse Contract,

Summer intern Contract; Computer-Assisted Legal Research, Payments to
Training Centers, or Interest op Lawyers' Trust Account Program.

Does not include any non-LSC funds.
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)
LEGAL AID

Total (1) '

$251,716 I

$6,003
$1,429

$5,048
$3,515

$25,065
$2,636
$2,70

$4373

$2,053
$9,992

$

$7,182
900

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connlawareectiout
De
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawai i

$1125
Idhooislalin $9,,142

Indiana $4,363
Iowa $2,557
Kansas 1

$1,978Kentuck,1$5a 5

Louisiany $6,5417
Maine $1,244
Maryland $2,948
Massachusetts $5,391
Michigan $7,842
Minnesota $3,517
Mississippi $5,500
Missouri $4,755
Montana $940
Nebraska $1 454
Nevad. $642
New Hampshire $679
New Jarsey

=

$5,356
New Mexico $2,144
NeCarolinaYrk
N.

$13417,

$7,443
N. Dakota $970
Ohio $8,321
Oklahoma $3,509
Oregon $2,535
Pennsylvania $9,057
Rhode island $792
S. Carolina $4,263
S. Dakota $1,479
Tennessee $6,006
Texas $16,896
Utah $1,138
Vermont $732
Virginia $5,486
Washington $3,782
W. Virginia $2,710
Wisconsinwon $3 361
Wy i

$176
Puerto Pico $14 047
Virgin islands $427
Mlorccesia $788

Data Sources: Fiscal Year 1984 Grants and Contracts Summary from
LSC Office of Field Servicss

(1) INCLUDES: Annualized Refunding Grants anu Contracts (Adjusted),
with National Support Grants deleted; Client Board Member
Training Grants, Legal Services to Southeast Los Angeles County,

Month-to-Month Funding, Technical Assistance, Payments to Defended
Pr.orams, Lower Funded Program Alivaation, Reprogrammed Expalslon
Fl Reprogrammed Fund Balance Roveries, Native American
Revolving Expansion Pool, Emergency One -lime Grants, Private Law
Firm Contracts, Law School Civil Cl!lical Progrm, Private Bar
involvement, and Civil Legal Assistance to the Poor.
noEs NOT INCLUDE: Reggie Fellowship Program, Clearinghouse Contract,
Summer Intern Contract; Computer-Assisted Legal Research, Payments to
Trainila Centers, or Interest on Lawyers' Trv_it Acootnt Program.
D053 not Include any non-LSC funds.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT
LEGAL AID

CHARACTERISTICS

Persons

Served

(1)

(2) Elderly
1

'(2)

-----

United States 1,332,914 170,437

Alabama 23,968 2,083

Alaska 3,801 556

Arizona 22,849 1,783

Arkansas 17,170 1,296

Callfornla 150,709 22,835

Colorado 25,977 4,303

Connecticut 9,808 2,178

Delaware 3,174 813

D. C. 6,622 1,569

Florida 62,969 11,234

Georgia 15,989 2,263

Hawaii 9,035 1,345

Idaho 4,208 597

Illinois 55,408 9,517

Indiana 21,609 3,198

Iowa 25,443 1,977

Kansas 10,636 2,214

Kentucky 23,705 2,336

Louisiana a0,873 2 '3

Maine 18,478 Liu]

Maryland 19,463 2,314

Rassachusetts 37,504 9,114

MIchlgan 50,129 6,801

Mlnnesota 28,919 4,476

MississIppl 18,994 2,011

MIscourl 24,420 3,830

Montana 4,255 245

Nebraska 11,826 1,124

Nevada 2,771 178

New Hampshire 4,742 797

New Jersey 32,309 3,133

New Mexico 7,237 1,022

New York 62,255 5,

N. Carolina 25,045 4,070

N. Dakota 4,733 989277

Ohl 58,181 5,448

Oklahoma 20,680 4,805

Oregon 30,465 3,388

Pennsylvania 65,024 6,014

Rhode Island 4,277 571

S. Carolina 13,053 975

S. Dakota 8,045 487

Tennessee 22,342 3,055

Utah
Texas 48,067

3,488

5,397

1,110

Vermont 3,839 450

VirgInia 28,562 2,738

Washington 21,302 3,160

W. Virginia 17,470 650

WIsconsIn 22,8°1 1,906

Wyoming 46
218

Cuam 246 69

Puerto Rico 80,754 8,591

Virgin Islands 1,424 145

Micronesia 1,402 261

Data Sources: Calendar Yea,' 1985 Cases Closed, is reported In 1985

Case Service Reports to LSC Division of information Services

(1) information Is not available In Fiscal Year format; only In

Calendar Year format, LSC Fiscal Year ends on 9/30
(2) Annual count based on Cases Closed reported quarterly by LSC
grantees, compiled annually by LSC. These numbers may vary

by +/- 10% because of variations In reporting practices.
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X. A. MEAN Fl 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
LEGAL a 10

Total )(0I

United States $209

Alabama $273
Alaska: $406
Arizoca $241
Arkansas $220
California $189
Colorado $112
Conneoticut $258
Delaware $170
D. C. $417
Florida $186
Georgia $493

Hawaii $112
Idaho

Illinois $1$$
Indiana $197
Iowa $110
Kansas $198
Kentucky $239
Louisiana $225

Maine $16
Maryland $172
Massachusetts $157
Michigan f174
Minnesota $129

Mississippi $311
Missouri $208
Montana $242
Nebr akea $141
Nevada $261'
New Hampshire $162

New Jersey $186
New Mexico $337
New York 1314
North Carolina $319
North Dakota $211

Oklahoma $183'
Oregon $93
Pannsylvudia $154
Rale Island $202
S. Carolina $362
S, Dakota $202
Tennessee $291

Texas $392

$404
VermontVermont $186
1Priginla $197
Wa hI ngton 4190
W. Virginia $1
Wisconsin $*9
Wyom ing $140
Guam $537
Puerto Rico $197

$312Virgin Islay
Mk:ravels 453

Data Sources: BC Sumary of Giants and Contretu, C620 Service Report

(1) information is not as/W*10 in Fiscai You- format; Cc "y In
Calendar Ysa; format, LSC Fiscal Ilizr ynds 9/30.

(2) Anrual mnt baed on Cases Clot* ra,,,oritid quomrly by LSC
grantees, omniied alvt.,21;y by 1$0, Thevi motors, vary
by +/- 101. bo:am of variations reporting prntIces..
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X. 8. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
LEGAL A10

1%.s..$1 I 1(2)-------.
tt 'tad States $210

Alabama $275
Alaska $326
Arizona $303
Arkansas $251
California $188
Colorado $106
Connecticut
Delaware $457
D. C. $303
Florida $191
Georgia $416

$122
Idaho $410
Illinois $206
Indiana $205
Iowa $92
Kansas
Kentucky $229

$134

Louisiana $272
Maine $84
Maryland $149
Massachusetts $150
Michigan $197
Minnesota $145
Mississippi $266
Missouri $118
Montana $343
Nebraksa $126
Nevada $248
New Hampshire $106
New Jersey $162
New klexlco $365
New York $319
N. Carolina $307
N. Dakota $259
Ohio $165
Oklahoma $177
Oregon $140
Pennsylvania $165
Rhode Island $224
S. Carolina $327
S. Dakota $301
Tennessee $277
Texas $427
Utah $435
Vermont $194
Virginia $193
Washington $184
W. Virginia $166
Wisconsin $143
Wyoming $161
Guam $497
Puerto Rico $208
Virgin islands

1

$321
Micronesia $1,004

- - -

Data Sources: LSC Grants and Contracts Summary, Case Service Reports

(1) Information Is not available ;n Fiscal Year format; only In
Calendar Year format. LSC Fiscal Year ends 9/30.
(2) Annual count based on Cases Closed reported quarterly by LSC
grantees, complied annually by Ur,. These miters may vary
by +/- 10% because of variations in reporting practices.
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XI. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)

LEGAL AID

Federal

Fiscal

Year

-------

1985

1984

1983
1982

1981

19SO

1979

1978

1077

1976

1975
1974

19r
19n,

1971

1970

1969
1968

1967

1966
1965

1964

19t31

1962

196k

19FAI

Total

Federal

Appropriatluns
0.111A.m.1.0I440.121WW.

$313,000
$275,Y0
$241,000
$241,000

$321,300
$300,040
$270,000
$205,000
$125,000

$92,300
$71,500

$71,500
$71,500
$71,500

$61,000
$53,000
$46,000
$38,000

$29,000

$24,800
$3,000

(1)

Units

Served

1,300,D)0

1,227,359

1,274,318

1,147,221

1,245,226

4 103,853

I

(2)j

(3)1

Data Sources: Annual Appropriations Bills

(1) Because funds such as National Smport and LSC's own budget have
not been factored out, these totals vary somewhat from those of

Table VIII. The historical data presented here are Internally

consistent, reflecting all federal funds provided LSC and its
predecessor programs. FY 1965 through FY 1974 data represent funding
the Office of Economic Opportunity, Lord Services Division.
(2) information prior to 1980 was not published by LSC.

(3) Estimated.
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FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Title X of the Public Health Service Act authorizes the Secretary
of Health and Human Services (HHS) to make grants to and enter
into contracts with public and nonprofit private organizations to
provide family planning services. The program provides clinical
services and information to help persons, especially those from
low income families, plan how many children to have and when to
have them. Under HHS administration, 52 of the 88 Title X
grantees are state, local, territorial, or Indian tribal
governments.

Title X programs offer a broad range of family planning methods
and services. These services may include counseling, pregnancy
testing, physical examinations, laboratory services, screening
for sexually transmitted diseases, infertility services,
sterEi7ation, or provision of contraceptives.

These services are available to all persons regardless of income,
but priority is given to persons from low income families. By
statute, persons from families whose income does not exceed 100
percent of the federal poverty iuidelines are not personally
charged for services; charges fur other persons are flexible and
generally made in accordance with a schedule of discounts based
on ability to pay. While the involvement of parents is
encouraged, unemancipated minors seeking services on a
confidential basis must be considered on the basis of their own
resources.

In FY 1985, four million persons received family planning
services under Title X at a federal cost of about $143 million.
The federal funds are allocated using a formula that emphasizes
demographic priorities and past experience. The program is fully
funded by the federal government.

Family planning services may also be provided to low income
persons under other programs, including Medicaid, the Social
Services Block Grant, the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant,
Community Hea.ith Centers, the Indian Health Service, and the
Migrant Health Centers.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Family Planning Services.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.217
Budget account number(s): 75-0350-0-1-550.

C. Current authorizing statute: Title X of PHS Act (42 U.S.C.
300-3J0a-6a) which authorized the program expired 9/30/85.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 42 CFR Part 59A.

E. Federal administering agency: Office of Population Affairs,
Office of the Assistant Secretary for Health, Department of
Health and Human Services.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program fund's to provide
benefits: States; counties; cities; tribal oryunizations;
private nonprofit organizations; five territories and one
university in a territory.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Counties; cities; private nonprofit
organizations; universities; hospitals and one territory.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Title X funds to support service providers are allocated to the
ten PHS Regional Offices using a formula based on: (1) the
number of "women age 15-44 at risk of unintended pregnancy and in
need of subsidized family planning services" residing in the
region; (2) the number of women at or below 150 percent of
poverty receiving services at clinics in the region; (3) the
amount of the region's previous allocation. The amount
distributed to each region depends on the percentage of the
national total for (1), (2), and (3) the region claims. The ten
PHS Regional Offices then apply a regional formula similar to the
national formula. Funds are distributed to the individual
grantees after annual applications for grants have undergone an
objective review process. Regional allocations may be discounted
when the average program indicators (administrative cost,
productivity, average costs per encounter, and clinical
indicators) for any grantee in the region are out of compliance.

According to statute, a grant may not be awarded for less than 90
percent of program costs. After the award, the grantee may
delegate (through a written agreement) the responsibility of
actually providing family planning services to another agency.
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I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

Fifty-two of the 88 grantees are state, local, territorial or
Indian tribal governments. During 1981 and 1982, the prop 1m
encouraged states to apply in order to accomplish a goal of
consolidating grantees.

J. Audit or quality control.

Title X family planning projects must comply with the Bureau of
Health Care Delivery and Assistance Common Reporting Requirements
(BCRR). Data are collected for the calendar year and indicators
calculated from the BCRR data are used to evaluate the
productivity and effectiveness of family planning projects.

Regional allocations are subject to reductions if the regional
averages for any of the administrative or clinical indicators are
out of compliance. No penalties in the form of reductions of the
regional allocations have been levied in the past three years.

III. OBJECTIVFS

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

Section 1001 authorizes the Secretary to make grants to and enter
into contracts with public or nonprofit private entities to
assist in the establishment and operation of voluntary family
planning projects which shall offer a broad range of acceptable
and effective family planning methods and services, including
natural family planning methods, infertility services, and
services for adolescents.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Title X Section 1001 funds arJ used for the sole purpose of
providing family planning services. These services may include
counseling, pregnancy testing, physical examination, laboratory
services, screening for sexually transmitted diseases,
infertility services, sterilization, or provision of
contraceptives. Projects are limited to a 16 percent
administrative cost. The national and regional averages are
under 16 percent.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individuals are eligible to receive family planning services.
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B. Income eligibility standards.

Family planning service.. are available to all regardless of
income, but priority is given to persons from low incane
families. By statute, persons from low income families are not
charged for services except to the extent that payment will be
made by a third party (including a government agency) which is
authorized or is under legal obligation to pay such nharges.
"Low income family" means a family whose total annual income does
not exceed 100 percent of the federal poverty guidelines. "Low
income family" also includes members of families whose annual
family income exceeds 100 percent of poverty, but who, as
determined by the project director, are unable, for good reasons,
to pay for family planning services. For example, unemancipated
minors who wish to receive services on a confidential basis must
be considered on the basis of their own resources.

Charges for services to persons other than those from low income
families are made in accordance with a schedule of discounts
based on ability to pay. Charges to persons from families whose
annual income exceeds 250 percent of the federal poverty
guidelines is made in accordance with a schedule of fees designed
to recover the reasonable cost of providing services.

Some 3.4 million females, or 84 percent of the females served in
Title X clinics, have family incomes below 150 percent of
poverty.

Assets are not considered in determining eligibility or extent of
payment required for family planning services.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

None, other than a minimum age requirement (at least 21 years of
age) for sterilization services.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Persons with incomes above the poverty guidelines are expected to
pay part or all of the cost of services out of other income,
based on a schedule of discounts.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake process.

Participation in the Title X family planning program is
voluntary. By statute, the acceptance by any individual of
family planning services or information shall not be a
prerequisite to eligibility for or receipt of any other service
or assistance from another program.
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B. Program benefits or services.

Services are delivered through a network of about 4,500 clinics.
These clinics may be located in hospitals, in county or local
government health departments, in free-standing situations, or
affiliated with other public or private, nonprofit health
delivery agencies. Some of these clinics are large and offer
full services throughout the week. Others operate on a circuit
rider basis, with clinics in various small towns or rural areas
open on a rotating basis one day a week.

The clinics provide medical, social, and referral services
relating to family planning to all eligible clients who desire
such services. The amount and standards of medical services are
the same regardless of the economic category of the recipient.
All recipients receive information and clinical services which
will help them better plan how many children to have and when to
have them.

C. Duration of benefits.

There are no duration or participation limitations for Title X.
No information is available about average duration of
participation.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND On AP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility.

None.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Only cash income is counted in determining fees.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Family planning services may also be provided to persons under
authority of other programs 'ncluding Medicaid, the Social
Services Block Grant, the Ma srnal and Child lealth Block Grant,
the Community Health Services Program, the Indian Health Service
Program, and the Migrant Health Program.

Duplication of benefits is not an issue since persons are
unlikely to overutilize family planning services.



VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources

House of Representatives

Committee on Energy and Commerce
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Service, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Educa'..Lon and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal Legislation.

1975: Safeguards to assure that economic status is not a
deterrent to participation in family planning programs.

1977: Addition of infertility services, adolescent services, and
natural family planning to a list of required services.

1981: Addition of language encouraging familr participation in
funded projects, and state government administration of service
delivery.

1985: Addition of language permitting the Secretary of HHS to
purchase family planning supplies and equipment at the request of
grant recipients

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

The original 1971 regulations were substantially revised in 193,
primarily to add specific definitions of "low income family" and
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to set forth detailed language to ass*st in calculating earned
income, including detailed language setting forth the proper
exclusions (e.g., child care expenses) from such income
calculations.

The 1973 regulations were in turn substantially revised in 1980.
The 1980 regulations dropped the detailed income language added
in 1973 and adopted a more succinct definition of "low income."
Also added in 1980 were provisions aimed at the orderly
consoliiation of grantee service areas and the creation of
Advisory Committees for family planning information and education
services.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)

13.217 FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES

Total

Grants 1(1)

United States $138,039

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

KansaR
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tlnnessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Wash
ington

W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

$3$353
$2,933
$1,866

$12,536

$1,519
$1,329

$5
$68268

$5
2032$4 99

$830
$715

$4,080
$2,454
$1,688

$1,294
$3,077

$2,664
$927

$2,442
$3,578

$4,371

$1,746
$3,117
$3,099

$975
$983
$837
$643

$4,609
$1,091

$8,325
$4,258
$412

$5636
$2,,/25

$17
$7,127

1333

$3$473,209

$4,032
$8,955

$573
$448

$2,838

$2,587
$1,286

$1,804
$476
$122

$203
$1,330

Data Sources: Office of Population Affairs.

(1) The number represents the total federal dollars received

by all grantees In the state.
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VIII. B. TOTAL

13.217 FAMILY PLANNING
FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING

SERVICES

Total

' Grants

--$1347648

$3,387

(1)

(In thousands)

United States

Alabama

Alaska 36$394
Arizona $2,8
Arkansas $1,847
California $12,329
Colorado $1,191

Connecticut $1,253
Delaware $521
D. C. $445
Florida $4,915
Georga $4211
Hawaii $834
Idaho $866
Illinois $4,625
Indiana $2,198
Iowa $1,343
Kansas $1,234
Kentucky $2,907
Louis

Maine

iana $21

Maryland $2,344
Massachusetts $3,537
Michigan $4,578
Minnesota $1,35
Mississippi $3,0072
Missouri $3,1503

Montana $9 6
Nebraska
Nevada $827

$985

New Hampshire
New Jersey $4$,491

606

New Mexico $1,209
New York

N. Carolina $4,"R

N.

Dakota
$5,£08

Oklahoma $1,848
Oron $1,816
Pennegsylvania $7,70
Rhode Island $3031

S. Carolina $3 '04
S. Dakota 133

Tennessee $3,.,972

Texas $9$5,021

Utah 71

Vermont $436
Virginia $2,800
Washington $2,487
W. Virginia

Wisconsin $1$1,2,855

24

Wyoming $475
Guam $122
Puerto Rico $1,380
Virgin islands $197

Data Sources: Office of Population Affairs.

(1) The number represents the total federal dollarn reoelyed
hy all granteos In the state.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

13.217 FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES

Persons I

Served '(1)'
1

United States 4,062,926

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connect I cut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgi

Hawaii
a

lilinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Loulslana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
MIchlgan
Minnesota
MIssIssIppl
Missouri

Maltana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohlo

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
VIrgInla

Washington
W. Virginia
WIsconsIn
Wyom ing

Guam

Puerto Rico

Vir0n Islands

82,902

7,875
80,652

38,789
412,464

47,037
62,785
14,707

9,086

180,152

157,386

9,577

73,804
98,011

64,126
76,597
46,166
93,011

80,132
32,500
75,996
86,191

102,621

31,051

90,979
85,852
21,989
26,196
29,782
22,184

108,219
20,188

221,346
121,131

11,538

141,228

61,233

49,387

246,487
11,416
103,875

9, P32

179,497
241,334

10,435
8,611

81,615
89.716
58,032

43,086
9,851?

1,275

32,331

5,455

;Data Sources: Office of Populfitim

(1) Based an until) Icatuf amoi count.
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IX. B. FY 8,4 REILIPIENT NAIWIERISliCS
13.217 FWLY PLANNING WV ICES

thited States

Alaboa
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connect lout

Delawlre

0. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

lows

gansas

Kentucky
Louislanr
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnecota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
Now Mexico

New York
N. Carolina
N. Cakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
TARS
Utah

Vermont

Virginia
WastHlton
W. "Ala
Wise

Wyor

Gun
Pt*r co
Virgin lards

Persons
Served

3,970,210

84,811

7,139

72,489

41,984
400,074

42,178

C0,012
16,163

8,785
180,753

144,924

8,589

22,558
100,580

57,211

67,780
45,690

95,393
79,559

31,508
78,360
83,969

103,192
28,632
90,865
62,624

21,602
26,196
26,473
21,072

109,N2
24,130
217,784
139,492
11,290

143,776
59,757
47,953

239.994
10,058

100,560

8,545
169,248

265,R88
9,64;,

8,532
82,214
89,953
66,931

48,578

9,138
%066

21,639

4,297

(11

Data Sources: Office of Population Affales.

(1) Based on urdwIlcated annual oount.
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X. A. OEM FY P5 CaSIS PEA OMIT SERVED
PLANNING SERVi6:.4

Total !(1)'

Onited Stattw $34

Alatawa $4;

AlPska z4r)

Arizona $36

Ar.minul $48

Califomla $30

::olorado 632
Connectiout $21

Wove
z.1,. C. $76

Florida $26

Georgia $27

HANH A37

sa)
Illinois

Indiana
prig

Iowa

Kansas

Yantucky

Louloluki
Maine

Mary land

Massachmette
Michigan
:nnesota

MieshrAppg
Vissouri

WoAdmt
Nebaksa
isEmaa

New Hamnshirs
Mew Jortoy
Now I4wIco

Niw York

North llarolina

North Dtkota
Ohio

Oioecol

Perinsylvanla

Rhone Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texx

Utah
Vermont

VirgiWa
Was!iIngton

W, Virgrla
Wiscomin
Wyoming
Guaw
Fusrto Rim
Virgin lsiankt

$22
$28
$33

Nip

$3a

132
$41

143
$55
Ai1,4

$$$

$44
$37
ue
113
$E4

$aS
$35

480
$40

$35

$29
$29
$31

$52
*22
337

$55
$52
r.,10"
11%4

$29

$22
S17
$48
$95
$41

*37

Uata ',ogrces: Office of Pophition Atialry

(1) Bacitid uridw I :cated moue i count

F.: 2

maw ir/raN shrwirestwahraamarmarrIMEWINNIWITICUIVIMIUMLIMPIMIIIIIIINIMIONI



X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
13.217 FAMILI' PLANNING SERVICES

lhlted States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connectlmt
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louis
Maine

iana

Maryland

Massachisetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraksa
Nevada
New Hascshlre
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah
Vermont

Vir

Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Total (1)

---------
$34

$40
$47
$37
$44
$31

$28
$21

$32
$51

$27
$29
$97
$29
$46
$38
$23
$27
$3
$32

0

$29

$42
$30

$$4447
$33
$38
$44
$38
$31

$29

$50
$41

$38
$30
$40
$36
$31

$38
$29
$33
$31

$23
$61

$38
$59
$51

$34

$2
$21

8

$52
$38

$114
$64
$46

Data Sources: Officio of Population Affairs.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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XI. HISTORICAL DATA (In thousands'

13.217 FAMILY PLANNING SERVICES

Federal

Fiscal

Year

1985

1984

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978

1977

1976

1975
1974

1973
1972

1971

1970

1969
1968

1967

1966

1965

1964
1963

1962

1961

1960

Total

Federal Persons

Obligations Served (1)

-------------

$142,500
$140,000
$124,088

$r4,176
$161,671

$162,000

$135,000
$135,000
$113,615
$100,615
$100,615
$100,615
$100,615
$61,815
$6,000

4,063

3,970

3,300
3,300

3,800
3,800
3,500

3,500

3,000

Data Sources: Offlo of Population Affairs.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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TRAINING SERVICES FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

I. PROGRPM SUMMARY

Title II-A of the Job Training Partnership Act provides federal
funds to the states in a block grant for job training and related
assistance to economically disadvantaged individuals and others
who face significant employment barriers. The Title II-A
programs are administered by the states and implemented through a
partnership between the private sector and state and local
governments. Operating under state approved plans and minimal
federal requirements, the local service providers make
eligibility determinations and have considerable discreticn to
se,: priorities in their provisions for training and support
services.

In FY 1985, an estimated 1.1 million persons were served under
616 local Title II-A programs at a total federal cost of about
$1.7 billion. Funds are allocated to the states based on a
three-part formula that measures an area's relative number of
unemployed and economically disadvantaged persons. State
allocations to local service providers are based on the same
formula. The federal allocations to the states, however, are
subject to certain minimums that do not apply to local service
areas. The 1986 amendments to JTPA establish minimum levels for
local service delivery areas.

The services provided are primarily classroom and on-the-job
training, remedial education, and job search assistance designed
to move trainees into permanent regular employment. Classroom
trainees may receive needs-based payments with the amounts
determined locally and on-the-job trainees are paid at rates at
least equal to the federal minimum wage. Trainecls may also
receive transportation, meals, or temporary shelter to enable
them to participate in the program.

Eligibility is limited, in general, to persons whose income does
not exceed the federal poverty guidelines or, if higher, 70
percent of the Lower Living Standard Income Level. Also eligible
are foster children, some handicapped adults, Food Stamp
recipients, and recipients of cash assistance under other public
programs. Up to 10 percent of the trainees may be persons who
are not economically disadvantaged, but who face significant
employment barriers, such as handicapped individuals, displaced
homemakers, school dropouts, or teenage parents.

The direct predecessors of the Title II-A block grant and the
Title II-B summer programs enacted in 1982 were authorized under
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973. In comparison to their
predecessor programs, the Title II-A programs are much more
decentralized with fewer administrative burdens on state and
local planners and providers. In recent years, the Title II
programs have increased their emphasis on remedial education to
combat illiteracy.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Training Services for the Disadvantaged.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 17.250

Budget account number(s): 16-0174-0-1-504-00.01.

C. Current authorizing statute: Job Training Partnership Act,
Title II-A.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 20 CFR 629.

E. Federal administering agency: Employment and Training
Administration, Department of Labor.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: States; insular areas.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: Counties; cities; school districts; and public

agencies.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Federal funds are allocated to states by a formula based on a
state's relative share of certain unemployment and demographic
factors, as follows:

o One-third based on the state's share of unemployed residing
in areas with unemployment in excess of 6.5 percent;

o One-third based on the state's share of unemploynd in excess

of 4.5 percent;

o One-third based on the state's share of individuals with
income below the poverty level or 70 percent of the Lower
Living Standard Income Level.

JTPA includes a floor and a hold-harmless provision that
guarantees that no state shall receive less than one-quarter of
one percent of the total amount allotted, and no less than 90
percent of the percentage it received the previous y ar.

States allocate funds to local service delivery areas using a

similar formula. Funding is limited to annual appropriation by

Congrfts.
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I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

The Governor and his appointed state Job Training Coordinating
Council plan and allocate funds to Service Delivery Areas. Local
government is involved through representation on the Private
Industry Councils (PICs). PICs are the organizational embodiment
of the partnership of private and public resources in JTPA. Made
up of representatives from private industry, state and local
government, and community-based organizations, they exercise
operational control of the Title II-A block grant and ether JTPA
programs.

J. Audit or quality control.

The federal government provides very broad standards for
rdministrative efficiency. Costs are disallowed if they are not
within the criteria for reimbursement.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives fur which the
benefits are authorized.

Programs are to provide job training and related assistance to
economically disadvantaged individuals and others who face
significant employment barriers. The goal is to move trainees
into permanent, self-sustaining employment. Public service
employment is prohibited.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Local Service Delivery Ark..a staff decide local priorities.
Administration and support services can comprise no more than 30
purcert of program expenditures; 70 percent of block grant
resources must be spent on training.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. unit for which eligi. .lity for program benefits is
determined.

Eligibility is determined for the individual.

B. Income eligibility standards.

At least 90 percent of these enrolled in Title II-A projects must
be economically disadvaataged, meaning an individual who:

o Receives, or is a member of a family which receives, cash
welter:: payments under a federal, state, or local welfare
program;
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o Has, or is e member of a family which has, received a total
family income for the six month period prior to application
for the program involved (exclusive of unemployment
compensation, child support payments, and welfare payments)
which, in relation to family size, was not in excess of the
higher of the federal poverty guidelines or 70 percent of
the Lower Living Standard Income Level;

o Is receiving Food Stamps pursuant to the Food Stamp Act of
1977;

o Is a foster child on behalf of whom state or local
government payments are made;

o In cases permitted by regulations of the Secretary, is an
adult handicapped individual whose own income meets the
requirements but who is a member of a family whose income
does not meet such requirement.

Benefits from unemployment compensation are not counted against
the inc..ome maximum, nor are child support payments. No other
income exclusions are specified, but receipt of cash welfare or
Food Stamps provides categorical eligibility.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

To qualify for participation, persons with incomes above the
limits described above must face a special labcr market barrier,
such as a physical impairment. No more than ten percent of
enrollees may qualify this way.

All male applicants born on or after January 1, 1960, must show
proof of compliance with Section 3(a) of the Military Selective
Service Act.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Referral by public agencies and voluntary application are the
most common processes of program intake.

B. Program benefits or services.

Referrals to the training and employment components of the
program are based on interviews and testing. Types of services
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are determined at local level under overall guidance of local
Private Industry Council.

Services include job search activities and workshops, classroom
or on-the-job training, usually through community colleges or
for-profit organizations, and work experience.

C. Duration of benefits.

Duration of service varies with the type and intengity of
training provided. The average period of participation is 17weeks. A person may participate more than once.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Receipt of public assistance, including cash welfare and FoodStampo, categorically establishes that a person is economically
disadvantaged. About 40 percent of JTPA Title II-A recipients
receive some type of cash or non-cash public assistance at thetime of their application. About half of these are recipients ofAFDC.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Unemployment compensation, cash and non-cash welfare are notcounted as income in determining eligibility.

services within this program are generally not affected bychanges in services of other programs.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) and other work programs underTitle IV-A of the Social Security Act provide similar services toadult recipients of AFDC. Other programs under JTPA providetraining and employment for subpopulations of Title II-A
eligibles, such as elderly and youth. In addition, similar
services may be provided to the same populations through Adult
Basic Education and Vocational Education programs.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate andthe House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Employment and Productivity
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House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommit:ae on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of llepresentatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Service, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this

program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

In the 1930s, after initial programs of relief for the
unemployed, the Civilian Conservation Corns, Public Works
Administration, and Works Progress Adminj ...ration funded jobs in

national parks and forests, building roa, and dams, and on
projects aimed at creating jobs in small communities. These
programs were phased out with the end of the Great Depression and
the beginning of World War II.

For more than two decades no other major federal employment and
training programs were created. But the first post-war years of
high unemployment from 1958-1961 raised new concerns, resulting
in the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962. It

was the first major federal effort to provide training (as
opposed to direct job creation) for the unemployed. The program
was initially aimed at unemployed workers with work experience
who had lost their jobs because of automation, but it soon
shifted to people who had few marketable skills. Heavy reliance
was placed on institutional training, where participants were
trained for particular jobs or in specific skills. In subsequent
years, MDTA emphasized on-the-job training (OJT), in which
employers were reimbursed for training costs.

The major programs of the mid-1960s were Neighborhood Youth
Corps, and Job Corps, authorized by the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964, and the Work Incentive (WIN) Program for AFDC
recipients, authorized in 1967. These programs, designed at the
federal level, had overlapping goals and served groups with
limited work. experience or skills. They were separately
administered and relied in disparate delivery systems. The
Neighborhood Youth Corpa operated under the auspices of thousands



of separate contracts between the federal government and local
operators.

Evaluations have raised doubt about the effectiveness of all
these programs. Classroom training has been criticized because
it failed to train workers for existing jobs and because
participants' performance in their trained skills often was low.
OJT subsidies were believed to do little to encourage private
employers to train and hire disadvantaged workers, but subsidized
employers who would have hired such workers anyway.

The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA): These
problems led to a major restruc ur ng of manpower programs in the
1970s. The Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of
1973 was the result. It consolidated some programs and
transferred responsibility for administering and delivering these
services to state and local governments. Federal grants were
distributed to local "prime sponsors" -- state, county, or
municipal governments or consortia -- to run local employment and
training programs. These grants were used to provide training
and support services to the unemployed and economically
disadvantaged.

CETA included a number of different employment and training
services, such as public service employment (PSE), classroom and
on-the-job training, allowance payments, support services, and
job search assistance. It targeted low income and minority
workers and youth. Although conceived as a training program,
early amendments made it a large, public job-creation program to
counter the effects of a recession then underway.

CETA expanded in 1974 with the addition of two public-service
employment programs, and in 1977 it increased further when a
major new component, the Youth Employment and Demonstration
Projects Act, was added. The latter was a $1 billion effort to
employ youth and keep them in school. As CETA grew, it became
more controversial. Title VI was enacted to use public service
employment to combat the high unemployment of the 1974-1975
recession. High levels of public employment were reached only in
1977-1978, however, when unemployment already had fallen
appreciably.

The Private Sector Initiatives program was also added in 1978.
It created local Private Industry C icils (PICs) that were to
become the cornerstone of the Job ,.ning Partnership Act,

The Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA): JTPA, which replaced
CETA in 1962, consolidated many of the separate categorical
programs into a large block grant, continued other programs, such
as the Summer Youth Employment Program and the Job Corps, and
created a separate program for assisting dislocated workers.
Unlike CETA, whirb relied heavily on public sector employme;it,
JTPA emphasize:: skills training for private sector jobs and
prohitits public-service employment (except for disadvantaged
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youth during the summer). At least. 70 percent of funds must be
used for training. The remaining 30 percent may be used for

supportive services, work experience stipends and administrative
costs, but, administrative costs must not exceed 15 percent. JTPA
distributes funds to governors and gives locally elected
officials and private representatives operating through local
PICs authority to run the program.

Participation of youth and public assistance recipients is
stressed in JTPA. Welfare recipients are to be served in
proportion to their share of the eligible population 16 years of
age and over in the service area of the program. At least 90
percent of participants must be from families who receive public
assistance or whose income is less than 70 percent of the lower
living standard income level. At least 40 percent of program
funds must be spent on disadvantages youth ages 16 through 21.

Amendments in 1986 established requirements for literacy training
for youth participating in the Title II-B Summer Youth Employment
Program, and a hold-harmless factor for substate allocations.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)
17.250 TRAINING PROGRAM FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

Benefits-------
United States $1,337,020

Alabama $35,872
Alaska $3,314
Arizona !12,887
Arkansas $13,283
California $135,265
Colorado $13,656
Connecticut $10,232
Delaware $3,030
Dist. of Col. $5,414
Florida $56,345
Georgia $29,344
Hawa $4,307
Idaho $5,209
Illinois $79,753
Indiana $32,812
Iowa $13,758
Kansas $8,646
Kentucky $27,376
Louisiana $27,609
Maine $5,982
Maryland $17,689
Massachusetts $27,079
Michigan $72,107
Minnesota $19,199
MisolssIppl $19,430
MIssoua ri $28,526
ibntan $5,071
Nebraska $4,840
Nevada $4,160
New Hampsh e $4,312
New Jersey $35,758
New Mexico $7,741
New York $83,871
North Carolina $27,662
North Dakota $3,631
Ohi o $70,552
Oklahoma $16,104
Oregon $17,691
Pennsylvania $65,047
Rhode Island $4,872
South Carolina $18,920
South Dakota $2,940
Tennessee $32,262
Texas $75,709
Utah $6,692
Vermont $3,325
Virginia $20,623
Washington $27,448
West Virginia $15,552
Wisccns
Wyoming

in $29,723
$3,612

Amer. Samoa $257
Guam $298
N. Marianas $127
Puerto Rico $38,327
Trust Terr. 1 $0
Virgin Islands 1 $1,238

'Administration

$5,344

$524
$2,431

$2,064
$23,322

$2,272
$1,786

$431

$527
$9,383

$4$755

$978
$12,652
$5,628
$2,282

$1,30'
$4,260
$4,832

$1,107
$2,943
$3,824

$11,420
$3,113
$2,654

$4,361
$866
$772
$847

$592
$5,825
$1,442

$16,071

$5,783

$485
$12,971

$1,864
$2,519

$11,815

$873
$2,917

$372
$4,783

$11,490

$843

$619
$3366
$4,,692

$2,127

$4,656
$597

$373

87

$8,333

29
$0

$175

Total

$1,560,090

$41,216

$3,838
$15,318
$15,347

$158,587
$15,927

$12,018
$3,461

$5,940
$65,729
$33,974

$5,061

$6,187
$92,405
$38,441

$16,040
$9,949

$31,636
$32,440

$7,088
$20,631
$30,903

$83,527
$22,312

$22,084

$32,887
$5,936

$5,612
$5,007
$4,904

$41,583
$9,183

$99,942

$33,445

$4,116
$83,523
$17,969
$20,210
$76,861

$5,745
$21,836

$3,312
$37,045
$87,199

$7,535
$3,944

$23,989
$32,140
$17,679

$34,380

$4,209
$330

$1,216

160
$46$,656

$0
$1,413

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Reports.

(1) Data represent Program Year 1985, which ran from July 1 1985
through June 30, 1986.



VII:. B. TOTAL FY 34 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)
17.250 TRAINING PROGRAM FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

Benefits

United States $1,191,416

Alabama $32,308

Alaska $2,815
Arizona $14,283
Arkansas $11,560

California $119,113

Colorado $12,103

Connecticut $11,189

Delaware $2,769

Dist. of Col. $4,806

Flirida $44,483

HHaawagglIa

$22,359

$4,719

Idaho $5,145

Illinois $59,193

Indiana $31,795

Iowa $13,492

Kansas $6,622

Kentucky $23,818

$19,724Mine
$5,270

Maryland $15,999

Nhssachusette $24,843

Michigan $66,298
Minnesota $18,409

Mississippi $17,583
Missouri $22,587
Montana $4,843
Nebraska $5,402

Nevada $5,119
New Hampshire $2,366
New Jersey $35,276

New Mexico $8,012

Hew York $83,437

North Carolina $25,881

North Dakota $3,215
Ohio $63,500
Oklahoma $11,461

Oregon $15,975

Pennsylvania $63,071

Rhode island $5,280
South Carolina $20,851

South Dakota $2,507
Tennessee $27,454
Texas $59,780

Utah $6,272
Vermont $2,742
Virgnla $22,270
WashiIngton $23,505

West Virginia $12,367
Wisconsin $29,352

Wyoming $2,689

Ater. Samoa $286

Guam $635
N. Marianas $91

Puerto Rico $32$836,888

Trust Terr.
Virgin islands $1,266

'Administration
1

- -

$219,002

$4,798

$586

$2,84

$1906
3

$23,,573

$2,235
$2,013

$448
$823

$8,344

$4,167

$858
$986

$11,204

$5,387
$2,228
$1,298

$4,666
$4,034

$1,105
$3,542
$4,946

$11,796

$2,858
$2,441

6$3$,45

620

$709
$979

$647
$6,277

$1,267

$17,580
$5,448

$542

$11,798
$1,581

$2,269

$11,601

$1,085

$3,225

$486

$4,677
$11,187

$951

$577
$3,446

$4,216
$2027
$4,299

$$69400

$259

$16
$7,573

$139
$245

Total

$1,410,418

$37,106
$3,400

$17.126
$13,466

$142,685
$14,338
$13,201

$3,217
$5,629

$52,827
$26,526

$5,577
$6,132
$70,397

$37,182

$15,720
$7,920

$28,484

$23,758
$6,375

$19,541

$29,789
$78,094
$21,267

$20,024

$25,232
$4,963

$6,111
$6,098
$3,012

$41,553
$9,278

$101,017

31,329
$3,757
$75,298

$13,022
$18,243
$74,872

$6,364

$24,077
$2,992

$32,131

$70,968

$7,223
$3,320

$25,716

$27,721

$14,494
$33,652
$3 089

$8
$3955

4

$107

$40,462

$975

$1,5121

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Reports.

(1) Data represent Program Year 1984, which ran from July 1, 1984
through June 30, 1985.



IX, A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS (1)

17.250 TRAINING PROGRAM FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

Participants' Elderly
1

Handicapped

United States 1,075,416 14,397 36,591

Alabama 26,557 173 643
Alaska 1,997 53
Arizona 10,525 81 509
Arkansas 16,463 173 380
California 90,669 1,737 3,766
Colorado 15,621 202 763
Connecticut 6,869 90 374
Delaware 2,778 10 193
D. C. 2,365 170 208
Florida 46,896 821 1,775
Georgia 22,720 267 640
Hawaii 3,810 22 86
Idaho 4,333 127 318
Illinois

Indiana
59,682
2e 594

990
71

1,215

539
Iowa 12,694 75 465
Kansas 8,6139 77 347
Kentucky 19,736 138 589
Louisiana 26,063 145 265
Maine 5,262 479 266
Maryland 21,341 103 613
Massachusetts 16,126 237 891
Mich!gan

Minnesota
55,562
24,127

05
416

?,949

Mississippi 19,790 87 507
MIsscurl 22,171 189 515
Montana 4,894 156 290
Nebraska 4,590 115 197
Nevada 2,754 37 181
New Hampshire 2,740 29 171
Now Jersey

New Mexico
20,780
5,392 53

221 583

235
New York 70,434 1,046 2,256
N. Carolina 30,192 379 1,071

Dakota
N.

Dakota 2,705
60,695

130

864
219

1,754
Oklahoma 14,442 173 302
Oregon 14,742 376 623
Pennsylvania 43,845 278 1,088
Rhode Island 2,454 23 56
S. Carolina 17,963 61 382
S. Dakota 4,484 47 179
Tennessee 29,814 297 835
Texas 60,334 593 1,962
Utah 6,354 112 355
Vermont 3,130 31 171
Virginia 9,168 214 627
sh

WTI

Washington 20,601 221 1,043
W. Virginia 10,254 200 434
Wisconsin 30,619 839 2,041
Wyoming 2,672 140 123
American Samoa 434 0
Guam 730 7 10
Northern Marianas 62 0 3
Puerto Rico 25,026 162 171
Virgin Islands 672 3 15

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Reports

(1) Represents unduplicated annual count for .)rogram Year 1985, July 1, 1985
through June 30, 1986.



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT
17.250 TRAINING PROGRAM

CHARACTERISTICS
FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

Participants

(1)

Elderly Handicapped
- - -

United States 917,991 11,896 31,839

Alabama 24,198 123 561

Alaska 1,704 25 55

Arizona 10,316 71 518

Arkansas 19,148 157 309

California 65,612 1,446 3,330

Colorado 12,937 176 689

Connecticut 7,866 114 474

Delaware 2,646 14 231

D. C. 2,469 40 179

Florida 23,852 805 1,401

Georgia 17,721 99 593

Hawaii 2,497 20 80

Idaho 4,332 92 293

Illinois 49,707 640 1,015

Indiana 27,022 43 470

Iowa 11,260 106 579

Kansas 7,592 75 264

Kentucky 22,406 150 541

Louisiana 16,952 102 250

Maine 5,016 374 252

Maryland 17,590 241 606

Massachusetts 16,413 246 855

MIchlgan 52,246 666 1,964

Minnesota 21,735 304 749
MissIssIppl 17,939 94 262

19,266 182 447

Montana) 3.109 120 271

Nebraska 4,776 1 73 219

Nevada 2,935 56 0

New Hampshire 1,53P 16 75

New Jersey 17,607 263 619

New Mexico 6,027 40 214

New York 69,416 914 1,344

N. Carolina 27,134 196 935

N. Dakota 2,458 117 163

Ohio 5/#,964 985 1,339

Oklahoma ,3,410 109 286

Oregon 13,537 216 653

Pennsylvanla 40,071 264 1,082

Rhode Island 2,736 31 68

S. Carolina 20,396 76 440

S. Dakota 3,278 19 138

Tennessee 25,694 268 727

Texas 43,203 393 1,225

Utah 0,354 89 355

Vermont 2,852 23 134

Virginia 17,511 190 691

Washington 18,843 201 977

W. Virginia 8,803 122 554

WIsconsIn 29,069 601 1,974

Wyoming 1,828 9 88

Amerluan Samoa 431 0

Guam 863 14 6

Northern Marianas 103 0 2

Puerto Rico 22,770 526 276

Virgin Islands 542 2 16

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Reports

(1) Represents unduplicated annual count for Program Year 1984, July 1, 1985

through June 30, 1985.



X. A. MEAN FY 85
17.250 TRAINING

COSTS
PROGRAM

PER UNIT SERVED
FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

Benefits
--------- ----1

$1,243

$1,351

$1,660
$1,224

$807

(1)

Administration

$237

$201

$26

$262$231

$125

1

Total

$1,451

$1,552

$1,922
$1$9,4355

2

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California $1,492 $257 $1,749
Colorado $874 $145 $1,020
Connecticut $1,490 $260 $1,750
Delaware $1,091 $155 $1,246
Dist. of Col. $2,289 $223 $2,512
Florida $1,201 $200 $1,402
Georgia $1,292 $204 $1,495
Hawaii $1,130 $198 $1,328
Idaho $1,202 $226 $1,428
Illinois $1,336 $212 $1,548
Indiana $1,109 $190 $1,299
Iowa $1,084 $180 $1,264
Kansas

Kentucky
$995

$1,387 $2$15016

$1,145

$1,603
Louisiana $1,059 $185 $1,245
Maine $1,137 $210 $1,347
Maryland
Massachusette

$829

$1,679 $237

$138 $967

$1,916
Michigan

Minnesota
$1,2a8

$796
$2

$12069

$1,503

$925
Mississippi $982 $134 $1,116
Missouri $1,287 $197 $1,483
Montana $1,036 $177 $1,213
Nebraska

Nevada
$1,054
$1,510 $3$10688

$1,223

$1,818
New Hampshire $1,574 $216 $1,790
New Jersey $1,721 $280 $2,001
New Mexico $1,436 $267 $1,703
New York

North Carolina
$1,191

$916 $192

$228 $1,419

$1,108
North Dakota $1,342 $179 $1,522
Ohio . $1,162 $214 $1,376
Oklahoma $1,115 $129 $1,244
Oregon $1,200 $171 $1.371
Pennsylvania $1,484 $269 $1,753
Rhode island $1,985 $356 $2,341
South Carolina $1,053 $162 $1$739,216
South Dakota $656 83
Tennessee $1,082 $$160 $1,243
Texas $1,255 $190 $1,445
Utah $1,053 $133 $1,186
Vermont $1,062 $198 $1,260
Virginia $2,249 $367 $2,617
Washington $1,332 $228 $ 1,560
West Virginia $1,517 $207 $1,724
41sconsin
,caing

$971
$1,352 $223

$152 $1,123
$1,575

Amer. Samoa $593 $168 $761
Guam $1,135 $531 $1,656
N. Marianas $2,046 $52S $2,575
Puerto Rico $1,531 $338 $1,864
Virgin Islands $1,842 $261 $2,103

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Reports.

(1) Data represent Program Year 1985, Won ran from July 1, 1985
through June 30, 1986. Spending from Tab,i VIII.A. 4as divided by
participants from Table IX.A.



X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS
17.250 TRAINING PROGRAM

,

1

PER UNIT SERVED
FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

Benefits

(1)

Administration Total

United States
I $1,298 $239 $1,536

Alabama $1,335 $198 $1,533

Alaska $1,652 $344 $1,996

Arizona $1,385 $276 $1,660

Arkansas = $604 $100 $703

California $1,815 $359 $2,175

Colorado $936 $173 $1,108

Connecticut $1,422 $256 $1,678
Delaware $1,047 $169 $1,216
Dist. of Col. $1,946 $333 $2,280

Florida $1,865 $350 $2,215
Georgia $1,262 $235 $1,497
Hawaii $1,890 $343 $2,233

Idaho $1,188 $228 $1,415

Illinois $1191 $225 $1,416
Indiana $1,,177 $199 $1,376
Iowa $1,198 $198 $1,396

Kansas $872 $171 $1,043
Kentucky $1,063 ;208 $1,271

Louisiana $1,164 $238 $1,401

Maine $1,051 $220 $1,2r1

Maryland $910 $201 $1,111

MassachUsette I $1,514 $301 $1,815
Michigan $1,269 $226 $1,495

Minnesota $847 $131 $978
Mississippi $980 $136 $1,116
Missouri $1,172 $189 $1,362

Montana $1,397 $199 $1,596
Nebraska $1,131 $149 $1,280

Nevada $1,744 $333 $2,078

New Hampshire $1,538 $420 $1,959
New Jersey $2,003 = $357 $2,360
Nor Mexico $1,329 $210 $1,539

New York $1,202 I $253 $1,455

North Carolina $954 $201 $1,155
North Dakota $1,308 $221 $1,529
Ohio $1,155 $215 $1,370

Oklahoma $855 $116 $971

Oregon $1,180 I $168 $1,348

Pennsylvania $1,574 $290 $1,863
Rhode Island $1,930 $396 $2,326
South Carolina $1,022 $158 $1,180

South Dakota $765 $148 $913
Tennessee $1,069 $182 $1,251
Texas $1,384 $259 $1,643
Utah $987 $150 $1,137
Vermont $962 $202 $1,164
Vir

Washington
$1272
$1,, 247

$ 197

$224

$1469
$1,471

West Virginia $1,405 $242 $1,646
Wisconsin $1,010 $148 $1,158
Wyoming $1,471 $219 $1,690
Amer. Samoa $664 $159 = $824

Guam $736 $300 I $1,036

N. Marianas $884 $152 $1,035

Puerto Rico $1,444 $333 $1,777
Virgin Islands I $2,337 $452 I $2,789

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Reports,

(1) Data represent Program Year 1984, which ran from July 1, 1984

through June 30, 1985. Spending from Table VIII.B. was divided by
participants from Table IX.B.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands) (1)
17.250 TRAINING PROGRAM FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

Federal

Fiscal

Year

1985

1984

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

197

1971

1970

1969

1968
1967

1966

1965

1964

1983

1962

1961

1960

Total
I Federal

, Outlays
' -------

$1,710,104

$1,544,506
$2,290,555
$2,373,517

$3,394,934
$3,236,20
$2,548,497
$2,378,420

$1,756,213
$2,755,582

$2,504,200
$1 136,600
$978,200

$1,156,100
$1 107,100

$953,800
$512,900
$556,000
$280,800
05,700
$87,000

179,700

Units
Served

350,000

531,216

324,009

370,041

757,294
935,438

1,069,103

1,209,714

1,598,685

781,255

,(2)1

(3)L

(5)

Persons 1(2)

Served 1(4)

1,133,700

1,557,100

1,045,8PA
1,198,450

2,119,563
2,529,956
2,748,930
2,885,318
2,198,941

3,506,370 (5)

Data Sources: Outlays from'the Office of Management and Budget.
Other data from Employment and Training Administration.

(1) JTPA 11-A Block Grant was Implemented In 1984. Data displayed
for FY 1983 and prior years represent the total for Its predecessor

programs operating during the given year. These Include CETA titles
III -B/C (Training Grant 1976 -1983), 11-D and VI (PSE 1976 1981),
V--AA (YCCIP 1978 - 1981, AND YETP 1978 - 1983 and VII (PSIP 1979 - 1983).
(2) Fiscal Years through 1983. TP was 10/1/83 - 6/30/84. PY 1984 was
7/1/84 - 6/30/85. PY T985 was 7/1/85 - 6/30/86.
(3) Service years.

(4) Total participants.

(5) TransitIonal quarter added.



SUMMER YOUTH PIPLOYMENT PROGRAM

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Title II-B of the Job Training Partnership Act provides federal
funds to states for summer programs that offer economically
disadvantaged youths work experience, education, and
encouragement to remain in school. Title II-B programs are
administered by the states and are implemented through a
partnership between the private sector and state and local
governments. Operating under state approved plans and with
minimal federal requirements, local service providers make
eligibility determinations and have substantial discretion to set
their own priorities for the use of the summer funds.

In FY 1986, about 742,000 youths participated in Title II-B
summer programs at a total federal cost of about $746 million.
The programs are fully funded by the federal government. Subject
to certain minimums, the federal funds are allocated to the
states based on a three-part formula that measures an area's
relative number of unemployed and economically disadvantaged
persons. State allocations to local service providers are based
on the same formula. The 1986 JTPA amendments established a
hold-harmless base for future allocations.

The services provided are primarily work experience at public
institutions such as schools or parks. However, the 1986
amendments to JTPA require a greater emphasis on basic education
and literacy training. Trainees engaged in work experience are
paid at a rate at least equal to the federal minimum wage.
Participants engaged in services other than work experience may
receive needs-based payments and amounts determined locally.
Support services such as insurance, meals, and transportation may
also be provided.

Eligibility is limited f economically disadvantaged youth aged
14 to 21. Economically disadvantaged is defined, in general, as
persons from households whose income does not exceed the federal
poverty guidelines or, if higher, 70 percent of the Lower Living
Standard Income Level. The definition includes youth from
households receiving Food Stamps or households who qualify for

cash assistance under other public programs as well as foster
children and some handicapped adults.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Summer Youth Employment Program.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 17.250
Budget account number(s): 16-0174-0-1-504-00.02.

L. Current authorizing statute: Job Training Partnership Act,
Title II-B.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 20 CFR 629.

E. Federal administering agency: Employment and Training
Administration, Department of Labor.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; insular areas.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Counties; cities; tribal organizations; private
nonprofit organizations; private for-profit organizations;
school districts; public agencies.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Federal funds are allocated to states by a formula based on a
state's relative share of certain unemployment and demographic
factors, as follows:

o One-third based on the state's share of unemployed residing
in areas with unemployment in excess of 6.5 percent;

o One-third based on the state's share of unemployed in excess
of 4.5 percent;

o One-third based on the state's share of individuals with
income below the poverty level or 70 percent of the Lower
Living Standard Income Level.

JTPA includes a floor and a hold-harmless provision that
guarantees that no state shall receive less than one-quarter of
one percent of the total amount allotted, and no less than 90
percent of the percentage it received the previous year.

States allocate funds to local service delivery areas using a
similar formula. Funding is limited to annual appropriation by
Congress.
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I. Role of state and local governments in adminis.cering the
program.

The Governor and his appointed state Job Training Coordinating
Council plan and allocate funds to Service Delivery Areas. Local
government is involved through representation on the Private
Industry Councils (PICs). PICs are the organizational embodiment
of the partnership of private and public resources in JTPA. Made
up of representatives from private industry, state and local
government, and community-based organizations, they exercise
operationa_ control of the Title II A block grant and other JTPA
programs.

J. Audit or quality control.

The federal government provides very broad standards for
administrative efficiency. Costs are disallowed if they are not
within the criteria for reimbursement.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

Basic purposes are to provide youth with work experience,
education, and encouragement to remain in school. By providing
summer jobs, the intent is to expose youth to the world of work
and enhance basic education and work skills.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Funds are allocated among various activities at the discretion of
local staff.

No more than 15 percent of funds available may be wed for the
costs of administration.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Eligibility is limited to economically disadvantaged youth ages
16 to 21. (Under some circumstances, individuals 14 and 15 years
old may qualify.)

B. Income eligibility standards.

All participants must be economically disadvantaged, meaning an
individual aho:
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o Receives, or is a member of a family which receives, cash
welfare payments under a federal, state, or local welfare
program;

o Has, or is a member of a family which has, received a total
family income for the six month period prior to application
for the program involved (exclusive of unemployment
compensation, child support payments, and welfare payments)
which, in relation to family size, wis not in excess of the
higher of the federal poverty guidelines or 70 percent of
the Lower Living Standard Income Level;

o Is receiving Food Stamps pursuant to the Food Stamp Act of
1977;

o Is a foster child on behalf C.' whom state or local
government payments are made;

o In cases permitted by regulations of the Secretary, is an
adult handicapped individual whose own income meets the
requirements but who is a member of a family whose income
does not meet such requirement.

Benefits from unemployment compensation are not counted against
the income maximum, nor are child support payments. No other
income exclusions are specified, but receipt of cash welfare
provides categorical eligibility.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

All male applicants born on or after January 1, 1960, must show
proof of compliance with Section 3(a) of the Military Selective
Service Act.

D. Other income recipient unit is required or expected to spend
to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Voluntary application and referral by public agencies are the
most common process of program intake.

B. Program benefits or services.

The services provided are primarily work experience at public
institutions such as schools or parks. Such work experience may
also be supplemented with basic education and literacy training.
Trainees engaged in work experience are paid at a rate at least
equal to the federal minimum wage. Participants engaged in
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services other than work experience may receiye needs-based
payments and amounts determined locally. Support services such
as insurance, meals, and transportation may also be provided.

C. Duration of benefits.

Average duration of participation approximately 10 weeks.
Individuals may participate for more than one summer. No
information is available on the proportion who do.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Receipt of public assistance, including cash welfare and Food
Stamp3, categorically establishes that a person is economically
disadvantaged.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Unemployment compensation, cash and non-cash welfare are not
counted as income in determining eligibility. Services within
this program are generally not affected by changes in services of
other programs.

C. Overlapping authorities.

Employment and training programs for the same target population
are authorized by Titles II-A am, IV of JTPA. In addition,
educaiton and training is provided through Adult Education and
Vocational Education programs.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Employment and Productivity

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities
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B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education
and Related Agencies

C. Other committees ani subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the pest two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

The SYTEP was part of the Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC)
established by the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. It was
intended to create part-time work experience, remedial education,
and limited job training for disadvantaged youth who either did
not, complete high-school or were potential dropouts (called the
in-school compoaent). A summer employment program was added as
part of the in-school program to encourage students to stay in
school.

In 1974, the summer component was incorporated into the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. In 1982, it became
Title II-B of the Job Training Partnership Act. The 1986
amendments require a greater emphasis on basic education and
literacy training.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING In thousands)

17.250 SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (JTPA)

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georg
Hawai is

Idaho

Illinois

Indi

Iowa

ana

Kansas
Kentucky

Maine
Louisiana

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
Now Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina

NN.. (Dakota

Dakota

Oklahoma
Or

Pennegonsylvania
Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Vir

Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

Participant
Support

$404,838

$14,200

$1

i4168

24

$7,275

$44,853
$3,597
$3,517

$212
$14

$6,137

$11,368

$2,856
$2,280

$30,322
$9,216

$2,870
$15

$11,101
$13,535

$14

$9,393

$25,944

so

$11,879
$2

$2,204
$1,127
$1,443

$53

$16,773
$3,215

$44,542
$13,6

$6
20

$2,067
$6,861

$931

$31,727
$1,688
$7,57$1

0

$10,847
$9,077

$270
$1,200
$2,157
$8.473

$7,953

$1,945
$1,252

$0

$15,631
$0

Administration

$98,902

$2,203
$310

$1,047
$735

$10,464

$1,034

$1,138
$189

$1,158

$3,932

$2,269
$268

$346

$5,078

$2,671

$1,027
$419

$1,286
$1,273

$650
$1,570
$2,877
$5,909

$1,910
$693

$1,760
$316
$375

$370

$263

$2,962
$285

$1,213
$2 787
i206

$5,727

$589

$1,394
$5,375
$523

$1,111
$74

$1,584

$5,025
$400
$203

$1,834

$2,147
$470

$1,842

$215
$0

$3,460

Training

Costs

$289,192

Total

$792,933

1$453
$17,530

$2,187
$7,062 $8,278

266 $8,277
$20,$526 $75,843

$3,085 $7,716

$4,852 $9,507
$1,337 $1,738
$5,763 $6,935

$18,555 $28,624
$1,992 $15,630

$15 $3,138
$524 $3,150

$8,004 $43,404
$9,524 $21,411

$4,260 $8,157
$5,396 $5,831

$1,171 $13,558
$1,149 $15,958
$3,022 $3,686

$12,076 $13,653

$6,349 $18,619
$7,515 $39,368
$9,782 $11,692
$8,909 $9,604
$2,353 $15,992
$375 $2,895

$2,421 $3,922
$540 $2,353

$1,836 $2,152
$4,421

$950

$24,156
$4,451

$8,756 $60,511

$2,171 $18,578

$1,550 $1,762
$34,144 $41,938
$1,638 $9,087
$7,920 $10,244
$5,328 $42,430
$1

$1,,172474

$3,384

$10,156

$1,733 $1,808

$4,214 $16,646
$27,055 $41,156
$3$3,02956 $3,628

$1,732
$10,419 $14,410
$3,9 $14,584

$56575 $8,998

$11$294,127 $14,914

$1,761

$0 $0

$6,224
$321

525$33555

i351

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Report

JTPA- Summer Youth Employmert and Training PY 85 Grants
(July 1, 1985 to Are 30, 1986)
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VIII. B. TOTAL
17.250 SUMMER YOUTH

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware

D. C.

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
O

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas

Vermont

Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin is!ands1

FY

1

84 PROGRAM SPENDING

EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

Participant
Support

$322,954

$12,809

$42
$944

$3,662
$40,999

$4,903
$3,774

$214

$2,596

39

$7,901

$1,587
$1,968

$935
$9,602
$3,115

$3,193
$11,300

$8,424
$13
$5,577

56

$24,475
$1,049
$376

$3,953
$1$686,443

$1,662
$42

$15,780

$0
$40,118
$12,163

$6,134
$5,212

$2,139
$29,477
$1,721
$5,952

$0
$10,701

$3,151

$20

$1,168

$816

$7,401
$6,013

$3,204
$1,1$031

$13,751

$0

(In thousands)
(JTPA)

Administration

$80,567

$1,941

$170
$1,199

$571

$9

$867

,441

$999
$240

$1,166

$2,820

$1$286
$32

$5,564
2

$2$682,137

$986338
$

$986
$350

$1,633
$3,121
$3,732

$1,095
$816

$1$228
$371

$36
$149

9

$9,195
$h69

$5,490
$1,4°2
$111

$5,262

$429
$983

$4$540

$1,015
$72
996

$2,$871

$344
$200

$1,559
$1,828

$498
$1,495

$$59190

$2,98U

$25

Training
Costs

$294,363

$1,045

$6$53
6,740

$3,474

$20,035
$901

$3,526

$1,350
$6,515

$18,229
$3,148

$202
$364

$35,954
$6,262

$2,724
$983
$758

$4,02,

$3,090

$10,335
$8,129
$6,219
$7,386
$7,091

$8,656
$250

$1,860
$542

$1,511

$4,023
$3,663
$8,967

$1,206
$1,485

$28,193
$894

$5,468
$3,997
$1,174
$1,682

$1,602

$3,233
$22,268

$2,795
$294

$10,056

$3,365
$1,225

$9$2,445

26
561

$5$,497

$286

Total

$697,884

$15,795

$1,264

$8,033
$7,707

$70,475

$6,671

$8,299
$1,805
$7,777
$23,587
$12,285

$2,074

$2,636
$42,454
$18,601

$6,521

$4,514
$13,044

$13,509
$3,452

$12,044
$16,807
$34,426

$9,530
$8,282

$13,910
$1,920

$2,917
$2,573
$1,702

$21,998
$4,233

$54,574
$14,851

$1,703
$39,589
$6,536
$8,590
$37,622

$3,435
$8,648
$1,674
$14,929
$28,290
$3,159
$1,663

$12,431

$12,594

$7,737
$14,144
$1,547

$617
$22,228

$310

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Report:

JTPA - Summer Youth Employment and Training PY 84 Grants
(July 1, 1984 to June 30,1985)
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
17.250 SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (JTPA)

Participants

787,785

14,311

7,253
1,329

84
66,,5223

0

6,303
10,262

2,058
8,816

26,963

14,142
3

2,284

43,322

21,399
7,107

5,189

14,686

15,858
3,030

13,017

17,298

32,846
10,587

1478
130,,994

1,963

1,821

1,775

2,034

26,862
5,438

68,224
15,507
1,696

39,125
7,264
8,787

45,219
2,662

12,997
2,035

18,199
25,74

2,97.

1,968
11,056
10,260

8,880
13,

(1)

(2)United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida

GeorgiaHawa,430
Idaho

ii

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississi

Missouri

ppi

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont

Virginia
Washington

W. Virginia
WiscQnsin

773
Guam 0
Puerto Rico 70,941
Virgin islards 550

Data Sources: Quarter y Status Report:

JTPA-Summer Youth Employment and Training FY 85 Grants

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.

(2) The difference between IX. A. and XI Is attributable to
variations In state reporting and updating quarterly data
for annual totals.



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

17.250 SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (JTPA)

IParticipants:(1)

United States 754,842 1(2)

Alabama 17,812
Alaska 857
Arizona 6,958
Arkansas 7,026
California 67,622
Colorado 5,411
Connecticut 10,305
Delaware 2,015
D. C. 9,239
Florida 23,798
Georgia 13,219
Hawaii 2,556
Idaho 1,929
Illinois 43,356
Indiana 17,304
Iowa 6,240
Kansas 4,023
Kentucky 14,156
Louisiana 13,460
Maine 3,197
Maryland 12,298
Massachusetts 17,594
Michigan 31,660
Minnesota 9,497
Mississippi I 8,774
Missouri 12,201
Montana 1,371
Nebraska 2,364
Nevada 1,949
New Hampshire 1,699
New Jersey 19,918
New Mexico 4,685
New York = 68,232
N. Carolina 14,530
N. Dakota = 1,641
Ohio 36,973
Oklahoma 5,159
Oregon 6,890
Pennsylvania 42,295
Rhode Island 2,654
S. Carolina 12,731
S. Dakoti 1,758
Tennessee = 17,440
Texas 26,671
Utah 2,200
Vermot 1,928
Virginia 9,832
Washington 9,066
W. Virginia 7,853
Wisconsin 14,147
Wyoming 693
Guam 673
Puerto Rico 76,277
Virgin Islands 364

Data Sources: Quarterly Status Report

JTPA-Summer Youth Employment and Training FY 84 Grants

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.

(2) The difference between IX. B. and XI Is attributable to
variations In state reporting and updating quarterly data
for annual totals.



X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
17.250 SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT ROAM (JTPA)

Total

United States $1,007

Alabama $1,225
Alaska $1,646
Arizona $1,141
Arkansas $1,004
California $1,140
Colorado $1224
Connecticut $926
Delaware $844
D. C. $787
Florida $1,062
Georgia $1,105
Hawall $915
Idaho $1,379
Illinois $1,002
Indiana $1,001
Iowa = $1,148
Kansas = $1,124
Kentucky $923
Louisiana = $1,006
Maine $1,216
Maryland $1,049
Massachusetts $1,076
Michigan $1,199
Minnesota $1,104
Mississippi $917
Missouri $1,143
Montana $1,475
Nebraska $2,154
Nevada $1,326
New Hampshire $1,058
New Jersey $899
New eMork ico $818
New Y $887
N. Carolina I

$1,198
N. Dakota $1,039
Ohio $1,072
Oklahoma $1,251
Oregon $1,509
Pennsylvania $938
Rhode Island $1,271
S. Carolina $781
S. Dakota $888
Tennessee $915
Texas $1,599
Utah $1,220
Vermont $880
Virginia $1,303
Washington $1,421
W. Virginia = $1,013
Wisconsin $1,068
Wyoming $2,279
Guam $0
Puerto Rico $357
Virgin Islands

i $639
-------- ----- ---------

Data Sources: Quartariy Status Report:

JTPA-Summer Youth Employment and Training PY 84 Grants
(July 1, 1984 to June 30,1985)

(1) Mean costs per unit vivre calculated by dividing the total program
spending on Table VIII. A. by the participants on Table IX. A.
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X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED 1)
17.290 SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (JTPA)

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware

D. C.

Florida
Georgi

Hawaii
a

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Maine
Louisiana

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Mbntana

Nevada
a

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N.

lo

Dakota
Oh

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee

Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington

W. Vira
Wisconsginiin

Wyoming

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Total

$925

$887

$1,475
$1,155

$1,097

$1,042
$1,233

$805

$896

$842
$991

$929
$812

$1,366
$979

$1,075
$1,045

$1,122

921

$1,$004

$1,080

$979

$955

$1,087
$1,003

4

$1$,14940

$1,401
$1,234
$1,320

$1,002
$1$903,104

$800
$1,022
$1,038
$1,071

$1,267
$1,247

$890
$1,294

$679

$952
$856

$1,061

$1,436

$862
$1,264
$1,389

$985
$1,000
$2,232

$916
$291

$853

Data Source: Quarterly Status

JIPA-Sumer Youth
(July 1, 1984 to

(1) Mean costs per unit were ca
spending on Table VIII. B. by p

Report:

Employment and Training PY 84 Grants
June 30,1985)

Iculated by dividing the total program
articlpants on Table IX. B.



Xl. hiSTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
17.250 SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM (JTPA)

Federal

Fiscal

Year

1985

1984

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

19.12

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources:

(1) Data disp
the predor

Total

Federal

Outlays '(1)

$776,334

$688, 360

$750, 434

$679,186
$769,035

$720,961

$659, 520

$670,265

$574,994

$474,994

Participants

777,600
800,000

789,845

683,198
776,717

855,000

882,700
898,566
907,193

1,131,600

Outlays from the Office of Management and Budget.
Participant data from the Employment and Training Administration.

iayed for FY 1983 and prior years represent

program, CETA IV-C.



JOB CORPS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Job Corps offers intensive education, vocational ,,raining, and
related supportive services in group residential settings to
economically disadvantaged youths. State and local governments
play no direct role in administering the program. Authorized
under Title IV of the Job Training Partnership Act, Job Corps is
operated out of centers run under contracts between the U.S.
Department of Labor and other federal agencies, major
corporations, and private nonprofit organizations.

There are currently 105 Job Corps centers located in 42 states,
Puerto Rico, and the District of Columbia. Thirty of these
centers are located on public lands, staffed by federal
employees, and operated by the federal Departments of Agriculture
an6 Interior as civilian conservation centers. The other 75
centers are operated by private profit and nonprofit
organizations through contracts awarded on a competitive basis.

Job Corps enrollees receive transportation to the center of
assignment, medical care, counselit y, basic education, vocational
skills training, work experience, and room and board. Enrollees
also receive a modest clothing and living allowance of $40 to
$100 a month with the specific amount determined by the
individual's length of stay in the program and specific
achievements. Upon completion of the program, enrollees receive
transportation to tnein homes and job placement assistance.

Job Corps services are also designed to help enrollees acconplish
regular school work, prepare for GED examination, satisfy armed
forces enlistment requirements, or qualify for other suitable
training programs. In FY 1984, about 78 percent of Job Corps
graduates entered employment or went on to further education.

Enrollment is limited to economically disadvantaged youths aged
16 to 21. Economically disadvantaged is defined, in general, as
persons from households whose income does not exceed the federal
poverty guidelines or, if higher, 70 percent of the Lower Living
Standard Income Level. The definition also includes youths from
families receiving Food Stamps or households who qualify for cash
assistance under other public programs, as well as foster
children, and some handicapped adults. In comparison with other
training and education programs, Job Corps serves a more severely
disadvantaged population. Job Corps enrollees tend to be younger
and to include higher percentages of high school dropouts and
minority youth.

In FY 1985, federal outlays totalled about $b93 million. About
40,500 training slots were authorized.



II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Job Corps.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: Not Listed
Budget account number(s): 16-0174-0-1-504-J0.12.

C. Current authorizing statute: Job Training Partnership Act,
Title IV-B.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal

Regulations: 20 CFR 684.

E. Federal administering agency: Employment and Training
Administration, Department of Labor.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: Private nonprofit organizations; private
for-profit organizations; and the Departments of Interior

and Agriculture.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funds are not allocated. Centers are run under contract.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

State and local governments play no role in Job Corps; the
program is administered on thu federal level.

J. Audit or quality control.

The federal government provides standards for administration, but
no error rate is computed.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The Job Corps is a comprehensive program of basic education and
vgcational education services for low income disadvantaged youth
provided in a residential setting. Services are intended to
enable economically disadvantaged youths obtain education and
employment skills and become self-sufficient.



B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

Program funds are allocated at the local level at the discretion
of program center staff. Center operating costs and enrollee
allowances accounted for about 85 percent of all costs in FY
1985. Center operating costs include all staff, enrollee, and
support costs incurred on-center and encompass such expenses as
food, utilities, medical fees, classroom and some vocational
educational material expenses, and contractor profit margin. Jol
Corps provides two types of allowances to participants: (1)
personal allowances intended to meet the minimal daily needs of
participants; (2) a readjustment allowance for participants who
stay in the program at least 90 days.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Eligibility is limited to economically disadvantaged youth ages
16 to 21.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Participants must be economically disadvantaged, meaning an
individual who:

o Receives, or is a member of a family Which receives, cash
welfare payments under a federal, state, or local welfare
program;

o Has, or is a mem' er of a family which has, received a tol;a1
family income for the six month period prior to application
for the program involved (exclusive of unemployment
compensation, child support payments, and welfare payments)
which, in relation to family size, was not in excess of the
higher of the federal poverty guidelines or 70 percent of
the Lower Living Standard Income Level;

o Is receiving Food Stamps pursuant to the Food Stamp Act of
1977;

o Is a foster child on behalf of whom state or local
government payments are made;

o In cases permitted by regulations of the Secretary, is an
adult handicapped individual whose own income meets the
requirements but who is a member of a family whose income
does not meet such requirement.

Benefits from unemployment r:ompensation are not counted against
the income maximum, nor are child support payments. No other
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income exclusions are specified, but receipt of cash welfare or
Food Stamps provides categorical eligibility.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Job Corps is directed only to severely disadvantaged youths who
have bc_In identified as being able to benefit from programs of
intensive educational and supportive services.

If, at the initial medical exam, costly or long-term medical
problems are identified, persons may be precluded from program

participation.

All male applicants born on or after January 1, 1960, must show
proof of compliance with Section 3(a) of the Military Selective

Service Act.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

State Employment Security Agencies, other state and local
government agencies, private nonprofit groups, private for-
r-ofit corporations, and Job Corps Centers recruit and screen
upplicants.

B. Program benefits or services.

Job Corps pays for transportation to the center, then provides
all food, clothing, and basic medical needs in a residential
setting. After a peri.od of assessment, participants may be
directed into counseling, basic education, vocational skills,
training, or work experience. Each participant's progress in
meeting goals is monitored closely.

C. Duration of benefits.

Two years is the maximum duration and the average length of stay
is about 7.5 months.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Receipt of public assistance categorically establishes that a
person is economically disadvantaged.
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B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Unemployment compensatiin, cash &A non-cash welfare are not
counted as income in determining eligibility.

Services within this program are generally not affected by
changes in services of other programs.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Employment and training programs for the same target population
are authorized by Titles II-A, II-B and IV of JTPA, and under WIN
and AFDC Title IV-A work activities. Education and training also
is provided under Adult Basic Education and Vocational Education
programs.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Employment and Productivity

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.
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D. Federal legislation.

The Job Corps' original legislation was Title I-A of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964. The program was transferred from the
Office of Economic Opportunity to the Department of Labor in
1969. In 1973 the Job Corps was reauthorized under Title IV-B of
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. The Job Corps was
doubled in size in 1978-1979 to the present 40,500 slots.
Currently, the Job Corps is authorized by Title IV, Part B, of
the Job Training Partnership Act of 1982.
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VIII. B. TOTAL
17.250 JOB CORPS

FY

(J7PA)
84 PROGRAM SPENDING

Total ( 1 )

(In thousands)

United States

RIM

$580,602

Alabama $3,468
Alaska $0
Arizona $9,731
Arkansas $8,680
California
Colorado

$36,722

$2,841

Connecticut 0
De:aware $0
D. C. $7,458
Florida $11,507
Georgia $30,045
Hawaii $3,765
Idaho $2,841
Illinois $8,665
Indiana $9,234
Iowa $4,262
Kansas $0
Kentucky $53,911

Maine
Louisiana $4,972

$5,469
Maryland $27,104
Massachusetts $12,1 1

Michigan $10,015
Minnesota $4,461
Mississippi $13,922

$18,709
MMissouriontana ,

Nearaska $3$9,154682
Nevada $8,523
New Hampshire $0
New Jersey $7,103
New Mexico 092
New York $28$9,, 596
N. Carolina $14,049

Ohio
N. Dakota

$14,987
Oklahoma $18,524
Oregon $18,581
Pennsylvania $19,291
Rhode Island 0
S. Carolina $2,983
S. Dakota $2,955
Tennessse $10,285
Texas $48,868
Utah $24,064
Vermont $3,978
Virginia $10,995
Washington $13,836
W. Virginia $9,092
Wisconsin $2,912
Wyoming $0
Puerto Rico $8,879
Virgin islands $0

Data Sources: Office of Job Corps, ETA - U.S. DOL

(1) Job Corps accounts are not kept on state-by-state basis.
It was therefore necessary to estimate state-by-state spending.
This was done by prorating the spending total in relation to the
state's share of training slots.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
17.250 JOB CORPS (JTPA)

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florgida

ri
HGeoawaii

a

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Daketa

Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washinjton
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
WesIng
Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

Training
1

1

Slots (1)

40,871

2444

685
611

2,

200
685

0
0

525
8

2,115

10

265
200
610

300
0

3,795

335
1,908

880
05

3714

980

1,317
672
224
600

0
500
640

2,013

989
0

1,055

1,304

1,308

1,358
0

210
208
724

3,440
,694

280
7i'

974

284005

625
0

Data Sources: Office of Job Corps, ETA - U.S. 001

(1) May differ from participants In that roma slots may not be filled

and some may have turnover.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (In thousands)
17.250 JOB CORPS (JTPA)

Federal

Fiscal

Year

-------

1985

1984

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

19F'

19

IL

19L.

1960

Total

Federal

OutlaysOm*r1
$593,041

$580,601

$563,336
$570,155
$539,806
$469,844
$379,610

$279,652
$201,584
$225,300
$170,400
$164,100

$188,000
$188,000
$187,000
$144,000

$236,000
$299,000

$321,000

$229,000
$37,000

(1)

Data Sources: Office of Management and Budget.

(1) Includes transitional quarter.
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SENIOR COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Senior Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP) provides
federal funds to subsidize part-time community service employment
opportunities for low income persons age 55 or older. Authorized

under Title V of the Older Americans Act, SCSEP is administered
by the U.S. Department of Labor, the U.S Forest Service, state
governments, and seven national nonprofit organizations
specializing in issues and activities related to aging.

The state and local affiliates of the nonprofit organizations and
agencies of local governments are primarily responsible for
making eligibility determinations, arranging the work
assignments, and carrying out the day-to-day operations of the

program.

In FY 1986, about 100,000 older persons were employed in some
63,800 authorized job slots under the auspices of SCSEP at a
total federal cost of about $321 million. State and local
outlays were about $36 million; SCSEP sponsors are required to
contribute at least 10 percent of the program costs either in

cash or in-kind. The federal funds are allocated to s..;ats on

the basis of a formula that takes into account the number of
persons age 55 or older living in a state and the state's per
capita income. Prior to state allocations, however, a portion of
the federal funds is reserved for national nonprofit
organizations in amounts large enough to maintain their 1978
level of SCSEP operations.

Eligibility is limited to persons age 55 or older whose income
does not exceed 125 percent of the federal poverty guidelines.
Reenrollees have an additional $500 of income allowed over the
amount allowed for initial enrollees. Annual physical
examinations are required, in part, to help determine who is
capable of serving without detriment to themselves or others.

The SCSEP workers transport the elderly, assist with household
chores, and assist in libraries, schools, and nutrition programs.
The SCSEP participants may not be employed in political or
sectarian activities, in jobs ordinarily performed in the private
sector, or in jobs that displace workers or impair existing
contracts for service. In return for their service, SCSEP
participants are paid at a rate at least equal to the federal

minimum wage. Any fringe benefits are at the discretion of the

sponsoring grantee.

Program participants are encouraged to seek unsubsidized
employment after a period of service under SCSEP. During 1984-

1985, about 20 percent of SCSEP enrollees made such a transition
to unsubsidized jobs. On average, participation in SCSEP lasts

between 21 and 33 months.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Senior Community Service Employment Program.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 17.235
Budget account number(s): 16-0175-0-1-504.

C. Current authorizing statute: Title V of the Older AmericansAct.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 20 CFR 674.

E. Federal administering agency: Department of Labor.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; insular areas; private nonprofit
organizations.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; counties; cities; private nonprofit
organizations.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

SCSEP sponsors are funded on a formula which takes into accountthe number of persons aged 55 and over and per capita income in
each state.

A 10 percent match is required of grantees in cash or in-kind.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering theprogram.

In each state the Governor is asked to designate a state
agency to administer the SCSEP program. In most states, the
Governors have designated the State Office on Aging or the State
Employment Service, while in other states, the Governors havenamed a national organization to administer the state's SCSEP
program.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and rqulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The objective of the program is to provide part-time communityservice employment opportunities for '.ow income individuals 55years of age and older. Further, the regulations establish as agoal the placement of 20 percent of the program participants into
unsubsidized employment opportunities.
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B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

There are only three budgetary areas in which funds can be spent
by grantees: no less than 78 percent of the grant funds must be
directed to enrollee wages and fringe benefits; a maximum of 12
percent may be used for administration in FY 1987; and the
remainder must be used to cover enrollee physical examinations
training, supplies, safety equipment, and other related items.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. 9nit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Eligibility is determined for individuals age 55 or older.

B. Income eligibility standards.

The annual income level of individuals may be no higher than 125
percent of the federal poverty guidelines.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

None.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES.

A. Program intake processes.

Application for the program is voluntary through local delivery
agencies, often Area Offices on Aging or State Job Service
Offices.

B. Program benefits or services.

Each participant receives a physical examination once each year
and prior to enrollment or reenrollment into tlie program.
Additionally, each participant is paid a wage (and fringe
be, sfits) which is either at the federal minimum hourly level or
the prevailing rate, whichever is higher. Participants work 20
to 25 hours per week.

C. Duration of benefits.

Average participation is between 21 and 33 months. There is no
statutory limitation on the length of enrollment in the program.
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VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categc 'ical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

The program has no provisions for categorical or automatic
eligibility.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Cash income from all sources (except JTPA stipends) is counted in
determining eligibility. Non-cash benefits are note

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Programs under Title II-A of JTPA, and Foster Grandparents and
Senior Companions programs under ACTION also provide employment
and training opportunities to low income seniors.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Aging

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Human Resources

B. Appropriatin'i subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C, Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

Senate

Select Committee on Aging
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House of Representatives

Select Committee on Aging

D. Federal legislation.

This program was preceded by Operation Mainstream in the mid-
1960s.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY
17.235 SENIOR COMNITY

85 PROGRAM SPENDING

SERVICE EMPLOYMENT

Total

(in thousands)

PROGRAM

United states $326,000

Alabama $5,978
Alaska $1,401
Arizona $3,576
Arkansas $5,833
California $25,870
Colorado $2,975
Connecticut $3,642
Delaware $1,401
D. C. $1,831
Florida $17,738
Georgia $6,936
Hawaii $1,401
Idaho $1,519
illin)is $13,223
Indiana $8,525
Iowa $4,296
Kansas $3,278
Kentucky $6,130
Louisiana $5,352
Maine $2,014
Maryland $4,415
Massachusetts $7,608
Michigan $10,803
Minnesota $7,608
Mississippi $4,061
Missouri $8,074
Montana $1,979
Nebraska $2,511
Nevada $1,519
New Hampshire $1,348
New Jersey $9,544
New Mexico $1,613
New York $23,109
N. Carolina $8,225
N. Dakota $1,907
Ohi $14,331
Oklahoma $4,989
Or 4,560
Pennegonsylvania $1$8,287
Rhode Island $1,698
S. Carolina $4,156
S. Dakota $2,194
Tennessee $6,659
Texas $16,646
Utah $1,995
Vermont 31,749
Virginia $6,724
Washington $4,560
W. Virginia $3,675
Wisconsin $8,201

amGuam
ing $1$703,519

Puerto Rico $3$703,860
Virgin islands;

Data Sources: Flna Allocations-After Governors' Turnover
Tota 84-85 Funding



IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

17.235 SENIOR COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

ll

PeArsons 1(1)

United States 66,867 (2)

Alabama 1,238

Alaska 171

Arizona 614

Arkansas 1,268

California 5,109

Colorado 603

6onner icut 613

Delaware 257

D. C. 412

GFlorda

5,020

eorgiia 1,425

Hawaii 311

Idaho 352

Illinois 2,591

Indiana 1,737

Iowa 842

Kansas 680

Kentucky 1304
Louisiana 1,,077

Maine 403

Maryland 848

Massachusetts 1,529

Michigan 2,192

Minnesota 1,582

Missppi 860

Missouri 1,658

Montana 407

Nebraska 475

Nevada 299

New Hampshire 236

New Jersey 1,943

New Mexico 351

New York 4,488

N. Carolina 1,726

N. Dakota 382

Ohio 2,823

Oklahoma 954

Oregon 908

Pennsylvania 3,556

Rhode Island 327

S. Carolina 825

S. Dakota 477

Tennessee 1,228

Texas 3,373

Utah 480

Vermont 363

Washshin

1,413

gtol 913

W. Virginia 744

Wisconsin 1,617

Wyoming 304

Guam 131

Puerto Rico 797

Virgin Islands 133

Data Sources: Senior Community Service Employment Program
Quarterly Status Report: Quarter Ending 6/30/85

(1 Based on end of year program count. All area ged 55 or older.

(2 For SCSEP purposes, an authorized position Is the cost of one

P position for one year. It Is an average cost Which Is used

for planning and administrative purposes. During the grant

period, the authorized positions become vacant due to Illnesses,
transition to unsUbsidized Jobs, death, and other factors.
Consequently, unspent funds accumulate Mich are then used to
support, for a short period, both the authorized position and

additional Jobs (sore than one enrollee occupies the same
poeitIon). These additional positions are considered temporary'

but one reflected In sponsor reports. Consequently, although the

aulbor ized posit ion level may be 63,783, the enrollment due to

temporaries might be 06,867.
2 2 8
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Xl. HISTORICAL. DATA (Dollars In thousands)

17.235 SENIOR CMAJNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PRO RAM

Federal
Fiscal

Year

Total

Federal

Outlays

Total

State-Local

Spending (1)

Authorized

PosItIons
' Federal

(2)1PartIcIpants
-

Staff
------

1985 $320,343 $35,594 63,783 100,000 8
1984 $321,348 $35,705 62,080 98,350 = 8
1983 $274,215 $30,468 62,502 99,490 7
1982 $268,964 $29,885 54,216 75,970 I 7
1981 $262,750 $29,194 54,216 77,160 7
1980 $234,862 $26,096 52,250 77,390
1979 $207,832 $23,092
1978 $134,333 $14,926
1977 $72,102 $8,011
1976 $46,469 $5,163
1975 $8,607 $956
1974

1973

1972

1971

1970
1969

1968

1987

1968
1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: Employment and framing Admln stratlon.

(1) Estimated based on required state match.
k2) Approximates mean monthly count.
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WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM AND DEMONSTRATIONS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Work Incentive Program (WIN) and Work Incentive Program
Demonstrations have the statutory objective of utilizing all
available manpower services, including those authorized under
other provisions of law, to increase the employment and economic
independence of applicants for and recipients of AFDC. In 1981,
states were given the option to convert their WIN programs to WIN
Demonstrations and 26 states did so, in significant part, because
WIN Demonstrations provides states greater flexibility in
designing programs, targeting population groups, and setting the
terms for participation.

Able-bodied AFDC recipients age 16 or older are required to
participate in the state's WIN or WIN Demonstration program.
There are exemptions, such as single-parent mothers with a child
under the age of six. Other persons may participate on a
voluntary basis. Within certain limitations, individuals
required to register must take part in activities as assigned and
must seek and accept an appropriate job. Failure to meet these
requirements without good cause can result in a suspension or
reduction in AFDC benefits.

In FY 1985, 1.2 million individuals, or about one-third of adult
AFDC recipients were registered under these two work programs.
The combined total cost of the two programs in FY 1985 was about
$292 million. A state's share of the cost must be at least 10
percent and may include in-kind contributions to meet the
matching requirement.

The services provided typically include: setting an employment
goal; arranging for the training, work experience, or vocational
rehabilitation needed to reach that goal; providing social
services, such as child care and assistance with job referrals
and searches. In some instances, individuals may also receive
allowances or incentive payments to cover participation expenses.

The statutory requirement that WIN and WIN Demonstration programs
utilize all available manpower services mears funding for work-
related programs may be shared. These other work-related
programs include the Job Training Partnership Act, the Social
Services Block Grant, and such optional AFDC programs as the
Community Work Experience Program, the Grant Diversion or Work
Supplementation Program, and the Employment Search Program.



II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Work Incentive Program and Demonstrations.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 13.646
Budget account number(s): 75-1639-0-1-504.

C. Current authorizing statute: 42 U.S.C. 602(a)(19);
42 U.S.C. 630-645.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: Title 29 CFR, Part 56, and Title 45 CFR,
Part 224.

For WIN Demonstration: 45 CFR 205.80 (covers reporting
only).

E. Federal administering agency: For WIN: Employment and
Training Administration, Department of Labor; and Family
Support Adminstration, Department of Health and Human
Services.

For WIN Demonstration: Office of Family Assistance, Family
Support Administration, Department of Health and Human
Services.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; insular areas.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Tribal organizations; private nonprofit
organizations, private for-profit organization; other public
agencies.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

For the WIN Demonstration program, state allocations are based
upon the state's share of the total WIN allocation in 1981.

WIN funds are appropriated annually and allocated to states under
a formula with three major elements:

The MANDATORY element guarantees each state a minimum amount by
allocating one-half of the total funds for employment and
training based on the number of AFDC registrants in the state.

The HOLD HARMLESS (stop or gain) element of the formula assures
that no state suffers severe disruption through sharp funding
decreases, thus assuring a degree of program continuity.

The DISCRETIONARY element of the formula Is based primarily on
program performance as measured by welfare grant reductions and
wages generated by employed WIN participants. Approximately 20
percent of WIN funds are distributed on this perf "cmance basis,



taking into account not only actual grant redactions and wages,
but also the states' potential in these two areas.

States' federal allocation may be used to meet not more than 90
percent of the program costs. A non-federal share of at least 10
percent is necessary for each state. This 10 percent may include
in-kind contributions.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

At the state and local level, responsibility for operation of WIN
is shared by the state employment service and state welfare
agency. State administrators of these agencies work with a state
WIN Coordination Committee responsible for the oversight of
policy development, program planning and direction, reporting,
monitoring, evaluation, and agency coordination.

The state welfare agency is solely responsible for administering
WIN Demonstration programs. Under WIN Demonstration, states have
greater flexibility in designing their programs, selecting
program components, targeting population groups, and determining
the terms of participation.

J. Audit or quality control.

While there are no federal standards specifically lirected at
administrative efficiency, funding for WIN is based in part on
program performance (measured by welfare grant reductions for
employed WIN participants).

WIN Demonstration provides states more flexibility in the design
of their programs, with Lwo federal evaluations (a one-year and a
three-year evaluation) constituting the primary federal role
measuring efficiency (i.e., comparing program performance of that
state's WIN program to its WIN Demonstration program).

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The statutory objective of both WIN and WIN Demonstration is to
utilize all available manpower services, including those
authorized under other provisions of law, to provide individuals
receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
incentives, opportunities, and necessary services for: (1) the
employment of such individuals in the regular aconomy; (2) the
training of such individuals for work in the regular economy;
(3) the participation of such individuals in public service
employment.



For WIN Demonstration, the additional statutory objective is to
demonstrate the effectiveness of single-agency admiristration, by
the state welfare agency, of work-related objectives under the
Social Security Act.

B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

In a regular WIN state, an Employment and Training Office and a
Separate Administrative Unit of the welfare agency are
established to administer the program under the general direction
of the state WIN Coordination Committee. Public or private
agencies may, through agreements, carry out activities and
programs as provided by the state or local agencies responsible
for WIN employment services. Program activity funding is
determined within each state and spelled out in an annual state
plan. States have flexibility in determining the "program mix."
No federal allocation among activities is imposed.

In a WIN Demonstration state, the allocation of funds among
various activities is determined by the state, and, in some
cases, the county welfare agency. States have wide flexibility
in developing activities and programs under WIN Demonstration.
The activities are described in the state's WIN Demonstration
plan submitted by the state for the Secretary's approval. No
federal requirements govern the allocation of funds among
activities.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

The unit of eligibility is an individual who is applying for or
receiving AFDC. Unlike other programs, registration for WIN or
WIN Demonstration is required as a condition of receiving another
means-tested program, AFDC. WIN is unique in the sense that
discussion of eligibility requirements includes descriptions of
factors which make persons mandatory WIN participants or exempt
from participation.

All AFDC applicants and recipients are required to register for
WIN or WIN Demonstration unless exempted. For purposes of
WIN/WIN Demonstration provisions, AFDC applicants and recipients
include "essential persons." Essential persons are individuals
living with the family and considered by the state and the family
to be essential for the family's welfare. Those exempted from
registration include: children under age 16 and those up to age
19 if they attend school full-time; recipients employed at least
30 hours per week; individuals who are ill, disabled, or elderly;
individuals living too far from a WIN project to participate;
people caring for a sick or cisabled member of the household;
women in the last trimester of pregnancy; individuals personally
provIding care to children under age 6; participants in a Work
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Supplementation program; and adults who live in the same
household as another adult who is registered. Those who are
required to register may also be required to participate in WIN
programs. (Several WIN Demonstration states have received
waivers to set a younger age as the cutoff for an exemption on
the basis of responsibility for care of a young child.) in
addition, participation in a IV-A work program may satisfy WIN or
WIN Demonstration participation requirements, depending upon the
state's WIN or WIN Demonstration plan.

Persons not required to register may register voluntarily and

participate. Volunteers can leave WIN at any time without
penalty (i.e., without partial or total loss of their welfare
grant).

B. Income eligibility standards.

Not applicable. Eligibility is based on application for or
receipt of AFDC benefits.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

The participant must have applied for, or be receiving, AFDC
benefits. To obtaiL WIN or WIN Demonstration services and WIN
incentive payments, the AFDC applicant or recipient must register
for the program.

In WIN, job search activities, available in almost every WIN
state, provide services to registrants who are ready to enter
employment. If a job is offered that is consistent with the
participant's employability plan, he or she must accept it.

Individuals required to register for WIN must take part in
program activities as assigned and seek and accept an appropriate
job. Ordinarily, if an AFDC recipient refuses to participate or
otherwise fails to meet these requireme 's without good cause,
that individual's needs will not be cons. ,red in aetermining the
family's AFDC benefits (for three paymen' lonths for the first
such failure and for six months for any subsequent failure).
However, if the recipient is the principal earner in an AFDC-
Unemployed Parent case, or is the only dependent child, the
entire family loses its AFDC benefits for these time periods. A
hearing and appeals system is established to adjudicate disputes
on these issues.

Under WIN Demonstration, states have greater discretion in
deiding the circumstances under wtich registrants will be
expected to accept employment and in deciding what will
constitute good cause. WIN Demonstration states need nol; follow
the "appropriate work and training criteria" established under
regulation for regular WIN states.

States cperatinq WIN Demonstrations have great flexibility in
deciding the specific participations requirements of program

el
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registrants. WIN Demonstrations make extensive use of different
kinds of job search activities. Many WIN Demonstrations also
make extensive use of the work program options available under
Title IV-A of the Social Security Act: Community Work
Experience, Employment Search, and Work Supplementation (or Grant
Diversion). Other activities which may be required include
education, training, and on-the-job training.

Failure to participate without good cause, voluntarily quitting
work, or, under some circumstances, being dismissed from a job,
may disqualify an individual from participation in WIN or WIN
Demonstration for a period of time, even in cases where
individuals were initially exempt from WIN program requirements.
Individuals required to register for WIN would be ineligible to
continue receiving AFDC benefits, as described above.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake process.

In a state operating a regular WIN Program, AFDC applicants and
recipients who are identified as mandatory for the program are
referred to WIN by their AFDC eligibility workers for
registration. There, they are processed by the staffs of both
the WIN employment and the welfare agency. At registration,
individuals are offered job referral assistance.

In regular WIN, appraise -gay take place at registration or at a
later date. During app: ,al, the WIN agency and the welfare
agency staff begin to joil,:ziy assess the registrant's
employability potential. An initial "Employability Plan" is
developed for each WIN registrant. This plan sets forth his or
her employment goal, training, employment and social service
needs, and the timetable foc meeting those needs. When necessary
social services are arrange3 or provided, only then may the
welfare agency certify that the registrant is ready for
employment or training.

WIN registrants who are AFDC applicants can be required to appear
for an initial appraisal but cannot be r-quired to participate in
WIN activities, such as job search, until they become recipients.
(If a state has elected to have applicant job search under Title
IV-A, an individual can be required to do job search at this
step.) Registrants who are AFDC recipients must appear for an
appraisal, and, when certified, they must accept assignment to
employment-related activities or appropriate work or training,
including possible referrals to training programs operated under
the Community Work Experience Program or the Job Training
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Partnership Act. Most recipients, unless they have immediate
employment potential, are placed in an "unassigned pool" to be

dealt with at some future time. Those registrants who, without
good cause, fail to participate may be excluded from WIN and
their AFDC assistance payment may be affected.

WIN Demonstration is designed and operated by state welfare
agencies, and although participation requirements are the same as
for the regular WIN program, activities are tailored to meet the
needs of their registrants. Thus, these arAivities and
procedures vary from state to state. In WIN Demonstration, the
AFDC worker will convey and act on the individual's obligation to
work toward self-sufficiency and to treat AFDC as a temporary
safety net. Employment search is usually emphasized first, with
a set of other activities available if a job is not found.
Moreover, in WIN Demonstration states, applicants may be required
to participate in activities and may be denied AFDC benefits if
they fail to meet participation requirements.

As of March 31, 1985, 1,226,832 individuals were registered.
This figure represents 33 percent of the AFDC caseload and 11
percent of the number of individuals receiving AFDC. Of course,
most of the children receiving AFDC benefits are not required to
register for WIN or WIN Demonstration services.

B. Program benefits or services.

Under both WIN and WIN Demonstration, services are provided to
recipients of, or applicants for, AFDC. Under conventional WIN,
individuals assigned to a job search component receive an
allowance for actual necessary participation expenses. An
individual assigned to a work experience component, in which no
salary is paid, receives an allowance for actual necessary
related expenses. In regular WIN, individuals also may receive
an incentive payment at a rate not to exceed $30 a month.
Individuals placed in employment, on-the-job training, or public
service employment activities are authorized training-related
expenses for not in excess of two WIN pay periods, or until a
first pay check is received. Benefits also include employment-
related support services such as child care, family planning,
counseling, medical and health-related care services, and
selected vocational rehabilitation services.

Benefits under the VIN Demonstration program are similar,
although WIN Demonstration states have greater discretion in
setting incentive payments and disallowances for individuals
making the transition to self-sufficiency.

For the regular WIN program, federal rules require that state WIN
program staff and a WIN registrant jointly establish an
employability plan based upon the registrant's training, work
experience, and other related factors. This plan describes the
nature of employment services and training the individual needs.
A Separate Administrative Unit of the state welfare agency then

236 0 .)



determines what, if any, social services will be needed for the
registrants in order to participate in these activities. Once an
individual is registered, the decision as to whether to refer an
individual to employment or to a training component rests with
the WIN sponsor.

In WIN Demonstration, the state welfare (IV-A) agency makes
assignments and referrals to various activities and services. No
federal procedures govern these decisions.

C. Duration of benefits.

Regular WIN program recipients are subject to the following
limitations of program participation:

Institutional training shall average no more than s :.x months
with a maximum of one year for any individual;

(2) Participation in the work experience component shall not
exceed 13 weeks for any individual;

(3) Participation in employment search may not be required for
more than eight weeks in any calendar year for any
individual recipient;

(4) Necessary services generally continue for a period of 30
days after the start of unsubsidized employment. However,
services may continue for a maximum of 90 days under
exceptional circumstances.

Jnder WIN Demonstration, any specific limits on program
participation are established by the state; there are no
federally imposed limits.

However, if a state includes a Work Supplementation Program as a
component of its WIN Demonstration, participation in that
component is limited to nine months. Also, if a IV-A Employment
Search program is a component, job search would be limited to an
eight-week period starting at the time of application and eight
weeks a year, thereafter.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Applicants and recipients of AFDC who are age 16 or older are
required to participate in WIN or WIN Demonstration.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Not applicable. Eligibility and participation requirements are
based on receipt of, or application fol., AFDC.
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C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

There are several federally supported programs such as the Job
Training Partnership Act, the Social Services Block Grant, and
IV-A work programs under which states provide related benefits to
meet the needs of WIN registrants. By statute, the WIN program
is to take advantage of all available manpower services,
including those authorized under other provisions of law, for
AFDC recipients and must refer appropriate individuals to JTPA.

Work programs funded under Title IV -A of the Social Security Act
(the Act), the Job Training Partnership Act (particulary Title
Il-A), and the Social Services Block Grant under Title XX of the
Act provide some of the same services for AFDC applicants and
recipients as WIN.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Finance
Subcommittee on Social Security and Income Maintenance
Programs

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities

House Committee on Ways and Means
Subcommittee on Public Assistance and Unemployment
Compensation

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on
this program within the last two years.

No other committees have held hearings on WIN or WIN
Demonstration programs.

238



D. Federal legislation.

Pub. L. 90-248, Amendments to Social Security Act, Title IV,
P571 C. Authorized the Work Incentive Program.

Pub. L. 92-178, Revenue Act of 1"971, Title VI. Authorized the
WIN

Pub. L. 92-223, Amendment to Social Securit Act, Title IV, Parts
A757a C. Require c anges n WIN's emp as s from ns u iona
training to prompt entry to employment; mandatory registration.

Pub. L. 94-12, Tax Reduction Act of 1975. Authorized the
TargeejobsTa)

Pub. L. 96-272, Adotion Assistance and Welfare Act of 1980.
Lim e t me per o in w is s a es can file c aims for 90
percent federal funding to two years.

Pub. L. 96-265 Social Securit Disabilit Amendments of 1980.
Adde emp oymen re a e ac ivi ies o manpower services.
Employment Search not to exceed eight weeks in a year.
Authorized fixed sanctions for failure to participate.

Pub. L. 97-35, Omnibus Midget Reconciliation Act of 1981.
Established Community Work Experience and Work Supplementation
Programs. Provided for three-year WIN Demonstration Programs.

Pub. L. 97-248, Tax E it and Fiscal Res onsibilit Act of 1982.
Extended targete tax cre i s. Establ s e Emp oymea Search
Programs for AFDC applicants and recipients. Extended WIN
Demonstration application date by two years.

Pub. L. 97-300, Job Trainin Partnership Act JTPA . Authorized
intensive group search for AFDC rec pien s. Required WIN to
coordinate activities with JTPA. Established welfare reductions
as a major goal of JTPA and provided for a proportional level of
services for WIN registrants under Title II-A.

Pub. L. 98-396, Supplemental Appropriations Bill. Extended WIN
Demonstration authority until June 30, 190, and extended the
application deadline one year.

Pub. L. 98-369, Deficit Reduction Act of 1984. Exempted women in
the third trimester of pregnancy fTi WIN registration. Exempted
any individual employed under a work supplementation from WIN
registration. Modified work supplementation to allow grant
diversion to private employers..
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E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

Regulations at 29 CFR Part 56 and 45 CFR Part 224 were developed
and updated to include the legislative changes included in the
legislative history, as well as to implement program policy and
procedures in accordance with the legislation and its changes.

F. Innovative practices at the federal, stag, or local levels
to achieve the program's objectives.

Some of the innovative practices used in the regular WIN program
since its inception are:

o Co-location and integration of labor and welfare staff to
enhance communication or coordination for this joint agency
program;

o Employer tax credits for hiring participants;

o Instituting "Job Club" and innovative "Job Search"
techniques on a large scale;

o Coordination of resources at the local level in order to
address the multiple problems that confront most AFDC
recipients;

o Issuing vouchers for training and on-the-job training
directly to participants who then negotiate their own
training or job.

The creation of WIT Demonstration in the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) provided increased opportulity
for state flexibility and innovation. Independent evaluation of
WIN Demonstration programs, along with evaluations of parallel
programs authorized under Title IV-A of the Social Security Act,
have provided much of the reliable evidence available about
innovative state work programs. A multi-state evaluation of WIN
Demonstrations has shown that programs of job search and work
experience have significant and persistent impact upon
participants' work experience and welfare dependency, and are
cost effective from the tax-payers' point of view.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 8r, PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)

13.646 WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM AND DEMONSTRATIONS

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

i

ndI iana

s

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana
MaineMadla
Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
N. Carolina

N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina

.

Tennessee
Texas
I it, .

Vermont

Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyom

Guam

ing

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands,

Federal

$260,123

$2,568

$1,097

$1,FJ6

$1,111
$38,461

$4,837
$4,141

$873
$2,731

$3,879
$4,590
$1,251

2,350llnoi2,691$$1

$3,568

$2,771

$1,902
$2,606
$1,948

$1,444

4857$

$8,,464

$18,504

$5,277

$1,871

$3,719

$994

$887
$904

$594

$9,809
$1,113

$22,105
$4,690

$718
$11,913
$1,545

$7,138
$11,655

$1,181

$2,314
$1,101

$2,634

$5,308
$2,872

$2,028

$3,681

$9,039
$3,534

$10,111

$

$515294

$1,462
$290

(2)1State-local
1

$31,532

$285 =

$136 1

$201

$165
$4,274

$544
$1,018

$$3173

$431
$510

$139
1

$1$,41260

$607
$308

$436

$508

$221

$161

$540
$940

$2,056

$1,018

$207

$569

$146 =

$99

$100

6

$1,090

$178
$2$521

521

$148
$1,324

$172
$793

$1,295

$140
$257

$122

$293
$590

$533

$232

$409
$1,157

$393

$1$,123

241

$33

$162 1

$104 1

1

Total

$291,655

= $2,854 1

1 $1,233 1

$2,007 '(3)

$1,646 1(3)
$42,743 ,(3)

$5,381 1

1 $5,159
I$970 19 (3)

$3,044
$4,311 1(3)
$5,100 1(3)

$1,390
2611

$1$4,,101 (3)

$4,176 (3)

$3,079 (3)

$2,337
$3,113

$2,169

$1,605 (3)

$5,396 (3)

= $9,404 (3)

$20,560 (3)

$6,294
$2,078

$4,289

$1,140
$986 (3)

$1,004

$10$,899

660
(3)

$1,291

(3)

$5,211
$866

$13,236
$1,717 (3)

$7,932 (3)

$12,950 (3)

$1,321

$2571
$1,,224 (3)

$2,926

$5,898 '(3)

$3,405
$2,260

$4,090 (3)

$10,196
$3,926 (3)

$11,$235 (3)

756

$327
$1,624

1

$395

Data Sources: WIN Demonstration: Grant Award documents Issued to the States.
WIN: Grant Award documents (SAU) Issued to the States and

SESACAS (ETU) reports.

(1) Data represent grant awards to states, and are not consistent with Table Xl.
(2) Federal funds are provided to the states as a grant award
for assisting AFPC applicants and recipients In finding employment throeg
WIN or WIN-Demonstration programs. Funds are payable under Sections 403(d) and 431
of the Social Security Act for WIN, and under Section 445 of the Social Security Act
for WIN Demonstration.

(3) indicates states Abion administered a WIN-Demonstration for part or all
of the fi's;cal year.
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPEWING (In thousands) (1)
13.646 WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAMS AND DEMONSTATIONS

Federal
1

(2)
I

State-local Total

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California

Colorado

C^nnecticut
Delaware

D. C.

FloridaGeorg,277
Hawal is

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico

New York

N. CarolinaN. D1
Ohlo

akota

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvanla
Rhode Island
E. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont

Virginia
Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin

ngWyomi

Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

$277,329

$2,654

$1,051

$1,831

$1,502
$41,304
$5,366
$3,879

$885
$2,825
$3,933

$4$826

$2,654

$12,868
$2,984

$2,809

$2,173
$2,783
$2,107
$1,465
$4,924

$8,582
$18,761

$5,644

$2,167
$4,166

$1,090

$900
$662

$536
$9,945

$1,467
$25,014
$4,448

$15$,49736

$1,567

$7,238
$11,817

$1,605
$2,349

$1,117
$2,934
$5,382

$2,901
$1,998

$3,732
$12,890

$3,583

$523

$10,252

$252

$2 154

$328

$37,687

$299
$117

$203
$167

$4,889
$731

$980

$$306

98

$2,042
$410

$111

$509
$1,430

$332

$353
$312

($318)

$329
$547163

$

$954
$2,085

$3,630

$1$46,413

3

$285
$100

$74

$1,165

05

$183
$4,406

($557)
$1,781

60

$174

$804
$1$23,313

4

$259

$124
$355
$598

($385)
$ 222

$415
$1$398

$1,139

$219
$25

$239
$84

$315,017

$2,953

$1,168
$2,035

$1,669
$46,193
$6,097
$4,859

$3,131
$5,975
$4,688

$14:297
$3,315

$3,122

$2,526
$2,465

$1,$2,462

$5471
$9,,535

$20,846

$9,274

:34:1R
$1,375

$1,0035

$11,050

$29,420

$3,891

$17116

$

$1,838

$1,241

$3,289
$5,980

$2,516
$2,220

$4,147

$

$3,981

$

,(3)

$983

$937

36

7

0

$7
$601

$1,741
$8,042
3,130

$2,608

4,306

1,391

$742

$412

(3)

(3)

(3)

(3)

(3)

13)
1(3)

'(3)

(3)

(3)

(3)

'(3)

(3)

(3)

(3)

,(3)

'(3)

'(3)

,(3)

Data Sources: WIN Demonstr. ,on: Grant Award documents Issued to the States.

WIN: Grant Award documents (SAU) Issued to the States and
SESACAS (ETU) reports.

1) Data represent grant awards to states, and are not consistent with Table XI.

2) Federal funds are provided to the states as a grant award
or assisting AFDC applicants and recipients In finding

employment through WIN or WIN -Demonstration programs. Funds

are payable under Sections 403(d) and 431 of the Social
Security Act for WIN, and under Section 445 of the Social
(3) Indicates states Which administered a WIN - Demonstration program for
part or all of the fiscal year.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT

13.646 WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM
CHARACTERISTICS

AND

Registrants (1)

Lkilted States (2)

Alabama 14,794
Alaska 977
Arizona 4,853 (3)
Arkansas 4,715 (3)
California
Colorado 13,713

(3)

Connecticut 20,593
Delaware 3,299 (3)
D. C. 17,412
Florida 16,840 (3)
Georgia (3)
Hawa 5,562
Idaho 2,181
Illinois 89,223 (3)
Indiana 23,210 (3)
iowa

(3)
Kansas 6,407
Kentucky 20,829
Louisiana 14,347
Maine 3,553 3
Maryland 31,284 3
Massaa?qetts 59,382 3)
Michigan 229,939 3)
Minnesota 25,310
Mississippi ,0 9
Missouri 156,8213

Montala 2,389
Nebraska 4,169049 (3)
Nevada 1,

New Hampshire 1,272
New Jersey 92,970 (3)
New Mexico 5,327
New York 151,020 (3)
N. Carolina 23,487
N. Dakota 2,247(Dakota

129,139
Oklahoma 21,711 (3)
Oregon 10,906 (3)
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island 7,773

(3)

S. Carolina 10,657
S. Dakota 1,985 (3)
Tennessee 31,848
Texas 34,074 (3)
Utah 2,914
Vermgont 3,098
Virla
Washi

h
ngt on 16,273

(3)

W. Virginia

Wisconsin
21,532 (3)3)

(

Wyoming 1,970
Gom 53
Puerto Rico 17,392
Virgin Islands 511

DEMONSTRATIONS

Data Sources: WIN-Demonstration: SSA-4769 reports from States.
WIN: Department of Labor, WIN Program Management Information

Report (ESARS), table D-1.

1) Units are based on average number of on-hand registrants.
This does not represent the number of participants.)
f a state made a transition from WIN to Win-Demonstration,

only the WIN-Demonstration registrant count was used to
determine the unit cost. Some states did not provide a
registrant count during this transition period. For these
states, no unit cost was calculated.

(2) Not calculable because several states could not report registrant data.
(3) indicates states which administered a WIN-Demonstration program fJr
part or all of the fiscal year. Some WIN-Demonstration states were
unable to provide registrant counts.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
13.646 WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM AND DEMONSTRATIONS

1

'Registrants (1),

United States ' (2)1

Alabama 15,956

Alaska 918

Arizona 5,475 (b)

Arkansas 3,713 (3)

California 346,575
Colorado 15,889
Connecticut 21,501

Delaware 3,402 (3)

D. C. 14,531

Florida 22,931 (3)

Georgia 16,955

Hawaii 7,004

Idaho 2,600
Illinois 93,975 (3)

Indiana 23,311

Iowa (3)

Kansas 7,796

Kentucky 19,478

Louisiana 12,999

Maine 3,459 (3)

Maryland 26,643 (3)

Massachusetts 24,306 (3)

Michigan 239,593 (3)

Minnesota 23,560
Mississippi 5,015

Misri 16,200

Monstaouna 2,195

Nebraska 3,146 (3)

Nevada 1,404

New Hampshire 1,220

New Jersey 93,860 (3)

New Mexico 5,189

New York 115,283

N. Carolina 14,568

ONhio

. Dakota 1,869

131,838
Oklahoma 21,510 (3)

Oregon 10,649 (3)

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island 8,860

(3)

S. Carolina 10,643
S. Dakota
Tennessee 30,385

(3)

Texas 31,052 (3)

Utah 4,051

Vermont 3,318

Virginia
Washington 18,112

(3)

W. Virginia 18,694 (3)

Wisconsin

amGuam
ing 1,940

60

(3)

Puerto Rico 17,500

Virgin Islands 518 1

Data Sources: WIN-Demonstration: SSA-4769 reports from States.
WIN: Department of Labor, WIN Program Management information

Report (ESARS), Table_D -1.

(1) Units are based on average number of on-hand registrants.
(This does not represent the number of participants.)
If a dtate made a transition from WIN to WIN-Demonstration,

only the WIN-Demonstration registrant ount was used to
determine the unit cost. Some states did not provide a
registrant count during this transition period. For these
states, no unit cost was calculated.

(2) Not calculable because several states could not provide registrant data.
(3) indicates states which administered a WIN-Demonstration program for
part or all of the fiscal year. Some WIN-Demonstration states were
unable to provide registrant counts.

244
47, t)



X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS
13.648 WORK INCENTIVE

PER UNIT SERVED

PROGRAM AND DEMONSTRATIONS

Cost Per

Registrant

(1)

United States (2)

Alabama $193
Alaska $1,262
Arizona $413 (3)
Arkansas $349
California (3)
Colorado $392
Connecticut $251
Delaware $L.,4 (3)
D. C. $175
Florida $256 (3
Georgia (3)
Hawaii $250
Idaho $1,197
Illinois

Indiana $180
$158 3(3) )

(
Iowa (3)
Kansas $365
Kentucky $149
Louisiana $151
Maine $452 3(3)
Maryland

Massachusetts $158
$172 (

3
Michigan $89 (3)(
Minnesota $249
Mississippi $335
Missouri $271
Montana $477
Nebraksa $238 (3)
Nevada 4594
New Hampshire $519
New Jersey $117 (3)
New Mexico
New York $163

$242

(3)
North Carolina $222
North Dakota $385
Ohio $102
Oklahoma $79 (3)
Oregon $727 3
Pesylvania (3)(

Rhode Is $170
S. Ctrolina $241
S. Da a $617 (3)
Tennessee $92
Txas $173 (3)
Uteah $1$7,1269

Vermont 9
Virgnia (3)
Washington $627
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
$182 (3)3)

(
Wyoming $384
Guam (4)
Puerto Rico 93
Virgin Islands $$772

Data Sources: WIN-Demonstration Outlays: Grant Award documents Issued to States.
WIN Outlays: Grant Award documents (SAU) Issued to States and

SESACAS (ETU) reports.

WIN-Demonstration Registrants: SSA-4769 reports from the States.
WIN Registrants: Department of Labor, WIN Program Managemnt

information Report (ESARS), Table D-1.

(1) Based on average number of on -hand registrants. If a state made a transition
from WIN to Win-Demonstration, only the Win Demonstration registrant count was
used to determine the Alit cost. Less than half of registrants actually participate
In activities, so mean cost of services for participants will be oonsideraidy higher
(2) Cannot calculate United States average because several states unable to
provide registrant data.

(3) indicates states Which administered a WIN-Demonstratio program for
part or all of the fiscal year. Some WIN-Demonstration states were
unable to provide registrant counts.
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X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
13.646 WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM AND DEMONSTRATIONS

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Mary land

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montaouna

Nebraksa
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Txas
Uteah

Vermont
Vir

Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Cost Per
1...Registrant] 1

1(2)
1

$1,272 I

$185

$372 1(3)1

II 1

(3)

$226

$289
,(3),

$215 1

$261 1(1)1

1

$273

I
$1,217 '

$152 ,(3)

$142

$324
1 (3)

IT 1
$470 1(

$205 1(3)

$392 (3)

$87
,(3),

$394
$714

$2
$62866

$318 1(3),
$524
$493
$118 (3)1

:32
$267 1

$433 1

$131

$81 1(3)1

$755 1(3)1

$207
1(3)1

$245

(
$108

3)I

$193 I(3)
1

$6 69

$790
1(3)

$213 im

$382

$795 1

Data Sources: WIN-Demonstration Outlays: Grant Award documnnLE issued to States.

WIN Outlays: Grant Award documents (SAU) Issued to States and

SESACAS (ETU) reports.
WIN-Demonstration Registrants: SSA-4769 reports from the Skates.

WIN Registrants: Department of Labor, WIN Program Management

information Report (ESARS), Table D-1.

(1) Based on average numbs., of on-hand registrants. Less than half of registrants
actually participate In activities, so mean cost of services for participants will be
considerably higher. If a state made a transition from WIN to WIN-Demonstration,
only the WIN-Demonstration registrant count was used to determine the unit cost.

(2) Cannot calculate United States average because several states unable
to provide registrant data.

(3) indicates states which administered a WIN-Demonstration program for
part or all of the fiscal year. Some 1'0-Demonstration states were
unable to provide registrant counts.

246



Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
13.646 NCR INCENTIVE PROGRAM AND DEIXINSTRATIUS

Federal
Fiscal

Year

Total

Federal

Outlays

Total

State-Local
Spending Re lstrants 1(1)I g1

Federal

Staff (2)

1985 $278,816 $31,532 89
1984 $264,639 $37,687 97
1983 $289,328 $32,147 124
1982 $234,541 $26,060 122
1981 $381,067 $42,340 1,566,515 225
1980 $395,262 $43,918 1,567,133 288
1979 $385,042
1978 $346,099
1977 $360,537
1976 $307,313
1975 $313,837
1974 $339,862
1973 $281,055
1972 $171,103
1971 $128,951
1970 $86,618
1969 $32,563
1968
1967

1966
1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: Budget of the United States Government.

(1) On-hand registrants (persons served) Is the only available unit count.
(2) Includes federal staff of the Department of Labor and the Department of Health and Human Services.

X: 1
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INDIliN AND NATIVE AMERICAN EMPLOYMENT
AND TRAINING PROGRAMS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Native American Employment and Training (NAET) Programs
provide federal funds to support a set of comprehensive job
training services for low income, underemployed, and unemployed

persons of Native Americana descent. Authorized under Section 401

Title IV-A of the Job Training Partnership Act, the NAET programs

are administered by the U.S. Department of Labor and Indian and

Native American entities. State and local governments have no

role in administering the program, except in a few instances
where no Indian or Native American group desires to serve a
particular area and a state agrees to do so.

In an average month in FY 1985, about 11,300 persons viere
enrolled in NAET programs at a total annual federal cest of about

$65 million. The programs ate fully funded by the federal

government. The federal funds are allocated by formula: 75

percent of the annual appropriation is distributed on the basis

of relative numbers of Indians and Native Americans with incomes
below the federal poverty guidelines and 25 percent on the basis
of relative numbers of such persons who are unemployed.

The NAET fueds are utilleed fot employment, training, and
supportive services. Programs may sponsor employment for youths,

community services, ciork experience, or trainiag, Training may

be either in a classroom or on-the-job. Supportive services may

include day care, drug and alcohol counseling, transportation and
relocation assistaece, and similar cervices , Enrollees in
trainiag or work experience receive allowance payments and wages

are paid to those employed. Grantees under the NAET program have

full discretion to allocate funds to those activities which they
believe are best tailored to the needs of their service

poplaations.

Eligibility is limited to persons of Native American descent who

are economically disadvantaged, Innempioyed, or underemployed.
Economically disadvantaged is defined as persons whoee income
does not exceed the federal poverty guidelines or, if higher, 70

percent of the Lewer Living Standard Income Level or who receive

public aesistance. Persons who are unemployed or underemployed
need not meet these income tests.



II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Indian and Native American. Employment and
Training Programs.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 17.251
Budget aL.count number(s): 16-0174-0-1-504.

C. Current authorizing statute: Job Training Partnership Act,
Title IV-A, Section 401.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 20 CFR 632.

E. Federal administering agency: Department of Labor.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Tribal organizations and private nonprofit
organizations.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funds are appropriated by Congress annually and are allocated to
grantees by a formula, based on the relative number of unemployed
and poverty-level Native Americans residing in the grantee's
service area as recorded in the 1980 Census. There is no
requirement for matching funds from non-federal sources.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

State and local governmens have no role in the administration of
this program, except in a few instances where there Ls no Indian
or Native American group desiring to serve a particular area and
a state has agreed to do it.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

NAET programs are intended to provide employment and training
opportunities for unemployed, underemployed, or economically
disadvantaged Indians and Native Americans.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

ErAch grantee allocates funds in its grant to the activities which
it believes are best tailored to the needs of its service
population, e.g., classroom training, OJT, try-out employment,
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training assistance, community service employment, work
experience, youth employment, day care, health programs, job
search, and relocation and transportation allowances.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individual Native Americans who are unemployed, underemployed, or
economically disadvantaged.

B. Income eligibility standards.

If an individual is unemployed or underemployed, there are no
income limits. Economically disadvantaged is defined as persons
whose income does not exceed the higher of federal poverty
guidelines or 70 percent of the Lower Living Standard Income
Level.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

All male applicants born on or after January 1, 1960, must show
proof of compliance with Section 3(a) of the Military Selective
Service Act.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Program intake includes voluntary applications, referrals by
third parties, and grantee outreach.

B. Program benefits or services.

Program benefits are determined by the grantee w' .en placing the
participant in a specific program. Benefits include allowance
payments to persons in classroom or work experience training,
salaries to persons engaged in community service employment, and
various sorts of employment related services.

C. Duration of benefits,

No information on average duration c. participation is avaiMble.
However, participation in work expurience is limited to 1,000
hours per year. Community service employment is limited to 78
weeks in a two-year period.
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VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Receipt of public assistance, including cash welfare and Food
Stamps, categorically establishes that a person is economically
disadvaataged.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Unemployment compensation, cash and non-cash welfare are not
counted as income in determining eligibility.

Services within this program are generally not affected by
changes in benefits or services of other programs.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Other programs under the Job Training Partnership Act, as well as
Vocational Education and Higher Education Grants for Indians,
provide employment and training services for Native Americans.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Educe ion and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

L'ubcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars in thousands) (1)

17.251 NATIVE AMERICAN EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING PROGRAM

Federal

Fiscal

Year

Total

' Federal

' Outlays
- -

Persons

Served (2)

1985 $6,,,524 11,300

1984 = $72,159 13,500

1983
I $60,931 13,680

1982 $54,427 15,500

1981 $79,942

1980 $80,649

1979 $81,740

1978 $58,621

1977 $51,611

1976 $60,700

1975 $1,3,400

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965
1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: Employment and Training AdministratIon.

(1) Data displayed for FY 1983 and prior years represent
the predessor program under CETA.
(2) Average monthly enrollment.



MIGRANT AND SEASONAL FARMWORKER PROGRAMS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Programs (MSFPs), sponsored bythe U.S. Department of Labor, receive federal funds to proviae
job training, employment opportunities, and supportive servicesfor low income individuals who suffer chronic seasonal
unemployment and underemployment in the agricultural industry.Authorized under Section 402, Title IV of the Job Training
Partnership Act of 1982, the MSFPs are intended to enable
participants to find unsubsidized employment in other occupations
or stabilized employment within the agriculture industry. Towardthat end, public agencies and private nonprofit organizations areawarded grants to train and assist season ,:armworkers.

Eligibility is limited to economically disadvantaged seasonal
farmworkers and their dependents. Seasonal farmworkers are
defined as persons who have, during any 12 consecutive months in
the 24 month period preceding enrollment, received at least 50
percent of their total earned income as agricultural workers andbeen employed in agriculture on a seasonal basis. Economicallydisadvantaged means having annual family income that does not
exceed the higher of either 100 percent cf the federal poverty
guidelines or 70 percent of the Lower Living Standard IncomeLevel or receiving public assistance.

The MSFPs offer services such as classroom and on-the-job
training, with basic hourly allowances about equal to the federalminimum wage. There are limits to the allowance-subsidized
training. Other SFP services include job placemert, relocation,and education assistance. To improve the lives of seasonal
farmworker families who remain in agricultural employment, MSFPsalso offer services such as health care, temporary shelter,
meals, and emergency assistance.

In an average month in FY 1985, about 11,000 persons were
enrolled in MSFPs at a total federal cost of about $63 millionannually. These federal funds were allocated to the states basedon a formula reOecting the distribution of seasonal farmworkersand a small set-aside at the national level for special projects.Of the total grant, no less than 50 percent must be used fcrtraining, not more than 20 percent for administrative costs, andnot more than 15 percent each for either training-related or non-training-related supportive services. The program is fullyfunded by the federal government.

Program's similar to those now operated by MSFPs were authorizedunder the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and incorporated intothe Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973. SinceMSFPs were implemented in 1982, about 130,000 persons have beenenrolled in training and about 28,300 have been placed in
unsubsidized employment.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Programs.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 17.247

Budget account numi r(s): 16-0174-0-1-504.

C. Curent authorizing statute: Job Training Partnership Act,

Title IV-A, Section 402.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal

Regulations: 20 CF1 633 & 636.

E. Federal administering agency: Department of Labor.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: States; insular areas; private nonprofit

organizations.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide

benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funds are distributed to eligible public agencies and private
nonprofit organizations based on the total number of people in
each state who worked in qualifying agricultural occupations and
reported an income at or below 70 percent of the Lower Living
Standard Income Level in the 1980 Census. There are no matching
requirements for funds from other sources.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

To the extent that state and local governments are awarded
competitive grants, they administer seasonal farmworker programs.
Otherwise there is no involvement.

J. Audit or quality control.

The Department has issued performance standards for Section 402
grantees, but grantees may not be penalized for not meeting
performance standards for Program Years 1984-1986.

III. OBJECTIVES
J

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The purpose of the program is to provide job training, employment
opportunities, and other services for those individuals who
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suffer chronic seasonal unemployment and underemployment in the
agricultural industry.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

No less than 50 perce%,t of the total funds available for a grant
must be used for training. Administrative costs shall not exceed
20 percent of thcJ total amount of the grant. Costs for non -
training- related supportive services shall not exceed 15 percent
of the total amount of the grant. Training-related supportive
services shall not exceed 15 percent of the total amount of the
grant.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Eligibility is for individual migrant and seasonal farmworkers.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Eligibility is limited t,) individuals identified as members of a
family which receives public assistance or whose annual family
income does not exceed the higher of either the federal poverty
guidelines or 70 percent of the Lower Living Standard IncomeLevel.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

All male applicants born on or after January 1, 1960, must show
proof of compliance with Section 3(a) of the Military SelectiveService Act.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Program intake can be voluntary or by referral or transfer from
another JTPA funded program.

B. Program benefits or services.

Programs and activities supported under Section 402 enable
seasonal farmworkers and their dependents to obtain or retain
employment, allow participation in other program octivities
leading to their placement in unsubsidized unemp1&rment, allow
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activities leading to stabilization in agricultural employment,
and include related assistance and supportive services.

Payments are made to participants who are employed in work
experience and participants who are enrolled in classroom
traininet; are paid a basic hourly allowance.

For classroom training, the basic hourly allowance shall not
exceed the higher of the state or federal minimum hourly wage.
Individuals employed in work experience shall be paid wages which
shall not be less than the highest of: (1) the minimum wage
under Section 6(a)(1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938;
(2) the minimum wage under the applicable state or local minimum
wage law; (3) the prevailing rates of pay for individuals
employed in similar occupations by the same employer.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information on average duration of participation is available.
Participation in work experience may not exceed 1,000 hours in a

one-year period.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic Eligibility or ineligibility.

Receipt of public assistance, including cash welfare and Food
Stamps, categorically establishes that a person is economically
disadvantaged.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Unemployment compensation, cash and non-cash welfare are not
counted as income in determining eligibility.

Services within this program are generally not affected by
changes in services of other programs.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

The same population may be eligible for employment and training
services under other JTPA programs.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and

the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Labor
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House of Reprasentatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Employment Opportunities

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

1121-1!22glitiEPLEn91I2Liatq.

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommitteJas holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

Predecessor programs were authorized under the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 and incorporated into the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)

17.247 SEASONAL FARMWORKERS PROGRAM (JTPA)

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawall
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentuck:
Louisiana
Maine
Marvland
Ma, 'husetts

M Jan

Hip *SOUL
MISSISSIPPI

MMISSOUrIontana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina

Oh

N.

lo

Dakota

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvanla

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermnnt

Vlrginla

Washington
W. Virginia
WIsconeln
Wyoming
Puerto Rico

Beneflts

$50,247

$650

$0

$821

$913
$8$633,390

$231

$98
$0

$3,207

$1,322
$132

$670

51,024
$520

$1 5054 6

19
$841

$614
$295

$239

$232
$906

$1,370

$1 276
1667

77

$1,0$564

$111

$83
252

$1$,166

282

$2,376
$053

$1,308

$586

$91?
$S.,1

$0

$834

$489
$753

$3,386
$175

$148

$1$7700$223
$1,399

$161

$2,383

Administration
--------------

Total

$11,559 $61,805

$180 $830
$0 $0

$213 $1,034

$238 $1,151

$1,974 $8 869
$143 $776
$77 3308

$24 $122
$0 $0

$591 $3,798
$263 $1,585
$33 $165

$175 $845

$252 $1,276
$136 $657

$310 $1,816

$242 $1,196

$193 $1,034
$132 $752

$81 $377
$39 $278
$72 $299

$192 $1,098
$370 $1,740

$194 $1,470

$189 $856
$145 $723

$229 $1 293

$22 1133

$26 $109
$70 $322

$72 $354

$2/0 $1,437

$461 $2,837

$164 $817

$202 $1,510
$177 $(63

$200 $1,117

$ 267 $1,202

$0 $0

$158 $992

$107 $596

$157 $910
$1,006 $4,392

$45 $221

$38 $18,1

$180 $976
$392 $2,162

$49 $273
$431 $1,830

0
$$4297

$201
$2,680

Data Sources: JTPA Miwant/Seasonal Farmworkers Program ASR.

(1) Data reflect Program Year 84, July 1, 1984 to June 30, 1985.

Data were derived from mean cots and numbors of participants.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

17.247 SLASONAL FARMWORKERS PROGRAM

1

'Participants

(JTPA)

(1)1

United States 52,780

Alabama 666
Alaska 0
Arizona 626
Arkansas 1,109
California 4,700
Colorado 951
Connecticut 227
Delaware 135
D. C. 0
Florida 5,140
Georgia 1,378
Knell 63
Idaho 1,126
Illinois 1,763
Indiana 797
'Iowa 833
Kansas 938
Kentucky 978 1

Louisiana 17
Maine 178
Maryland 203
Massachusetts 243
Michigan 2,633
Minnesota 2,985
Mississippi 1,127
Missouri 669
Montana 782
Nebraska 890
Nevada 20
New Hampshire 36
New Jersey 571
New Mexico 169
New York 949
N. Carolina 3,605
N. Dakota 1,305
O 2,019
Cklahoma 471
Oregon 454
Pennsylvania 803
Rhode Island 0
S. Carolina 1,421
S. Dakota 511
Tennessee 742
Texas 2,265
Utah 268
Vermont 109
Virginia 944
Washington 1,045
W. Virginia 218
Wisconsin 687
Wyoming 260
Puerto Rico 239,7

Data Sources: JTPA MIgrant/Seascnal Farmworker Program ASR.

(1) Data reflect an unduplicated count of Program Year 84,
July 1, 1984 through June 30, 1985.
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X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)

17.247 SEASONAL FARMWORKERS PROGRAM (JTPA)

Benefits (2) Administration

$219

$208
$340

0

$215
$420
$150
$338

$175
$0

$115

$191
$529

$155
$143
$171

$372

$258
$199
$744

$19922

$298

$73
$124

2

$28$172

$186

$257
$1,107

$730
$123
$427
$285

$128

$100
$375

$440
$333

$0
$111

$210

$211

$444
$168

$345
$191

$375
$227

$828

$153
$124

(2)

I

Total

$1,171

$959

$1,852

$0

31,038
$1, 7

$816
$1 356

1901

$0

$739
$1,150

2$750
$724
$824

$2,180
$1,275
$1,065
$4,224
$2,116
$1,367

$1,231
$417
$83

$1,5304

$1$924,279

$1,453

$6,665
$3,029
$564

$2,093
$1,514

$787
$626

$748
$1,619
$2,460
$1,4$097

$698
$1,136

$1,228
$1,939
$822

$1,701

$1,034
$2, 069

$1,251

$2,664

$1$,118

774

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Conneuticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georg
Hawai

i a

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

MoMissountana

ri

Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode is:and
S. Carolina

S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia

shingt on

W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Puorto Rico

-------------
$952

$751

$0
$1 312

1823
$1 785

1666
$1,018

$726
$0

$624

$959

$2$595
$58653 1

$

$1,808

$1,017
$866

$3,450

$1,660
$1$,175

953
$344

$459
$1$,132

997

$738
$1,193
$5,

$2,558299
$441

$1666,

$1 229
1859

$500
$848

$1,244

$2,020
$1,164

$0
$587

$956
$1,015

$1,495
$854

$1,356
$843

$1,694

$1,024
$2,036

$621

$994

Data Sources: JTPA Migrant/Seasonal Farmworkers Program ASR.

(1) Data reflect Program Year 84, July 1, 1984 to June 30, 1985.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands) (1)
17.247 SEASONAL FARMWORKERS PROGRAM (JTPA)

Total

Federal al Federal

Fisc Budget

Year Authority
-------

1985

1984

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

$63,058
$59, 557

$69,130

$70,518
$83,948

$110,278

$106,403

$68,463
$60,922

$83,500

IParticipants

50,055

52,780

(2)

Data Sources: Employment and Training Administration.

(1) Data displayed for FY 1983 and prior years represent the predecessor
program Lnder CETA. Data for 1980 through 1985 are fiscal year
budget authority, rather than Program Year spending, as on Table VIII,A.
(2) Units served are all program participants for PY 1984 (July 1, 1984

through June 30, 1985) and PY 1985 (July 1, 1985 through June 30, 1986).
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vOSTER GRANDYARENTS PROGRAM

Y. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The roster Grandparents Program (FGP) provides both part -.time
volunteer service opportunities for low income oner persons and
person-to-person support services to children with special or
exceptional needs. State and local governments, as wpil as
private nonprofit organizations, are grantees who sponsor FGP
projects. Grantees recruit volunteers who are eligible and
capable, assign the volunteers to children with physical or
mental pcoblems, and reimburse the volunteers to enable them to
serve without cost to themselves.

In FY 1985, there were about 16,850 Foster Grandparents serving
about 66,000 children at a total federal cost of about $56
million. These federal funds cover about. 90 percent of FGP
costs; with certain exceptions, at least 10 percent of program
costs must be met by the grantees. In 1985, grantees more than
met these matching requirements with states providing about $7
million and local governments providing about $2 million more.
The FGP is not an entitlement program. Participation is limited
primarily by the annual federal appropriation dnd the required
local support.

Foster Grandparent volunteers serve in a wide variety of public
and private, residential and nonresidential, settings. Among
other projects, Foster Grandparents work with autistic and
severely burned children, in juvenile detention facilities and
mental institutions, and call on homes to provide care and
companionship. The service rendered is not to displace employed
workers and FGP funds may not be used to support either religious
or political activities.

The FGP grants may be used to provide Foster Gran4arents with
stipends, insurance, transportation, and meals during service to
offset the costs of volunteering. Volunteers also receive annual
physical examinations that help to determine that they are
capable of serving without detriment to themselves or others.
The stipends of $2.20 an hour are tax-free and may not be treated
as income under any public benefit program.

In order to participate in FGP, volunteers must be at least aged
60, no longer in the regular work force, and below a certain
income, The income eligibility test in each state is the higher
of 125 percent of the federal poverty guidelines or 100 percent
of the federal poverty guidelines plus any state supplement to
the federal Supplemental Security Income benefit. Once eorolled,
volunteers may continue to participate as long as their incomes
do not exceed 120 percent of the inc me limit.



II. ADMINISTR rioN

A. Program name: Foster Grandparents Program.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 72.001
Budget account number(s): 44-0103-0-1-506.

C. Current authorizing statute: Domestic Volunteer Service Act
of 1973, as amended (Pub. L. 93-113).

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: Title 45, Chapter XII, Parts 1203, 1206, 1208,
1216, 1220, 1226, 1232, and 1233.

E. Federal Administering agency: ACTION.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; local governments; nonprofit
organizations.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: No.ae.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

There is no allocation formula for distributing funds to
grantees. Funds are provided based on project applications.
Federal ftnds may be granted to fund up to 90 percent of the
total cost of SCP projects and the Director may waive the
requirement for nonfederal funding.

Since 1975, ACTION has used an internal formula developed for
allocating resources to the nine ACTION regions, as follows:

o 1 percent of the budget is retained by Headquarters for
FGP special purpose projects;

o 25 percent of the budget is divided among the ACTION
regions based on a division into 53 parts; one part for
each state, the District of Columbia and Puerto Rico;
one-half part for the Virgin Islands; and one-fourth
part each for American Samoa and Guam;

o 75 percent is divided among the ACTION regions, based
on regional percentage of the older American population
with income below poverty, using latest available data.

The present guidance on regional allocations to states is as
followo:

To ithe maximum extent practicable, Regional Offices
should allocate resources to the states using the
states° percentage of...low income persons aged 60 or
over for FOP... For example, the percentage of the
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reg.onal budget allocated to a state for FGP should
approximate that state's percentage of the regional
Older American population whose income falls below the
poverty guidelines.

In regions where the resource allocation does not
presently approximate the percentage of the appropriate
population for a given program, the region should seek
to arrive at a more equitable distribution as
additional funds become available. Such funds may
result from increased appropriations, closing of
poorly-managed projects in overfunded states, or from
application of ACTION Order 2650.1 when Headquarters
directs that funds will remain in the regions.

Allocations by the regions to the states are also influenced by
such factors as staff ability to handle increased workload;
superior quality of project proposals from other states in
competitive situations; whether a specific purpose is set forth
in the appropriation, e.g., increase in stipends, in which case
it is based on number of volunteers, etc.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

Twenty-seven state governments and 28 local governments serve as
grantees.

J. Audit or quality control.

FGP operates as a project grant program. Grantees administer
grants according to applicable OMB circulars.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

Pub. L. 93-113 and the CFR stipulate grants are awarded to
provide "opportunities for low-income persons aged sixty and over
to serve as 'Foster Grandparents' to children with special or
exceptional needs."

B. Allocation of program funds amonc activities.

Stipends, insurance, transportation, meals during service,
qnnual physical exams, cnd uniforms are provided to offset the
costs of volunteering.



IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which (digibility for program ),enefits is
determined.

Low income individuals aged sixty and over are eligible for
program benefits.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Pub. L. 93-113 sets the baseline level as 1.25 percent of the
poverty income guidelines. The Director has the authority to
adjust the levels to meet local situations. In selected states,
the level is 100 percent of the federal poverty income guidelines
plus the amount the state supplements the federal Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) grant, if this amount is higher than 125
percent of the guidelines.

For eligibility purposes, income 3oes not include: assets drawn
down as withdrawals from a bank; sale of property, house, or car;
tax refunds; gifts; one-time insurance payments or compensation
for injury; non-cash income.

Once enrolled, a volunteer may remr%in eligible as long as his or
her income does not exceed the prescribed level by 20 percent.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Volunteers must also be no longer in the regular work force and
determined by a physical exam to be capable of serving without
detriment to themselves or to persons served.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected
to spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A Program intake processEs.

aunteers are recruited locally tnrough the media, referrals
from individuals, service agencies, and a variety of other
sources. Local grantees include state and local governments,
tribal organizations, and priwte nonprofit organizations.

B. Program benefits or services.

Stipends and travel and meal reimbursements are generally
provided biweekly or monthly. Physical exams and insurance are
provided annually.
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The stipend is set by law; other benefits are based on true
costs, as determinad by local sponsors.

C. Duration of benefits.

The projects are ongoing. No information is available on
duration of Individual volunteer service.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

None.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Cash income, including cash assistance, is counted in determining
eligibility.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Other programs providing employment opportunities for low income
elderly persons include the Senior Companion Program and the
Senior Community Service Employment Program.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Children, Family, Drugs and Alcohol

House of Eepresentatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee On Human Resorces

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services and Education



C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

House of Representatives

Committee on Government Operations

D. Federal legislation.

The enabling legislation for ACTION'S Older American Volunteer
Programs, which includes FGP, is Title II of the Domestic
Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (DVSA), as amended (Pub. L. 93-113,
October 1, 1973). The purpose of the Act was to provide a sound
legislative foundation from which ACTION could more efficiently
and more effectively carry out the programs transferred to it in
July 1971.

Pub. L. 94-135: Congress moved generally to strengthen the
Older America: Volunteer Programs (OAVP), administered by ACTION
by expanding for two fiscal years, beyond FY 1976, the
authorizatlons for appropriations for the Older American
programs, including the Senior Companion Program (SCP). The Act
further provided that the Agency designate, in each state office,
an "aging resource specialist" whose primary responsibility is to
support the Title II programs.

Pub. L. 95-478 provided a three-year extension of the OAVP
programs (including FGP); permitted individuals with incomes up
to 125 percent of the poverty guidelines to be Foster
Grandparents; authorized a raise in the stipend for Foster
Grandparents up to $2.00 per hour if appropriations were
increased to make it possible without any reduction in the number
of volunteers currently participating in the programs.

Pub. L. 97 -35 established FGP as Part C of Title II and
provided authority for joint sponsorship of FGP and SCP projects,
but called for strengthening the identity of two programs.
Colpgress encouraged the agency to ensure that OAVP project
sponsors were kept informed and consulted on programmatic changes
affecting their programs.

Pub. L. 98-288: The 1984 amendments to the DVSA provided that
whenever non-federal contributions to local OAVP projects are in
excess of the required match, the Agency may not restrict the
manner in which such contributions are expended. They also
increased the stipend for Fester Grandparents from $2.00 to $2.20
per hour.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY

72.001 FOSTER GRANDPARENTS

85 PROGRAM SPENDING

Federal

Obligations
- - - - -

(In

(1)

thousands)

United States $55,837

Alabama $1,185
Alaska $30
Arizona $2573

Arkansas $

California $3,888457

Colorado/Wyoming $996

Connecticut

Florida

2

$2$886,75

Georgia
Ieodaho

$984
$463

Illinois $1,979

Indiana $1,288

Iowa $1,050
Kansas

Kentucky $1$833

Louisiana $1,145

Maine $412
Maryland/Deloware $1,196

Massachusetts $1,384

Michigan $2$,045

Minnesota 967
MIssIssIppl $918
Missouri $1$462,413

Montana

N. Carolina $8
Nebraska $724
Nevada $421

New Hampshire $767
New 'Jersey $1,424

New Mexico $69:1

New York $4,748
No. Dak./So. Dak. $584
Ohio $3,662

Oklahoma $859
Oregon $701
Pennsylvanla $1,140
Rhode Island $385
S. Carolina $525
Tennessee $923
Texas $2,592
Utah $415
Virginia/D.C. $1,298
Washington $960
W. Virginia $1,029
WIsconsin $1,146
Puerto Rico/V.I. $1,074
Hawali/Guam/Samoa $238

Data Sources: ACTION administrative records.

(1) Does not Include grantee funds. Federal funds may equal up to
90 percent of total.

268
4,



VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thowands)
72.001 FOSTER GRANDPARENTS

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California

Colorado/Wyoming

Connecticut
Florida

Federal

Obligations I(1)'

$49,649 i

$806

$206
$546
$709

$3,158

$843
$823

$2,278
Georg I

$949
Hawall/Guam/Samoa $209
Idaho $426
Illinois $1,829
Indiana $1,177
Iowa $945
Kansas $904
Kentucky $771

Louisiana $925
Maine $380
Maryland/Deleware $1,058
Massachusetts $1,239
Michigan $1 748
Minnesota $854
Mississippi $824
Missouri $1,350
Montana $422
N. Carolina $771

Nebraska $661
Nevada $372
New Hampshire $677
New Jersey $1,277
New Mexico $530
w Yrk $4,533

NoNe. Daok./So. Dak. $517
Ohio $3,$ 296

Oklahoma 741

Oregon = $666
Pennsylvania I $1,035
Puerto Rico/V.I. $986
Rhode Island I

$355
S. Carolina $432
Tennessee $811
Texas $2,309
Utah $384
Virginia/D.C. $1,163
Washington $862
W. Virginia I $876
Wisconsin $1,010
--_-_-_-_-_-______ ----- -------_-_-_-_-__
Data Sources: ACTION administrative records.

(1) Does not include grantee fund's. Federal funds may equal up to
90 percent of total.



IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT
72.001 FOSTER GRANDPARENTS

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Coloiado m 1ng

cut
Florida
Georgia
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland/Delaware
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Montana)

Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
Now York
N. Carolina

OhNo.l

Dak./So. Dak.

o

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia/D
Washington

W. Virginia
Wlsconsin
Puerto Rico/V.I.
Hawall/Guam/Samoa

CHARACTERISTICS

Volunteers

20,552

414

92
312
300

1,335
276
335
926
380

164

679
447

385

339
355
143

522
495

1,168

423

293

502
101

259
189

149

535
553

1,737

28')

189

770
398
257

735
79
112

288
886
168

133

426

341

310
502

126

411

(1)

1

'

Handicapped
or Disabled

-

1,739

25

9

39
9

169

19

65

18

7

45

6863

23

15

12

11

55

11

162

12

90

4

20

6

8

24

30

182

15

20

46

36

4

37

11

8

29

139

12

54

16

233

6

6

5

(2)

Data Sources: FGP Project Profile Reports.

(1) Volunteers as of 3/31/85. All are aged 60 or older.
(2) Handicapped means having physical or mental Impairments which
substantially limit one or more major Ilfe activities.



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
72.001 FOSTER GRANDPARENTS

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado/Wyoming
Connecticut
Florida
Georgia
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine

Maryland/Delaware
Massachusetts
MIchigan
Minnesota
MIssIssIppl
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina

No. Oak./So. Dak.
Ctio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

VIrginWD.C.
Washington
W. Virginia
WIsccosIn
Puerto Rico/V.I.

Hawaii/Guam/Samoa

Handicapped
Volunteers or Disabled

I

20680 (1) 1800 '(2)

392

120

221

297

1411
341

315

906

410

168

680
451

402

321

329
416

154

489
517

1159
539
281

525
95

263
817

131

564

483
1,634

269
136

766
346
279

819

135

278
116

857

158

136

432

340
323

539
426 33

1

23

11

28

6

162

53

4101

16

21

50

51

21

13

14

9

61

16

187

24

8

85

4

29

12

3

44

1f

22

37

123

6
81

9

1

15

196

8

24

16

61

58
12

Data Sources: FOP Project Profile Reports.

(1) Volunteers as of 3/31/84. All are aged 60 or older.
(2) Handicapped means having physical or mental impairments which
substantially limit one or more major Ilfe activities.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
72.001 FOSTER GRNOPARENTS

Federal

Fiscal
Year1.61

1985

1984

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978

1977

1978

1975

1973

1974

197
1971

2

1970

1969

1988

1967

1966

1965
1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Total

Ware
AproprlatIons (1) Volunteers (2)
MIN11114011.11104.1.0111.10111M0 =m1.o.

$58,100
$48,400

$48,4(J
$49,670
$48,400

$46,900
$35,027

$34,912
$34,000

$28,347
$28,000
$25,000
$25,000

$25,000

$10,500
$9,250
$8,972

$9,575
35,840

$5,108

18,857

18,425

18,350

18,093
18,093

18,929

18,640
16,250

16,000
13,900

13,600

12,200

11,025

10,036

4,400
4,200

4,100
4,00J
2,000

782

Data Sources: ACTION Ain strative records.

(1) Does not Include grantee funds. Federal finds Aay equa!y up to
90 percent of total.
(2) Based on budgeted positions.
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SENIOR COMPANION PROG"AN

I. PROGRAN SUMMARY

The Senior Companion Program (SCP) provides both volunteer
service opportunities for low income older persons and community
care for adults with mental or physical impairments. State and
local governments as well as private nonprofit organizations
sponsor SCP projects. Sponsors recruit volunteers, assign them
to assist adults with special needs and enable them to serve
without cost to themselves.

In FY 1986, the SCP funded about 07 projects with about 5,300
Senior Companions who served approximately 18,500 adults at a
total federal cost of about $18 million. These federal funds
cover about 90 percent of SCP costs; the grantee must meet at
least 10 percent of program costs. In FY 1985, grantees more
than met the matching requirement with states spending about $3.7
million and local governments contributing about $926,000.

Senior Companions provide a variety of person-to-person services
to adults with mental or physical problems. Among other
projects, the SCP provides assistance to deinstitutionalized
mental patients, Lo alcoholics in rehabilitation programs, and to
terminally ill patients in hospices. Volunteers also assist with
activities of daily living for persons being discharged from
acute care hospitals and to homebound older persons. SCP
vervices may not displace employed workers and SCP funds may not

sed to support religious or political activities.

SCP funds are used to provide Senior Companions with
stipends, insurance, transportation, and meals during service to
defray the costs of volunteering. Volunteers also receive annual
physical examinations that help to determine who is capable of
serving without detriment to themselves or others. The stipends
of $2.20 an hour are tax-'ree and cannot be treated as income
under any public benefit program.

In order to become a Senior Companion, a person must be at least
aged 60, no longer in the regular work force, and below b certainincome. The income eligibility test in each state is the higher
of 125 percent of the federal poverty income guidelines or 100
percent of the federal poverty income guidelines plus any state
supplement to the federal Supplemental Security Income benefit.
Once enrolled, volunteers may continue to serve as long as their
incomes do not exceed 120 percent of the income limit.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Senior Companion Program.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 72.008
Budget account number(s): 44-0103-0-1-506.

C. Current authorizing statute: Domestic Volunteer Service Act
of 1973, as amended (Public Law 93-113, October 1, 1973).

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: Title 45, Chapter XII, Parts 1203, 1206, 1207,

1216, 1220, 1226, 1232, and 1233.

E. Federal Administering agency: ACTION.

F, Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; local governments; nonprofit
organizations.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

There is no allocation formula for distributing funds to
grantees. Funds are provided based on project applications.
Federal funds may be granted to fund up to 90 percent of the
total cost of SCP projects and the Director may waive the
requirement for non-federal funding.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

Nine state governments and 17 local governments serve as
grantees.

J. Audit or quality control.

SCP operates as a project grant program. Crantees administer
grants according to applicable OMB circulars.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized,

The SCP grants are awarded to provide opportunities for low
income persons aged 60 and over to serve as Senior Companions to

persons with exceptional needs.
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B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Stipends, insuraace, transportation, meals duLing service,
annul]. physical exams, and uniforms are provided to offset the
costs of volunteering.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program berlfits is
determined.

Eligibility is limited to low income individuals aged 60 and
over.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Household incomes may not exceed 125 percent of the federal
poverty income guidelines. The Director has the authority to
adjust the levels to meet ncal situations. In selected states,
the level is 100 percent of the federal poverty income guidelines
plus the amount the state supplements the federal Supplemental
Security Income (SSI).

For eligibility purposes, income does not include: assets drawn
down as withdrawal from a bank; sale of property, house, or car;
tax eefunds; gifts; one-time insurance payments it compensation
for injury; non-cash income.

Once enrolled, a volunte rmay remain, eligible as long as hi.s or
her income does not exCE ehe prescribed level by 20 percent.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Volunteers must also he no longer in the regular work force and
determined by a physica_, exam to be capable of serving without
detriment to themselves or to persons served.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake process.

Voluntecrs are recruited locally through the media, reicrals
from individuals, service agencies, an a variety of other
sources.
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B. Program benefits or services.

Stipends, insurance, transportation, meals during service, annlIal

physical exams, and uniforms are provided t) offset the costs of
volunteering.

Stipends and travel and meal reimbursements are generally
provided biweekly or monthly. Physical exams and insurance are
provided annually.

The stipend is set by law; other benefits are based on true
costs, as determined by local sponsors.

C. ruration of benefits.

The projects are ongoing. No information is available on
duration of individual volunteer service.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

The program has no provisions for categorical or automatic
eligibility.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Cash income, including cash assistance, is counted ix 3etermining
eligibility.

C. Over..apping authorities and benefits.

Other programs providing employment opportunities for low income
elderly persons include the Foster Grandparents Program and the
Senior Community Service Employment Program.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representativus.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Children, Family, Drugs and Alcohol

House of Ruresentative.,

Committle on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Human Resources
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B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Releted Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

HOU94' of Renreeent1'..ves

Cannittese on Government Operations

D. Federal legislation.

The enabling legislation for ACTION'S ()Met American Volunteer
Programs, which incJ.udes SCP, is Title II of the Domestic
Volunteer Service Act of 1973 (DVS), as amended (Pub. L. 93-113,
October 1 1973). The purpose of the Act was to provide a sound
legislative foundation from which ACTION could more efficiently
and more effectively carry out the programs transferred to it in
July 1971.

From 1974. until 1981 the Senior Companion Program (SOP) was
authorized under Section 211(b) as an Older American Community
Service Program.

In Pub. L. 94-135, Congress moved generally to strengthen the
Older American Volunteer Programs (OAVP) administered by ACTION
by expanding authorizations for appropriations for the Older
American ptograms, including SCP. The Act further provided that
the Agency designate, in each state office, an "aging resource
specialist" whose primary responsibility Is to support the
programs.

Pub. L. 9. 18 provided a three-year extension of the OAVP
programs eluding SOP); permitted incUeJiduals with incomes up
to 325 pe Lt. of the poverty guidelines to be Senior Companions;
arthorizeu raise in the stipend for Senior Companions up to
$2.00 per hour appropriations were increased to make it
possible without any reduction in the number of volunteers
currently participating in the proqrams.

Pub. L. 91-35 established SCP a Part C of Title II ead provided
authority for joint sponsorshir? of FGP and SOP projects, but
called for strengthening the IdenLity of two programs. Congress
encouraged the agency to ensure that OAVP project sponsors were
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kept informed and consulted on programmatic changes affecting
their programs.

Pub. L. 98-288, the 1984 amendments to the DVSA, proviaed that
whenever non-federal contributions to local OAVP projects are in

excess of the required match, the Agency may not restrict the
manner in which such contributions are expended; increased the
stipend for Senior Companions from $2.00 to $2.20 per hour; and
created the Senior Companion Homebound Elderly Demonstration
Projects to address the needs of the homebound and
deinstitutionalized elderly by recruiting unpaid volunteer
trainers to train Senior Companions to assess the needs of older
persons and to provide home care services.



VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)
72.008 SENIOR COMPANIONS

Federal

I Obligations

1

United States ' $17,622

Alabama $428
Alaska $165
Arizona $313
Arkansas $29
Callfornla $938
Colorado/Wyoming $529
Connecticut $363
FlorIda $607
Georgla $223
Idaho $197
IIIInols $439
Indiana

Iowa $234
$279

Kansas $366
Kentucky $224
Loulslana $22 7

Maine $231
Maryland/Delaware
Massachusetts

$54159

$7
MIchlgan $586
Mlmesota $294
MIssIssIppl $196
Missouri $416
Montana $322
N. Carolina $391
Nebraska $20 7

Nevada $226
New Hampshlre $429
New Jersey $192
New Mexico $194
New York $886

OhlNo.

Dak./So. Dak.
o

$416
$1,225

Oklahoma $210
Oregon $435
PennsjIvania $195
Rhode Island $194
S. Carolina $200
Tennessee
Texas $712

$351

Utah $460
Virginia/D.C. $390
Washington $416
W. Virginia $197
Wisconsin $213
Puerto Rico/V.I. $294
Hawaii/Guam/Samoa', $175

Data Sources: ACTION administrative records.

(1) Does not Include grantee funds. Federal funds may equal up to
90 percent of total.



VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)

72.008 SENIOR COMPANIONS

Federal

Obligations 1(1)1

--1

United States $13,352

Alabama $533

Alaska $122

Arizona $90

Arkansas $196

California $731

Colorado/Wyoming $419

Connecticut

Florida

$24407 7

$

GeoIdrgia

aho

Illinois

$203
$446

77

Indiana $225

Iowa $208

Kansas $234

Kentucky
$2208Louisiana

Maine $218

Maryland/Delaware $405

Massachusetts $391

Michigan $218

Minnesota $211

Mississippi

Missouri

$180

$351

Montana $204

N. Carolina 1$177

Nebraska $18

Nevada $202

New Hampshire $390

Nil Jersey $181

Naw Mexico $174

w York $619

No. Dak./So. Dak. $349

Ohi o $1,067

Okl ahoma $19 2

Oregon $426

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island $17$2515

S. Carolina $180

Tennessee $161

Texas $385

Utah $222

Virginia/D.C. $363

Washington $260

W. Virginia $186

Wisconsin $192

Puerto Rico/V.1. $184

Hawall/Guam/Samoal $111

Data Sources: ACTION administrative records.

(1) Does not Include grantee funds. Federal funds Hay equal up to

90 percent of total.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
72.008 SENIOR COMPANIONS

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado/Wyoming
Connecticut
Florida
Georgia
dIaho
llinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisana
Maine

i

MarylandiDeleware
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missiselm:
Missouri
WAWA
Nebraska
Neda
New
va

Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina

No. Dak./So. Dak.
Chic'

Oklahoma
Or

Pennegonsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina

Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont

Virginia/D.C.
Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin

Puerto Rico/V.I.

Hawall/Guam/Samoal

Handicapped
Volunteers or Disabled I

5,998 (1) 593 (2)

144

58
63
60
404

154

148

157

196

74
145

86
89
so
78
63
65
134

158

130

207
60
129
79
70

70
60
109

7
649

63
133

204

0
1679

349
71

60
60
148

73
80

139

92
61

71

65
99

Data Sources: ACTION administrative records.

11

5

2
43

70

13

17

2

17

3
24

7

2
9
3

1

18

15

26

3

17

2
4

23
18

18

12

18

21

4

10

4

4

5

38

4

1

2

2

(1) Volunteers as of 3/31/85. All are aged 60 or older.
(2) Handicapped means having physical or mental Impairments which
substantially limit one or more major life activities.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

72.008 SENIOR COMPANIONS

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado/Wyoming
Connecticu:

Florida
Grgia
Ieodaho

Illinols

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Maine

Loulslana

Maryland/Delaware
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
MIssIssIppl

MIssrl
Montana

Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina

No. Dak./So. Dak.
Ohlo

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsy I van I a

Rhode Island

S. Carolina
Tennessee

Texas
Utah

Vermont

Washsh

i n

ngton

W. Virginia

WIsconsIn
Puerto Rico/V.I.

Hawall/Guam/Samoa

Handicapped
Vclunteers 1 or Disabled

(2)

127 11

72 I 10

60
60
252
150

151

143

167

149

86

88
74

83

63
76

134

122

86

202
60
130

78

69
69

64
73

40
435
64

121

200
77

145

302
66

6600

151

73

79
128
98

67

75

45
75

1

38
60

18

16

2

21

1

20
10

9

1

1

16

10

25

9

8

3

67

24

1

15

14

8

28

3

4

5

29

2

4

34

4

2

2

1

Data Sources: ACTION administrative records.

(1) Volunteers as of 3/31/84. All are aged 60 or older.
(2) Handicapped means having physlcal or mental Impairments which
substantially limit one or more major Ilfe activities.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
72.008 SENIOR COMPANIONS

Federal

FIscal

Year
00. 1....

Total

Federal

Appropriations!
.M111

Total

State

Obligations Volunteers (1)

1985 $18,086 $4,591 5,300
1984 $13,516 $3,518 3,940
1983 $11,986 $3,719 3,960
1982 $12,17U $2,851 3,977
1981 $12,824 $2,066 4,114
1y80 ' $10,084 $2,039 3,820
1979 $6,976 3,350
1978 $6,940 3,000
1977 $3,800 2,750
1976 $4,302 1,800
1975 $1,595 1,000
1974 $2,279 935
197q

197z

1971

1P70

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: ACTION administrative records.

(1) Based on Federal Volunteer Service Years funded FY '80-85; Volunteer
End Strength FY '74-79.



PELL GRANTS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Pell Grants, the largest source of federal student grant
assistance for higher education, provide funds to defray the
educational expenses of undergraduate students. Funds are
allocated by the Department of Education directly to
participating schools; state and local governments play no direct
role in the program. The participating schools are responsible
for disbursing the grants to the students found eligible by the
Department of Education.

In FY 1985, about 2.8 million students re:eived Pell Grants at a
total federal cost of about $3.6 billion. For the 1985-86 school
year, the minimum grant was $200, the maximum was $2,100, and the
average grant was about $1,230. Over the past 10 years, the
program has grown significantly: the number of students assisted
has increased about 128 percent anC federal costs, in constant
dollars, have increased about 98 percent. Pell Grants are funded
entirely by the federal government.

Eligibility is limited to undergraduate students enrolled in an
eligible institution and who meet a needs test, among other
requirements. Need is established annually based on a system
approved by Congress and administered by the Department of
Education. The system takes into account the income and assets
of students and their families and provides a schedule of amounts
that they might reasonably be expected to contribute toward
educational costs. Recipients must maintaia satisfactory
academic progress and not be in default or ewe refunds on other
federal student loans or grants. Males must also register with
the Selective Service.

Grant amounts are generally determined by subtracting the
expected family contribution from the maximum award for that
year. The grant, moreover, may not exceed 60 percent of the cost
of attendance or the total cost of attendance minus the expected
family contribution. Grants are disbursed either by check or by
directly applying the funds to the student's account at school.

4
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Pell Grants.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 84.063
Budget account number(s): 91-0200-0-1-502.

C. Current authorizing statute: Higher Education Act of
1965 (Pub. L. 89-329), 20 U.S.C. 1070, as amended most
recently by the Higher Education Amendments of 1986 (Pub. L.
99-498).

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR Part 690.

E. Federal administering agency: Office of Student Financial
Assistance, Office of Postsecondary Education, Department of
Education.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Institutions of higher education.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funds are allocated to participating institutions of higher
education based on the number of recipients and award amounts in
the prior year and adjusted based on current demand. There is no
matching requirement. If appropriations are insufficient to
finance the authorized program, the Secretary must use limited
discretionary authority to reduce awards to less needy students
until resulting costs 'ire fully financed.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

State and local governments play no direct role in the program.
Some institutions of higher education are public, and, therefore,under state or local administration.

Institutions participating in the Pell Grant Program are
responsible primarily for calculating the amount of the grant for
each student, based on his or her Student Aid Index, cost of
education, and enrollment status (full-time or part-time) and
subsequently disbursing that grant to the student in a series of
payments (at least two). Institutions also manage and account
for the funds allocated to them for the purpose of making grants.
Institutions must maintain certain .ecords on each recipient and
report to the Department on disbursements made. Institutions
collect and retain certain affidavits required of recipients,such as the Statement of Selective Service Registration
Compliance and the Statement of Educational Purpose. The
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institutions perform the determinations of whether the student
meets all additional eligibility conditions.

J. Audit or quality control.

Program regulations require periodic audits of the institutions,
which are liable for any awards made not in accordance with the
law and regulations.

A study of the program in 1982-83 identified a significant amount
of error, both by schools and by students. Absolute
institutional error was estimated at $321 million (13 percent of
total program expenditures) and net error by institutions was
approximately $99 million (4 percent of expenditures). The net
institutional error (overpayments minus underpayments) was
approximately $39 per recipient. Absolute student error was
estimated to be $328 million, with a net error of $217 million.
Per recipient, the absolute error was about $129, while net error
was about $86.

Penalties for errors include repayment of incorrect awards,
limitations applied to ,:he school's participation, suspension of
the school's ability to participate, or termination of the
school's participation in the program.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The Higher Education Act states that .e purpose of this and
other programs of student aid is to assist in making available
the benefits of postsecondary education to eligible students...
in institutions of higher education."

B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

Funds are for grants and administrative costs. Institutions
receive an allowance of $5 for each Pell student to help defray
the cost of administration.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individual students are eligible.
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B. Income eligibility standards.

The formulas used to determine the financial strength of the
parents and/or applicant (and spouse) are called the Family
Contribution Schedule.

The figure resulting from the formulas is called the Student Aid
Index (SAI), and represents the theoretical amount of resources
that the family can be expected to contribute toward the
financing of postsecondary education. These formulas take into
account all forms of taxable and untaxed income (except education
financial aid) of the parents, student, and student's spouse, the
number of household members, the number of household members in
postsecondary education, federal and state income taxes paid,
excessive medical or dental expenses, tuition paid for elementary
and secondary education, employment expenses incurred when both
parents work or there is a single head of household, the net
value (i.e., less debts) of the home, farm, business,
investments, cash and bank accounts, and one-half of annual GI
bill or LEAP benefits received by the student. Various offsets
are applied to income and assets, and the differences are
assessed at different rates, depending on the level of income and
dependency status. Special adjustments are made for items such
as employment expenses, medical/dental expenses, tuition, and
multiple students in postsecondary education.

Income is the primary factor considered in the formulas. After
several offsets to account for basic subsistence expenses, taxes,
and special nondiscretionary circumstances, the remaining
"discretionary" income is assessed at various taxation rates.
For the income of the parents of dependent students, these
progressive rates, increasing at $5,000 inc3me increments, are 11
percent, 13 percent, 18 percent, and 25 percent, respectively.The discretionary income of single independent applicants is
taxed at 75 percent, and the income of all other independents at25 percent.

To qualify for receipt of a Pell Grant, the SAI cannot exceed
1,900 (in 1985-86). The lower the SAI the greater the financial
need, with an SAI of 0 the lowest (i.e., the most needy).

The following shows a percentage distribution of recipients in
award year 1984-85, by total family income level.
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Income Level % of Total Recipients

Less than $ 3,000 23.4%
$ 3,001 - $ 9,000 36.3%
$ 9,001 - $15,000 29.7%
$20,001 - $30,000 9.3%
$30,001 or more 1.3%

100.0%

The mean AGI reported by Pell Grant recipients (including 369,097
applicants who reported zero AGI) in award period 1984-85 was
$9,245. The average total family income (including untaxed
income and one-half GI Bill benefits) before all offsets for
1984-85 recipients was $8,908.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Students must be enrolled in an institution meeting the following
criteria:

o The institution is in a state (which includes U.S.
territories and commonwealths);

o It admits as regular students only persons who have a high
school diploma, or are beyond the age of compulsory school
attendance of that school's state and have the ability to
benefit from the training offered;

o The institution must be legally authorized to provide
postsecondary education in that state;

o The program must lead to an associate or baccalaureate
degree, or a certificate, or prepare students for gainful
employment in a recognized occupation;

o The institution must be accredited by a nationally
recognized accrediting agency or association;

o Proprietary (profit-making) or nonprofi, vocational
institutions must have been in existence for two years.

In addition, students must be U.S. citizens or permanent
residents and must carry at least a half-time course load.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected
to spend to receive benefits.

There is no specific spending requirement. The amount varies
based on specific family financial circumstances.



V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

2ach student applies for a Pell Grant on an annual basis by
submitting one oc the following applications:

o Application for Federal Student Assistance of the Department
of Education;

o The Family Financial Statement of the American College
Testing Program;

o The Financial Aid Form of the College Scholarship Service;

o The Application for. Pennsylvania State Grant and Federal
Student Aid of the Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance
Agency;

o The Application for Federal and State Student Aid of the
Illinois State Scholarship Commission.

The four non-federal application forms collect the infomation
required to calculate the SAI for the Pell Grant Program as well
as the eligibility indices for the other. Title IV programs. Uponreceipt of its respective application from the student, each of
the organizations enters the appropriate applicant data onto
magnetic tape and, when a sufficient number of records have been
entered, sends this tape to the Department of Education
processing contractor. This contractor edits the data and
computes the SAI for each applicant. The results of the editing
and the SAI are then sent to the applicant in a document called
the Student Aid Report.

The purpose of this process is to minimize the number of
financial aid applications which a student must complete to be
considered for the various federal, state, institutional, and
private sources of aiel available. One application suffices asthe basis for awarding several forms of assistance.

B. ')rogram benefits or services.

Grant are disbursed to the student either by a check or by
directly applying the funds to the student's tuition and board orother account at the school. Payments must be made in equalamounts at least twice a year or, in the case of semester or
quarter term schools, once each term.

The authorizing legislation limits the maxim.m amount of a grantthat the student may receive in any given year. This maximumaward has been set in recent years by the appropriations bill andhas varied from year o year. For example, the maximum award inFY 1984 was $1,900, whereas since FY 1985 it has been $2,100. Ingeneral, the actual award a student may receive is determined by
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subtracting the expected family contribution from the maximum
award for that year.

The grant is further limited in that it may not exceed 60 percent
of the student's cost of attendance. Further, n- Pell Grant may
exceed the student's "need," defined as the cost of attendance
minus the expected family contribution. The law also states that
no award may be made that is less than $200. Finally, the amount
a given student may receive must be reduced in accordance with
his enrollment status if he or she is enrolled on a less than
full-time basis.

These conditions are determined and applied by the institution of
higher education which the recipient attends or plans to attend
and is determined on a student by student basis.

G. Duration of benefits.

Pell Grant eligibility may not exceed five academic years, in the
case of a program normally requiring four years or less, OE six
academic years, in the case of a program normally requiring more
than four years.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility for this program.

None.

B. Counting the assistance from other programs.

Any cash benefit that is received from another assistance program
that is noneducational in its specific purpose is considered
income for purposes of Pell Grant.

This includes benefits received from:

o All Social Security Administration programs;

o Job Training Partnership Act noneducational benefits;

Veterans' Administration noneducational benefits;

o Aid to Families with Dependent Children;

o One-half of annual veterans' educational benefits received
under Chapters :44 and 35 of title 38, U.S.C.;

Benefits received from other educational aid programs reduce need
and thereby reduce the Pell Grant amount as well.
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C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Federal low income assistance programs which provide assistanceto all or a large part of the same population are:

State Student Incentive Grants;

o Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants;

o Perkins Loans (formerly National Direct Student Loans);

o Guaranteed Student Loans;

o College Work Study;

In general, since the Pell Grant Program is focused on thefinancially needy, it will by definition overlap to some extentwith other programs serving low income populations. Thus, someoverlap in the 29 ulations served by programs such as PellGrants, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, and Food Stampsis to be expected. This is not to say there is "duplication,"
between Pell Grants and these programs, because the funds work todifferent purposes in meeting a family's needs.

There is also some degree of overlap in the populations served bythe various federal student aid programs because the limitationsthese programs place on need analysis and award limits areintended to ensure that federal subsidies pay for only a portionof the student's college expenses. For example, a Pell Grant maynot exceed 60 percent of the student's cost of education and maynot exceed $2,100 (most students receive considerably less basedon their SAT). Since costs of education are frequently muchhigher than. this, the Pell Grant is supplemented withcombinati'ns of parental and student resources, grants, loans orwork-study income. Each financial aid "package" for a specificstudent is custom fit to the student's financial circumstancesand the types and amounts of financial aid available at thatinstitution. Thus, at a low-cost school, the Pell Grant may besufficient to meet more than half of the student's need, whereasat a higher-cost school, the student may require two or moreforms of assistance, such as GI Bill, loans, grants, etc.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate andthe House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor Eld Human Resources
Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities
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HouseclEepresentatives

Committee can Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

Higher Education Act of 1965 - Established the Educational
Opportunity Grant (EOG) Program, a predecessor to the
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) and Basic
Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG), later renamed the Pell
Grant Program. EOG was a need-based, campus-based postsecondary
education financial aid program.

Education Amendments of 1972 Established tha Basic Educational
Opportunity yrla (BEOG) Program, later renamed the Pell Grant
Program, as a nFJed-based, quasi-entitlement program.

Education Amendments of 1976 Raised the maximum award to
$1,800; established the "multiple data entry" application
processing system; modified the definition of "institution of
higher education"; enacted provisions for information
dissemination activities to prospective and enrolled students
regarding federal financial assistance by institutions and the
Office of Education (DHEW); added as an offset to income the
tuition expenses of other dependent children enrolled in
elementary or secondary education.

Middle Income Student Assistance Act. 978) Expanded
eligibility in the BEOG (Pell GranET Program for dependent
students whose parents (with a family of four) received up to
$25,000 (note: this was a general guideline, not a precise
limit) by lowering income tax rates and raising asset reserves;
made treatment of assets of married independent applicants and
independents with dependents identical to that of the parents of

292



dependent applicants; increased the family size offset of single
independent applicants to cover expenses for the entire year.

.dducation Amendments of 1980 - Raised the maximum award to $1,900and set the maximum Pell Grant amounts out to 1985-86 and indexed
the "percent of cost" limit on awards to the maximum award.
Modified the formula for reducing awards in less-than-full-
funding circumstances; renamed "Pell Grants"; removed any time
limit on receipt of grant; established administrative allowance
to institutions of $10 per recipient; liberalized cost of
education rules; mandated common need analysis for Pell Grants
and "campus-based" programs (never implemented); provided for a
free application form; specified that recipients must maintain
satisfactory academic progress and not be in default of a federalloan or owe Federal financial aid funds at the same institution.

1981 Supplemental Appropriations and Rescissions Act - Set
maximum award for 1981-82 at $1,750; reduced each Pell Grant by
$80; suspended authorization of administrative allowance for
1981-82; waived liberalized cost of attendance rules for 1981-82.

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 - Set authorization
ceilings for VY 1983, FY 1984, and FY 1985 at $2.650 billion,$2.800 and $3.000 billion, respectively; authorized
administrative: allowance for institutions of $5 per recipient for1982-83.

Joint Continuin Resolution for FY 1982 - "Decoupled" the needana ysis ormu as of the Pell Grant an "campus-based" programs;
modified 1982-83 award formula to subtract GI Bill and student
social security educational benefits from cost of education in
determining award amount; gave Secretary authority to set cost ofeducation rules for 1983-84.

Defense Authorization Act Required certain individuals to have
FerittiTgaTvITEEhe Selective Service in order to receive Pell
Grants and other Title IV aid.

Supplemental Appropriations for FY 1982 - Specified that only
one-third of the GI Bill be subtracted from cost of education in
determining award amounts in 1982-83.

Student Financial Assistance Technical Amendments of 1982
Ipecifie. a maximum award of $1,800, with a 50 percent of costlimit or wards; extended 1982-83 cost of education rules to1983-84 lad 1984-85; continued separate need analyses for PellGrant and campus-based programs through 1984-85; specified the
procedure by which family size offset are to be indexed by theCPI; indexed family size offsets for 1983-84 by 7.3 percent and
pounded to the nearest $100; specified the use of "regent and
relevant data" when modifying family contribution schedules for1983-84, otherwise maintaining 1982-83 schedules; established
"linear" method of reducing awards (down to $100 minimum) whenthere are insufficient funds to fully fund the Program.
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Student Loan Consolidation and Technical Amendments of 1982 -
Revisedt of educatiarriae?or 1984-85-E6 raise room and
board allowance for students living off-campus but not with a
parent up to a maximum of $1,600 as determined by the
institution; extended separate need analyses through 1985-86;
extended 1983-84 family contribution schedules through 1985-86;
extended definition of independent student through 1985-86.

Education Amendments of 1984 - Extended cost of education rules,
'Family contribution schedules, and independent student definition
through 1986-87.

Appropriations Act of 1985 - Set maximum award at $2,100 for
1985-86.

Consolidated Omnibus Bud et Reconciliation Act of 1985 Excluded
from income any procee s rom the sale of a farm or business if
the sale results from a foreclosure, forfeiture, or bankruptcy;
prevents student from receipt of Title IV funds if in default or
owes money for a Title IV program at any institution.

Higher Education Amendments of 1986 Codified Pell need analysis
in statute and liberalized provisions by adding a deduction for
state and local income taxes paid. Set cost-of-attendance
percent coverabie by Pell at 60 percent, independent of maximum
award. Provided for maximum award of $2,300 in FY 1987,
increasing by $200 each year thereafter (FY 1987 maximum then set
at $2,100 in appropriation action). Extended eligibility to
less-than-half-time students beginning in FY 1989. Reinstated a
time limit on eligib:,lity (5 years for a 4-year program, 6 years
for program of more than 4 years). Authorized student aid
administrators to revise Pell awards at their discretion.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

November 6, 1974 Set forth general definitions and rules used
in the BEOG Program, student eligibility criteria, allowable
educational costs, duration of student eligibility, application
procedures, formulas for calculation of award amounts, and
extraordinary circumstances affecting the expected family
contribution determination (whereby estimated income, rather than
actual prior year data, would be used to compute eligibility).

December 1, 1977 - Set forth regulations implementing the student
consumer information requirements of the Education Amendments of
1976; established rules and procedures whereby institutions will
disseminate information to students concerning the academic
programs of the institution and the financial assistance programs
available to students at that institution.

December 23, 1977 Established the procedures which the
Commissioner of Education could use to suspend, limit, or
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terminate the eligibility of an institution for programs under
Title IV of the Higher Education Act (BEOG, NDSL, GSL, SEOG, and
College-Work Study) when the institution is believed to have
violated applicable laws or regulaticricq.

January 29, 1979 - Revised and consolidated all BEOG regulations
o er t an t1 Family Contributions Schedules; more clearly
defined the administration of th(?. program and implemented
relevent portions of the Education Amendments of 1976 and the
Middle Income Student Assistance Act; established regulatory
basis fk:r BEOG student validation effort whereby selected
applicants must verify the accuracy of their reported data and
can be denied aid if they fail to do so.

Mai 30, 1979 - Revision to 1979-80 family contribution formula to
ca cu a e tFie family size offset for sily;le independent persons
in the same manner as for other family sizes and to provide the
same treatment of assets for independents with other dependents
in the same manner as dependent students' parents.

.a22t2112EA7A Established minimum standards regarding
aUditS,11116heieliresponsibility, and administrative capabilities
that an institution must meet to participate in BEOG and other
programs authorized under Title IV of the Higher Education Act of
1965.

June 24, 1980 - Intended to reduce administrative burden of
IiiiETEEDEEi, eliminate inequities affecting student applicants,
and made technical changes to correct or clarify certain
regulation language.

December 30, 1980 - Implemented the provisions of the Education
Amendments of 1980, such as renaming the program as Pell Grants,
referencing the newly established Department of Education and the
Secretary, eliminating the four-year limit on eligibility, tying
the percent of cost limit on awards to the maximum award amount,
and establishing in regulations the award reduction ::ormula in
cases when the program is not fully funded.

December 31, 1980 - Established definitions, special terms, and
provisions that are common to all Title IV student financial
assistance programs in general program areas, as wel:", as special
areas such as audit standards, financial responsibility,
disposition of refunds, student consumer information services,
and procedures to fine, limit, suspend, or terminate institutions
from the program.

Januar 21, 1981 - Implemented provisions of the Education
Amen men s of 1980 to provide more liberal treatment of costs of
education and prohibit receipt of Title IV funds if student is
already in default of and Title IV funds at the same institution.



Jul 22 1981 - Revoked and replaced the cost of education
regu a ons published on January 21, 1981, and reinstated
previous treatment.

July 6, 1983 - Announced the schedule for implementation of the
wSolomon Amendment" to the FY 1983 Defense Department
Authorization Act that required students to fulfill Selective
Service registration obligations as a condition of Title IV
eligibility.

October 6, 1983 - Specified new conditions for the establishment
and enforcement of satisfactory academic progress standards.

June 28, 1985 - Implemented Selective Service registration
requirement provisions.

March 14, 1986 - Comprehensive rules for the selection anel
T727111E3ET3HCif income and family information provided by
applicants; key features included targeting on error-profile,
verification of gross income, household size, number of family
members enrolled in postsecondary education, untaxed income,
Social Security bensfits, and independent status.



VIII. A. TOTAL
84.063 PELL GRANTS

FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING

Grants to

institutions

(In thousands)

United States $3,634,657

Alaimo $70,775
Alaska $2,050
Arizona $80,072
Arkansas $39,921
California $279,730
Colorado $38,674
Connecticut $21,223
Delaware $5,018
D. C. $11,684
Florida $123,198
Georgia $57,629
Hawaii $6,812
Idaho $14,824
Illinois $181,085
Indiana $79,865
Iowa $61,569
Kansas $40,919
Kentucky $63,269
Louisiana $78,519
Maine $14,647
Maryland $42,943
Massachusetts $68,875
Michigan $135,923
Minnesota $84,078
Mississippi $51,099
Missouri $62,274
Montana $18,960
Nebraska $31,371
Nevada $8,046
New Hampshire $7,774
New Jersey $69,717
New Mexico $20,241
New York $416,881
N. Carolina $67,047
N. Dakota $19,618
Ohio $168,282
Oklahoma $44,854
Oregon $48,203
Pennsylvania $163,193
Rhode Island $12,326
S. Carolina $43,005
S. Dakota $23,222
Tennessee $72,220
Texas $143,482
Utah $30,556
VermW, $8,983
VIrgilla $60,078
Washington $59,780
W. Virginia $27,504
Wisconsin $77,569
Wyom ing $5,529
Guam $1,478
Puerto Rico $257$5,537

Virgin Islands 49

Data Sources: Pell Grant Management Reports, 1985-86.
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)
84.063 PELL GRANTS

United States

Alba**
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California
Co!orado

Connecticut
Delaware

D. C.

Florida
Georg
Hawai is

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Maine
Louisiana

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina

Nit .

D
Oio

akota

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texah s

Uta

Vermont
Virginia

WashIngtow
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Grants to

institutions

$58,793

$1,581
$53,934
$33,116

$226,385
$31,964
$19,033

$4,543
$10,782

$105,869
$48,610
$5,915

$11,791

$152,418
$66,358

$47,521

433,508
$53,911

$55,620
$13,513
$37,939
$66,004

$120,592
$68,357
$43,239
$65,781
$12,793
$25,255
$5,534

$8,194
$65,567
$18,982

$371,257

$57,758
$15,253

$138,444

$35,253
$37,714

$146,820
$12,834
$37,791

$18,433
$62,392
$112,878
$24,739
$6,968

$52,005
$45,487

$23,6b8
$63,598
$4,235
$1,236

$196,925
$442

Data Sources: Pell Grant Management Reports, 1984-35.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
84.063 PELL GRANTS

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana
Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee

Utah

Texas

Vermont

Virginia
Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico

Virgin islands

StudWnt

Recipients (1)

I 2,857,2781

59,136
1,608

63,430
31,677

224,344
29,517
17,611

3,964
9,099

96,707
44,698
5,446

11,207
143,430
63,587
45,940
32,936
49,879
57,965

11,232
34,734
53,994
108,669

64,181

39,227
63,230
12,958
25,594
7,039
6,320

53,715
16,595

312,148

55,054
14,414

128,074
38,112
35,096
125,447

10,183

33,401

16,621

54,502
123,903

23,133
5,658

47,615
45,587
21,618

60,160
4,665
1,226

160,534

458

Data Sources: Pell Grant Management Reports, 1985-86.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual cwt.
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IX. B. F": 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
84.063 PELL GRANTS

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georg
Hawaii

a

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Marye

land

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
O

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Gu

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Student

Recipients 1(1)

2,825,970 I

60,145
1,579

52,290
31,195

221,014
29,273
19,321

4,283
9,314

101,978

46,594
5,428

10,804

144,983
62,509

42,777
31,642
49,863

53,358

11,726

37,643
59,507

114,407

61,578
40,419
61,567
12,240
24133
5,652

7,347
59,597
17,130

327,371

56,459
13,367
127,511

34,861

34,067
129,480

12,202

35,337
15,786

57,936
123,178

22,685
6,135

48,210

42,543
21,634
50,324
4,225

1,765

159,700

475

Data Sources: Pell Grant Management Reports, 1984-85.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.



X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
84.063 PELL GRANTS

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georg

Hawaiia

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York
N. Carolina
N.

io

Dakota
Oh

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota
Tennessee

Texas
Utah

Vermont

WaVirginiashington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyom ing

Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

Cost Per
Recipient

---------

$1,295

$1,197

$1,275

$1,262
$1,260

$1,247

$1,310

$1,205
$1,266

$1,284
$1,274

$1,289

$1,251

$1,323

$1,263

$1,256

$1,34C

$1,242
$1,268

$1,320
$1,304
$1,236

$1,276
$1,251

$1,310

$1,303
$1,301

$1,309

$1,226
$1,143

$1,230
$1,298

$1,220
$1,336

$1,218

$1,361

$1,298

$1,177
$1,316
$1,301

$1,210

$1,288
$1,397

$1,325

$1,158

$1,321

$1,231

$1,262
11,311

$1,272
$1,289

$1,185
$1,206

$1,604

$1,198

Data Sources: Pell Grant Management Reports, 1985-86.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.



X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
84.063 PELL GRANTS

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York
N. Carolina

N. Dakota
Ohi

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee

Txas
Uteah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wycoing
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Cost Per
1 Recipient

---sl 075
$978

$1,002
$1,031

$1,062

,$1024
$1 094

1985
$1,061

$1,158
$1,038
$1,043
$1,090

$1,091

$1,051

$1,062

$1,111

$1,059
$1,081

$1,042
$1,152

$1,008

81,109
$1,054

$1,110

$1,070
$1,068

$1,045

$1,026
$979

$1,115

$1,100
$991

$1,134
$1,023

$1,141

$1,086
$1,011

$1,107

$1,134
$1,052

$1,069

$1,168
$1,077
$916

$1,091

$1,136
$1,079
$1,069

$1,095
$1,072

700
$1$ ,002

$1,233
$930

Data Sources: Pell Grant Management Reports, 1984-85.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.063 PELL GRANTS

Federal Total
Fiscal Federal Student
Year Appropriation (1) Recipients 1(2)1

1985 $3,788,000
1984 $3,061,000
1983 $2,494,000
1982 $2,419,000
1981 $2,310,000
1980 $2,420,000
1979 $2,381,000
1978 $1,561,000
1977 $1,588,000
1978 $1,475,000
1975 $937,000
1974 $356,000
1973 $50,000
1972
1971

1970
1969

1968

1967

1966
1965

1964

1963
1962

1961

1960

2,809,074
2,827,804
2,880,840
2,610,591

2,780,167
2,841,710
2,716,003
1,913,000

2,027,000
1,947,0CJ

1,228,WO
557,000
176,000

Data Sources: Office of Postsecondary Education, Program Book

(1) Pell Grant Program (formerly the Basic Educational Opportunity
Grant (BEOG)) was established In Fiscal Year 1973.
(2) Based on and annual count.
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GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR
EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The program provides federal funds to assist state and local
educational agencies (LEAs) to meet the special needs of
educationally deprived children. The federal Department of
Education allocates funds to states according to a statutory
formula; state educational agencies are responsible for
administering the program and allocating funds. Local school
districts that apply for and receive grants provide compensatory
instruction for the educationally deprived children residing in
areas with concentrations of children from low income families.

In FY 1985, $3,2 billion was appropriated and about 14,000 school
districts serving about five million children received grants.
The statutory formula for allocating funds is based primarily on
the number of children from families with incomes below the 1980
federal poverty guidelines and on a share of the state's per
pupil expenditures. There are no matching requirements for funds
from nonfederal sources. Each LEA is guaranteed a minimum grant
equal to at least 85 percent of its allocation the preceding
year.

The funds are intended to supply educational services not
available from other sources and therefore must supplement, not
supplant, services normally supplied by states and localities.
Typical uses of LEA funds are to provide remedial instruction in
reading, language arts, and mathematics. Additional teachers and
teacher aides provide more individualized instruction in these
basic skills program. Compensatory services are also provided in
summer programs to enable students to improve their basic skills.

Eligibility is limited to educationally deprived Alildren
residing in attendance areas in each LEA having the highest
concentrations of children from low income families. An
educationally deprived child is one who is not performing at the
level appropriate for his or her grade as determined by the
school on the basis C an annual needs assessment. While most
services go to students in grades one through six, funds may also
be used for educational preschool programs and ':or services to
any student under age 21 who is not above grade 12.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Grants to Local Educational Agencies for
Educationally Deprived Children.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 84.010
Budget account number(s): 91-0900-0-1-501.

C. Current authorizing statute: Pub. L. 97-35 enacted August
13, 1981, as amended, December 8, 1983, by Pub. L. 98-211,
and June 12, 1984, by Pub. L. 98-312.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR Parts 200 and 204.

E. Federal administering agency: Department of Education.

Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States; insular areas.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Local educational agencies.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

The LEA Chapter 1 program is federally funded through an annual
appropriation. Chapter 1 funds are provided to state and local
educational agencies in accordance with the provisions of the
statute. There are no requirements that state or other funds, or
commitments of time or services, be used to match federal funds.
The federal funds are allocated as follows.

State and Count Allocations. The Department of Education
(ED) e ermines, in accor ance with the statutory formula, the
portion of the annual Chapter 1 appropriation that each county in
the United States is eligible to receive. The formula includes
the number of children aged 5-17 in: 1/41) families with incomes
below the federal poverty income guidelines according to 1980
Census data; (2) families above the 1980 poverty guidelines
receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)
payments; (3) institutions operated for neglected or delinquent
children, other than those that are state-operated; (4) foster
homes supported by public funds. The count of eligible children
is multiplied by a share of the state's average expenditure per
pupil, within certain limits prescribed in the law. To be
eligible for funding, a school district or a county must have at
least ten poor children. Adjustments are made to prevent the
allocation to any county from being reduced to less than 85
percent of its allocation for the preceding year. A state's
allocation is determined by aggregating the allocations of all
counties within the state.
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Local Educational Agency (LEA) Allocations. The State
Educational. Agencies (SEAS) are responsible for distributing each
county's allocation among the LEAs within the county. The
Chapter 1 regulations require that SEAS determine LEA allocations
on the basis of the best available data on the number of children
from low income families in the school districts. This permits
the SEAs flexibility for selecting the data source for LEA
allocations. They may use data that they determine are more
accurate and more current than the 1980 Census poverty data
required by the statutory formula for county allocations. Many
SEAS, however, continue to use the statutory formula because of
the unavailability of other poverty data for their school
districts. Other SEAs determine LEA allocations using data from
their AFDC or school lunch programs or a combination of those
data and Census data. Under a "hold harmless" provision, each
LEA is guaranteed a minimum grant of at least 85 percent of its
preceding year's allocation.

The LEAs are notified of their allocations and plan Chapter 1
programs within the limits of the available funding. During each
fiscal year, the SEA is required to determine if any LEA has
received an allocation that exceeds the amount required for the
operation of its Chapter 1 program. The SEA may reallocate these
excess funds to other LEAs where the poverty population has
increased and the Chapter 1 allocation is insufficient to meet
the needs of the educationally deprived children.

Insular Areas. Of the Chapter 1 annual appropriation, one
percent is authorized for the Territories and the Department of
the Interior. There is a hold harmless provision to ensure at
least the same level of funding as in FY 1976 for Guam, American
Samoa, the Virgin Islands, the Northern Mariana Islands, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

Programs for Indian Children. Funds are allotted to the
Secretary of the Interior to make payment to local educational
agencies on behalf of out-of-state Indian children in the
elementary and secondary schools of such agencies under special
contracts with the Department of the Interior. Funds are also
allocated to the Secretary of the Interior for elementary and
secondary schools operated for Indian children by the Department
of Interior.

I. Pole of state and local governments in administering the
program.

SEAS carry out such administrative responsibilities as
suballocating funds to local educational agencies, approving
applications, monitoring and auditing LEA Chapter 1 projects,
providing technical assistance, ensuring compliance with the
statute and regulations, collecting data and conducting
evaluations, and reporting to the federal government.



LEAs design, carry out, and evaluate Chapter 1 projects providing
educational services to educationally disadvantaged children in
accordance with state and federal guidelines.

J. Audit or quality control.

In accordance with the Single Pudit Act (31 U.S.C. 7501), state
and local governments that receive $100,000 or more a year in
federal financial assistance shall have an audit made for that
year. State and local governments that receive between $25,000
and $100,000 a year shall have an audit made in accordance with
OMB Circular No. A-128 or in accordance with federal laws and
regulations governing the program in which they participate.
Section 452 of the General Education Provision Act requires SEAsto repay to the United States amounts found not to be expended in
accordance with the statute.

During FY 1965 and 1986, the Department issued final audit
determinations on 15 audits of Title If Chapter 1 programs. Theaudits were conducted by federal and aon-federal auditors. Inaddition, final determinations were issued on 12 single audits of
SEAS which included Title I/ Chapter 1 funds. The auditors
questioned or disallowed costs totaling $9.2 million;
subsequently, the Department's determinations required states torefund $4.8 million. Principal violations in audits included:
use of federal funds to supplant state and local funds; failureto document salaries of employees paid from more than one funding
source; assignment of staff to unallowable activities;
expenditure of lapsed funds.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

Chapter 1 programs provide financial assistance to state and
local educational agencies to meet the special educational needsof educationally deprived children in areas with concentrations
of children from low income families.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Chapter 1 provides financial assistance to state and local
educational agencies to operate supplemental educational programsto meet the special needs of educationally deprived children
residing in low income areas. Instruction is provided primarilyin basic skills: language arts, readJig, and mathematics. Thereare no specific allocations for separate activities.

Chapter 1 funds may be used to purchase ec:uipment if the
equipment is needed for a Chapter 1 project and is acquired at areasonable cost. The LEA must establish that the equipment is
essential to the project and is not otherwise available. While
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most of the Chapter 1 funds provide services in grades one
through six, Chapter 1 funds may be used for preschool programs,
if the focus of such programs is on services designed to address
the educational needs of the students and not just day care
services.

According to the District Practices Study, school districts spent
nearly 80 percent of their funds on instructional services in the
1981-82 school year.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for: which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

The unit for which eligibility is determined is an educationally
deprived student residing in an eligible attendance area. An
educationally deprived child is a child who is not performing at
the level appropriate for his or her grade level. The LEA
conducts an annual assessment of educational needs which
identifies educationally deprived children in all public or
private schools.

The LEAS are also responsible for providing compensatory
education services to children residing in institutions for the
neglected or delinquent that are not state-operated.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Individual means-tests are not applied. One factor in allocation
of funds is the number of children from families with incomes
below poverty guidelines.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Chapter 1 funds may be used in eligible attendance areas for a
preschool project for educationally deprived children under the
age of five or for an educationally deprived child under 21 years
of age who is not above grade 12.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

In accordan-e with the Chapter 1 regulations, an LEA that
receives Chapter 1 funds shall operate Chapter 1 projects
the are: (1) conducted in school attendance areas of the LEA
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having the highest concentration of low income children; or (2)
located in all school attendance areas of the LEA if the LEA has
a uniformly high concentration of low income children. An
attendance area is the geographical area in which the children
who are normally s_trved by a school reside.

Educationally deprived children in the eligible areas are
identified and selected for Chapter 1 services on the basis of an
annual needs assessment. The resources available for each
attendance area are determined by the LEA on the basis of the
needs and numbers of children to be served.

In the 1984-85 school year, the number of children provided
Chapter 1 services by LEAs was 4,919,112.

B. Program benefits or services.

Chapter 1 provides financial assistance to state and local
educational agencies to operate supplemental educational programsto meet the special needs of educationally deprived children
residing in low income areas.

Examples of how Chapter 1 funds may be used include:

o Remedial instruction in reading, language arts, and
mathematics to improve the achievement level of children who
are below grade level in these subjects.

o Summer programs which enable students to improve their
achievement or which reemphasize material taught in regular
classes.

o In-service training for teachers and aides to improve their
services to Chapter 1 children. School districts, and not
the federal government, decide which instructional
approaches and methods to use.

Chapter 1 funds may be used for support services on an individual
basis for needy children participating in a Chapter 1 program.
These services may include food, medical and dental services, andclothing.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information on average duration of participation is available.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility.

None.
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B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Individual means-tests are not applied.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Chapter 1 provides supplementary educational services to meet the
special educational needs of educationally deprived children,
including preschoolers, residing in low income areas. Chapter 1
children could also receive services under the Social Services
Block Grant and Head Start, which may provide educational
services. The Follow Through program may provide comprehensive
educational services to school children as well.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational
Education

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representative

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on
this program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
Pub. L. 89-10 -- Finan6M1 Assistance to Meet Special Educational
Needs of Chiffitprovildren.led financial assistance through
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SEAs to other state agencies and school districts to operate
supplemental programs to meet the special educational needs of
educationally deprived children who live in low income areas.Title I authorized funds for programs operated by LEAs which weredesigned to meet the special educational needs of children in lowincome areas and for programs operated by the Department of the
Interior, Bureau of Indian affairs, for Indian children.

It also authorized funds for programs operated by state agencies
for migratory children, handicapped children in state schools, orchildren who have left those schools and returned to schools in
LEAs, children who reside in institutions for neglected or
delinquent children, and to states to administer Title Iprograms.

Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Im rovement Act of1981 Pub. 1. 97-35 -- Financial Assistance to Mee Specie
Educational Needs Disadvanta ed Children. The statute
supersedes Title I of the E ementary and Secondary Education Actbut retains the same purpose and basic provisions.

Chapter 1 is intended to provide assistance for educationally
dep-40d children but do so in a manner which will eliminate
but, ,ome, unnecessary, and unproductive paperwork, and free theschools of unnecessary federal supervision, direction, andcontrol. Chapter 1 also seeks to provide assistance withoutoverly prescriptive regulations and administrative burdens whichare not necessary for fiscal accountability and make no
contribution to the instructional programs.

Chapter 1 was amended by Pub. L. 98-211 on December 8, 1983, andPub. L. 98-312 on June 12, 1984. The former reinstated manyprovisions from the predecessor Title I program. The latteraffected only the program for migratory children.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

The original Title I regulations, which appeared in the Fede::alRegister (FR) on September 15, 1965, were published at 45 CFRPart 116 and defined the basic structure of the Title I program.The program was modified in a number of minor details throughoutthe 1960s and 1970s with attendant publications in the FR.Regulations to implement major legislative changes were publishedon January 19, 1981, in the FR as 45 CFR Parts 200 and 201. Thefirst Chapter 1 regulations were published in FR on November 19,1982 as 34 CFR Part 200. On April 30, 1985, 34 CFR Parts 200,201, 203, and 204 dealing with migratory children and neglectedaad delinquent children in institutions, among other subjects,were published. Regulations implementing Pub. L. 98-211, whichrestored many provision from Title I, were published in FR on May19, 1986.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPEWING (In thousands) (1)
84.010 GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

United States

Benefits

$3,003,680

Administration

$34,414

(2) Total

$3,038,094

Alabama $62,195 $611 $62.d06

Alaska $5,063 $5,288
Arizona $32,387 $338 $32,768
Arkansas $35,959 $399 $36,359

California $279,868 $3,389 $283,256
Colorado

Connecticut
$28,457
$32,460

$363

363

$28,777

$32,823
Delaware $8,458 $225 $8,683

D. C. $13,628 $225 $13,853
Flo' Ida $123,801 $1,422 $125,223
Georgia $79,728 $805 $80,533
Hawaii $9,605 $225 $9,830
Idaho $8,623 $225 $8_848
Illinois $146,75E $1,620 $148,378
Indiana $44,606 $471 $45,077
Iowa $26,856 $263 $27,120
Kansas $21,276 $235 $21,512
Kentucky $52,880 $545 $53,425
Louisiana $89,818 $962 $90,780

Maine $12,221 $225 $12,446
Maryland $51,388 $518 $51,906
Massachusetts $67,796 $788 $68,584
Michigan $121,864 $1$368,298 $123,163
Minnesota $36,810 $37,178
Mississippi $57,451 $577 $58,028
Missouri $48,275 $485 $48,759
Montana $9,644 $225 $9,869
Nebraska $15,480 $225 $15,705

Nevada $5,521 $225 $5,746
New Hampshire $6,828 $225 $7,053
New Jersey $99,222 $1,008 $100,230
New Mexico $25,410 $265 $25,674
New York $315,747 $3,295 $319,042
N. Carolina $72,533 $751 $78,284
N. Dakota $7,46'.` $225 $7,694
Ohio $103,813 $1,055 $104,868
Oklahoma $36,547 $ 373 $36,920
Oregon $27,228 $358 $27,586
Pennsylvania $143,490 $1,494 $144,985
Rhode Island $10,662 $225 $10,887
S. Carolina $46,953 $460 $47,413
S. Dakota $9,181 $225 $9,406
Tennessee $62,679 $610 $63,288
Texas $183,937 $2$225,334 $186,270
Utah $10,333 $10,558
Vermont $6,147 $225 $6,372
Virginia $56,822 $560 $57,382
Washington $34,578 $435 $35,013
W. Virginia $28,329 $278 $28,608
Wisconsin $43,907 $449 $44,355
Wyom
Guam

ing 43,723
$1,717

$225
$50

$3,948

$1,767
Puerto Rico $104,931 $1,$50019 $105,950
Virgin Islands $3,354 $3,404
American Samoa $1,625 $50 $1,675
Northern Mariana $687 $50 $737
Trust Territory $5,037 $50 $5,087

$21,913 $21,913

Data Sources: Administrative records from annual state reports.

(1) Allocations to states for school year 1984-85.

(2) Administrative costs cover several Chapter 1 programs, including,
In addition to LEAs, Handicapped Children In State Schools, Neglected
or Delinquent Children In State Administered Institutions, and
Migratory Children. Accurate estimates of administrative costs by program
are not possible. LEAs total about 87 percent of all Chapter 1 grants.

312



VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands) (1)
84,010 GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

Monana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina

N. Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Uaht

Vergmont

Wash
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

American Samoa
Northam Mariana
Trust Territory
BIA

Benefits

1.277277588

$62,749
$4,974

$28,922
$U,441

$261,680
$26,171

$27,082
$7,624

$13,104
$97,504
$72,478
$8,632

$7,610
$132,508

$37,635
$22,740
$18,792

$50,623
$72,954
$10,484

$45,995
$61,123

$101,309

$33,894
$60,134
$47,240

$8,514
$14,205
$4,478

$5,881

$87,067
$23,294 ,

$280,628

$73,350

$6,683
$94,264

$30,267
$23,745

$129,714

$10,182

$47,892
$8,756

356,689
$166,865
$9,290

$4,898
$56,981

$32,983

$26,869
$41,093
$3,432

$1,559
$108,000

$3,01.4

$1,475
$624

$4,573
$19,893

Administration (2) Total

$33,180

$597 $63,347
$225 $5,199
$368 $7.,290
$397 $36,838

$3,299 $254,979

$325
$317 $26,488

$27,407
$225 $7,849
$225 $13,329

$1,198 $98,702
$778 $73,257
$225 $8,857
225 $7,835

$1$,604 $134,112
$426 $38,061
$237 $22,977
$225 $19,017
$534 $51,156
$776 $73,730
$225 $10,709

$7$49575
tie 490
$6.,898

$1$,144 $102,453
360 $34,254

$480

$584 $60,718
$47,720

$225 $8,739
$225 $14,430
$225 $4,703
$225 $6,106
$ $88,006
$293962 $23,556

$3,094 $283,722
$76 7 $74,117
$225 $6,908

$1$336,026 $95,290
$30,603
$24,081

$1$4251 $131,165
$225 $10,407
$460 $48,353
$225 $8,981
$585 $57,274

$2,327 $169,192
$225 $9,515
$225 $5,123
$6 2 $57,544
$4545 $33,428
$ $27,131
$426243 $41,536
$225 $3,657
$50 $1,609

$1,$50114 $109,114 1

$3,094 1

$5500

$1,525
$674

$50 $4,623

$19,893 1

Data Sources: Administrative records from annual state reports.

(1) Allocations to states for school year 1983-84.
(2) Administrative costs cover several Chapter 1 programs, Including,
In addition to LEAs, Handicappr4 Children In State Schools, Neglected
or Delinquent Children In State Administered institutions, and
Migratory Children. Accurate estimates of administrative costs by programare not possible. LEAs total about 86 percent of Chapter 1 grants.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

84.010 GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

(2)

Students
Served (1 )1

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina

N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virgia
Washington

W. Vinrginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands
BIA

Trust Tarr.

4,919,112

115,887

4,217
45,453
66,859
864,098
38,174

55,846
10,468
15,808

156,876

170,394

12,278
15,767

148,873

100,385

26,287
38,593
104,240

109,572

24,607

67,755
88,618

141,397
59,369

101,266
81,372
12,613

20,131
8,592

10,234

160,500

29,338
374,818

129,495

9,131

139,571

62,962
37,588

228,333
13,443

51,822
12,877

99,604

297,748

22,853

9,519
83,388
60,822
33,384

63,328
4,373

260,231

18,157

Data Sources: Administrative records from annual state reports.

(1) Based on unduplicated anneal count of :school year 1984-85

(2) Bureau of Indian Affairs schools.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT

84.010 GRANTS TO LOCAL
CHARACTERISTICS
EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES

Students

Served

4,846,050

104,224

4,9 0

'

(1)

FOR EDUCATIONALLY

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona 42,3777
Arkansas 67,055
California 899,318
Colorado 34,413
Connecticut 50,959
Delaware 8,795
D. C. 13,075
Florida 148,837
Georgia 133,605
Hawaii 10,092
Idaho 15,845
Illinois 146,371
Indiana 95,876
Iowa 29,441
Kansas 35,205
Kentucky 98,214
Louis

Malne
iana 98,09

22,2977
Maryland 58,138
Massachusetts 98,034
Michigan 138,890
Minnesota 54,385
Mississippi 1, '',071

Missouri 8/.264
Montana 11,764

22,176
Nevada 7,918
New Hampshire 8,972
New Jersey 142,010
New Maximo 28,196
New York 343,681
N. Carolina 132,080
N. Dakota 8,936
Oh io 132,382
Oklahoma 60,124
Oregon 35,196
Pennsylvania 226,200
Rhode Island 12,867
S. Carolina 58,025
S. Dakota 12,740
Tennessee 91,977
Texas 306,230
Utah 19,119
Vermont 8,729
Virginia 83,099
Washington 60,652
W. Virginia 31,518
Wisconsin 64,275
Wyoming 4,336
Guam

Puerto Rico 276,717

BIA
Virgin Islands

(2) 21,638
Trust Tarr. 38,605

Data Sources: Achinistrative records from annual state reports.

DEPRIVED CHILDREN

(1) Based on undup boated annual count of school year 1983-84.
(2) Bureau of Indian Affairs schools.
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X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)

84.010 GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

1 1

1

Benefits
- 1

(2)1

United States $611

Alabama $537
Alaska $1,201

Arizona $713

Arkansas $538

California $324
Colorado $745
Connecticut

Delaware $808

$583

D. C. $862

Florida $789

Georgia $468
Hawaii $782

Idaho $547

Illinois $986
Indiana $444

Iowa $1,022
Kansas $551

Kentucky $507

Maine
Louisiana $820

$497
Maryland $758
Massachusetts $705
Michigan $862

Minnesota $620
Mississippi $567

Missouri $593
Montana $765
Nebraksa $769

Nevada $643
New Hampshire $7
New Jersey $66168

New Mexico $866
New York $842
North Carolina $560
North Dakota $818
Ohio $744

Oklahoma 80

Oregon $$5628724
Pennsylvania $

Rhode Island
S. Carolina

$7

$90936

S. Dakota

Tennessee
$713
$629

Texas $618

Utah $452
Vermont $646
Vir $81
Washington $569

W. Virginia .49

Wisccosin $693
Wyoming $851

Guam

Puerto Rico $403

Virgin Islands

Trust Tarr.
B1A 41,207

Data Sources: Administrative records from annual state reports,

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count of school year 1984-85 participation.

(2) State per-capita costs are based on munts allocated to
states and not on outlays. Chapter 1 administrative funds cover the costs of

administering four programs: Basic Grants to Local Educational
Agencies, Handicapped Children In State Schools, Neglected or

Delinquent Children In State Administered institutions, and
Migratory Children. Ebtlmates for administrative costs by program

can not be realistically derived, therefore per-capita adminis-

trative costs for the Chapter 1 Basic Grants progism are not
presented.
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X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
84.010 GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILIA44

Benefits (2)

United States $563

Alabama $602
Alaska $1,133
Arizona $676
Arkansas $543
California $280
Colorado $760
Connecticut $531
Delaware 67
D. C.

Florida
si$8ggq
$656

Georgia
Hawaii

$855
$542

Ida.*
$480

Illinois $905
Indiana

$393
Iowa

$772
Kansas $534
e

$51 5
LKouintsiuckyana $738
Maine

$471
Maryland $791
Massachusetts $623
Michigan $729
Minnesota $623
Mississippi $601
M''Iourl

$541
^ria $724
mksa

$641
NL.ada

$566
New Hampshire $656
New Jersey $613
New Mexico $826
New York
Ohlo $712

$817

Oklahoma $503
Oregon $675
Pennsylvania $573
Rhode Island $791
S. Carolina $825
S. Dakota $687
Tennessee $616
Texas $545
Utah $586
Vermont $561

$886
Washington $ 45
W. Virginia

Wisconsin $639

$ ,53

Wyoming $792
Guam

Puerto Rico $390
Virgin is:andi
Trust Tarr.
BIA

1 $919

Data Sources: Administrative records from annual state reports.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual mount of school year 1983-84 participation.
(2) State per-capita costs are based on amounts allocated to
states and not on outlays. Chapter 1 administrative funds cover the posts ofadministering four programs: Basic Grants to Local Educational
Agencies, Handicapped Children In State Schools, Neglected or
Deliquent Children In State Administered institutions, and
Migratory Children. Estimates for administrative costs by program
can not be realistically derived,

therefore per-capita adminis-
trative costs for the Chapter 1 Basic Grants program are not
presented.
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XI. H1STOR:CAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.010 GRANTS TO LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES FOR EDUCATIONALLY DEPRIVED CHILDREN

Federa

Fiscal

l

Year

Federal

Budget

Authority
.10.416....101.0..81.100.10

Units

Served (1)

1985 $3,200,000 4,919,112
1984 $3,003,680 4,846,050
1983 $2,727,588 4,731,351
1982 $2,562,753 4,866,108
1981 $2,611,614 5,301,488
1980 $2,731,682 5,402,311
1979 $2,777,245
1978 $2,356,000
19

197776
$1,927,000
$1,721,000

1974

1975 $3,212,000
$1,446,166

(2)

1973 $1,535,538
197
1972

$1,406,615
1971 $1,339,667
1970 $1,219,166
1969 $1,020,439
1968 $1,100,288
1967 $1,015,153
1966 $1,164,529
1965

1964

1963

1962
1961

1960

Data Sources: Department 44 Education, AdmInIstratIve Records.

(1) Based on undwilcated annuht count of Children reported as
served by local educational ageno!os.
(2) In FY 1975, the Title I progra became forward funded; therefore,
the FY 1975 approprlatIon Included fLndIng for both the 1974-75 school year
($1.587 billion) and the 1975-76 school year ($1.625 billion).



COLLEGE WORK-STUDY

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The College Work-Study (CWS) program provides federal funds topromote part-time employment tr, help postsecondary students meettheir educational expenses. State and local governments play nodirect role in administering the program, although some states,appropriate funds to provide up to 20 percent of the compensationfor recipients. The Department of Education allocates funds toinstitution9 of higher learning that make eligibilitydeteminations based primarily on financial need and arrangeemployment for their students.

In FY 1985, about 788,000 students were employed under CWS atotal federal cost of about $553 million. The annualappropriation of federal funds is a fixed amount which isallocated among about 3,300 participating institutions accordingto a formula that provides for minimum funding with supplementsbased on institutional need. The institutions provide at least20 percent of the compensation paid to the student-workers. Thismatch will rise to 30 percent by FY 1990.

The CWS law authorizes federally subsidized wages for
undergraduate, graduate, and professional students who areenrolled in a regular college program and who have demonstratedfinancial need. The work may be for the institution itself orfor any nonprofit organization under an arrangement with theinstitution. Recent statutory changes allow employment at for-profit private schools and firms as well. Compensation must bepaid at a rate at least equal to the federal minimum wage. In FY1985, the average federal payment per student was about $877 forthe year.

The monetary value of CWS employment is includeka as part of astudent aid package and the total package may not exceed the costof education in a given year. Thus, while there are a number ofother federal programs to help meet the costs of postsecondary
education, and while many CWS student-workers receive benefitsunder these other programs, there is little duplication ofbenefits.

The CWS program was authorized in 1964 as part of the EconomicOpportunity Act and originally was administered as a delegatedpoverty program. It was subsequently transformed into a studentfinancial aid program with e special orientation toward studentsfrom low income families. This orientation is currentlyreflected in the CWS support for the Presidential initiative oncombating adult illiteracy. Some CWS funds have been reallocatedto institutions that sponsor adult literacy programs and employstudents to help others learn to read and write.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: College Work-Study.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 84.033
Budget account number(s): 91-0200-0-1-502.

C. Current authorizing statute: Sec. 441-447 of Public Law 99-
498, Title IV, 79 Stat. 1219, as amended (42 U.S.0 2751
2756b).

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR Part 675.

E. Federal administering agency: Office of Student Financial
Assistance, Office of Postsecondary Education, Department of
Education.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Institutions of postsecondary education.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Nonprofit and private for-profit organizations.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funds are allocated to institutions on the basis of a prior
year's expenditures and demonstrated need for additional funding.
Institutions award funds to student on the basis of financial
need as determined by a system of need analysis approved by the
Secretary. Details of the institutional funding procedures are
in Sections 675.3 to 675.7 of the College Work-Study program
regulations. The federal share of compensation paid to students
normally does not exceed 80 percent and will drop to no more than
70 percent by FY 1990. The remaining share must be paid by the
institution or the employer. Funds are awarded for use by
participating institutions for one award year at a time following
the year of application.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

The Department of Education allots funds to institutions of
postsecondary education and the institutions administer the
program. State and local governments do not play a direct role
in administering this program. Some state governments provide
appropriated funds for institutional shares.

Institutional responsibilities in administering this program
include: (1) receiving applications from students or prospective
students requesting financial assistance; (2) determining
eligibility which includes an assessment of need; (3) making
awards; (4) placing students and negotiating employer contracts;
(5) verifying selected applicants' application data; (6) paying



or ensuring payments to students; (7) monitoring program
activities; (8) establishing and maintaining records; (9)reporting program activity.

J. Audi* or quality control.

There is no procedure established by statute or regulation
for standards of administrative efficiency or for calculating
an error rate for the CWS program.

Regulations governing the CWS program do provide for standards ofcompliance. The Student Assistance General Provisions
regulations provide for biannual audits and these audits must beconducted in accordance with the Comptroller General's standards.Copies of audits are provided to the Office of the Inspector
General and the Office of Student Financial Assistance, AuditReview Branch, of the Department of Education.

All participating institutions are subject to compliance auditsand program reviews. Violal-ton of the regulations may be grounds
for suspension, fines, limitations, termination, or repayment ofliabilities.

Fines of $291,605 were assessed against 23 institutionsnationally during FY 1985. Six limitation agreements were signedand 14 termination actions were undertaken.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The objective of CWS is to stimulate and promote the part-time
employment of students, particularly students who are in need ofearnings from employment to pursue courses of study at eligible
institutions.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Work must be performed for an institution itself, in the publicinterest for a federal, state, or local public agency, for aprivate nonprofit organization, or for private for-profit firms.

In FY 1985, less than 5 percent of funds to grantees were usedfor administrative costs and the remainder was for student
compensation.
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IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individual students are eligible.

B. Income eligibility standards.

There are no gross income limits used in determining
eligibility for a College Work-Study award. Awards are based
upon a demonstrated need (i.e., the difference between the costs
of education and other resources available to the student,
including an expected family contribution).

The expected family contribution from a student is calculated by
measuring the family income and assets and using national norms
to develop an expected contribution. Assistance of other types
(i.e., from other relatives, local or state agencies, and other
organizations) is considered as a resource if available to the
aid applicant.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

A student is eligible to receive assistance if he or she is: (1)
a U.S. citizen or national, or is a permanent resident of the
U.S., or is in the U.S. for other than a temporary purpose with
the intention of becoming a citizen or permanent resident or is a
permanent resident of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands;
(2) enrolled or accepted for enrollment at an institution of
higher education; (3) determined to have substantial financial
need; (4) maintaining satisfactory progress in a course of study;
(5) not obligated to repay a refund on a grant received for
attendance at any institution under the Pell, SEOG, or SSIG
programs; (6) not in default on a loan made at any institution
under the NDSL, Perkins Loan, GSL, SLS, or PLUS programs; (7)
has certified to the completion of Selective Service
requirements.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Students or their families are expected to pay the family
contribution amount described above in order to attend the
educational institution.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Program intake is accomplished through voluntary completion of
the application process.
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B. Program benefits or services.

Assistance is provided to meet the costs of attending
institutions of postsecondary education. The grantee pays therecipient at least once a month for work perFormed.

Payment, which is made directly to the student employee by cash
or check, is based upon the number of hours worked times anhourly wage rate or salary.

The amount of benefit received by recipients in CWS is determinedby the recipient's financial need, the availability of this andother financial aid program resources, and inEtitutional
philosophy and practices regarding the distribution of financialaid to students. The average award for the 1983-84 school yearwas $886.

A number of different approaches to methods of assessing a
families capability to meet the costs of postsecondary educationhave been used in the past. Most recently, those approaches havegenerally involved the Pell Grant method or the Uniform
Methodology. The Secretary approves systems developed by
agencies or organizations which yield expected family
contributions after allowing for living expenses and other
necessary expenditures. These parameters and a listing ofapproved systems are published in the Federal Register throughannual notices.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information about average duration of participation isavailable. College Work-Study does not have duration or
participation limitations.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A, Categorical or automatic eligibility.

Participation in other assistance programs does not satisfy anyconditions of program eligibility for the CWS program. But, aslong as an applicant continues to have demonstrated financialneed, participation in other assistance programs does not
preclude participation in the CWS program.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Cash income, including cash welfare, is counted in determining
expected family contribution. Benefits in-kind from other
education assistance programs reduce the difference betweenexpccted family contribution and total costs, and so reduce
maximum CWS benefits which could be received.

3.23
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C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Federal low income assistance programs which provide assistance
to all or a large part of the same population are:

o State Student Incentive Grants;

o Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants;

o Perkins Loans (formerly National Direct Studcat Loans);

o Guaranteed Student Loans;

o Pell Grants;

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
in. the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representative

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on this
program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

In August of 1964, Congress passed the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 (Pub. L. 88-452) and Title I, Part C, authorizing the
College Work-Study program. At its inception the College Work-
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Study program was administered as a delegated poverty program and
the initial appropriation to the Office of Economic Opportunity
was contained in Pub. L. 88-635.

The CWS program was authorized by the Economic Opportunity Act
through FY 1967 with an initial authorization level of $413
million for FY 1965 and "such sums as are necessary" for the
succeeding two fiscal years. The provisions of the law
prescribing program operations were substantially similar to
current law.

The Higher Education Act of 1965 (Pub. L. 89-329) consolidated
the financing of postsecondary education by moving tie CWS
program from the Office of Economic Opportunity to the Office ofEducation. The amendments contained in the Higher Education Act
of 1965 made major substantive changes in the program, in effect
transforming it from a poverty program which aided students to a
student financial aid program with a special orientation toward
students from low income families. The purpose of the programwas now one of stimulating and promoting the part-time employmentof those students who were in need of the earnings from such
employment in order to pursue a course of study at an institution
of higher education.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1968, Pub. L. 90-575,
transferred the CWS program to Title IV, Part C of the Higher
Education Act, and extJnded the program through FY 1971. These
amendments also changed the matching provisions to require a 20percent nonfederal contribution and extended institutional
eligibility for funding to area vocational schools and
proprietary institutions of higher education.

The CWS legislation was amended again in 1969. Changes involved
the statement of purpose, the appropriations authorized, and the
conditions of agreements.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1972 reauthorized the CWS
program and expanded eligibility to include half-time studentsand students in profit-making (proprietary) institutions. These
amendments also: (1) changed the state allotment formula to
provide 90 percent by formula and 10 percent held harmless; (2)
required an affidavit of educational purpose; (3) mandated "goodstanding".

Another major provision of the 1972 amendments created a separate
work-study program for part-time student employment in communityservice. This program was primarily aimed at the employment ofstudents who were veterans who served in Indochina or Korea afterAugust 5, 1964. The community service work-study program funds
were to be spent through contracts with public or private
nonprofit agencies. The Program had a separate authorization
through FY 1975 at the maxim= level of $50 million.



In 1975, the Emergency Technical Provisions Act (Pub. L. 94-43)
amended the HEA to authorize the Commissioner of Education to
reallocate an institution's unused CWS funds to other
institutions in the same state through the fiscal year succeeding
the year for which the funds were appropriated.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1976 again reauthorized the
Title IV programs. The amendments raised the administrative
allowance to four percent and provided the Commissioner with
authority to prescribe administrative standards.

Authority for job location and development projects to be funded
with CWS funds was added to the HEA in the Education Amendments
of 1976 (Pub. L. 94-482). The House version of these amendments
would have terminated the authorization for the community service
learning program at the same time (the program was never funded)
but this program was retained in the Senate and final versions of
the legislation.

Pub. L. 94 482 significantly increased authorizations for the CWS
program from $420 million for FY 1976 and the transition period
to $720 million for FY 1982, the last year of the authority. The
1976 amendments also added provisions which permitted
institutions to continue work-study employment for a student
mid-semester when such student was earning additional income that
put him or her beyond the need threshold, and directed
institutions to seek to make part-time employment reasonably
available to all students, to the extent of available CWS funds.

The last major amendments to the CWS program were made by the
Education Amendments of 1980, Pub. L. 96-374, which extended the
CWS program through FY 1985. Significant provisions of these
amendments:

o Added a hold-harmless to the requirements for institutional
allotments, requiring institutions to have CWS allotments at
least equal to the CWS funds they used in FY 1979;

o Substituted the institutional reallotment provision enacted
in Pub. L. 94-43 with authority for an institution to carry
over into the next fiscal year up to 10 percent of a fiscal
year's allocation;

o Added an authorization for postsecondary institutions to use
up to 10 percent of any fiscal year's CWS allotment for
student awards to be used during the academic year preceding
the year for which the appropriation was made;

o Authorized institutions to use up to !,25,000 or up to 10
percent of their allocations, whichever is less, for a job
location and development center;

o Created a new community service learning component of the
work-study program;



o Required CWS employment to pay at least the minimum wage.

The Defense Authorization Act of 1982 required all Title IV aid
recipients to register for the Selective Service.

On May 26, 1986, the Student Financial Assistance Technical
Corrections Act of 1986 (Pub. L. 99-320) was signed. The
Technical Corrections Act made minor technical corrections to the
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (Pub. L.
99-272). The eligibility requirements were changed for all Title
IV programs. Recipients lose eligibility if they are in default
on a Title 1V loan or owe a refund on a Title IV grant at any
institution.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1986 (Pub. L. 99-498) was
signed on October 17, 1986. The act removed states as a factor
in the allocation formula; funds are now allocated directly to
schools. The amendments also made proprietary schools and for-
profit private employees eligible as CWS work sites. Required
non-federal match is raised from 20 percent in 1987 to 25 percent
in 1989 and 30 percent in 1990.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

Tentative regulations for the College Work-Study program were
issued November 20, 1964.

The regulations described the definitions, the allotment of
federal funds to states, the eligible work-study programs, the
eligibility and selection of student participants in the program,the use of federal grants, and the federal share of student
compensation and the institutional maintenance of level of
student employment expenditures.

In May 1969, following the enactment of the Higher Education Actof 1965, regulations were issued by the Office of Education.
These regulations included the 1964 provisions and expanded to
include limitations on the number of hours of employment, minimumwage rate, nature and source of institutional share, coordinatingof student financial aid programs, institutional agreement and
application for funds, criteria for approval of applications,paymmt and reallocation of grant funds, and fiscal procedures,
records, and reports.

In July 1971 regulations, the major regulatory changes were the
inclusion of proprietary institutions of higher education as
eligible for participation and provisions for fiscal audits.

In May 1975 regulations, the major changes included provisions
for an approved need analysis to determine an expected family
contribution aAd procedures for handling over-awards.
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In August 1976 regulations, the major issue was the manner in
which financial aid packages were to be administered for Native
American students also eligible to receive educational grants
from the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).

In September 1976 regulations, the major changes were
application review and approval of request, institutional
agreement, coordination with Bureau of Indian Affairs
grants-in-aid, cost of education, need analysis systems, special
sessions, administrative expense, federal interest in allocated
funds, termination and suspension, eligible employment,
establishment of wage rates, limitation on the number of hours of
employment, limitation on the federal share of student
compensation, maintenance of effort, a notarized affidavit of
educational purpose, and transfer use of funds.

In July 1977 regulations, the major issue was the definition of
an independent student.

In August 1978 regulations, the major issues were payments to
students, earnings attributable to cost of education,
limitations on the federal share of student compensation, nature
and source of institutional share of student compersation, and
multi-institutional agreements.

In August 1979 regulations, the major issues were funding
procedures, calculation of institutional need by formula rather
than by panel recommendation, and shifting funds in self-help
programs. They also contained regulations of programs of study
abroad.

In June 1980 regulations, the major regulatory changes provided
that a statement of educational purpose may be used in lieu of
the requirement of a notarized affidavit of educational purpose
and a change in the definition of a half-time student to more
realistically reflect half-time status, especially at
institutions offering evening programs. They also contained
regulations on a financial aid transcript.

In January 1981 regulations, the major issues were conditional
guarantee, student living expenses art'' expected family
contribution, increase in funds air ,.restitution may use for its
Job Location and Development Program, employment in a Community
Service Learning program, and minimum wages required under the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

In January 1981 regulations, the major issues were tuition, fees,
room and board in the cost of attendance, allowances for special
circumstances, correspondence study programs, and attendance
costs for stIldents whose program length exceeds the academic year
at institutions using clock hours.

328



In January 1982 regulations, the major changes were the expected
family contribt4-' .e amounts in the formula. These changes
reflected recent and relevant data plus updating the family-sizeoffsets to account for the effects of inflation.

In August 1982 regulations, the major issues were in the funding
procedures and the appeals process, allotment and reallotment,
allocation and reallocation, conditional guarantee, and fair
share funding procedures.

In October 1982 regulations, the major changes were in the
expected family contribution for an independent student. These
included indicators of financial strength, effective family
income, effective student income, contribution from parents, and
extraordinary circumstances.
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VIII. A. TOTAL
84.033 COLLEGE

FY

Wt

85 PROGRAM SPENDING
STUDY

Benefits

(In thousands)

Administration (1) Total 1(2)1

United States $644,664 $30,360

__

$675,024

_I

Alabama $12,366 $ 4 $13,050Alaska

Arizona
$330

$8,344
$36

$389 $6$,733

366

Arkansas $6,816 $253 $7,060,
California $53,962 $3,295 $57,257
Colorado $7,029 $451 $7,480
Connecticut $7,655 $329 $7,984
Delaware $1,340 $61 $1,401
D. C. $4,858 $184 $5,043
Florida $18,362 $873 $19,235
Georgia $12,295 $806 $13,101
Hawaii $1787 $102 $1,889
Idaho $1,,7 $113 $1,879
Illinois $25,249 $965 $26,214
Indiana $12,832 $702 $13,534is
Kansas $6,633

$222

$187
$9,631

$6,821
Kentucky $13,024 $513 $13,537
Louisiana $11,580 $561 $12,142
Maine $7,55 2 $433 $7985
Maryland $9,542 $356 $9,,897
Massachusetts $40,785 $1,849 $42,634
Michigan $20,287 $797 $21,084
Minnesota $15,489 $603 $16,093
Mississippi $9,542 $473 $10,015
Missouri $13,234 $547 $1782
Montana $2,926 $148 $33,,074
Nebraska
Nevada

$4,413

$1071
$$43246 $4,659

$1,114
New Hampshire $5,,058 $308 5,37
New Jersey $13,071 $746 $1$3, 8167Moro 8 $272 $7,030
NNew $$6,27572 $2,095 $59,367
N. Carolina $14,377 $1,152 $15,528
N. Dakota $2,994 $153 $3,147
Ohio

$$725, $1,081 $26,886
Oklahoma ,680535 $267 $7,901Oregon $10,346 $588 $10934
Pennsylvania $34,484 $1,213 $35,,697Rhode Island $5,518 $174 $5,692
S. Carolina $8,601 $507 $9,108S. Dakota $3,695 $137 3831
Tennessee $10,759 $612 $$11,,371
Texas
Utah

$31,399
$3,271

$1,428
$206

$32,827

$3,t- 1
Vermont $5,505 $366 $5,8,
Virginia $12,453 $758 $13,21)
Washington $13,153 $691 $13,844
W. Virginia $5,315 $259 5575
Wisconsin $14,869 $472 $$15,,341
Wyceing
Guam

$631

$261 $13$63
$694

$ 274Puerto Rico $12,885 1 $576 $13,461
Virgin Islands $72 I $0 $72

Data Sources: Flocal Operations Report, 1985 -86.

(1) Administrative cost allowances are authorized for
Institutions to offset their costs In administering the Pell
Grant and campus-based programs (e.g., costs of personnel,
materials and/or equipment) and for carrying out the student
oonsumer Information services requirements. An institution
must be able to document these expenses through audit reviews.
(2) includes finds from institutions which are not Included on Table Xi.



VIII. B. TOTAL FY
84.033 COLLEGE WORK-STUDY

1

I

i

United States

Alabama

Alaska =

Arizona
Arkansas =

California
Colorado I

Connecticut =

84 PROGRAM SPENDING

Benefits

$683,149

$12,926

$333
$7,450
$7,243

$56,237

$7,160

$8,174

;Administration
;

(In thousands)

----------

$31,006

$78

$31

8

$207
$188

$3,304
$513
$229

(1) Total 1(2)1

$114,154

$13,715
$363

$7,656
$7,431

$59,541

$7,674
$8,403

Delaware
D. C.

$1,607

$5,752 $$216

86 $1,693
$5,968

Florida $19,573 $717 $20,289
Georgia $13,664 $734 $14,399
Hawall $2,135 $25 $2,160

$2,079 $119 $2198
I10ll ino6,46

$26,416
$1$357,412 $27,,829

nd1hoiana $1is $14,170
Iowa $9,705 $317 $10,022
Kansas $6,815 $248 $7,063
Kentucky $13,450 $550 $14,001
Louisiana t12,453 $588 $13,042
Maine $7,604 $40 $8,007
Maryland $10,447 $294 $10,741
Massachusetts $40,867 $1,851 $42,718
Michigan $21,468 $22,419
Minnesota $16,019 $s $16,659
Mississippi $10,403 $473 $10,876
Missouri $13,818 $430 $14,248
Montana $2,970 $155 $312 5
Nebraska $4,559 $162 $4,,721
Nevada $1,091 $27 $1,119
New Hampshire $5,533 $413 $5,946
New Jersey $14,391 $14,982
New Mexico $7,328 $226666 $7,594
New York $61,261 $2,694 $63,955
N. Carolina $15,945 $951 $16,896
N. Dakota $3,103 $165 $3,267
Ohio $27,039 $1,210 $28,249
Oklahoma $7,337 $459 $7,796
Oregon $10,983 $458 $11,441
Pennsylvania. $35,668 $1,456 $37,125
Rhode Island $5,862 $259 $6,121
S. Carolina $9,636 $375 $10,011
S. Dakota $4,074 $230 $4,304
Tennessee $11,945 $ $12,533
Texas $35,001 $1,358890 $36,391
Utah $3,729 $269 $3998
Vermont $5,513 $322 $5,,835
Virginia $13,419 $786 $14,205
Washington $13,315 $561 $13,936W. VIr5541gInla $249 $5,790
Wisconsin $1$5,,339 $625 $15,964
WYomIng
Guam

$740

$239 $12

327 $767
$251

Puerto Rlco 1

Virgin islands;
$13,861

$57
$630
$3

$14,491

$59

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1914-85.

(1) Admiqlstrative cost allowances 7.re autiorized for
Institutions to offset their costs In admilistering the Pell
Grant and campus-based programs (e.g., costs of personnel,
materials and/or equipment) and for carrying out the student
consumer information services requirements. An Institution
must be able to document these expenses through audit reviews.
(2) Includes funds from Institutions which are not Included on Tabli XI.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
84.033 COLLEGE WORK-STUDY

----------
United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California

Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana
Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Mississippi

MbMisstourinana
Nebraska
Nevada
New HampShire
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma
Or

Pennegonsylvania
Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washllgton
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guam

-Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

uden

PartSticipatnts011.141.
734,842

13,772

247
5,779
8,869

48,381

8,462
10,006

1,733

4,161

22,963
11,4436

2,,113

26,632
16,292

12,861

8,129

12,523

14,07E

8,387
9,435

39,605
23,273
19,604

11,995

14,608

3356
5,,878

559

6,611

15,756

5,538

64,484
20,243
4,081

28,422
9,164

12,084

42,188
6,710

10,210

5,103
14,285

30,05°,

2,901 '

14,

6,895
847

11

7,,703304

18,87P
740
247

29,094

82

Oat( Sources: Fiscal Oper Ilccs Report, 1985-86.



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT
84.020 fOLLEGE WORK-STUDY

CHARACTERISTICS

Student

Participants

United States ~770, 897

Alabama 14,859
Alaska 248
Arizona 6,516
Arkansas 890
California 498,,459

Colorado 6,823
Connecticut 9,865
Delaware 1,992
D. C. 4,998
Flord
Georgiia

a 21,756
14,781

Hawaii 1,605
Idaho

Illinois 26,693
Indiana 17,172
Iowa 13,538
Kansas 8,663
Kentucky 13,099
Louisine iana 14,180
Ma 9,052
Maryland 9,841
Massachusetts 40,341
Michigan 24,856
Minnesota 21,079
Mississippi 13,644
Missouri 15,697
Montana 3,613
Nebraska 6,121
Nevada 626
New Hampshire 7,251
New Jersey 16,522
New Mexico 6,499
New York 67,750
N. Carolina 22,870
N. Dakota 3,956
Ohio 28,898
Oklahoma 9,235
Or 12,779
Pennegonsylvania 44,086
Rhode Island 7,162
S. Carolina 11,155
S. Dakota 5,628
Tennessee 15,862
Texas 32,544
Utah 2,848
Vermont 6,563
Virginia 15,426
Washington 12,610
W. Virginia 7,7L)
Wisconsin 19,804
Wyoming 752
Guam 192
Puerto Rico 30,295
Virgin islands 92

Data Sources: Fiscal Uperatlons Report, 1984-85.
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X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
84.033 COLLEGE WORK -STUDY

Lilted States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware

D. C.

F'orida

ueorgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraksa
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina

North Dakota
O
Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina

TS.

Dakota
ennessee

Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Wagton
W.

shin

Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyom ing

Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islandb

Benefits
=MIMEO 410640.1.,

$877

$898
$1,335

$1098
$768

$1,115
$1,088

$765
$773

SW!! I
ittuu 1

$1$244244 1

18
$948 I

$788 1

$732
$818
$4040 I

823
$900

$1,011

coon

$790
$795
$908
$872

$751

$1,15
$7985

30

$1

$8

220

$7

i888
10

$734
:908
$833

$858

$817
$822

$842

$753
$724

$1,045
$1,128

$798

$839
$1,7124

$

$78288
$853

$1,058
$443

$878

'Administration
1

Total

$41 $918

$50 $948
$145 $1,480
$67 $1,165
$29 $797
$68 $1,183
$70 $1,158
$33 $798
$35 $808
$44 $1838
$38 i838
$57 $930
$71 $1$15

$36
$54 $890

$984
$43 $831
$17 $749
$23 $839
$41 $1,081

$52
$40 $863

$952
$38 $1,049
$47 $1,077
$34 $906
$31 $821

$$3937 $9433
$44 $916
$42 $793
$77 $1,992
$47 $812
$47 $877

$32
$49 $1,269

$920
$57 $767
$37 $771
$38

$29 $862
$946

$49 $905
$29 $846

$5500

$8

$89482
$27
$43 $796

$751

$48 $1,093
$71 $1,199
$53
$51 $890

$851

$59 $1183
$35 $763
$25
$85 $$813938
$53 $1,111
$20 $463

$876

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1985-88

(1) Spending from Table VIII.A divided by students from Table IX.A.



X. B. MEAN FY 84
84.033 COLLEGE WORK-STUDY

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawai

Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

Nebraksa
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Ore

Pennsygon lvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee

Utah
s

Vermont ,

Virginia

Washngton
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Guoam

Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

COSTS PER UNIT SERVED

Benefits

$886

$870

$1,341
$1,143

$815

$1,137
$1 049

i829
$807

$1,151

$900

$924
$1,330

$897
$990
$804
$717
$787

$1$878$878

$840

$1,062
$1,013

$864
$760

$762
$880
$822
$745

$1,744

$763
$871

1,128

$904
$697

$784

$9
$79384

$859

$809
$819

$864
$724

$753

$1$139

$840

$870
$1,060

$711

$775

$
$1,298444

$458

$615

(1)

Administration

$40

$53

$$3322

$21

$56

$23

$75

$43

$33
$43

$50
$16
$51

$53
$21

$23
$29
$42
$41

$45
$30
$46
$38
$30
$35
$27
$43
$

$44

26

$57
$36

$40
$41

$42
$42
$42
$50
$36
$33
$36
$34
$41

$37

$95

$43

$49
$51

$45
$32
$32
$36
$62
$21

$31

Total

$926

$923

$1,464
$1,175

$836
$1,193
$1,124

$852

$850
$1$,194

933
$974

$1$9,3446

8

$1,043
$825

$740
$816

$1,069
$919

$885
$1,092
$1,059
$9

$79020

$907
$797

$865

$771
$1,788

$820
907

$1$,169

944
$739
$826
$978
$844

$895
$842
$855
$898
$765

$790
$1,118
$1,404

$889

$921

$1,105
$743

$807
$1,020
$1$06

$479
$646

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1984-85

(1) Spending from Table Vill.B. divided by students from Table IX.B.
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Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.033 COLLEGE WORK -S1W'Y

Federal

Fiscal Available
Year Aid
-------

1985

1944

1983

1982

1980

1981

1978

1979

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

(2)

Data Sources:

$553,600
$518,400
$536,000

$459,200
$472,800

$472,800
$476,000
$391,200

$375,200
$348,800
$236

$236,,000

000

$236
$255,200

,800

$255,200
$160,000
$139,200

$115,200
$102,400

$83,200
$26,400

(1)

Student
Participants
IM104....S.N.VM.IMOv

788,000
737,000

771,796
720,097
739,346
819,093

925660
700,,520

845,275

696,661

570,000

570,000
556,000

600,000

425,000

385,000

352,436
300,000
275,000

115,000

Available lid from the Office of Management and Budget.
Participant data from Office of Postsecondary Education, Program Book.

(1) institutions must contribute up to 20 percent of compensation, but
historical data on actual contributions by institutions are not available.
(2) Eighteen month grant period -- January 1, 1971 through June 30, 1972.



SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEf7.0) program
provides federal funds to assist undergraduate students with
demonstrated financial need meet their educational expenses.
State and local governments do not play a role in administering
the program. The Department of Education allocates funds to
schools that make eligibility determinations and award grants to
students with financial need.

In FY 1985, about 720,000 students were assisted under the SEOG
program et a total federal cost of about $388 million. The
annual federal appropriation is allocated among about 4,000
participating institutions according to a formula that provides
minimum funding with supplements based on institt. ional need.
Recent statutory changes prcvide for non-federal matching of 5
percent in FY 1989, 10 percent in FY 1990, and 15 percent in FY
1991 and after.

Eligibility is limited to undergraduate students with financial
need. Financial need is based on an analysis of the student's
and family's financial situation and the difference between the
cost of education and the amount the student and family can
reasonably be expected to contribute toward that cost. A
recipient must be enrolled as a regular student, maintain
satisfactory progress, register with Selective Service, not be indefault or owe refunds under other U.S. educational loan
programs, a.ad be a U.S. citizen or permanent resident.

The minimum SEOG award is $100 and the maximum is $4,000 per
academic year. In FY 1985, the average arIrd per student was
about $539. The SEOG grants need aot be repaid. The grant mustbe used for such educational expenses as tuition, fees, books,
supplies, food, and shelter.

There are a number of other federal programs which may meet some
of the costs of postsecondary education. These other programs
may provide benefits to the same students who receive SEOG
grants, yet duplication of benefits is unlikely because SEOG
awards may not exceed the difference between the cost of
eduction and all the other resources available to the student.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 84.007
Budget account number(s): 91-0200-0-1-502.

C. Current authorizing statute: Sec. 413A-413D of Title IV' -A -2
of HEA, Pub. L. 99-498. (20 U.S.C. 1070b-1070b-3.)

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR Part 676.

E. Federal administering agency: Office of Student Financial
Assistance, Office of Postsecondary Education, Department of
Education.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Institutions of postsecondary education.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funds are allocated to institutions on the basis of a prior
year's expenditures an demonstrated need for additional funding.
Institutions award funds to students on the basis of financial
need as determined by a system of need analysis approved by the
Secretary. The institutional allocation procedures are described
in Sections 676.3 to 676.7 of the SEOG program regulations.
Funds are awarded for use by participating institutions for one
award year at a time following the year of application.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

State and local governments do not play a role in administering
this program, except where grantee institutions are under state
or local government control.

Institutional responsibilities in administering this program
include: (1) receiving applications from students or prospective
students requesting financial assistance; (2) determining
eligibility which includes an assessment of need; (3) making
awards and disbursing funds; (4) verifying selected applicant's
application data; (5) establishing and maintaining records; (6)
reporting program activity.

J. Audit or quality control.

Regulations governi j the SEOG program provide for stanlards of
compliance and the Student Assistance General Provisions provide
for biannual audits. These audits must be conducted in
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accordance with the Comptroller General's standards and copies
are provided to the Office of Inspector General and to the Officeof Student Financial Assistance, Audit Review Branch.

All participating institutions are subject to compliance audits
and program reviews. violations of regulations are grounds for
suspension, fines, limitations, termination, or repayment ofliabilities.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The statutory and regulatory objectives are to provide, through
institutions of postsecondary education, supplemental grants toassist in making available the benefits of higher education toneedy students.

B. Allocation of funds among various activities.

In FY 1985, about 3 percent of funds was used for administration
by institutions and 97 percent was used for grants to students.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individual students are eligible.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Financial need is the difference between the cost of education
and the amount the student and the student's family can
reasonably be expected to contribute toward that cost. Thisexpected contribution is the result of an analysis of the
student's and family's financial situation. Institutions performthis need analysis using a methodology which has been approved bythe Department of Education.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

A student is eligible to receive assistance under the SEOG
prpgraru if the studelA, is: (1) a U.S. citizen or national, or isa permanent resident of the U.S., or is in the U.S. for otherthan a temporary-purpose with the intention of becoming a citizenor permanent resident or is a permanent resident of the TrustTerritory cf the Pacific Islands; (2) enrolled or accepted forenrollment at an institution of higher education; (3) determinedto have substantial financial need; (4) maintaining satisfactoryprogress in a course of study; (5) not obligated tc pay a refund

339
A S.0 ,.)



on a grant receive(' for attendance at any institution under the
Pell, SEOG, or SSIG programs; (6) not in default on a loan made
at any institution under the NDSL, Perkins Loan, GSL, SLS, or
PLUS programs; (7) has certified to the completion of Selective
Service requirements.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Formulas approved by the Department of Education calculate
amounts from other income which students and their families may
reasonably be expected tc contributed to higher education costs.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Program intake is accomplished through volunta_y completion of
the application process by recipients.

B. Program benefits or services.

The grantee may credit the recipient's SEOG to his or her
account, pay the recipient directly, or use a combination of
these methods. The grantee must pay the recipient at least once
per term or at least twice during the academic year.

The amount of benefit received by recipients in the SEOG program
is determined by the recipient's financial need, the availability
of this and other financial aid program resources, and
institutional philosophy and practices regarding the distribution
of financial aid to students. Institutions utilize, at their
discretion, the available financial aid resources, including the
SEOG, to meet the student's financial need. The minimum award a
recipient may receive is $100 for an academic year, and the
maximum is $4,000.

C. Duration of benefits.

There are no time limits on receipt of aid, as long as the
student has not yet received a bachelor's degree and continues to
maintain satisfactory academic progress as determined by the
individual school.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

Participation in other assistance programs does not satisfy any
conditions of program eligibility for tha SEOG program. But, as
long as an applicant has demonstrated financial need,
participation in other assistance programs does not preclude
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participation in the SEOG program.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Cash income, including cash welfare, is counted in determiningexpected family contribution. Benefits in-kind from othereducation assistance programs reduce the difference betweenexpected family contribution and total costs and so reduce
maximum SEOG benefits which could be received.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

Federal low income assistance programs which 7)rovide assistanceto all or a lorge part of the same population are:

o State Student Incentive Grants;

o Pell Grants;

o Perkins loans (formerly National Direct Student Loans);
o Guaranteed Student Loans;

o College Work-Study;

o Veterans Education Assistance Program.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate andin the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education andRelated Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education andRelated Agencies
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C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings
on this program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

The Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) program was
authorized and incorporated into the Higher Education Act by the
Education Amendment., of 1972. It superceued the Educational
Opportunity Grant (EOG) which wa3 established by the Higher
Educational Act of 1965 (Pub. L. 89-329). The EOG made grants
available to high school graduates of exceptional financial need
who, without the grants, would have been unable to attend a
postsecondary institution.

The Education Amendments of 1972 (Pub. L. 92-318) extended the
existing Educational Opportunity Grant program as a supplementary
program to the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant program. The
maximum c;mount for a grant was increased over the previous EOG to
$1,500 (from $1,000) a year with a maximum 4-year total of
$4,000.

The Education Amendments of 1976 (Pub. L. 94-482) extended the
authorization for funding of the program through FY 1979.

Under the Education Amendments of 1980, the maximum grant was
increased to $2,000 annually and the cumulative limits of $4,000
and $5,000 were repealed. The legislation eliminated the
limitation on the number of years a student is eligible for an
SEOG. Also, the provision limiting SEOG to students with
"exceptional financial need" was changed to read s*udent with
"financial need." Several changes were made governing the SEOG
allocation formula to states and institutions. The
enrollment-based interstate allocation formula was changed so
that it eliminated grad:late students from the calculation.

The Defense Authorization Act of 1982 required all Title IV aid
recipients to register for the Selective Service.

On May 26, 1986, the Student Financial Assistance Technical
Corrections Act of 1986 (Pub. L. 99-320) was signed. The
Technical Corrections Act made minor technical corrections to the
Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1985 (Pub. L.
99-272). The eligibility requirements were changed for all Title
IV programs. Recipients lose eligibility if they are in default
on a Title IV loan or owe a refund on a Title IV grant at any
institution.

The Higher Education Amendments of 1986 (Pub. L. 99-08), enacted
October 17, 1986, doubled the maximum grant. from $2,000 to $4,000
and eliminated states as a factor in thct allocation formula. The
act also introduce. 4 non-federal match requirement of 5 percent



in FY 1989, 10 percent in FY 1990, and 15 percent in FY 1991.The amendments also eliminated the distinction between initialyear and continuing year, established in 1978.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

A Notice of Proposed Rule making was publisher in the Federal
Register on March 6, 1974 (39 FR 8624-8629), setting forth
proposed regulations governing the operation of the Supplemental
Educational Opportunity Grant program (20 U.S.C. 107h-1070b-3).Authorized by the Education Amendments of 1972 (Pub. L. 92-318),the regulations described the definition, the allotment offederal funds to states, the eligibility and selection of studentparticipants in the program, the use of federal grants, and thefederal share of student compensation.

In October 1974, regulations were expanded to include thedefinitions of student eligibility, duration of student
eligibility, cost of education, expected family contribution,need analysis systems, coordination of financial aid programs,amount of grant, payment of grant, maintenance of effort, and theuse of funds.

In November 1976, the major regulatory changes were the inclusionof allocation, reallocation, and payment of funds to
institutions, institutional application, institutional agreement,coordination with Bureau of Indian Affairs' grant-in aid,transfer of funds from College Work-Study to SEOG, use of funds,fiscal procedures and records, termination and suspension ofinstitutions.

In August 1978, regulations reflected the new terminologies ofthe Initial Grant and the Continuing Grant. This meant that aninstitution may award one initial grant to a student. Areturning student would receive a second grant from the CY funds.

In August 1979, changes were made in the definition of aninstitution of higher education and programs of s),udy abroad.

In June 1980, an additional prov:3ion dealt with the Secretary'sapproval for institutions to offer a six-month program oftraining if approved by the accrediting association thataccredits the school.



VIII. A. TOTAL

84.007 SUPPLEMENTAL

FY 85 PROGRAM SPEWING
EDUCATIONAL. OPPORTUNITY

Benefits

(in thousands)

GRANTS

Administration
- -

$12,822

$229
1

$1$00

$111

$1$25
$134

$77
$27

$36
$278

$$62172

$62
$608

$157

$94

$132

$262

$79
$2
$341

$674

$168

$281

$2
$12550

$55
$73

43

$2$19

230

$1,$308

$1$18083

$330

$1

$4545

9

$$68397

$139

$111

$189

$851

$124
48

$$196

$$77324

$$56673

$284
$1

Total

$387,395

$6,126

$350
$5,135

$', 585

$38,493

$4,692
$5,266
$913

$2,772
$10,886
$6,137

$1,306

$1,245
$16,950
$7,838
$5,337
$3,835
$4,249
$4,584
$5,308

098
$$20,6,965

$14,389
$10,306

$4,786
$6, 659

$1,117

$2,549
$672

$3,414
$8,478

$2,879
$30,579
$9,002
$2,373

$14,531
$4,190
7,921

$2$1,577

$3,765

$4,573
$2,397
$6,445

$18,846

$2,347
$3,755
$7,147
$9,485

$2,838
$12,613

$564

32
$6,

$C68

$29

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
rga

HGeoawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

Mary land

MassachusettsMassachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Mot
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina

N.

DakotaN

Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennegsylvania

Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virnia
Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyoming
Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

$374,572

$5,897
$349

$5,035

$2,474
$37,168
$4,557

$5,189

$886
$2,737

$10,608
$5,965

$1,245
$1,182

$16,343
$1,681
$5,242

$3,703
$3,987
$4,4
$5,229

$5,852
$2 0824
$13,,714

$10,025
$4,618
$6,404

$998
$2,477

$617

$3,371
$8,259

$2,649
$29,270
$8,895
$2,189

$14,202
$4,031

$7,477
$21,180
$3,698
$4,434

$2,287
$6,256

$17,995

$2,223
$3,707
$6,951

$9,161

761

$$121

i5o8

$30
$5,784

$29

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1985-86.
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPEWING (In thousands)
84.007 SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS

-----
United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connectieut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

I daho

llinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louis
Maine

iana

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
Sennesseeota. Dak
T

Txas
Uteah

Vermont

Wash
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyomng
Dam

i

Puerto Rico

Virgin islands

I Benefits

$380,970

$5,699
$283

$4,910
$2,297

$35,974
$4,352

$4,967
$936

$2,898
$10,739

$5830
$1,,146

$15$1,131,771

$6,986

$5,206

$3,444

$3569
$4,,647

$5,121

$5,569
$20,589
$12,391
$10,081

$4,595
$8,844 807
$

$2,397
$508

$3,671
$7,958

$2,419
$28,091

$9,051
$1,916

$13,450

$3,837
$6,910

$20,770
$3,493
$4,365

$2,171

$6,142
$16,450

$2,013
$3,772

$6,623
$9,104
$2,668

$
$11,000

434

$5,628

48

$26

Admir!stratlon Total

$373,578

$5,868
285

$5,$023

$12,808

$169

$2
$113
$

$1,18535
$2,350
$37,159

$16488

$4,495
$5,134

$19 $965
$36 $2,934

$10,968
$$222920 $6,050
$47 $1,194
$60 $1,191

$549 $16,321
$388 $7,375
$99 $5,305
$131 $3,578
$235 $3,804
$80 $4,728.

$159 $5,280
$320 $5,889
$407 $20,997
$477 $12,868
$222 $10,303
$268 $4,862
$274 $8$52
$58 $92
$63 $2,480
$74 $582
$70 $3,740
$271 $8,229
$256 $2,678

$1$ ,058 $29,149
128 $9,179

$223 $2,138
$385 $13,835

$509
$150 $3,987

$7,419
847 7$$ $21,417
8

$130
$3,560
$4,498

$83 $2,254
$195 $8,337
$794 $17,244
$86 $2,099
$66 $3,837

$178 $6,801
$252 $9,356
$90 $2,758
1484 $11,484
$41 $478
$1 $30

$189 $5,837
$1 $27

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1984-85.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

84.007 SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GIANTS

United Statas

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Idaho

Hawall

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Malne

Louisiana

Maryland
Massachusetts
MIchlgan

Mlnnesota
MIssIssIppi
MIsscurl

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampsilire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Or

Pennegonsylvanla
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Wash
Virginia

W. Virginia
WIsconsin
Wyom ing

Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

Student 1 1

1

Recipients 1(1),

---- --I

653,509;

10,232

428

7,517

5,843
64,340

6,473

7,486
1,614

3,365

18,635

11,697
1,902

1,694

29,080
12,619

8,616

7,091

8,529

11,830

8,209

10,758

27,970
23,602
15,207

10,116

11,945

1,609
5,128

867

3,633

16,490
4,770

50,557
14,702

4,685

23,473

13,166

36,013
6,082

8,531

4,096
10,397

32,560
3,581

6,235

11,666

14,421

5,050

19,423
845

178

19,107 63

1

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1985-86.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT

84.007 SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL
CHARACTERISTICS

OPPORTUNITY

Student

Recipients (1)

United States 648,498

Altana 10,147
Alaska 382
Arizona 7,072
Arkansas 5,568
California 63,380
Colorado 6,187
Connecticut 7,717
Delaware 1,593
D. C. 3,337
Florida 19,188
Georg 11,181Ha
Idahawo

ii
1,ia

1,896605
Illinois 28,404
Indiana 11,632
Iowa

8,608
Kansas 7,441
Kentucky 8,048
Louisiana 11,145
Maine 8,251
Maryland 10,385
MassaChusetts 28,476
Michigan 23,363
Minnesota 16,316
Ml Issippi 9,747
Missouri 11,470
Mon ana 1623
Nebrtaska 4,,968
Nevada 849
New Hampthire 3,658
New jersey 15,963
New Mexico 5,246
Mew York 51,473
N. Carolina 15,325
N. Dakota 4,198

io
22,671

OkOhlahoma 9,148
egon

POrennsylvania
11268
35,871

Rhode island 5,876
S. Carolina 8,528
S. Dakota 367
Tennessee 11,4,725
Texas 31,345
Utah 3,325
Vermt 6535
Virginia 11,,051
Washington 14,528
W. Virginia 5,041
Wiscohain 19,470
Wyom ing 763
Guam

140
Puerto Rico 20,892
Virgin Mande 100

GRANTS

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1984-85.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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X. A. MEAN FY 85
84.007 SUPPLEMENTAL

COSTS

EDUCATIONAL

PER UNI1 4MED
JPPORTUNITY

Benefits

(1)

GRANTS

Administration Total

United States $573 $20 $593

Alabama $576 $22 $598
Alaska $815 $3 $818
Arizona $670 $13 $683

Arkansas $423 $19 $442

California $578 $21 $599
Colorado $704 $21 $725
Connecticut $693 $10 $703
Delaware $549 $17 $566
D. C. $813 $11 $824
Florida $569 $15 $584
Georg a $510 $15 $525
Hawaii $654 $32 $686
Idaho $698 $37 $735
Illinois $562 $21 $583
Indiana $609 $12 $621

Iowa $608 $11 $619

Kansas $522 $19 $541

Kentucky $468 $31 $499
Louisiana $879 $8 $387
Maine $637 $10 $647

Maryland $544 $23 $567
Massachusetts $737 $12 $749
Michigan $581 $29 $610

Minnesota 1 $659 $19 $678

Mississippi $457 $17 $474
Missou ri $538 $21 $557
Montana $619 $75 $694
Nebraska $483 $14 $497
Nevada $711 $63 $774
New Hampshire $928 $12 $940
Oew Jersey

New Mexico
$501

$555 $48
$13

$603
$514

New York $579 $26 $605
N. Carolina
N. Dakota

$605
$467

7

$$39 $506

$612

Ohio $605 $14 $619
Oklahoma $432 $17 $449
Oregon $568 $34 $602
Pennsylvania $588 $11 $5 99Rhode Islan6
S. Carolina

d $

$52080 $16
$11 $619

$536
S. Dakota $558 $27 $585
Temessee $602 $620
Texas $553 $26 $579
Utah

Vermont

Virginia

$621
$595

$596

$$E 35

$17

$656

$613

$603

Washington $635 $22 $657
W. Virginia
Wisconsi n

$547

$615 $35
$15

$650
$562

Wyceing

Guam

$601

$167
$66
$10

$66177

$7
Puerto Rico $302 $15 $317
Virgin Islands $269 $1 $269

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1985-86.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.



X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
84.007 SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Georgia

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louis

Maine
iana

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missou
Mont

ri

ana
Nebraksa
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

W. Virginia
Wisconsin

Wyng
Guam

omi

Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

I

1

' Benefits

$557

6$52

$741

$694
$413
$568
$7
$64034
$588
$868

$6
$5521

0

$691

$597
$555
$601

$
$460563
$443

$62$4171

$536
$723
$530
$618
$471

$530
$520

$483
$599

$1,003

$499

$461
$546

$591

$456
$593
$419
$613

$595 79

$5

$512

$497
$524

$525

$605
$577

$599

$627
$529
$565

$569

$203
$27

$259

0

Administration

$19

Data Sources: Fiscal Operations Report, 1984-85.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.

$16 7

$

$$9 16

$19

$23

$22

$12

$11

$12

$20

$28
$31

$19
$33
$12

$29
$18

$7
$19

$14

$31

$20

$14

$27

$24
$35
$13

$87
$19
$17
$4

$21
$8

$53

$17
$16
$45
$18
$11

$15
$19
$17

$25
$26
$10
$16

$17
$18
$25

$$9 54

$9

$13

Total

$576

$59
$7477

$710

$422

$587

$726

$666

0

$87$609

$572

$541

$719
tAlci

8634
$617
$481

$472

$640
$424

$567
$737
$5
$63502

$498

$554

$555
$496

$686
$1,022

$516

$567
$510

$599

$509
$610
$435
$658
$597

$606
$527
$516
$541

4550

$631
$587

$615
$644
$547

$590
$623

$279

$212

$272



Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)

84.007 SUPPLEWNTAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANTS

Federal

Fiscal

Year

19198854

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1969
1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Budge

Au
t

thority

$39S,000

$36U,000

$341,000
$338,000

$352,000

$352,000
$333,000
$266,000

$244,000

$244,000
$201,000

$200,000

$189,000

$174,000

$153,000

$134,000
$113,000

$83, 000

$47,000

$57,923

Student '

Recipients 1

653,5(." '

648,4
648,5o.

640,650
658,893

716,522
606,024

510,448

409,034

449,231

390,000
395,000

331,000
320,369

297,335
253,421

258,175

202,055

123,165

Data Sources: Office of Postsecondary Education Program Book.
Fiscal Operations Reports.
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STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANT PROGRAM

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The State Student Incentive Grants (SSIG) program providesfederal matching funds to states to encourage need-based grantprograms for postsecondary students. Operating throughagreements with the Department of Education, the state agenciesresponsible for each state's own need-based scholarship programsare also responsible for administering the SSIG program.'

In FY 1986, about $73 million was appropriated for the SSIG,program and these federal funds were allocated to the statesbased on enrollment at institutions of higher education. Toreceive SSIG funds, states must match the federal grants dollar-for-dollar and the state matching funds must represent additionalstate expenditures over an established base year, defined as thesecond year before the state entered the SSIG program If unmet,this matching requirement may result in reallocations of federalfunds. States must reapply annually and must pay alladministrative costs.

Eligibility is limited to enrolled postsecondary students withsubstantial financial need. State agencies make eligibilitydeterminations using criteria that they establish subject toapproval by the Secretary of Education. The maximum SSIG grantfor a full-time student is $2,500 per academic year.

351 0,)(



II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: State Student Incentive Grant Program.

B. Catalog of Federal Domest_c Assistance No.: 84.069
Budget account number(s): 91-0200-0-1-502.

C. Current authorizing statute: Higher Education Act of 191/2,
as amended (20 U.S.C. 1070(c)).

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR 692.

E. Federal administering agency: Office of Student Financial
Assistance, Office of Postsecondary Education, Department of
Education.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: States.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal 'cunds.

The Secretary allots to each state participating in the program
an amount which bears the same ratio to the federal SSIG funds
appropriated as the number of students in that state who are
deemed eligible to participate in the state's SSIG program bears
to the total number of students in all states who are deemed
eligible to participate in the SSIG program, except that no state
shall receive less than it receive'd FY 1979.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

The states are responsible for administering the SSIG program by:
(1) providing grants and work-study jobs to eligible students;
(2) selecting students for assistance on the basis of standards
that they establish and the Secretary approves; (3) providing for
state expenditures for SSIG grant and work-study jobs that are
equal to or greater than the federal SSIG funds allocated; (4)
providing for reports to the Secretary as required.

J. Audit or quality control.

The program statute and regulations governing the SSIG program
provide for standards of compliance and require states to provide
for such fiscal control and fund accounting procedures as are
necessary to assure proper disbursement of and accounting for
program funds.

The Department does have the authority to levy penalties for

352



noncompliance. However, the Department has never made anoncompliance determination warranting such a penalty.

III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which thebenefits are authorized.

The purpose of the SSIG program is to make incentive grantsavailable to the states to assist them in providing grants toeligible students attending institutions of higher education andwork-study jobs to eligible students for campus-based communityservice.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Program funds, with state matching amounts, must be used for thecost of postsecondary education. Federal funds may not be usedfor the costs of administration.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits isdetermined.

The statute provides for grants to the states to provideassistance to eligible students who demonstrate substantialfinancial need determined annually on the basis of criteriaestablished by the state and approved by the Secretary.

B. Income eligibility standards.

State, establish their own standards for silbstantial financialneed by methods subject to approval by the Secretary.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

A student is eligible to receive assistance under the SSIGprogram if the student is: (I) a U.S. citizen or national, or isa permanent resident of the U.S., or is in the U.S. for otherthan a temporary purpose with t,1 intention of becoming a citizenor permanent resident or i5 a permanent resident of the Tr',..stTerritory of the Pacific Islands; (2) enrolled or accepted forenrollment at an institution of higher education; (3) determinedto have substantial financial need; (4) maintaining satisfactoryprogress in a course of study; (5) not obligated to pay a refundon a grant received for attendance at any institution under thePell, SEOG, or SSIG programs; (6) not in default on a loan madeat any institution under the NDSL, Perkins Loan, regular GSL,SLS, or PLUS programs; (7) has filed a statement of educationpurpose.
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D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

Students or their families pay part of the costs of higher
education based upon their expected family contribution.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Following the allocation of funds to states, intake is
accomplished through application processes established by the
states. The application process involves the voluntary
submission of financial information by which financial need is
measured.

B. Program benefits or services.

The states generally disburse grant awards on behalf of
recipients to ins47itutions of postsecondary education which
either credit the recipient's institutional account or disburse
funds directly.

The amount of benefits a recipient receives is determined in
accordance with criteria set by the state. The only federal
requi -ments are the maximum amount of an SSIG award. In FY
1986. ..his maximum was $2,000 per year. It was recently
increased to $2,500.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility.

Participation in other assistance programs does not provide
categorical or automatic eligibility for SSIG grants.

B. Counting assistaqce from other programs.

Cash income, including cash welfare, is counted in determining
expected family contribution. Benefits in-kind from other
education assistance programs reduce difference between expected
family contribution and total costs and so .educe maximum
benefi*s which could be received.

C. Overlapping bathority.

Federal low income assistance programs which provide assistance
to all or a laige part of the same population are:

o Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grahty;

o Pell Grants;

354
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o Perkins loans (formerly National Direct Stt Loans);

o Guaranteed Student Loans;

o College Work-Study;

o Veterans Education Assistance Program.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subconunittees in the Senate andthe House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities

House of Eeprestatatlyes

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Committee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education andRelated Agencies

House of Representatives

Committee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education andRelated Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on thisprogram within the past two years.

None.

D. rederal legislation.

The Education Amendments of 1972 (Pub. L. 92-318, June 23, 1972)established the SSIG program to provide, through incentive grantsto the states, grants to students with substantial financial needto enable them to attend postsecondary educational institutions.

The Education Amendments of 1976 (Pub. L. 94-482, October 10,1976) required paRTEipating states to expand institutionaleligibility to include all nonprofit institutions of highereducation.

355
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The Education Amendments of 1980 (Pub. L. 96-374, October 3,
1980) required participating smites to expend for SSIG grants an
amount not less than their aver age SSIG expeLditures for the
preceding three years.

The Hi her Education Amendments of 1986 (Pub. L. 99-498, October
17, 1986) require parETET436FIHTITEFEE. to match their federal
program allotments with funds specifically appropriated by the
state for the SSIG program. The amendments also provided that
states may use up to 20 percent of their federal program
allotments for payments to students for campus-based community
service work learning study jobs.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

Federal Re ister on May 31, 1974, 4f CFR Part 192 implemented the
program, es a ished by the Education Amendments of 1972.

Federal Register on September 14, 1977, 45 CFR Part 192
ncorpora e statutory changes made by the Education Amendments
of 1976.

Federal Register on July 14, 1981, 34 CFR Part 692 incorporated
statutory changes made by the Education Amendments of 1980.

Amendments to the program regulations published in the Federal
Re ister on December 1, 1986, 34 CFR 692 required states that
par cipate in the SSIG program to match their federal program
allotments with funds specifically appropriated by the state for
the SSIG program.
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)
84.069 STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS

United States

BENEFITS
Federal (1) State-Local

1

(2)1 Total '(3)
1

- -
$76,000 I $76,000 $152,000

Alabama $1,130 $1,130 $2,260
Alaska $121 $121 $241
Arizona $1,293 I $1,293 $2,586
Arkansas $481 $481 $961
California $11,b6$1 $11,669 $23,339
Colorado $1,037 = $1,037 $2,074
Connecticut $989 $989 $1,978
Delaware $203 $203 $405
D. C. $553 $553 $1,106
Florida $2,377 $2,377 $4,754
Georgia $1,319 $1.319 $2,638
Hawaii $312 $312 $624
Idaho $254 $254 X509
Illinois $4,105 $4,105 $8,210
Indiana $1,519 $1,519 $3,038
Iowa $817 $817 $1,633
Kansas $842 $842 $1,683
Kentucky $928 $928 $1,855
Louisiana $1,081 1 $1,081 $2,163
Maine $272 $272 $544
Maryland $1,385 $1,385 $2,771
Massachusetts $2,442 $2,442 i $4,884
Michigan $3,139 = $3,139 $6,279
Minnesota $1,469 I $1,469 = $2,938
Mississippi $643 $643 I $1,2
Missouri $1,501 $1,501 $3,002
Montana $209 $209 $419
Nebraska $545 $545 $1,089
Nevada $207 $207 $414
New Hampshire $265 $265 $530
New Jersey $1,992 $1,992 $3,984
Nmw Mexico $386 $380 $771
Lo York $6,420 I $6,420 $12,840
N. Carolina $1 649 $1,649 $3,299
N. Dakota $203 $203 $407
Ohio $3,011 $3,011 $6,022
Oklahoma $1,023 $1,023 $2,046
Oregon = $976 $976 $1,951
Pennsylvania $3,338 $3,338 $8,676
Rhode island $401 $401 $802
S. Carolina I

$822 $822 $1,643
S. Dakota $216 $216 i $431
Tennessee = $1,230 $1,230 $2,460
Texas $4,143 $4,143 $8,286
Utah I $564 $564 $1,129
Vermont 1

1 $191 $191 $382
Virginia 1 $1,618 $1,618 $3,235
Washington 1 $1,723 $1,723 $3,447
W. Virginia 1 $552 $552 $1,103
Wisconsin : $1,584 $1,684 $3,168
Wyoming ' $127 $255
American Samoa $5 $5 $11
Guam 1

$24 $24 $43
N. Mariana Is.! $1 $1 $2
Puerto Rico 1 $679 $679 $1,358
T. Territories: $2 $2 $3
Virgin Islands, , $14 I $14 I

I

$28 ,

----------.------ - --

Data Sources: State Student incentive Grant Program Flies.

(1) Budget authority.

(2) States must match the federal grant dollar-for-dollar. Tho dat, here
assume that match.

(3) Federal program funds may not be used for administrative expenses.
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM SPEXINu (In thousands)
84.069 STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS

United States

Alabama
Alaska

ArkansasArkansas

California
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakrta
TennesLee
Texas

Utah
Vermont

Virginia
Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
American Samoa
Guam

N. Mariana Is.
Puerto Rico
T. Territories

Virgin Islands

BENEFITS
Federal "1),

-------------
State-Local (2)1 Total_____ (3)

$76,000 $76,000 $152,000

$1,130 $1,130 $2,260
$121 $121 $241

$1,293 $2,586

$481 $481 $961

$11,669 $11,669 $23,339
$1,037 $1,037 $2,074

$989 $989 $1,978
$203 $203 $405
$553 X553 $1,106

$2,377 $2,377 $4,754

$1,319 $1,319 $2,638
$312 $312 $624

$254 $254 $509
$4,105 $4,105 $8,210
$1,519 $1,519 $3,038

$817 $817 $1,633
$842 $842 $1,683
$928 $928 $1,855

$1,081 $1,081 $2,163
$272 $272 $544

$1,385 $1,385 $2,771

$2,442 $2,442 -,884
$3,139 $3,139 ov,279

$1,469 $1,469 $2,938
$643 $643 $1,286

$1,501 $1,501 $3,002
$209 $209 $419
$545 $545 $1,089
$207 $207 $414
$265 $265 $530

$1,992 $1,992 $3,984
$386 $386 $771

$6,420 $6,420 $12,840
$1,649 $1,649 $3,299

$203 $203 $407
$3,011 $3,011 $6,022
$1,023 $1,023 $2,046

$976 $976 $1,951
$3,338 $3,338 $6,676

$401 $401 $802
$822 $822 $1,643
$216 $216 $431

$1,230 $1,230 :,2,460

$4,143 $4,143 $8,286
$564 $564 $1,129
$191 $191 $332

$1,618 $1,618 $3,235
$1,723 $1,723 $3,447

$552 $552 $1,103
$1,584 $1,584 $3,168

$127 $127 $255
$5 $5 $11

$24 $24 :,48

$1 $1 $2
$679 $619 $1,358
$2 $2 $3
$14 $14 $28

Data Sources: Stato Student Incentive Grant Program Flies.

(1) Budget authority.

(2) States must match the federal grant dollar,-for -ellar, The data here
assume that match.

(3) Federal program funds may not bo used for administrative exnenses.

11) A
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

84.069 STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

Callfornla
Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida

Georgla

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
MississIPPI
Misscal
MOntana
Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Virnia
Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin

Amer Samoa
Guam

N. Mariana Is.
Puerto Rico
T. Territories

Virg'n Islands

.udent

1

F ciplents

239,162

2,859

1

3,520
77

10,292

16,612

2,921

2,297

810
6,390

9, 929 8

89

778
29,225

4,154
3,930

3,701

5,250
2,860
2,069

6,447

4,753

4,741

740
1,,891

1

2,436

1,103

1,949

390
342

9,998

2,681

14,293

4,309
955

5,808
3,739

14,679

5,893
4,270

990

1,115

4,934
8,394

1,801

5,956

80

1,232

3,218

342

45
9

4,080

16

Data Sources: State Student incentive Grant Program Flies.



IX B. FY 84 kLOIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
84.069 STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS

Student

Recipients

United States
I

241,529

Alabama 2,481
Alaska 170
Arizona 3,427
Arkansas 11,697
California 17,332
Colorado 3,107
Connecticut 2,758
Delaware 199
D. C. 827
Florida 7,195
Georgia 9,967
Hawaii = 918
Iaho 856
Illinois 20, 194

Indiana 3,293
Iowa 3,988
Kansas 3,896
Kentucky 5,283
Louisiana 3,049
Maine 3,277
Maryland 6,625
Massachusetts 5,178
Michigan 6,291
Minnesota = 5,619
Mississippi 1,994
Missouri 2,317
Montana 1,080
Nebraska 2,507
Nevada 449
New Hampshire 1,411
New Jersey 10,028
New Mexico 1,796
New York 14,491
N. Carolina 4,936
N. Dakota 958
Ohio 5,725
Oklahoma 2,146
Oregon 15,248
Pennsylvania 6,455
Rhode Island 4,150
C. Carolina 1,052
S. Dakota 1,014
Tennessee 4,935
Texas 9,574
Utah 1,850
Vermont 257
Virnia 54
Washington 5,81,962

W. Virginia 1,279
Wisconsin 2,330
Wyoming 188
Guam 45
Puerto Rico 3,894 ,

Virgin islands
i 19 I,

Data Sources: State Student incentive Grant Program Flies.
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X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
84.069 STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS

United States

Alabama
A'aska

Arizona
Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georg
Hawai is

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Mo ntana

Nebraska
Neva&
New Ha.4shire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N.

lo

Dakota
Ch

Oklahoma
Ore7in

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia
w, raisin

%ca)11Al n Samoa
Guu
N. Mariana Is.

Nerto Rico
T. Territories
Virgin Islands

Federal

$31k,
s

$198

$341
$184

$351
$178

$215

$341

$$66186

$174

$163
70

$1$83

$104
$$88114

$$66189

$107
$257
$331

99

$$170

$308
$95

$2
$1 40

66

$387
$100

$222

5
$191

$259

$107

$17
$333

$$47283

$$97415

$125

$247
$157
$373

$135

$224
$246

$186

State-Local

$318-

$198

$341
$184
$23

$358
$215

$341

$186
$

$174
$163

70

$$183

$104
$114
$88

$189
$66

$107
$257
$331

99

$$170

$306
$95

$140

$266
$38
$100

7

$222

5
$191

$107
$259
$137
$33

$$47263

$$97415

$125

$247
$157
$373
$135

'424

p246

$186

I Total

$636

$395
$682
$367

47

$$702

$355
$431

$683
$372
$133
$347
$327

$140
$366
$208
$227
$177
$378
$132
$215
$514
$662
$198
$340

$616
$190
$279
$531

77
$
$9 4
19

$144
$449
$383
$213
$518
$274
$66
$566

$94
$830
$193

$249
$494
$313

$745
$271

$448
$492
$372

$267 $267 $535
$52 $52 I

$103
$83 $83 i $166

$430 1 $430 , $861

Data Sources: State Student Incentive Grant Program Flies.
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X. B. MEAN FY 85
84.069 STATE STUDENT

United States

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas
Califoinia
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii

idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kamm
Kentucky

Louisiana

Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri

Montana

Nev
Neb raska

ada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Txas
Uteah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

American Samoa
Guam
N Warlana Is.
Puerto Rico
T. Territories

Virgin Islands

COSTS

INCENTIVE
PER UNIT SERVED

GRANTS

Federal

$315

$228
$355
$189

21

$$337

$167

$179
$509

$334
$$66165

$170

$149
2

$23$101

$102
$$88108

$$ 177

42
$105
$236
$250
$131

$324
$161

$97
$109
$231

$94
$

$107
99

22$2
$167

$263
$106

$238

$$259

32

$48

$391

$$11205

6

t216

$153
$371

$1

$14368
$216

$340
$339

$267

$87

$362

1

1

State-Local

$315

$228
$355
$189

21

$$337

$167
$179

$509
$334

$$66165

$170

$149
$021

$231
$102

$$88108

$$42177

$105

$236

$250
$131
$161

$$97324

$091

$231
$94
$99

4107
$222
$167
$106
$263

$238
$32

$259
$348

91

$106
$125

$216
$153
$371

$1

$14368

$216
$340

$339

t287

$87

$?62

Total

$629

$456
$710

$377
$641

$359
$1$669

$3

$1330

$340

$297

$203
$461

$205

$216
$176
$$83

$4$2709

$499
$261

$3

$6422

$194
$217
$461

73

$334

,018

2

355

2

8

$188
$ 199

$215
$443
$334

$212
$526

$477

$$517

64

$97

$781
$213

$249
$433

$305
$742

$271

$297

$680
$431

$678

$535

$174

$725

Data Sources: State Student incentive Grti, Program Flies.



Xl. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.069 STATE STUDENT INCENTIVE GRANTS

Federal

Fiscal

Year

-------

Federal

Budget

Authority
State-Local

Spending
Student

Recipients
Federal

Staff

1985 $7000 $76000 239,162 5
1984 $766,,000 $76,,000 241,529 6
1983 $60000 $60,000 200,770 6
1982 $73,, 680 $73,680 278,230 5
1981 $76750 $76750 280,843 5
198 0 $76,,750 $76,,750 274,973 5
1979 $76,750 $76,750 259,339 8
1978 $63,750 $63,750 213,693 9

1977 $60,000 $60,000 240,000 9
1976 $44,000 $44,000 176,000 8
1975

1674
$

$2020,,00
000 0 $20000

$20,,000

80,000

76,000
8

8
1973

1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966

1965

1964

1963

19b2

1961

1960

Data Sources: State Student ncentive Grant

,

Program Files.
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UPWARD BOUND

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Upward Bound awards federal grants to local projects that help
low income youths and potential fit generation college students
generate the skills and motivation necessary for success in
education beyond high school. State and local governments play
no formal role in administering the projects, though the Upward
Bound program does work very closely with local school systems.
Grantees are typically public and private nonprofit organizations
and institutions of higher education.

Upward Bound projects primarily provide educational services such
as academic instruction and tutoring, career guidance and
counseling, and exposure to cultural events. Funds may also be
used to support a residential summer program and to pay sttpends
to students, not to exceed $40 per month during the academic year
and $60 per month during the summer. Each project is responsible
for determining the specific individual needs of participants.

Eligibility is limited to students at least age 13, but not older
than age 19. (Veterans do not need to meet these age
requirements.) Two-thirds of a project's participants must be
from low income families and must also be potential first
generation college students; the remaining participants must be
either from low income families or potential first generation
college students. Low income is defined as federal taxable
income less than 150 percent of the poverty thresholds
established by the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

Most projects are not able to serve all eligible applicants and
ma. Atain waiting lists. The selection of participants is based,
in kart, on the student s academic record, recommendations from
school staff, and parental commitment to the proje7t. Most
projects pick up students at the start of 10th grade and continue
through high school graduation. Approximately 80 percent of
Upward Bound graduates go on to postsecondary education.

In FY 1985, Upward Bound funded 421 projects serving 32,200
students at a total federal cost of about $74 million. There are
no matching requirements for funds from non-federal sources.
Upward Bound grants are awarded on the basis of an open
competition which considers a range of criteria, from the
project's qualifications and past performance to the community's
support and relative need.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Upward Bound.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 84.047
Budget account number(s): 91-0201-0-1-502.

C. Current authorizing statute: Higher Education Act of 1965,
Title IV, Sections 417A and 417C.

P Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR. Part 645.

E. Federal administering agency: Department of Education.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Public and private nonprofit organizations;
institutions of higher education; local school districts.

G. Subgrantee (if and,; receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Allocation of federal funds to grantees under the Upward Bound
Program is made of the basis of open competition. There are no
formulas or matching requirements. The allocation to a grantee
is discretionary and is governed principally by the amount of
funds appropriated and available in relation to demand.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

No formal relationship between state and local governments and
the Upward Bound program is called for in the statute. However,
Upward Bound projects do work very closely with local school
systems.

J. Audit or quality control.

The Education Department General Administrative Regulations
(EDGAR), 34 CFR, provide guidance to grantees for administrative
efficiency. If the EDGAR standards are not met, the Department
may delay the awarding of funds for the second and third years of
the grant. EDGAR also requires the grantee to repay any funds
that were not expended in accordance with the terms of agreement
for funding.
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III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

To generate the skills and the motivation needed by low income
persons, who have not yet completed high school, to be admitted,
enrolled, and successful in programs of education beyond high
school.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

Individual projects determine specific needs of participants
based on individual needs assessments. Resources are allocated
on the basis of highest priority needs. most grants include an
eight percent indirect cost allowance to cover costs of
administration.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits is
determined.

Individual students are determined eligible.

B. Income eligibility standards.

To be eligible, the student's family's taxable income must be
less than 150 percent of the poverty threshold established by the
Bureau of the Census. Taxable income is defined by the federal
Internal Revenue Service.

No asset limitations are applied.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Two- thirds of project participants must be low income and
potential first-generation college students. The other one-third
must be one or the other.

Veterans do not neeo to meet age requirements. All others must
be at least 13 years of age, but not older than 19, and have
completed at least 8 years of elementary education. In FY 1985,
approximately 1,800 participants were veterans; 29,00 were youth
between the ages 13 and 19.

Participants must be U.S. citizens.

D. Other inco.ne a recipient unit ir3 required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.

366
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V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Individuals are selected for participation in Upward Bound
programs based upon:

o Voluntary application;

o Recommendations of high school principals, guidance
counselors, and teachers;

o Parental commitment to the program;

o Referral of local agencies;

o Academic record.

B. Program benefits or services.

Benefits are principally academic instruction, tutoring, and
counseling. A stipend, not to exceed $40 per month during the
academic year and $60 per month during the summer component, is
paid to participants based on their satisfactory participation in
program activities.

Because the academic growth rates of participants vary widely,
services are tailored to individual r. 4s as determined by the
project staff. Such services may inr le:

o Career exploration and counseling;

o Exposure to cultural events and other educational activities
not usually available to disadvantaged youth;

o Financial aid information;

o Language instruction for persons with limited proficiency in
English.

C. Duration of benefits.

The duration of benefits is governed -1ly by satisfactory
participation and progress in meeting the academic obj3ctives of
the program.

majority of the projects pick up students at the start of
10th grade and continue through the completion of 12th grade.
Many projects offer a summer "bridge" program after high school
graduation preparing students for fall enrollment in college.
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VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility.

The program has no provisions for categorical or automatic
eligibility. AFDC, Food Stamps, and some other forms of
assistance may serve as substitute documentation to meet the low
income requirement.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Program rules require that applicants to an Upward Bound Prograr,
provide evidence of their "Taxable Income" as reported on the
most receLely filed I.R.S. form (1040, 1040a). Federal benefits
that are excludable from "Taxable Income" are excludable for
purposes of determining Upward Bound eligibility and once
eligibility has been established, a participant is entitled to
all benefits or services.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

The Health Career Opportunitius Program (HCOP) and the Talent
Search Program provide similar services to roughly the same
population. HCOP is limited to students aspirins to careers to
in the health professions. Talent Search is lima .ed to
identifying, encouraging, and assisting low income youth apply
for admission to college.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor Ind Human Resources
Subcommittee oil Education

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies
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House2122presentatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education andRelated Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings
on this program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

The Upward Bound Program has remained essentially the samesince its inception in the 1964 Economic Opportunity Act.In 1968, the program was transferred from the Office of EconomicOpportunity to the Office of Education without any changes in theprogram's goals or objectives.

E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

The only major regulatory changes made to the previouslypromulgated regulations (May, 1977) were in 1981. Thesechanges were designed to:

o Reduce regulatory complexity;

o Implement the legislative change requiring the Secretary togive priority to previously funded projects under theprogram;

o Refine selection criteria to bring them into conformity withEDGAR;

o Sharpen participant eligibility criteria in accordancewith the Education Amendments of 1980.
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VIII. A. TOTAL

84.047 UPWARD

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas

FY

BOUND
85 PROGRAM SPENDING

Total

-------------
$72,706

$2 021

$418
663

$1$,242

(1)

(In thousands)

California
Colorado

$036,652

$1,1
Connecticut $742
Delaware $302
D. C. $605
Florida $1,494
Georgi a $2,325
Hawaii $497
Idaho $470
Illinois $2,113
Indi

lowa

ana $1,109
$1,477

Kansas $679
Kentucky $1,701
Louisiana $1,882
Maine $701
Maryland $1,333
Massachusetts $1,817
Michigan $3,253
Minnesota $1,277
Mississippi '1$430,418

Missour i

Montana $348
Nebraska
Nevada $309

$217

New Hampshire $364
New Jersey $2,328
New Mexico $943
New York $3,875
N. Carolina $1,215
N. Dakota $413
Ohio $2,793
Oklahoma $1,490
Oregon

Pennsylvania
9

$3$,69342
Rhode Island $232
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

$1$300

Tennessee $1,671
Texas $4,271
Utah $1,061
Vermont 4

Virginia $1$93,418
Washington $966
W. Virginia $713
Wisconsin $940

(Jam
$174
$430

Puerto Rico $1,862
Virgin islands;

Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Grants typ

for administer
Ically Include an eight percent Indirect
Ing the program.

cost allowance
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 84 PROGRAM IPENDING (In thousands)
84.047 UPWARD BOUND

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Hawai i

Idaho

illinoic
Indiana

Iowa

Kentucky
Loui

Maine
siana

Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Wane
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carokla

Ohio
N. Dakota

Oklahoma
egon

POrennsylvania

Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texa

Utah
s

Vermont

VWaiirgnia

shton
W. Vi

ngrginia

Wisconsin
WyceIng

Guam

Puerto Rico

Virgin Islands

Total

$70,754

$1$ ,f150

400

$835

$1,203
$8,1
$13,11
$7:J
$579283

$
,

$2$1430225

$478
$449

$2,045
$1,063

$1 414

50i8

$1,627
$1$873,8n1

$1,2/5
$1,700

$3,115
$1,222
$1,360

$415

$333
$208
$298
$348

$2,?51
san

$2
$3,711

125

i395
$2,673
$1,426
$894

$3,533

$222
$1,256

$287
$1,800

$4,089
$1,015

$472

$1$925,357

$882
$900

$167

$411

$1

$,947208

(1)

Data Sources:

(1) Grants tp
for administer

Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

Ically Include an eight percent indirect cost al!owance
Ing the program.
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IX. A. FY 85 fi.CIPIEKT CHARACTERISTICS

84.047 UPWARD FOUND

Students
Served (1) I

United States 32,156

Alabama 1,050

Alaska 120

Arizona 465

Arkansas 506
California 2,630
Colorado 535

Connecticut 224
Delaware 155

D. C. 275

Florida GI5

iGeorga
1175Hawai

Idaho 180

Illinois 1,030

Indiana 555

Iowa 536

Kansas 230
Kentucky 770
Louisiana 910
Maine 300
Maryland 725
Massachusetts 780

Michigan 1,419
Minnesota 565
Mississippi 630
Missouri 195

Montana 115

Nebraska 75

Nevada 100

New Hampshire 140

New Jersey 1,066
New Mexico 380

New York 1,732

N. Carolina 949

N. Dakota 245

Ohio 1,345
Okiahoma 535

Oregon 405
Pennsylvania 1,465

Rhode Island 100

S. Carolina 855120

S. Dakota
Tennessee 795

Texas 1,806

Utah 417

Vermont 165

Virginia 668
Washington 310

W. Virginia 305

Wisconsin 390

Wyoming 70

Guam 200

Puerto Rico 658100

Virgin islands

Data Sources: Annual Performance Rtoports submitted by Grantees
to the Grantees.

(1) Based un unduplicated annual count,



IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
84.047 UPWARD MUM

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

Catifornia
Colorado

Connectlout
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Genrgia

Naftali

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Loulslana
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan

Minnesota

MIssIssIppl
Missouri

Montana

Nev
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshlre
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina
N. Dakota
Chlo
Oklahoma
Oregon

Pennsylvanla
Rhode Island
S. Carolina

Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont

Virg Inla

Waqhington
W Virginia
WisconsIn
Wuamyoming

Puerto Rico

Virgin Isiends

-------------

Students
Served (1)

32,238

1,050

120

465
506

2,630
535
224

155

275
615

1,135

180

175

1,030
555
536

230
770
910
300
725
780

1,419
565
630
195

115

75
100
140

1,066

380
1,732

949
245

1,345

535
405

1,460 5

10

585
120

795
,8061

417
165

668

310
305

390
70

200
945

ma I

Data Sources: k . Performace Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER ONiT SERVED
84.047 UPWARD BOUND

............. 1.4w aw.ato

Total

United States $2,281

Alabama $1,925
Alaska $3,483
Arizona $1,428
Arkansas $2,455
California $2,511

Colorado $2,153
Connecticut $3,313
Delaware $1,948
D. C. $2,200
Florida $2,429
Georgia $2,048
Hawaii $2,840
Idaho $2,611
Illinois $2,051
Indiana $1,998
?own $2,756
Kansas $2,952
Kentucky $2,209
Louisiana $2,068
Maine $2,337
Maryland $1,839
Massachusetts $2,329
Michigan $2,292
Minnesota $2,260
Mississippit

Missouri
$2,251

$2
Montana

Nebraksa $2,893
Nevaaa $3,090
New Hawsbire $2,000
New Jersey $2,184
New Mexico $2,482
New York $2,237
North Catntina $1,280
North DaLita $1,888
Ohio $2,077
Oklahoma $2,785
Oregon $2,306
Poronsylvarda $2,520
Rhode Island $2,320
S. Carolina $2,243
S. Dakota $2,53G
Tennessee $2,102
TOWS $2,365
Utah $2,S4A
Vermont $2,988
Virginia $2,123
Washington $3,110
W. Virginia $2,338
Wisconsin $2,410
Wyoming $2,486
Guam $2,150
Puerto Rico
Virgin Solar

$2,154
s2,sn111,

Data Sources: Annual Porl'ormancz Revorts submitted by Grantees
to the Department

(1) Spalding from 7dble VIII,A, divided by 'nits from Table IX.A.



X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
84.047 UPWARD BOUND

- -

United States

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri

Montana

Nebraksa

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington
N. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Warn

Puerto Rico
Virgin IG!ends

Total (1)

$2,195

$1,857
$3,333

$1,366
$2,377
$2,403
$2,060
$3,170

$1,826
$2,1U5

$2,325
$1,960

$2,720
$2,494
$1,985

$1,915

$2,638
$2,826

$2,113
$1,979

$2,243
$1,759

$2,179
$2,195

$2,163
$2,159

$2,128
$2,896
$2,773
$2,960

$2,486

$2,112

$2,374
$2,143
$2,239

$1,612

$1,987

$2,665
$2,207
$2,412

$2,220
$2,147

$2,392

$2,013

$2,264

$2,434
$2,861

$2,031

$2,984

$2,236
$2,308

$2,388

$2,055
$2,060

$2,080

Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Spending from Talle Vill.B. divided by units ;rom Table IX.B.
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Xl. HISTORICAL. DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.047 UPWARD BOUND

Federal

FlseaI
Year

Federal

Budge
huthorI

t

ty
Students
Served

Federal
Staff.....11 1IMMAIM

1985 $73,614 32,200 5
1984 $70,754 32,200 6
1983 $68,368 32,600 10
1982 $63,720 35,803 12
1981 $66,500 37,680 16
198 0 $62,500 37,210 17
1979 $58,800 35,391 17
1978 $50,000 38,843 18
1977 $41,500 38,887 23
1976 $38,100 47,517 25
1975 $38,300 46,181 28
1974 $38,300 48,603 24
1973 $38,300 51,755 22
1972 $33,600 33,809 23
1971 $30,000 28,142 20
1970 $28,000 27,346 17
1969 $30,700 25,743 16
1968 $30,000 26,639 15
1967 $28,000 23,507 20
1966 $25,000 20,333 20
1965 $3,200 3,261 10
1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Data Sources: Annual Perforamce Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department



STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES
(FORMERLY SPECIAL SERVICES FOR DISADVANTAGED STUDENTS)

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

The Student Support Services (SSS) program is intended to providelow income, first generation college students, and physically
handicapped students with the supportive services they need tosuccessfully pursue higher education. State and local
governments have no formal role in administering the program.All grantees under the SSS program are institutions of highereducation that determine eligibility, assess needs, and providesupportive services as needed to eligible students.

Eligibility is limited to enrolled students in need of academicsupport and who are disadvantaged in specific ways. At leasttwo-thirds of a project's participants must be either physicallyhandicapped or low income and first generation college students;the remaining participants must be physically handicapped, lowincome individuals, or first generation college students. Lowincome is defined as federal taxable income less than 150 percentof the Census poverty thresholds.

The basic SSS services feature instruction in basic skills,tutoring, guidance, and counseling. Special assistance mayinclude programs designed for students with limited Englishproficiency, programs with materials and facilities designed forhandicapped students, and programs of cultural and academicevents not usually available to disadvantaged students. Programsmay also assist students in securing admission to and financialaid for graduate and professional schools.

In FY 1985, the SSS program served about 152,000 students in 663participating institutions at a total federal cost of about $70million. These funds are allocated through a competitive processunder a discretionary grant program administered by theDepartment of Education. Federal funding is capped at the levelof the annual appropriction and there is no direct requirementfor matching funds from non-federal sources. Participatinginstitutions are required, however, to assure that each SSSstudent will receive sufficient financial assistance to meettheir full financial need and SSS funds may not be used toprovide this financial assistance.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Student Support Services.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 84.042
Budget account number(s): 91-0201-0-1-502.

C. Current authorizing statute: Title IV, Sec. 417A and 417D,
Higher Education Act.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR Part 646.

E. Federal administering agency: Department of Education.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Institutions of higher education.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Funds are allocated through a competitive process under this
discretionary grant program. There is no formula which governs
distribution )f federal funds among the grantees. Although
grants are awarded for a period of three years, funds are
obligated on an annual basis.

Federal funding is capped at the level of the annual
appropriation. There is no requirement that other funds or
commitments of time or services be used to match federal funds
under this program.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

State and local governments do not have a formal role in
administering the program, except in those instances when a
grantee institution of higher education is state-controlled.

J. Audit or quality control.

The Education Department General Administrative Regulations
(EDGAR), 34 CFR, provide guidance to grantees on administrative
efficiency and require the grantee to submit annual performance
and financial st&;us reports. These reports are due 90 days
after the end of the budget period.

EDGAR also requires the grantee to repay any funds that were not
expended in accordance with the terms of agreement for funding.
If the EDGAR standards are not met, the Department may delay the
awarding of funds for the second and third years of the grant.
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III. OBJECTIVES

A. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The purpose of the SSS program is to identify low income, first
generation or physically handicapped college students and to
provide them with the supportive services they need to pursue
programs of postsecondary education successfully.

B. Allocation of program funds among activities.

There is no established formula for allocating program funds
among the various supportive services. Funded projects provide
services based on the assessed needs of the specific student
population served by a project.

Most grants include an eight percent indirect cost allowance to
cover the costs of administration.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

A. Unit for which eligibility for program benefits
is determined.

Institutions of higher education are eligible to apply for grants
to carry out SSS projects.

An individual is eligible to participate in SSS projects if the
student:

o Is a citizen, nati,aal, or a permanent resident of the
United States;

o Is enrolled or accepted for enrollment in the next term at
the grantee institution;

o Has a need for academic support in order to
successfully pursne a postsecondary educational
program;

o Is, at the time of initial selection, a low income
individual, a first-generation college student, or
physically handicapped.

B. Income eligibility standards.

Students who are eligible for the project based on the low income
criterion may not have taxable family incomes higher than 150
percent of the family income levels established by the Bureau of
the Censws for determining poverty status.
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The maximum income test is based on taxable income. No other

disregards, deductions, or exclusions are allowable.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

Individuals can also qualify for project services based on
physical handicaps or first generation college student status.

Physically handicapped is defined to mean a person who, because

of a physical disability, needs specifically designed
instructional materials or programs, modified physical
facilities, or related services in order to participate fully in

the experience and opportunities offered by postsecondary

educational institutions. First-generation college student is

defined to mean a person neither of whose parents received a

bachelor's degree. In 1986, the definition was expanded to

include persons who reside with only one parent as eligible if

that parent has not received a bachelor's degree.

It is estimated that in FY 1984, 8,316, or 5.4 percent, of the

SSS participants were handicapped and 105,644, or 68.6 percent,

were first-generation college students.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to

spend to receive benefits.

Project participants are not required nor expected to spend

any portion of their adjusted gross incomes to receive the
services provided by the projects.

V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Each participating institution selects project participants,
usually by actively recruiting individuals enrolled or accepted
for enrollment at the institution and then verifying eligibility
and assessing each individual's need for academic support
services. Participants are also referred by the institution's

financial aid office and faculty.

B. Program benefits or services.

The supportive services that may be provided to participating
students include:

o Instruction in reading, writing, study skills,
mathematics, and other subjects necessary for success beyond

high school;

o Personal counseling;

o Academic advice and assistance in course selection;
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o Tutorial services;

o Exposure to cultural events and academic programs not
usually available to disadvantaged students;

o Activities designed to acquaint students participating
in the project with the range of career options
available to them;

o Activities designed to assist students participating in the
project in securing admission and financial assistance for
enrollment in graduate and professional programs;

o Activities designed to assist students currently enrolled in
two-year institutions in securing admission and financial
assistance for enrollment in a four-year program of
postsecondary education;

o Programs and activities specially designed for students of
limited English proficiency. f

In addition, participating institutions are required to provide
an assurance that each participant will receive sufficient
financial assistance to meet their full financial need.

Thera is no nationwide formula for determining the benefits
that participants receive. Project staff use a number of
standardized testing materials, grade point averages, and
institutional records t determine the services that will
be provided to individ,lal participants. Financial aid is not
provided to participants from SSS funds.

C. Duration of benefits.

No information about the average duration of participation is
available. Once selected, students may participate in the
project throughout the life of the project so long as the student
is enrolled at the participating institution and continues to
need the support services provided.

VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categorical or automatic eligibility or ineligibility.

An individual's participation in a public assistance program,
upon verification, may be lccepted as satisfying the criterion
for eligibility based on low income status. However,
participation in public assistance programs does not satisfy all
eligibility requirements.
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B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Program rules require that applicants provide evidence of their
"Taxable Income" as reported on the most recently filed I.R.S.
form (1040, 1040a). Federal benefits that are excludable from
"Taxable Income" are excludable for purposes of determiwing
program eligibility and once eligibility has been established, a
participant is entitled to all benefits or services.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

There are no other significant federal or federally supported low
income assistance programs which provide the same benefits to the
same population to meet the same needs.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Human Resources
Subcommittee on Education, Arts, and Humanities

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

House of Representatives

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and
Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings on
this program within the past two years.

None.

D. Federal legislation.

The goals and objectives of the SSS Program have not changed
since its inception in 1968.
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E. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
chnages.

Original regulations were promulgaed in 1977. The only
major changes in the regulations were in 1981 and two purposes
were to be achieved:

o To simplify regulatory requirements;

o To reflect changes enacted in the Education Amendments of
1980 (e.g., clarified participant eligibility, grantee
eligibility limited to institutions of higher education, use
of prior experience of service delivery for grantees seeking
to obtain renewal of their grants, etc.).
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VIII. A. TOTAL FY 85 PROGRAM SPENDING (In thousands)

84.042 STUDENT SLFPORT SERVICES

INIIM.M.

Stilted states

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Vitus
Kentucky

s

Louisiana
Maein
Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri

gontana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N. Dakota

Ohio

egon
Pennsylvania

Rhode island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont ,

Viinia
Washington

W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Walit ng

Trus Terr.

Puerto Rico
vlrgin islandel

Total :MI

$70,076

$3,554
$124

$1,088
$1,598

$3 570

$
$469
341

$425

$1$1,821,290
$500
$267

$2,320
$1,393
$11994

1948
$1,444

$1 939
1773

$1,088
1,$863

$2,214
$785

$1,594
$1$9,020

16

$383

$294
$371

$1,298
$924
382

$2$5,716

$604

$1,892

$1$5,249

88

$1 626

1235

$1$3,373

47

,

$3$1605,129

$5$73771

$1,951

$1,120
sem

2 51

11105

$363

$182

$2,872
$88

Data Sources: Annual

to the

(1) Grants typically
for administering the

Performance Reports submitted by Grantees

Department.

Include an eight percent indirect cost allowance

program.
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VIII. B. TOTAL

84.042 STUDENT
FY

SUPPORT
84 PROGRAM SPEWING

SERVICES

Total (1)

(In thomnds)

United States

Alabama
Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

$67,295

$3,411925

$
$1,041

$1,

$3$34420
$825

Correct lout $449
Delaware $343
D. C. $408
Florlda $1,743
Georgai $1,235
Hawai $479
Idaho $259
Illinois $2,2 0
Indiana $1,2318

Iowa $1,046
Kansas $908
Kentucky
louis
Maine

imaa $1,8856

$740
Maryland $1,041
Massachusetts $1,789
Midhigan $2,125
Minnesota $754
MIssIssIppl $1,535
Missanaouri $976
Mont $875
Nebraska
Nevada $2883
New Ht. pshlre $355
New Jersey
New Mexico

$11885

New York $5,265
N. Carol' a $2,599
H. Dakota

$1$5,816

80

Oklahoma $1 189
Oregon 1562
Pennsylvania $1$225,556
Rhode Island
S. Carolina $1,314
S. Dakota $388
Tennessee

Texas
_$1,537

Utah 705

$533
Virgiro: $1,868
Wasninywo $1$
W. VIrgInia

Wiscoyominsin $2$058

1103
Trust Terr. $347
Guam $163
Puerto Rico $2, 756
Virgin Islands $80

Data Sources: Annual

to the

(1) Grants typically

for administering the

Performance
Department.

Include an e
program.

Reports submitted by Grantees

it percent indirect cost allowance
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT

84.042 STUDENT SUPPORT

United States

CHARACTERISTICS

SERVICES

Participating
Institutions (1)

Students
Served

152,465

(1)
ao....17.11MIINGWOIVINO111.1111.

Alabama 39 6,087

Alaska 1 200

Arizona 12 2,730

Arkansas 15 3,375

California 32 8,695

Colorado 9 1,810

Connecticut 4 1,300
Delaware 4 860
D. C. 3 800

Florida 20 3,675

Georga 14 2,195

Hawaii 4 980

Idaho 3 630
Illinois 22 5,426

Indiana 12 3,128

:owa 12 2,505

Kansas 10 2,300

Kentucky 16 2,470

Loui

Maine
siana 14

7

4,225

1,860

Maryland 11 2,415

Massachusetts 15 3,975

Michigan 19 5580
Minnesota 1,,795

Mississippi 1R 3,097
Missouri 9 2,430
Montana 10 1,892
Nebraska 4 975
Nevada 3 675
New Hampshire 4 740

New Jersey 11 2,870
New Mexico 7 2,065
New York 42 13,215
N. Carolina 30 4,971

N. Dakota 1,290
Ohio 14 4,385

Oklahoma 10 2,640
Oregon 6 1,165

Pennsylvania 18 3,397

Rhode Island 2 500

S. Carolina 16 2,740
S. Dakota 4 605

Tennessee 17 2,950

Texas 25 8,237

Utah 8 1,825

Vermont 5 015

Virgnia 20 4,590

Washington 10 2,210

W. Virginia 7 1,245
Wisconsin
Wyoming

19 4,595

270

Trust Terr 4 595
Guam 2 165

Puerto Rico 21 6,075

Virgin Islands 1 75

Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

84.042 STUOENT SUPPORT SERVICES

United States

Alaska

Arizona
Arkizansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georwaig4

Hai
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Kansas

Ion

Kentucky
Louisiana
His ins

Mary land

Massachusetts
Michigan
M I nnesota

Miss I es I pp I

MI ssourI

Umtata
Nebraska

Nevada

I re

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina

Dakota
ONhio

Oklahoma
egon

Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont

Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

Trust Terr.
Guam
Puerto Rico
Virgin Mande

Puticipating
Institutions (1)

wiIIMMIMINO1111111mmoOMMIMMO

652

39
1

15

12

32
9
4
4

3
20
14

4
3
22
12

10

16

14

7
11

15
19

9

18
9

10
4
3

11

7

42
30
8
14

10

6

18
2

16

5
17

25
8

5
20
10
7

19

1

4

2
21

1

Students
Served (1)10.
154,244

8,117

200
2,725
3,375
8,373

2,010
1,300

1 100

800
3,655

2,250
980
630

5,345
3,128

2,665
2,300

2,595
4,225
1,860

2,415
4,176
5,750
1,785
3,097
2,430
2,070

975
675
740

2,865
2,065
13,215
4,931

1,365
4,315
2,640
1,165

3.397
535

2,740
685

2,985

8,247
1,825

965
4,590
2,274

1,245
4,640

270
845
420

6,300
175

Data Sources: Annual Perforsanoe Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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X. A. MEAN FY 85 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
84.042 STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

TotalN
United States $460

Nebula $584
Alaska $621

Arizona $398
Arkansas $473
California $411

Colorado $476
Connecticut $361
Delaware $397
D. C. $532
Florida $496
Georgia $588
Hawaii $511
Idaho $424
1:11nois $428
Indiana $445
Iowa $435
Kansas $411

Kmntucky $585
Louisiana $459
Maine $416
Marylnd $450
Massaachusetts $469

MiMichigan

$397
nnesota $437

Mississippi $515
Missouri $420
Montana $484
Nebraska $393

36N evada $4
New Hampshire $502
New Jersey $452
New Mexico $448
New York $407
N. Carolina $546
N. Dakota $468

OOhl431k lao

$471

homa $
Oregon $504
Pennsylvania $479
Rhode Island $469
S. Carolina $501
S. Dakota $574
Tennessee $544
Texas $380
Utah $404
Vermont $592
Virginia $425
Washington $507
W. Virginia $506
Wisconsin $468
Wyoming $388
Trust Terr. $609
Guam $1,104
Puerto Rico $473
Virgin Islands $1,169
-------------------------------------
Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees

to the Department.
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X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED
84.042 STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

Total

United States $436

Alabama $560
Alaska $594
Arizona $382
Arkansas $455
California $408
Colorado $411

Connecticut $345
Delaware $312
D. C. $510
Florida $477
Georg i a $549
Hawai $489
Idaho $411

Illino is $415
Indiana $421

Iowa $393
Kansas $394
Kentucky $533
Louisiana $439
Wine $398
Maryland $431
Massachusetts $429

MinnesotaMinnesota $423
Mississippi $496
Missouri $402
Montana $423
Nebraska $378
Nevada $420
New Hampshire $480
New Jersey $435
New Mexico $428
New York $398
N. Carolina $527
N. Dakota $425
Ohio $421
Oklahoma $450
egon

PennCrsylvania

$44

$5838
Rhode Island $420
S. Carolina $480
S. Dakota $566
Tenneesee $515
Texas $364
Utah $387
rutit $552

Virginia $407
Washington $471

W. Virginia $484
Wisconr'n $443
Wyomin4 $372
Trust Ts,r. $537
Guam $388
Puerto Moo $437
Virgin Islands $458

Data Soursts: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.
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XI. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.042 STUDENT SUPPORT SERVICES

Federal

Fisc
Year

al

1985
1984

1983

1982

1981

180
19979

19

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973
1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1966
1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1960

Federal

Budge
Authori

t

ty

$70,086
$67,295
$60, E56

$60,702
$63,900

$60,000
$55,000

$45,200
$30,000
trs,9013

$23,000
$23,000
$23,000

$15,000
$15,000
$10,000

Students
Served (1)171111=1

152,485

152,244
150,293

366,071

181,3

172,071

185,222

147,648

123,092

93,452
89,753

86,400

73,951

83,112
49,921

30,00C

Data Sources:

to
Annual PerDepa

rtsent

iormanee Reports submitted by Grantees
the

(1) Based on and annual count.

390



TALENT SEARCH

I. PROGRAM SUMMARY

Talent Search, a program of the Department of Education, awards
federal grants to local programs that help to identify,
encourage, and assist low income students with the potential to
obtain a college education. State and local governments play no
formal role in administering the programs, though Talent Search
does work closely with local school systems. The grantees who
carry out the prog-m are typically public and private nonprofit
organizations and 14.stitutions of higher education.

Talent Search programs generally tutor and counsel students. The
programs also disseminate information on educational
opportunities and, in particular, on student financial aid; they
assist students applying for financial aid and for admission or
readmission to secondary or postsecondary schools; they
administer standardized tests to help determine participants'
interests, goals, potential, and need for services. Services are
provided to meet the individual needs.

Eligibility is limited to persons at least age 12, but no older
than age 27. (There are exceptions, such as veterans, to these
age requirements.) Two-thirds of any program's participants must
be from low income families and must also be potential first
guneration college students. Low income is defined as federal
taxable income less than 150 percent of the federal poverty
thresholds established by the Bureau of the Census. Most Talent
Search programs are not able to serve all eligible applicants and
maintain waiting lists.

In FY 1985, Talent Search funded 177 programs that served about
196,000 students at a total federal cost of about $21 million.
There are no matching requirements for funds from non-federal
sources. The amount of a grant is discretionary: the range is
from about $63,000 to more than $1.2 million, and the average
grant is about $106,000. All grants are awarded on the basis of
open competition.
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II. ADMINISTRATION

A. Program name: Talent Search.

B. Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance No.: 84.044
Budget account number(s): 91-0201-0-1-502.

C. Current authorizing statute: Higher Education Act of 1965,
Title IV, Sections 417A and 4.7B.

D. Location of program regulations in the Code of Federal
Regulations: 34 CFR Part 643.

E. Federal administering agency: Department of Education.

F. Primary grantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: Public and private nonprofit organizations;
institutions of higher education; local school districts.

G. Subgrantee (if any) receiving program funds to provide
benefits: None.

H. Allocation of federal funds.

Allocation of federal funds to grantees under the Talent Search
program is made on the basis of open competition. There are no
caps or formulas. There are no matching requirements for funds
from non-federal sources. The size of grants is discretionary
and is governed principally by the amount of funds appropriated
and tvailability in relation to demand.

I. Role of state and local governments in administering the
program.

No formal relationship between state and local governments and
Talent Search programs is called for in the statute. However,
Talent Search projects do work very closely with local school
systems.

J. Audit or quality control.

The Education Department General Administrative Regulations
(EDGAR), 34 CFR, provide guidance to grantees for administrative
efficiency. If the EDGAR standards are not met, the Department
may delay the awarding of funds for the second and third years of
the grant. EDGAR also requires the grantee to repay any funds
that were not expended in accordance with the terms of agreement
for funding.
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III. OBJECTIVES

1. Explicit statutory and regulatory objectives for which the
benefits are authorized.

The objectives of the program are to identify low income persons
with academic potential, to encourage them to complete secondary
school, and to help them undertake a program of postsecondary
education.

B. Allocation of program funds among various activities.

Individual projects determine specific needs of participants
based on individual needs assessments and survey of services
not provided by high schools and community organizations.
Resources are allocated on the basis of highest priority
needs.

Most grants include an eight percent indirect cost allowance to
cover the costs of administration.

IV. BENEFICIARY ELIGIBILITY

Unit for which eligibility for program benefits
is determined.

Individual students are eligible.

B. Income eligibility standards.

To be eligible, the student's family's taxable income must be
less than 150 percent of the poverty thresholds established by
the Bureau of the Census. Taxable income is that which is
defined by the federal Internal Revenue Service.

C. Other eligibility requirements.

In any given project, two-thirds of the participants must be
low income and potential first-generation college students.
There are no limitations on the other one-third.

Veterans do not need to meet age requirements. All others
must either have completed 6 years of elementary education or be
at least 12 years of age but no older. than 27. If
there is no Educational Opportunity Center serving the
same target area as the Talent Search projemt, an individuel
may be older than 27 and still be an eligible participant.
Participants must be U.S. citizens.

D. Other income a recipient unit is required or expected to
spend to receive benefits.

None.
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V. BENEFITS AND SERVICES

A. Program intake processes.

Project participants for Talent Search are selected based on:

o Referrals and recommendations by high school principals,
counselors and teachers;

o Referrals by local agencies;

o Voluntary applications.

B. Program benefits or services.

Talent Search services are provided to meet the individual needs
of participants. Program services may include:

o Administering standardized measurement instruments to
determine each participant's interests, career goals,
academic potential, and need for services;

o Assisting with applications for readmission to secondary
schools or postsecondary institutions which provide
supportive services needed by participants;

o Collecting and disseminating of information on postsecondary
educational opportunities, student financial aid, academic
assistance, and career options available;

o Advising and counseling students regarding career options
and the appropriate postsecondary institution or
institutions;

o Assisting with application for student financial aid;

o Referring participants to service agencies.

C. Duration of benefits.

Project staff determine the duration of benefits ba.sed on
satisfactory progress by the student in meeting the project
objectives.

Participants could be served from 6th grade or age 12 and
continue through completion of 12th grade. In some cases,
contact with participants is maintained for one or two years
during enrollment in postsecondary education.
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VI. PROGRAM LINKAGE AND OVERLAP

A. Categoric, or automatic eligibility.

Individuals who receive public assistance may be considered
eligiblo for Talent Search, but must also be potential first-
generation college students.

Participation in the Educational Opportunity Centers
automatically precludes participation in this program.

B. Counting assistance from other programs.

Prot.-am rules require that participants in a Talent Search
proglim provide evidence of their "Taxable Income" as reported on
the most recently filed IRS fo n (1040, 1040a). To the extent
public assistance is not taxabiL such income is excludable
for purposes of determining Talent Search eligibility. Once
eligibility is established, a participant is entitled *t,r eal
services and benefits.

C. Overlapping authorities and benefits.

The Health Career Opportunities Program (HCOP) and Upward Bound
provide similar services to roughly the same population. HCOP is
limited to students aspiring to careers in health professions.
Upward Bound provides academic instruction in the basic skills
and a comprehensive educational summer component.

The Educational Opportunity Centers (EOC) provides similar
benefits, but are targeted toward adults. Services for Talent
Search and EOC may be provided to target populations of the other
when no other project is located in the target area.

VII. LEGISLATIVE ENVIRONMENT

A. Authorizing committees and subcommittees in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives.

Senate

Committee on Labor and Hunan Resources,
Subcommittee on Education, Arts and Humanities

House of Representatives

Committee on Education and Labor,
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education

401.
395



B. Appropriating subcommittees.

Senate

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and

Related Agencies

Ho...112914J3:22retaa.ves
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and

Related Agencies

C. Other committees and subcommittees holding hearings
on this program within the past two years.

None.

E. Federal legislation.

The program has remained essentially the same since its
inception in 1965.

F. Major federal implementing regulations and regulatory
changes.

The regulations promulgated in 1981 modified 1977
regulations (the only other published regulations) in the
following ways:

o To simplify regulatory requirements;

o To provide current grantees a priority advantage based upon
their prior successful performance;

o To add to client eligibility criteria (the first-generation
criterion was added);

o To add tutoring as an eligible activity.



VIII. A. TOTAL
84.044 TALENT

arrotwa...

FY

SEARCH
85 PROGRAM SPENDING

Total

(In thousands)

United States

ir101*
$20,736 (1)

Alabama $604
Alaska (2)

Arizona $109
Arkansas $311
California $1,357
Colorado $322
Connecticut
Delaware $79
D. C. $1367
Florida $34P
Georgia $590
Hawaii $112
Idaho $208
Illinois $738
Indiana $874
l owa $507
Kans as $257
Kentucky $615
Louisiana $836

MarylandMaryland $391
Massachusetts $283

MinnesotaMinnesota $272
Mississippi $418
Missouri $108
Montana $279
Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampsh ire $ 72
New Jersey $16 11

New Mexico $364
New

CarolinaN. Carolina $585
N. Dakota $207
Ohio $224
Oklahoma $403
Oregon $85
Pennsylvania $449
Rhode Island
S. na $431
SCaroliS. Dakota $88
Tennessee $ 300

Texas $1 268
Utah
Vermont

i1

$12056
Virginia $688
Washington $431
W. Virginia $94
Wisconsin
Wyoming $106
Gm $112
Puerto Rico $435
Virgin islandri

Data Source:;: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department

(1) Grants typically Include an eight percent indirect cost allowance
for administering the program.

(2) Blanks Indicate states without Talent Search projects.
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VIII. B. TOTAL FY 34 PROGRAM SPEWING (in thousands)
84.044 TALENT SEARCH

UniteCI States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georiiga

Hawa
Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Loui

Maine
siana

Maryland
Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippi

Mis
MOntana

souri

NevNebraskaada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina
N.

io

Dakota

Oh
Oklahoma

Sylvania

Rhode island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota
Tennessee

Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginra

Washington
W. Virginia
Wisconsin

Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

Total

$17,714

$677

$198

$270
$1 307

123

$84

$1 353
i3O6
$522

$93

$64433

$261

$138
$499
$744
$121

$23$1521

$551

$163
$$94342

$242

$$667151

$323
$1 770

1386

$184
$195
$519

$374

10

$390
$77

$261

$1,064
$93

$109

$535
$106

$81

$92

$511

(1)

(2)

Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department

(1) Grants typically Include an eight perunt Indirect cost allowance
for adminleterIng the program.

(2) Blanks indicate states without Talent Search projects.
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IX. A. FY 85 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS
84.044 TALENT SEARCH

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia

Haan
Idaho

Indiana

lowa

Kansa

Kentuscky

Louisiana
Maine
Marland
Massyachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota
MlbsIssippi

MbMissourintana

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

N. Carolina

N. Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode island
S. Carolina

S. Dakota

Tennessee
Txas
Uteah

Vermont
Virginia

Washington

W. Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Guam

Puerto Rico
Virgin islands

Studonts

Served

--195,iii

5,920

600
700

132,,350

2,860

600
17,60C

3,75C 1

5,150
925

1 I

8,,650900 ;

8,075 I

4,350 I

2,300 I

5,450 I

8,100 '

1,300 I

3,450

6

1950
,150 I

2,600

4,000 1

1,000

1,900

1,628

5,350
2,700

14,950

8,200

1,680
2,800
2,650

700
4,100

3,500

750

I2,970

11,700 '

1wo
1,500 I

6,750 I

3,6S0 '

800

800 I

800
4,600 '

I

(1)I

Data Sources: Annual erformance Reports submitted bi Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Based on undtplicated annual mount.
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IX. B. FY 84 RECIPIENT CHARACTERISTICS

84.044 TALENT SEARCH

United States

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
D. C.

Florida
Georgia
Heal!
Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massactisetts
Michigan
Mirresota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
N. Carolina

Ohio
N. Dakota

Oklahoma
Orogen
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
S. Carolina
S. Dakota

Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
W. Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming
ans
Puerto Rico
Virgin Islands

1 Students

Served
*NYS 111114011M

190,325

6,855

1,850

2,700
14,750
1,100

700

16,500
3,800
5,150

750
10,800
7,000
2,350
1,650
5,250
7,950

1,100
1,550

2,400
6,800
1,700

3,350
1,000

1,850

(1)1

1,470
7,150
2,550

18,950
4,200

1,550
2,700
4,700

700
3,300

4,200
750

2,950
11,450

750

1,000
5,800
750
750

750 1

5,000

Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Based an unduplicated annual count.
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X. A. WAN FY 85
84.044 TALENT SEARCH

COSTS PER UNIT SERVFn

Total

(1)

United States

Alabama $105
Alaska
Arizona $108
Arkansas $208
California $174
Colorado $118
Connecticut

Delaware $84
D. C. $78
Florida $93
Georgia $92
Hawaii $126
Idaho $103
Illinois

Iowandiana
$118134

$
$114

Kansas $140
Kentucky 93
Louisiana $$157
Maine $145
Maryland $110
Massachusetts $158
Michigan $117
Minnesota $104
Mississippi $416
Missouri $112
Montana $144
Oebraksa
Nevada $90
New Hampshire $133
New Jersey $131
New Mexico $115
New Yurk $95
Ohio $114
Oklahoma $126
Oregon $159
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
$

$14970
S. Carolina $92
S. Dakota $88
Tennessee $110
Texas $155
Ut, $104
Verwont
Virgnia

$$88138

Washington

W. Virginia
$1

$12325
Wisconsin

Guam
Wycming $112

$187
Puerto Rico $153
Virgin Islandssommarmmame*
Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submitted by Grantees

to the Department,

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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X. B. MEAN FY 84 COSTS PER UNIT SERVED (1)
84.044 TALENT SEARCH

Total

United States $93

Alabama $76
Alaska
Arizona $101

Arkansas $135
California $129

Colorado $123
Connecticut $84
Delaware
D. C. $82

Georgia $75
Hawaii

Idaho $93
Illinois $120

Indiana $107

Kansas
wa

$$138

Kentucky $83

Louisiana $124
Maine $121

Mary land $76
Massachimetts $116
Michigan $92
Minnesota $81

Mississippi $86
Missou $94
liontana

ri

$121

Nebraksa
Nevada
New Hampshire $75
New Jersey $111

NNew

Moxo
$105

North Carolina $74
North

o
$
$9

Dakota $92Ohi7
Oklahoma $104
Oregon $74
Pennsylvania $103
Rhode island
S. Carolina $78

Tenn

. Dakota $77
essee $87

ahUt
Texas $$19320

Vermont $109
Virginia $77
Washington $106
W. Virginia $82
Wisonsin
Wyoming $92
Guam
Puerto Rico $127
Virgin Islands

Data Sources. Annual Perforsace Reports submitted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Based on unduplicated annual count.
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XI. HISTORICAL DATA (Dollars In thousands)
84.044 TALENT SEARCH

Federal

Year

Federal
Budgbt
Authorlty

Students
Served (1)

Federal

Staff

2
2

4

4

5
6
6

8

7

8
5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

3

3

(2)

1985

1984

1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978
1971

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

1988

1965

1964

1963

1962

1961

1980

MIONI.(.1.

$20,728
$17,829
$17,058
$17,058
$17,100
$15,300
$15,300
$12,500

$8,900
$6,000
$8,000
$6,000
$6,000
$5,000

$5,000
$5,000
$4,000
$4,000

$2,500
$2,000

195,988

190,325

185,580

195,176
202,811

202,033
198,817
169,022

146,565
110,982

122,810

110,975
109,025

125,243

126,652
125,000

100,000

97,500
62,500
50,000

Data Sources: Annual Performance Reports submltted by Grantees
to the Department.

(1) Based on undupllcated annual count.

(2) Based on Full Time Employees.
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Introduction to Part Two

This part includes short descriptions of 31 federal programs,
including smaller means-tested grant programs and programs which
ordinarily do not require a means-test for individual
beneficiaries, but in some sense target the distribution of funds
to areas or groups which are regarded as low income. Generally,
means-tested grant programs were included in the list of major
federal public assistance programs described in Part One if their
FY 1985 spending was above $20 million. Those with less spending
are included here. However, a number of very small or very
restrictive means-tested programs were omitted from Part Tvo as
well.

The programs are listed here as they are in Table 1 of Up From
Dependency, in descending order of total FY 1985 program
spending.



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program provides
federal funds to states, urban counties, and cities to support
neighborhood revitalization, economic development, and improved
community facilities and services. The CDBG program, under the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, has three main
components: an entitlement program for large cities and urban
counties, a small cities program for communities with populations
under 50,000 persons, and a discretionary program for special
projects. Under the block grant approach adopted in 1981,
communities and states have considerable discretion to set
priorities and to design programs.

Uses of CDBG funds must principally benefit low and moderate
income persons. This target group is generally defined as
families with less than 80 percent of the median family income
for the area. Communities are restricted from using CDBG funds
to construct or rehabilitate government buildings or such
community-wide facilities as stadiums, sports arenas, or
convention centers. Communities also cannot use the block grants
to underwrite new housing or to make housing allowance and other
income maintenance payments.

Typical CDBG projects include the restoration or construction of
public works such as water and sewer systems, the clearance or
rehabilitation of housing, and assistance for private businesses
and nonprofit organizations that are neighborhood-based and
engaged in activities that enhance the economic opportunities of
local residents. Funds are also used to prevent or eliminate
slums and blight, to complete urban renewal projects, and to
provide public services within certain limits. The discretionary
program funds are used, in particular, to provide the skills and
knowledge needed by local residents to maximize the effectiveness
of the block grants.

In FY 1935, about 875 projects were funded at a total federal
cost of about $3.8 billion. The funds a community or state
receives are determined by dual allocation formulas based on
factors such as population size and growth, the extent of pre-
1940 and overcrowded housing, and the number of persons with
incomes below the federal poverty guidelines. There are no
matching requirements for funds from non-federal sources.
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VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICES

The federal government provides funds to states to support

vocational rehabilitation services that enable physically and

mentally disabled adults to find and retain employment. A single

agency in each state is designated to administer vocational
rehabilitation services and to serve as the single point of

contact for applicants in need. The state agency is responsible

for assessing needs, determining ability to pay, and providing a

wide variety of services tailorad to enhance an individual's

employability.

While there is no federally mandated means-test for program
eligibility, about two-thirds of all states apply such tests to

determine which clients can pay for at least some of the services

they receive. The ability to pay or copayment thresholds are

often established at the federal poverty guidelines. Thus, all

disabled persons are eligible for diagnostic, counseling, and
placement services, but receipt of most other rehabilitation
cervices is frequently means-tested. About 60 percent of all
participants are estimated to have incomes below the federal
poverty guidelines, but only about 15 percent are receiving
public assistance at the time of referral for services.

In addition to the services available to all disabled persons,
the state vocational rehabilitation agencies provide education
and training, including, for example, reader services for the

blind and interpreter services for the deaf. The state may also

assist with medical services, with prosthetic or orthotic
devices, and with other tools, supplies, and licenses. Serviced

may also be provided to the families of clients when such

services will contribute substantially to the rehabilitation of

the disabled persons. Priority service is focused on those

persons with the most severe disabilities and in all cases has

the goal of gainful employment for the client.

In FY 1985, about 1.4 million persons applied for state
vocational rehabilitation services and about 932,000 persons were

assisted. Under the 80/20 matching requirement, the programs

were funded by about $1 billion in federal dollars and about $330

million in state monies; some states provide additional funds
beyond the matching requirements. The federal funds are
allocated to the states based on population weighted by per

capita income.

4 7.2
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VOCATIONAL EDUCATION BASIC GRANTS

The Department of Education awards grants to the states to
expand, improve, modernize, and develop quality vocational
education programs. These programs are designed to assist
current and future workers in acquiring the basic academic: and
occupational skills necessary for improved productivity and
economic development.

Special populations, among which are academically or economically
disadvantaged groups, are also eligible for services under basic
grants. In addition to providing extra services and insuring
access for special populations, this program promotes greater
cooperation between public and private sectors; improves the

academic preparation of vocational students; provides
_ices to train, retrain, and upgrade the skills of displaced

workers; assists the most economically depressed inner city and
rural youth through cooperativb programs in community-based
organizations; provides a full range of support services.

The FY 1987 appropriation (for program year 1987-88) provides
$882 million for vocational education, including the Permanent
Appropriation under the Smith-Hughes Act. Of this, $809.5
million is for basic grants. Generally, States are required to
match these federal appropriationo on a dollar-for-dollar basis,
but they have, in the past few years, overmatched federal
contributions on the average of over 10 to 1. The federal funds
are allocated to the states according to a formula based on the
states' relative share of total U.S. population in three age
cohorts, weighted by per capita income. There are also
provisions for minimum funding levels.

State and local governments play key roles in the program. State
Boards must develop (and have approved) two-year state plans on
how they will administer the program, meet its many matching and
set-aside requirements, and distribute the funds to local
education agencies and a range of other institutions.

After allowing 7 percent for state administration, the law
requires that the states allocate the remainder of their grants
in the following way: 57 percent for vocational education
opportunities (Title II, Part A) and 43 percent for program
improvement, expansion, and innovation (Title 11, Part B). The
57 percent for vocational education opportunities is further
divided as follows: 22 percent for special programs and services
to disadvantaged populations, including persons of limited
English proficiency; 12 percent for adults in need of training or
retraining; 10 percent for handicapped individuals; 8.5 percent
for single parents and homemakers; 1.5 percent to help eliminate
sex bias and stereotyping; 1 percent for criminal offenders.

407 1 1 3



CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Title IV-D of the Social Security Act authorizes the use of
federal matching funds to enforce the support obligations owed by
absent parents to their children, to locate absent parents, and
to establish paternity. State governments administer the
program, but the federal government plays a major role by funding
state programs and by rendering technical assistance to the
states. States are required to designate a single and separate
agency for child support enforcement that serves as the contact
point for applicants in need.

States must provide services to persons receiving AFDC, to
families whose AFDC eligibility ends due receipt of child
support, and to non-AFDC families that apply and pay an
application fee which may be as high as $25. States must also
seek to establish the paternity of an AFDC child born out of
wedlock, to locate absent parents, and to obtain support payments
by working in cooperation with other states and the federal
government.

The federal role includes interception of federal income tax
refunds in amounts equal to past-due support payments,
computerized searches of public records to obtain the most recent
address and place of employment of absent parents, and access to
federal courts to enforce support obligations. In addition, the
federal government provides technical assistance to states
establishing their own enforcemen4; mechanisms, tests innovative
approaches to support enforcement, and allows garnishment of
federal or military wages to enforce support obligations.

Collections made on behalf of AFDC families are used to offset
the costs of AFDC payments, except that the AFDC families retain
the first $50 of child support collected in a month. In FY 1985,
about $1.1 billion was collected on behalf of AFDC recipients and
about $1.6 billion on behalf of non-AFDC families. In addition,
about 232,000 paternities were established, about 874,000 abseat
parents were located, and about 661,000 support obligations were
established.

In FY 1985, the federal government paid 70 percent of state and
local administrative costs on an open-ended entitlement basis.
In addition, 90 percent federal matching was available to
establish statewide automated data processing and information
retrieval systems in the states. In FY 1985, the total federal
cost of the program was about $572 million.
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

Title IV-D of the Social Security Act authorizes the use of
federal matching funds to enforce the support obligations owed by
absent parents to their children, to locate absent parents, and
to establish paternity. State governments administer the
program, but the federal government plays a major role by funding
state programs and by rendering technical assistance to the
states. States are required to designate a single and separate
agency for child support enforcement that serves as the contact
point for applicants in need.

States must provide services to persons receiving AFDC, to
families whose AFDC eligibility ends due receipt of child
support, and to non-AFDC families that apply and pay an
application fee which may be as high as $25. States must also
seek to establish the paternity of an AFDC child born out of
wedlock, to locate absent parents, and to obtain support payments
by working in cooperation with other states and the federal
government.

The federal role includes interception of federal income tax
refunds in amounts equal to past-due support payments,
computerized searches of public records to obtain the most recent
address and place of employment of absent parents, and access to
federal courts to enforce support obligations. In addition, the
federal government provides technical assistance to states
establishing their own enforcement mechanisms, tests innovative
approaches to support enforcement, and allows garnishment of
federal or military wages to enforce support obligations.

Collections made on behalf of AFDC families are used to offset
the costs of AFDC payments, except that the AFDC families retain
the first $50 of child support collected in a month. In FY 1985,
about $1.1 billion was collected on behalf of AFDC recipients and
about $1.6 billion on behalf of non-AFDC families. In addition,
about 232,000 paternities were established, about 874,000 absent
parents were located, and about 661,000 support obligations were
established.

In FY 1985, the federal government paid 70 percent of state and
local administrative costs on an open-ended entitlement basis.
In addition, 90 percent federal matching was available to
establish statewide automated data processing and information
retrieval systems in the states. In FY 1985, the total federal
cost of the progran was about $572 million.
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URBAN DEVELOPMENT ACTION GRANTS

The Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) Program, under the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, assists severely
distressed communities by increasing public and private
investments that stimulate employment, improve housing, and
strengthen tax bases. Grants are awarded on a competitive basis

and are contingent upon commitments of private resources to the
proposed projects. Grantees are generally cities and urban
counties.

No specific population subgroup is targeted as beneficiaries of
the UDAG program. However, both the eligibility requirements for

applicants and the criteria used to select projects tend to focus
grants on low income communities. To be eligible under UDAG, a
city or urban county must meet minimum standards of fiscal and
economic distress, have housing for low and moderate income
persons, and demonstrated results in providing equal opportunity
in housing and employment. The criteria used to award the
competitive grants, in effect, give priority to projects within
communities that have higher rates of poverty, unemployment, and
aged housing.

Grants are limited to projects that meet certain other
conditions. No projects will be funded unless there are firm and
substantial commitments to invest private resources. Projects
which include financial assistance from state and local
governments are given more favorable consideration. Little or no
UDAG funding may be used for planning; no funds may be used to
provide public services. Under most circumstances, funding may
not be used to facilitate the relocation of industrial or
commercial plants from one area to another.

In FY 1985, the federal government awarded about $497 million to
projects. Grant applications projected about 54,200 jobs and
about 35,800 housing units would be created with the funds,
although, based on analysis of such projections for 1982, it is
likely that the actual numbers of jobs and units will be

substantially lower. About 66 percent of the jobs created and
about 43 percent of the housing units went to persons with
incomes below the federal poverty guidelines.
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TITLE III NUTRITION PROGRAMS

Title III of the Older Americans Act authorizes federal grants to
states to cover some of the cost of congregate and home-
delivered meals for the elderly. These nutrition programs are
administered by the states and Area Agencies on Aging.

All persons ages 60 and over and their spouses are eligible to
partake in Title III meals, with preference given to those
persons with the greatest economic or social need. The language
expressing Congressional intent has led to regulations
that prohibit means-testing under the program. The law taquires
that providers give participants an opportunity to contribute
toward the cost of the meal, but no older person may be denied
meals for failure to contribute.

Congregate meals are served at central locations. Elderly
persons who are, homebound by reason of illness or disability may
receive home-delivered meals. At state option, and resources
permitting, meal- may also be provided for handicapped or
disabled persons under the age of 60 who reside in elderly
housing facilities or to individuals providing volunteer services
during meal hours.

In FY 1985, almost three million congregate meals and almost
700,000 home-delivered meals were served daily. Federal costs
totalled about $404 million and state/local costs about $161
million. An additional $140 million was collected in
contributions from elderly participants in the program. The law
authorizes the use of federal funds to cover up to 85 percent of
the costs of the meals and specifies that the nonfederal matching
share can be met either by cash or in-kind contributions.
Federal funds are capped by the amount of the annual
appropriation.

The Title III programs are intended to help older persons remain
independent as long as possible. The program's focus on the most
vulnerable of the elderly means services are provided to persons
who are frequently without family support and who, without
support from the community, are in the greatest risk of
institutionalization.
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TITLE III SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Title III of the Older Americans Act authorizes federal grants to

states to cover same of the costs of supportive services for the

elderly. The supportive services provided by states include
information, referrals to public and private programs,
transportation, employment services, legal aid, counseling,

health education and screening, home repairs and maintenance, and

in-home services such as homemaker or home health aides to avoid

institutionalization. The actual m of supportive services
provided in a particular community is largely based on a local

inventory of resources and a local assessment of needs.

All persons aged 60 and over are eligible, but particular
attention is directed toward those persons with the greatest
economic and social need. The language expressing Congressional

intent has led to regulations that prohibit means-testing as a
condition for receiving services.

In FY 1985, more than nine million persons received Title III

supportive services. Federal funding is capped at the annual

appropriation level and requires matching funds from grantees at

a 25 percent rate for administration and a 15 percent rate for

program activities. The grantees' contributions may be made

either in cash or in-kind. In FY 19e9, federal funding totalled

about $261 million and grantees cont ibuted about $131 million,
substantially more than necessary to meet the matching

requirement.

The federal funds are allorlted to the states based on a formula

stipulated in the Older Americans Act. Each state then develops

a plan for developing a coordinated social service system for the

elderly in the state. The state allocates almost all funds

received through the Older Americans Act to Area Agencies on
Aging which develop ?lens for coordinated systems of supportive
services for the elderly. Area Agencies also support the

provision of services through service provider agencies that

participate if the local area plan.
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MIGRANT EDUCATION PROGRAA

The Migrant Education Program (MEP) provides federal funds to
State Educational Agencies to assist them in meeting the special
educational needs of children in families headed by migratory
agricultural workers or fishers. The program is authorized by
Chapter 1 of the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act,
Pub. L. 97-35, as amended. The federal Department of Education
allocates funds to the states according to a statutory formula
and State Educational Agencies are responsible for administering
the program, subgranting the funds, and ensuring compliance with
the law. Local school district's that apply for and receive MEP
funds supply the basic skills instruction and supportive services
needed by migratory children.

In FY 1985, about $264.5 million was appropriated for MEP. In
the 1984-85 school year, about 350,000 children were served under
the program. The statutory formula for allocating MEP funds is
based on the number of current and former migratory children
residing in the state full-time or part-time and on a share of
.0s state's per pupil expenditures. There are no matching
r airements for funds or services from non-federal sources. In
F 1985, all states except Hawaii received MEP funds.

The funds provided under MEP are commonly used by local school
districts to provide a variety of services in addition to regular
academic instruction. These other services feature remedial or
compensatory instruction and may also include bilingual and
multi-cultural instruction, vocational and career education,
guidance counseling, testing services, and medical or dental
screening.

Eligibility for services funded by MEP is limited to children up
to age 21 of current or former migratory agricultural workers or
fishers. Federal MEP regulations define such children as those
who have moved within the past 5 years from one school district
to another to enable a member of the immediate family to obtain
temporary or seasonal employment in an agricultural or fishing
activity. None of the MEP services are means-tested; migratory
children are presumed to need special educational and other
services.

Discretionary grants authorized under MEP are intended to improve
the interstate and intrastate coordination of instructional and
supportive services through the development of curriculum
materials and delivery systems. The Migrant Student Record
Transfer System, for example, provides a nationwide and
computerized network of communications for maintainirt accurate
records on the educational and health status of, migratory
children. The system assures rapid transmittfti of the data
necessary to meet the special needs of these children.
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PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

The Department of Commerce makes federal funds available to
states and others to help construct public facilities needed to
initiate the creation of permanent private sector jobs in areas
where economic growth is lagging behind the rest of the nation.
Such public facilities include water and sewer :systems, access
roads and site improvements for industrial perks, port
facilities, railroad sidings and spurs, and veduational schools.
States, their subdivisions, Indian tribal organizations, and
nonprofit organizations are eligible to apply for funds.

To qualify, a project must fulfill a pressing need of the area
and must improve the opportunities for the establishment or
expansion of industrial or commercial plants, assist in the
creation of additional long-term employment opportunities, and
benefit the long-term unemployed and members of low income
families. Thus, projects are almost always located in areas
where the unemployment rate is above the national average and
where family incomes are below the area median.

In FY 1985, some 178 regular public works projects were funded at
a total federal cost of about $130 million. Basic jrants may be
up to 50 percent of the project cost. Severely depressed areas
may receive supplementary grants to bring the federal share up to
80 percent; designated Indian reservations are eligible for up to
100 percent federal funding. In FY 1985, the federal grants
averaged about $600,000, the federal share of project costs
averaged about 55 percent, and the funded projects were heavily
concentrated (72 percent) in rural areas.

A key feature of the program is a planning requirement intended
to encourage coordination among state and local governments,
private businesses, and members of the community. The plans
produced in response to this requirement must be approved Ly the
Department of Commerce and all projects funded under this program
must be consistent with the approved plan. These plans feature
commitments from private businesses to invest in and operate in
the area.

One recent innovative practice under the program is the
development of small business incubators. In a typical case, an
abandoned commercial building is renovated to house fledgling
small businesses that then share support services and overhead
costs. In time, the successful small firms expand, move out of
the incubator, and into other facilities such as the indvstrial
parks assisted under the program.
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HIGHER EDUCATION AID FOR DEVELOPING INSTITUTIONS

The Department of Education makes federal funds available to
colleges and universities which serve disadvantaged students to
improve their programs and management. State and local
governments play no direct role in the program; the grants are
awarded through a competitive process directly to applicant
schools. Prior to passage of the Higher Education Amendments of
1986, three different types of grants are awarded under the
Strengthening Institutions, Special Needs, and Endowment Grants
programs. Continuation grants also were awarded under the
Challenge Grant program, which is being phased out.

In FY 1985, a total of 547 grants were awarded at a total federal
cost of about $141 million. More specifically, the program
awarded 311 Strengthening Institution grants totalling about $66
million, 163 Special Needs grants totalling about $54 million, 51
Endowment grants and 22 Challenge grants totalling about $16
million and $6 million res;rectively. Each type of grant has
variable lengths and variable requirements for matching funds
from other sources.

The 1986 reauthorization restructured the programs, combining the
Strengthening Institutions and Special Needs programs into a new
Strengthening Institutions program, creating a new formula grant
program for Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU)
and continuing the Endowment Grant program.

To be eligible for grants under the new Strengthening
Institutions program, institutions must be accredited or making
satisfactory progress toward accreditation, be state authorized,
and must have met both of these conditions for five years prior
to applying for aid. In addition, eligibility is limited to
institutions that have low expenditures per student and high
percentages of students receiving high Pell Grants or other
federal, need-based, financial aid. Institutions enrolling more
than specified percentages of members of several minority groups
also are eligible.

Under the Strengthening Institutic 3 program, the funds are used
to enhance the skills of faculty, the management of the
institution, and the development of curriculum. The funds may
also be used to acquire equipment, for example, to develop
computer-assisted instruction. The federal grants may not be
used for any religious or sectarian activities, general operating
or maintenance expenses, construction costs, or to supplant other
funds available to the institution.

Institutions which were established before 1964 primarily to
serve black students, and which are accredited or making
reasonable progress towards accreditation, are eligible for the
HBCU formula grant program. Funds may be used for purchase of
educational equipment and materials, construction of



instructional facilities, faculty development, academic
instruction and student services.

Institutions eligible for either of the programs described above
may also apply for matching Endowment Grants.



CONSUMER AND HOMEMAKER EDUCATION

The DrNpartment of Education provides federal funds to assist
states to conduct programs in consumer and homemaker education.
State and local governments play important roles in the program.
State Boards of Vocational Education apply for the federal funds
largely on the basis of two-year plans and commitments of state
funds. States administer the program and distribute funds to
local educational agencies and postsecondary institutions that
provide the consumer and homemaker education.

All individuals requiring education for the occupation of
homemaking are eligible to participate in the program. In FY
1985, the appropriation was $32 million. Within provisions that
assure sustained minimum funding, the federal funds are allocated
by a formula based on states' share of persons eligible and per
capita incomes. In general, states must match their federal
grants dollar- for- dollar.

At least one-third of the combined funds must be expended for
programs in economically depressed areas or areas with high rates
of unemployment. The funds are used to provide both instruction
and support services. The instruction relates to managing
personal and family responsibilities, parenting and child
development, responding to crises, improving nutrition,
conserving resources, and applying technology. The support
services may include demonstrations of innovative or exemplary
programs, development of curricula materials, and outreach to
underserved populations in the community.



HIGHER EDUCATION GRANTS FOR INDIANS

The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) provides federal funds to
support financial aid for Indian students attending institutions
of higher education full-time. The grants supported by the
federal funds are intended to supplement the total financial aid
packages prepared by the schools the students are attending. In
FY 1985, some 14,000 Indian students were assisted at a total
federal cost of about $29 million.

Eligibility is limited to members of federally recognized Indian
tribes who have financial need. Need is determined by the school
in which the student is enrolled and is primarily based on a
schedule of amounts that the student and their family might
reasonably be expected to contribute toward educational costs.
The schedule of expected contributions takes into account not
only the student's income, but also the incomes of a spouse and
the student's family.

Students are expected to take advantage of the campus-based
financial aid programs offered to all students and any other
scholarships that may be available to them. Thus, the typical
Indian undergraduate receives assistance from several sources:
in FY 1985 a representative financial aid package included $500
under College Work-Study, a $500 National Direct Student Loan, a
$1,500 Pell Grant, a $300 Supplemental Educational Opportunity
Grant, and $1,400 from the BIA. The BIA grant is awarded last
and cannot exceed the remaining financial need of the student.

Grants may be continued through both undergraduate and graduate
levels if the student maintains satisfactory progress. Renewal
applications must be submitted annually with updated grades or
transcripts. Successful students need not repay the grants, but
the BIA has proposed regulations requiring that students who
drop-out, are expelled, or fail to maintain satisfactory progress
are required to pay back the grants they received. The program
is fully funded by the federal government.



CUBAN AND HAITIAN RESETTLEMENT

Tie Department of Justice provides federal funds to support
resettlement services to Cuban and Haitian entrants to the U.S.
who have been paroled into the community by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS). The program was created in the
spring of 1980 to help cope with the special problems presented
by the arrival of large numbers of Cuban and Haitian boat
people. These persons were not authorized to enter the U.S.,
were therefore detained by the INS, and in need of some
assistance upon their release from INS custody. The Cuban and
Haitian Entrant Resettlement (CHER) program works through
agreements with individuals and public or private nonprofit
organizations that provide resettlement services.

The CHER projects feature halfway houses offering training and
counseling intended to promote the economic self-sufficiency of
the entrants within the shortest possible time. Other projects
have included child welfare services for unaccompanied minors and
family reunification services. Projects for entrants with
special needs include programs for persons with physical
handicaps, with mental disabilities and alcohol or drug
dependencies, and for Cubans imprisoned either for crimes
committed in Cuba or since their arrival in this country.

The CHER program is fully funded by the federal government, and,
in FY 1985, the program had a total federal cost of about $26
million. The funds supported grants that ranged from $1,200 for
an individual placement of one person with one sponsor for one
year to $1.6 million for a large resettlement project. The
average grant was about $300,000. The grants are awarded on the
basis of a competitive process that emphasizes past experience
and proven success with resettlement projects.

The special CHER program is perhaps best seen in light of the
general program provided by the Office of Refugee Resettlement
(CAR). The CHER program is similar to, and coordinated with, but
separate from the ORR program. ORR programs are limited to
persons with official refugee status from the INS and persons
against whom a final deportation order by the INS has not been
issued; the CHER program is targeted on Cubans and Haitians
apprehended and detained by the INS as illegal entrants and whose
official INS status frequently remains under review. While CHER
participants may eventually qualify for ORR benefits, most Cubans
and Haitian entrants are initially unable to meet the ORR
requirements.



HEALTH CAREERS OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM

The Public Health Service (PHS) of the Department of Health and
Human Services makes federal funds available to health and
educational institutions to help disadvantaged individuals pursue
health profession careers. The Health Careers Opportunity
Program (HCOP) is administered by PHS; state and local
governments play no direct role in the program. The HCOP grants
are awarded to schools and nonprofit organizations on a
competitive basis that target resources on populations
underrepresented in the health professions.

The HCOP funds support a variety of services to assist
disadvantaged students enter into and successfully complete
education or training in the health fields. The program services
feature enrichment courses to enhance applicants' chances for
admission to programs leading to health cost careers. After
admission, HCOP features tutoring and counseling to assist
students to complete their courses of study. Funds may also be
used to recruit students, to facilitate their entry into school,
and to publicize sources of financial aid. The HCOP funds may
not be used for tuition and fees.

Eligibility is limited to either academically or economically
disadvantaged individuals. Academically disadvantaged persons
include all those whose background has not provided them with the
knowledge, skills, and abilities required to enter and complete a
health profession program. The enrichment courses funded by HCOP
typically offer chemistry classes and other basic sciences that
are not now available to all secondary students. Economically
disadvantaged persons include all those whose family income does
not exceed the federal poverty guidelines.

In FY 1985, about 158 HCOP projects were funded at a total
federal cost of about $20 million. About 11,000 students
participated in enrichment courses and about 13,000 more students
received services after enrollment in school. The schools that
provide HCOP services represent the wide range of health
professions, including schools of medicine, osteopathy, public
health, dentistry, veterinary medicine, optometry, pharmacy, and
podiatry. The nonprofit organizations that provide HCOP services
include community agencies and professional associations that
promote health careers among minorities and economically
disadvantaged persons of all races.
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ADOLESCENT FAMILY LIFE

The Adolescent Family Life (AFL) Demonstration Grants Projects
provide grants intended to find effective means of postponing
premarital sexual activity, of promoting adoption as an
alternative to adolescent parenting, and coordinating delivery of
health care services to pregnant and parenting adolescents and
their children. The grants are distributed by the Department of
Health and Human Services with states having the opportunity to
review applications to ensure conformance with state plans and
Dbjsctives. Grantees who carry out the AFL program include
state, local, and Indian tribal governments as well as school
iistricts and private nonprofit organizations.

En FY 1985, about 103,500 adolescents were served by the AFL
program with federal outlays of about $11 million and state/local
outlays of about $12 million. The program operates under a fixed
federal appropriat4on. The amount of a grant is flexible and
requires a 30 percent match by the grantee in the first and
second year of funding and a 40 percent, 50 percent, and 60
percent match in the third, fourth, and fifth years,
respectively.

All adolescents are eligible for AFL services. Fees for services
are required with appropriate discounts determined by the grantee
based on the client's ability to pay.

A variety of services are authorized under AFL programs, ranging
from pregnancy testing to child care. Referrals are common to
promote adoption options, treatment of venereal disease, and
pediatric care. Educational services play a key role in meeting
the needs of recipients.

These benefits are often available elsewhere and one of the AFL
objectives is to coordinate and facilitate the provision of
existing services. Grantees are required to maximize use of
other available resources and thus to develop linkages with other
programs providing benefits for which the client may be eligible.
These other programs include Medicaid, AFDC, Maternal and Child
Health, Food Stamps, WIC, and state programs.

The AFL program tons established in 1981 and features significant
changes from its predecessor program. The predecessor program
provided only care services to pregnant and parenting
adolescents, did not require parental consent, and permitted
referrals for abortion. The AFL program, in contrast, provideq
for prevention and research in addition to care services,
requires parental consent, and prohibits referrals for abortions.
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VOLUNTEERS IN SERVICE TO AMERICA

The Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA) program is intended
to supplement ongoing efforts to eliminate poverty and poverty-
related problems by enabling persons to perform service as
volunteers. State and local governments have no role in
administering the program, but are eligible to be VISTA
sponsoring organizations. The VISTA sponsoring organizations,
which also include public and private nonprofit organizations,
employ the volunteers on tasks that improve a community's
abilities to solve its own problems and that directly benefit
low income persons.

In FY 1986, approximately 2,400 VISTA volunteers served with
about 500 spoworing organizations at a total federal cost of
about $19 million. The program is fully funded by the federal
government. Allocations of volunteers and support dollars are
based on an area's relative degree of poverty, while maintaining
a minimum number of volunteers in each state. Federal
expenditures for the program were about $23 million in FY 1975
and peaked at about $30 million in FY 1981.

The local projects that utilize VISTA volunteers are developed
with the active participation of members of the low income
community and must be responsive to the needs the low income
persons. Low income is defined as household income that does not
exceed the federal poverty guidelines. Common to all projects is
the VISTA philosophy that volunteers are assigned for a limited
time to help get programs started; programs are then taken over
and operated by local communities.

Volunteers work on a variety of projects. The current emphasis
is on youth programs that combat illiteracy and drug abuse.
Other community-based projects include food distribution, aiding
the homeless, and addressing the special needs of elderly and
handicapped persons. Volunteers may not be employed in political
or religious activities and are not to displace regular employees
or impair existing contracts for service.

The volunteers under VISTA work full-time for a full year and
live among the people they serve. Volunteers receive stipends
that provide a subsistence level of support. Virtually all
volunteers are recruited and serve locally. All VISTA funds are
used to provide stiperds for volunteers and materials necessary
for volunteers to carry out their assignments: no federal,
state, or local staff are supported by VISTA funds.
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INDIAN SOCIAL SERVICES

The Indian Social Services Program provides foster home care and
institutional care for dependent, neglected, and handicappedIndian children. State and local governments play no direct rolein the program. The program is administered by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) and the local BIA office is the point ofcontact for applicants in need.

In FY 1985, the program assisted an average of 3,000 children permonth at a total federal cost of about $15 million. The programis fully funded by the federal government and operates oily in
those areas where such services are not available from otherpublic sources.

The program serves Indian children who have been removed from
their homes due to neglect or abuse and placed in foster homes orchild care institutions. Applications may also be made
voluntarily by a parent, guardian, or other person having custody
of the child. The program is also designed to meet the specialneeds of handicapped children.

The benefits to the child are maintenance payments provided inthe form of a monthly check to the foster parent or child careinstitution. The amount of assistance depends on the type ofcare or treatment required by the child.
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EMPLOYMENT SERVICES AND JOB TRAINING

Under Title IV-D of the Job Training Partnership Act, the federal
government is authorized to provide job training for persons with
particular disadvantages in the labor market and promote linkages
between training programs and the private sector. Toward those
ends, the Department of Labor provides federal funds to support
pilot programs and demonstration projects. The funds are
generally awarded on a competitive basis to state and local
governments, federal agencies, and nonprofit organizations that
supply employment services.

The funds are primarily used to arrange job training and job
opportunities for disadvantaged persons. Such persons may
include displaced homemakers, handicapped individuals, single
parents, persons with limited English language p..-ofitiency, older
workers, women, minorities, and persons lacking educational
credentials. The funds may also be used to meet industry-wide
skill shortages and for other special projects.

Eligibility under a particular pilot program or demonstration
project may be restricted to a special target group. In addition
to a general requirement that all participants he economically
disadvantaged, many efforts are focused on specific age, sex, or
racial groups. Economically disadvantaged is defined as persons
with incomes that do not exceed the federal poverty guidelines
or, if higher, 70 percent of the Lower Living Standard Income
Level (a standard issued by the Secretary of Labor that
recognizes regional klifferences in the cost of living).

Projects are designed to promote widely applicable activities and
techniques. For example, a national nonprofit organization
received a $1 million grant to trai% and place 560 handicapped
workers in all 50 states with t active cooperation of private
businesses. Another $1 minim grant was awarded to a national
employers association to train and place 320 persons in tooling
and machining occupations at locations throughout the country.
Such projects are primarily intended to open doors and to provide
successful examples of what can be done.

Matching funds from grantees are not required by statute, but may
be imposed administratively for some of the grants. For FY 1987,
$31.6 million was appropriated for the pilot and demonstration
activities.
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RENTAL HOUSING REHABILITAIION

The Rental Housing Rehabilitation (RHR) Program, under the
Department of Housing and Urban Development, provides federal
funds to help increase the supply of rental housing that is
affordable to low income families. Operating within broad
federal guidelines, the state and local governments that apply
for and receive RHR funds have considerable flexibility to design
and implement programs.

The RHR funds are used in two ways. First, state and local
governments subsidize, up to a maximum of $5,000 per unit, the
rehabilitation of existing, privately-owned residential rental
units. Second, state and local governments provide rental
housing assistance to very low income families, usually in the
form of vouchers, to enable them to afford the rents in units
rehabilitated under the progrrAm or to find alternative housing.
No funds may be used for administrative purposes.

To qualify for RHR funds, all projects must benefit low income
tenants and neighborhoods. This target group is defined as
households with median incomes less than 80 percent of the area
median income. To date, 75 percent of the tenants in completed
projects are in households with less than 50 percent of the
area's median income and 92 percent of the tenants assisted have
incomes below 80 percent of the median.

The RIR program is new. Authorized in 1983 and first funded in
FY 1984, the early data on the program reflects the usual time
lags required for construction and rehabilitation work. Thus, in
FY 1985 actual outlays of federal dollars under RHR were only
about $14.4 million and about 12,400 households were assisted.
The contracts signed by the RHR program in FY 1985, however,
totaled $154.32 million.

425 431



RURAL SELF-HELP TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

The Department of Agriculture funds technical assistance programs
to help low income, rural families build homes by the mutual
self-help method. These Technical Assistance (TA) grants are
administered by the Farmers Home Administration (FmHA). The
grantees who provide TA programs include states and their
political subdivisions, as well as public and private nonprofit
organizations.

The TA grants may be used for hiring construction supervisors and
technical trainers, paying office and administrative expenses,
obtaining power and specialty tools, and paying fees for training
self-help group members in construction techniques. The TA funds
may not be used to hire construction workers, to buy real estate,
or to pay for construction materials.

To qualify for TA funds, applicants must serve small communities
in open country that are rural in character. Small communities
generally have populations under 10,000 persons, but under
certain circumstances may be as high as 20,000 persons.
Applicants must recruit groups of low income families who agree
to build their homes by the mutual self-help method; low income
is defined as income that does not exceed 80 percent of the
median income in the area. Applicants must also furnish evidence
that the benefiting families are unable to obtain funds from
other sources and will realize net savings by building their
homes in this way.

In FY 1985, TA grants tot. lling about $14 million were awarded.
The program is fully funded by the federal government.
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RURAL HOUSING GRANTS

Tiural Housing Grants assist low income, elderly homeowners to
make house repairs that remove health and safety hazards.
Although authorized under section 504 of the Housing Act of 1949
as amended, the program operates under the U.S. Department of
Agriculture. State and local governments play no direct role in
the program. The grants are administered by the Farmer's Home
Administration (FmHA) through their state offices. District or
county FmHA offices serve as the contact point for applicants in
need.

In FY 1985, about $12 million in grants were awarded to about
3,500 persons. The program is fully funded by the federal
government.

Eligibility is limited to individuals age 62 or older or families
with such individuals. The grantee's income must be below 50
percent of the median income for the area, after certain
deductions and adjustments for household size. The grantees must
own and occupy a dwelling in a rural area that has been
identified by the local FmHA supervisor as a home in need of
repairs to remove health and safety hazards. The grantees must
be unable to obtain credit elsewhere and must lack the resources
to make the needed repairs themselves.

The repairs typically provided include installing or repairing
water and waste disposal systems and taking various energy
conservation measures. Repairing or replacing heating systems,
roofs, sidings, and electrical wiring are also permitted. The
maximum lifetime amo4nt of assistance is $5,000, which is
disbursed through a siiervised bank account, only after such
repairs have been mad nd inspected.

If assistance is availL0le from other sources, the applicant is
required to use that assistance to the fullest extent possible.
The Department of Housing and Urban Development, under the
Community Development Block Grant, sometimes provides such
assistance and the FmHA funding is reduced to a supplementary
role. Thus, Rural Housiag Grants function as a program of last
resort to upgrade substandard dwellings owned and occupied by
elderly poor persons.
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ADULT PROGRAMS

The Adult Programs are a combination of older welfare programs
that were replaced for states by Supplemental Security Income in
1974. These older programs are Grants to the States for Old-Age
Assistance (OAA), for Aid to the Blind (AB), for Aid to the
Permanently and Totally Disabled (APTD), and for Aid to the Aged,
Blind, or Disabled (AABD). Recipients are also eligible for
Medicaid.

The Adult Programs operate only in the territories of Guam,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands and enable these
jurisdictions to provide cash assistance to needy individuals who
are aged, blind, or disabled. Each territory may choose to
provide benefits under any combination of OAA, AB, and APTD or
may choose to provide all three under AABD.

The territories help fund the programs, determine the types of
needs addressed, and the extent to which such needs will be met.
Local offices serve as the contact point for applicants in need
and make eligibility determinations according to the standards of
the territory.

In FY 1986, about 42,000 persons in the three territories
received a total of about $18 million in cash assistance under
the Adult Programs. Since FY 1979, the total amount which the
federal government provides to the territories to help fund all
of the Adult Programs, plus AFDC and Foster Care and Adoption
Assistance has been capped: $3.3 million for Guam, $72 million
for Puerto Rico, and $2.4 million for the Virgin Islands. Each
of the territories currently spends more of its own money than
necessary to meet the federal matching requirements (which
require states to pay for 25 percent of total expenditures).

Under all of the Adult Programs, the territories set their own
income and asset limits for determining eligibility and set their
own cash benefit levels.
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GRADUATE AND PROFESSIONAL FELLOWSHIPS
(PATRICIA ROBERTS HARRIS FELLOWSHIPS)

The Department of Education provides grants to institutions of
higher education to support fellowships for graduate and
professional students with financial need. State and local
governments play no direct role in the program. All accredited
institutions with programs leading to advanced degrees are
eligible to participate. Institutions receiving grants determine
the financial needs of students and award the fellowships.

The program supports two kinds of fellowships. Graduate and
Professional Opplrtunity Fellowships are restricted to
individuals from groups that are underrepresented in graduate or
professional study, such as minorities and women. Public Service
Education Fellowships are restricted to persons who plan to begin
or continue a career in public service. Applicants must also be
full-time enrolled candidates for advanced degrees and must have
demonstrated financial need.

Financial need is determined by the schools receiving the grants
using the method required by statute for the federal Title IV
student financial assistance programs. This need analysis takes
into consideration the amounts that the students and their
families might reasonably be expected to contribute toward total
educational costs, as well as aid received from other sources.
Financial need is the difference between these expected
contributions and the cost of attendance.

Fellowships are awarded for one year with renewals for students
making satisfactory progress for up to three years. The actual
amounts of the fellowships are based on financial need and may
range as high as $10,000 per year. The program also provides an
additional allowance of $6,000 per year to the institution for
each fellow to cover tuition, books, fees, and other reasonable
educational costs.

The program is fully funded by the federal government and in FY
1985 had a total cost of about $12 million. These funds provided
1,737 fellowship: through 204 grants. In addition to encouraging
graduate and professional schools to recruit students from a
underrepresented groups, these fellowships are also intended to
address national employment needs for workers with ad7anced
degrees.
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TITLE VI GRANTS TO INDIAN TRIBES

Title VI of :c.ne Older Americans Act authorizes grants to Indian
trit'al organizations to promote delivery of supportive and
nutritional services to older members of federally recognized
tribes. State and local governments are not involved in
administering the program, although some states independently
contribute funds,, /in -kind materials, or such services as
nutritional inspections and training.

Title VI grants support a variety of services. The nutritional
services consist of congregate meals and home-delivered meals.
The only federally required supportive services are information
and referral; other typical supportive services include
transportation, homemaker and chore services, legal and ombudsman
assistance, and cultural and recreational activities. The tribes
have discretion allocating resources among such services and for
distributing services among the eligible elderly Indians.

Older members of the federally recognized tribes receiving grants
under the program are eligible for services. Each tribe may
designate its age for "older Indian." Spouses of older Indians,
nonelderly handicapped or disabled Indians residing in facilities
occupied primarily for the elderly, and volunteers providing
services during meal hours are eligible for meals, but not for
supportive services. There are no means-tests for services.

In FY 1985, about 34,000 persons were eligible for services,
which were provided at a total federal cost of about $7.5
million. In addition, the meal reimbursement program of the
Department of Agriculture (authorized by the Older Americans Act)
provides benefits to the same Indian tribal organizations to meet
some of the costs of the congregate and home-delivered meals.
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FOLLOW THROUGH

The Follow Through program, administered by the Department of
Education, provides grants to assist children from low income
families enrolled in kindergarten through third grade and to
amplify the gains made by such children in Head Start and similar
preschool programs. State governments play no direct role in the
program. Follow Through grantees are primarily Local Educational
Agencies, but also include institutions of higher education and
regional educational laboratories.

Follow Through is an experimental program designed to develop,
implement, validate, and disseminate innovative instructional
approaches for primary education. Discretionary grants are
awarded to institutions of higher learning and regional
educational laboratories to develop new methods of instruction.
Local Education Agencies are awarded grants to implement
innovations that stress active participation of parents and
provision of supportive services related to nutrition and health.
Successful local programs validated by the Department of
Education may be awarded additional grants to serve as Resource
Centers or demonstration projects so the other local school
districts may adopt their innovative practices.

In the areas selected for participation, public and private
school children from low income families enrolled in kindergarten
through third grade are eligible. Low income is defined as
family income that does not exceed the federal poverty
guidelines. Within certain limits, non-low income children also
may participate. The limits are that at least 50 percent of the
children must be from low-income families and at least 50 percent
of the children must have participated for a full year in Head
Start or similar preschool programs.

In FY 1986, about 18,000 children, 80 percent of whom were from
low income families, participated in Follow Through programs.
The federal cost was about $7 million, which covered about 80
percent of program expenses; Local Educational Agency grantees
must contribute at least 20 percent of the total program costs.
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EXCEPTIONAL FINANCIAL NEED SCHOLARSHIPS

The Public Health Service (PHS) of the Department of Health and
Human Services, makes federal funds available to health
profession schools to award scholarships to full-time, first-year
students with exceptional financial need (EFN). The program is
administered by PHS; state and local governments play no direct
role in the program. Based on the availability of funds and a
competitive process, EFN awards are issued to schools which in
turn give the scholarships to students they select.

The EFN Scholarships are awarded without a reciprocal service or
financial obligation to encourage needy students who might
otherwise be reluctant to pursue a health profession career. The
awards are limited to first-year, full-time students who have
exceptional financial need. The candidate's resources are
determined on the basis of the student's income as well as the
income of the student's parents or spouse, regardless of the
student's tax status. The combined incomes and other factors
provide a basis for a schedule of amounts (or resources) that the
students and their families might reasonably be expected to
contribute toward total educational costs. In recent years,
scholarships have been limited to these with no other resources.

In FY 1985, about 300 schools received EFN grants at a total
federal cost of about $7 million. The grants provided full
scholarships for about 421 students selected from among 1,300
eligible applicants. In addition to payment,of tuition, fees,
and other reasonable educational costs, the EFN Scholarships
provide stipends of $632 a month for 12 months.

The schools receiving EFN grants represent the wide range of
health professions, including schools of medicine, dentistry,
osteopathy, optometry, podiatry, pharmacy, and veterinary
medicine. The program has been in operation with about the same
funding since 1978.
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MIGRANT HIGH SCHOOL EQUIVALENCY PROGRAM

The Migrant High School Equivalency Program (HEP) provides
federal grants to institutions of higher education and private
nonprofit organizations to assist students from migrant
farmworker backgrounds obtain the equivalent of a secondary
school diploma. State and local governments play no direct role
in the program. The grantees are responsible for determining the
needs of students, for providing the financial assistance,
academic help, and supportive services they nek , and for
assisting successful students either gain employment or continue
on with their education.

Eligibility is limited to students who are themselves cr whose
families are engaged in migrant or seasonal farmwork.
Eligibility is further limited to those who have not earned a
secondary school diploma, who are not currently enrolled in
school, and who are above the age of compulsory school
attendance. While there is no specific income test, the students
must be judged by the grantees to need financial assistance,
academic help, and supportive services. The generally very low
incomes of migrant and seasonal farmworkers provide a basis for
estimatiiy that virtual3y all HEP participants are from families
with incomes below the federal poverty guidelines.

The HEP programs typically provide basi- instruction in reading,
writing, mathematics, and other subjects tested by high school
equivalency examinations. In addition to personal and academic
counseling, HEP programs often provide career-oriented, work-
study courses, some forms of financial assistance such as
housing, and placements in postsecondary schools or training
programs.

In FY 1985, the HEP program served about 2,900 students through
grants to 15 institutions of higher education and seven nonprofit
organizations at a total federal cost of about $6 million. The
program is fully funded by the federal government. Grants are
awarded through a competitive process conducted by the U.S.
Department of Education.

The HEP program was established in 1965 and is perhaps best seen
in the context of other educational programs targeted on the
children of migrant and seasonal farmworkers. There are other
federally funded programs to meet the special educational needs
of migratory school children and to aid first-year college
students from such backgrounds. The HEP program is for the drop-
outs and attempts to reopen alternatives for young persons.
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BLACK LUNG CLINICS

Black Lung Clinics (BLCs) provide health care services to coal
miners who have Black Lung disease or related respiratory and
pulmonary impairments. The program is administered by the
federal Department of Health and Human Services and BLC funds are
targeted on areas with significant numbers of active and inactive
coal miners. Any public or private entity may apply for a grant,
but a state that meets the minimum requirements will be given
preference over all other applicants from that state. About one-
third of the current grantees are state or local governments and
the remainder are private, nonprofit organizations.

In FY 1985, about 48,000 persons received BLC services and
federal outlays for the program totalled about $3 million.
Grantees are required to maximize other sources of revenues,
particularly third-party reimbursements, and to ensure that all
persons who can afford to pay for all or part of the cost of
their care do so. Thus, while services similar to those provided
by BLCs may be provided by other programs, little or no
duplication occurs because BLC dollars are used to pay for
services only if no other sources of funds are a:.plicable.

Active, unemployed, and retired coal miners with Black Lung
disease or related chronic and obstructive pulmonary diseases are
eligible for all BLC services, regardless of ability to pay.
While states have more latitude to set their own standards, all
other grantees must provide service to miners whose incomes are
less than twice the federal poverty guidelines with services at a
discount according to a sliding fee scale. The coal miner
population includes any individual who works or has worked in or
around a coal mine or coal preparation facility and who was
exposed to coal dust as a result of such employment.

BLCs provide a range of health care services. Primary care, such
as physician services for respiratory and pulmonary impairments,
is supplemented by patient care coordination, including
individual care plans for all patients. Other services include
patient and family education and counseling, antismoking advice,
and other symptomatic treatments. The BLCs generally emphasize
achieving and maintaining a level of health that decreases use of
relatively high-cost emergency room and inpatient services.
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COLLEGE ASSISTANCE MIGRANT PROGRAM

The College Assistance Migrant Program (CAMP) provides federal
grants to institutions of higher education to assist first-year
college students from migrant farmworker backgrounds. State and
local governments play no direct role in the program. The
institutions of higher education that receive the federal grants
are responsible for determining the needs of students and
providing the financial assistance, academic help, and supportive
services needed by the students to successfully complete a
postsecondary program of study.

Eligibility is limited to first-year students who are themselves,
or whose families are, engaged in migrant or other seasonal
farmwork. While there is no specific income test, the students
must be judged by the grantees to need financial assistance for
college expenses. The very Jow incomes of migrant and seasonal
farmworkers provide a basis IT estimating that virtually all
CAMP participants are from families with incomes below the
federal poverty guidelines.

In addition to financial aid, the CAMP program may provide
academic and supportive services. Academic services feature
tutoring and instruction in basic skills as well as In the
subjects in which the students are enrolled. The supportive
services may include counseling, housing support, allowances for
meals and personal expenses, and exposure to cultural events and
other activities not ordinarily available to students from these
backgrounds.

In FY 1985, the CAMP program served about 400 students through
grants to five institutions of higher learning at a total federal
cost of about $1 million. The program is fully funded by the
federal government. Grants are awarded through a competitive
process conducted by the Department of Education.
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FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT FOR DISADVANTAGED YOUTH - PART TIME
(STAY-IN-SCHOOL MOGRAM)

The Stay-In-School Program operated by the federal Office of
Personnel Management ()PM) provides disadvantaged young persons
with opportunities for part-time employment with the federal
government. Under the program, OPM allocates authority to fill
part-time jobs to federal agencies; local offices of the state
employment service screen young persons foi some eligibility
and refer eligible applicants to federal a, as with slots
available. The employment is intended to a: w the participants
to continue their educations without interruptions caused by
financial pressures.

Participation is limited to disadvantaged young persons who are
at least age 16 and who are actively pursuing education up to the
baccalaureate level. Disadvantaged status is determined by a
financial needs test and referrals for jobs are made in order of
financial need: eligible applicants are assigned to one of four
categories depending on household income. All applicants in the
poorest category must be referred for jobs before other
applicants are considered. The annual income ceilings range, for
a family of four, from $11,000 in category one to a high of
$18,500 in category four.

Participants are permitted to work up to 20 hours per week during
the school year and a regular 40 hour week during vacation
periods. No special skills or experience are required to
participate and federal agency heads fix rates of pay in
accordance with the duties assigned. The rates of pay range from
a minimum of the federal minimum wage ($3.35 an hour) up to a
maximum of the GS-4 rate ($6.08 an hour).

While the Stay-In-School Program is administered by OPM, it is
both funded and carried out by the numerous federal agencies
participating in the program. In FY 1985, an estimated 21,000
youths per month were employed under the Stay-In-School Program.



FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT FOR DISADVANTAGED YOUTH
SUMMER PROGRAM

The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) provides disadvantaged
young persons with opportunities for summer employment with the
federal government. Under the program, OPM allocates authority
to fill summer jobs to federal agencies; local offices of the
state employment service screen young persons for income
eligibility and refer eligible applicants to federal agencies
with available slots. The program is intended to assist needy
young persons gain work experience and to earn the money they
need to return to school.

Participation is limited to disadvantaged young persons who are
at least age 16 and who are enrolled in school pursuing education
up to the baccalaureate level. Disadvantaged status is
determined by a financial needs test and referrals for jobs are
made in order of financial need: eligible applicants are
assigned to one of four categories depending on household income.
All applicants in the poorest category must be referred for jobs
before other applicants are considered. The annual income
ceilings range, for a family of four, from $11,000 in category
one to a high of $18,500 in category four.

Youths hired as Summer Aids work a regular 40 hour week and are
paid at the federal minimum wage rate. No special skills or
experience are required and federal agency heads assign duties as
appropriate. In FY 1985, about 14,000 youths participated in tLe
program.

The program is administered by OPM, but is both funded and
carried out by the numerous federal agencies participating in
p-o;ram.
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Introduction to Part Three

Part Three includes brief descriptions o'f federal programs which
target loans to persons with incomes under some maximum. Eleven
such programs were identified and included in Tpble 1 of Up From
Dependency. T:ly are listed here, as in that table, in order
base upon total loans made in FY 1985.
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GUARANTLED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM

The Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSL) wakes loans available
to eligible students attending participating postsecondary
schools, including colleges and universities, vocational,
technical, business and trade schools, and certain foreign
institutions. There are three principal programs: (1) a highly
subsidized regular GSL program; (2) a less subsidized program of
'supplemental loans for students (SLS); (3) a less subsidized
program for parents of dependent students (PLUS). Students must
meet a "need test" to determine eligibility for the regular GSL
program.

GSL uses private loan capital supplied primarily by commercial
lenders, but also by other lenders including state agencies and
schools. Lender participation is secured by guaranteeing lenders
a yield equal at least the 91-day Treasury bill rate plus 3.25
percent. The loans are fully guaranteed by individual state or
private nonprofit guarantee agencies and reinsured by the federal
government. GSL defaults will cost the federal government over
$1.5 billion in FY 1988.

Applications for loans are obtained from lenders or schools. The
school must certify that the student is enrolled and maintaining
satisfactory progress, or accepted for enrollment, and provide
information on the student's cost of education, other financial
aid, and the expected family contribution.

Repayment begins immediately for less subsidized loans and six
months after the student ceases to carry at least one-half the
normal full-time academic workload for regular loans. For
regular loans, the federal government pays all interest costs
before the student enters repayment. Defermelt of payment may be
granted during certain authorized periods.

In FY 1986, about $9.3 billion in loans were made to about four
million students. About four in ten of these students had
incomes below poverty.
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VERY LOW AND LOW INCOME HOUSING LOANS

Title V of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended, authorizes the
Secretary of 14,griculture to extend assistance, through the
Farmer's Home Administration (FmHA), to persons in rural areas
for the construction, improvement, alterations or repair of
dwellings. Funds may be used to build, rehabilitate, improve, or
relocate the applicant's permanent residence, for housing for
farm managers, tenants, share croppers or farm laborers,, and to
refinance certain secured and unsecured debts.

At least 40 percent of funds are allocated for use by very low
income families. Low income and very low income are the levels
so estabJ.ished for the programs of the federal Department of
Housing and Urban Development. Interest credit assistance is
based upon the borrower's income and loan size.

In most cases, applications are made directly by family
seeing the loan. In some states, applications are submitted to
FmHA by "packagers" who screen applicants and aid with completion
of required documentation. Loan funds are received by the
borrower nt the time of loan closing. A borrower may not have
Section 502 housing loans on more than one property at one time,
but may have more than one loan per property. The maximum size
of the loan is determined by the cost of modest housing in the
borrower's locality.

In FY 1983, loans totaling about $2.3 billion were made to about
52,000 families. A national mean loan was about $34,000.
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RURAL RENTAL HOUSING LOANS

Sections 515 and 521 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended,
provide fur loans for economically designed and constructed
rental and cooperative housing and related facilities suited for
independent living for rural residents. Occupants must be low or
moderate income families, as defined for programs administered by
the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development, or aged
62 or older, or handicapped.

Public or private nonprofit, or private for-profit organizations,
and individuals apply to the FmHA for sites in open country or
communities of less than 10,000 (20,000 under certain
circumstances). Applicants must provide a market analysis
showing reed for such services, a legal capacity to incur the
obligation and operate the housing, a sound budget, and inability
to obtain the funds from other sources at terms which would
enable the application to rent the units for amounts that are
within payment ability of eligible low and moderate income
families, senior citizens, and the handicapped.

Occupants receive the benefit through reduced rental payments.
In FY 1985, loans totaling about $900 million were made to
provide housing for about 25,500 families.
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RURAL HOUSING SITE LOANS

Under Sections 523 and 524 of the Housing Act of 1949, as
amended, loans are made to assist public or private nonprofit
organizations interested in providing sites for housing, to
acquire and develop land in rural areas to be subdivided as
adequate building sites and sold on a nonprofit basis to families
eligible for low and very low income loans. Sites developed with
Section 524 loans must be for housing low and very low income
families. Section 523 sites must be for housing built by the
self-help method.

Sites must be in open country or towns with populations under
10,000 (20,n00 under some circumstances). Applicants must
furnish market analysis showing the need for such services, a
legal capacity to borrow funds and develop land for sale, a sound
budget, and a general project description.

In FY 1985, loans totaling about $218 million were made.
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MORTGAGE INSURANCE - HOMES FOR LOW AND MODERATE INCOME FAMILIES

Section 221 of the National Housing Act, as amended in 1954,
authorizes insurance of mortgages to make homeownership more
readily available to families displaced by a natural disaster,
urban renewal, or °that government action, and to increase
homeownership opportunities for low and moderate income families.

The Department of Housing and Urban Development insures lenders
against loss of mortgages used to finance the purchase of
proposed or existing low-cost dwellings for one to four families,
or the rehabilitation of such housing. The mortgage may extend
for 30 years (or longer if the mortgagor is unacceptable under a
30-year term).

For most families purchasing single family units, the amount of
the loan is 97 percent of the appraised value plus closing costs,
up to a maximum of $31,000. Higher maximums are permitted for
high-cost areas and large families. The down payment is equal to
the difference between the maximum loan amount and the purchase
price plus prepaid expenses. For displaced families, the down
payment is somewhat smaller, but no less than $200. Mortgage
insurance premiums, loan origination fees and appraisal and
inspection fees may also be required.

In FY 1985, about $213 million in mortgages were insured. At the
beginning of FY 1985, a cumulative total of 936,000 homes were
insured with mortgages totaling $1:;.5 billion.
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PERKINS LOAN PROGRAM
(FORMERLY NATIONAL DIRECT STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM)

The Perkins Loan Program provvides federal capital to
participatIng postsecondary schools to provide low-interest,
long-term loans to help financially needy students pay their
educational costs. Schools with high default rates may not be
eligible for new federal capital. Undergraduate, graduate or
professional students enrolled or accepted for enrollment as
regular students who are maintaining satisfactory progress and
have demonstrated financial need are eligible.

Perkins funds are 90 percent federal and 10 percent institutional
capital. Institutions may use funds to make loans to needy
students for educational expenses and may use between three and
five percent of funds for administrative expenses. Loan
repayments are made to school revolving funds, where they are
available to be lent again. Currently about $5 billion is in
revolving status.

For FY 1986, about $779 million in lows were made to benefit
about 885,000 students. About 18 percent of the students were
from families with incomes below poverty.



LOANS FOR SMALL BUSINESSES

Section 7(a) of the Small Business Act of 1953, as amended,
authorizes direct and guaranteed loans for small businesses owned
by low income persons or located in areas of high unemployment.
Loans may not be made to publishing media, nonprofit enterprises,
speculators in property, lending or investment enterprises, or
financing real property held for investment.

Generally, eligible businesses must be independently owned and
operated, not dominant in the field, and meet Small Business
Administration size criteria. Criteria are set separately for
manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers, service providers, and
agricultural enterprises.

Applications are filed directly in SBA field offices. In FY
1985, direct loans totaliag $15 million were made, and in FY
1986, $14 million in direct loans and $32 million in guaranteed
loans were made.



COMMUNITY FACILITIES LOANS

Section 306 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act
authorizes loans to construct, enlarge, extend or otherwise
improve community f,dAlities providing essential sr:vices to
rural residents. C .iimunity facilities Jaclude, by, are not
lim ted to, those providing or supporting overall community
development, such as fire and rescue services, transportation,
community, social, cultural and health benefits, industrial park
sites, access ways, and utility extensions.

Applicants may be public or private nonprofit organizations who
have the legal authority necessary for constructing, operating
and maintaining the proposed facility or service and for
obtaining, giving security for and repaying the loan, who are
unable to finance the project from their own resources or at
commercial rates and terms. All facilities financed in whole or
in part with FmHA funds must be for public use.

Projects are selected for funding giving due consideration to
state development strategies, serving the largest number of low
income rural residents, and priority recommendations. Priority
for funding is given first to projects which enhance public
safety, secondly to health care facilities needed to conform to
life and safety codes, third to public service buildings, and
fourth to new hcspitals or major expansions of existing
hospitals.

For FY 1985, 185 loans totaling $115 million were made.

446



SECTION 312 REHABILITATION LOAN PROGRAM

Section 312 of the Housing Act of 1964, as amended, authorizes
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to make loans for
the rehabilitation of single-family and multifamily residential,
mixed-use, dmd nonresidential properties. To be eligible,
properties must be located in designated areas (i.e., principally
urban homesteading areas at this time) or the rehabilitation must
be necessary or appropriate to the execution of an approved
Community Development Program under Title I of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974.

There is no individual means test, but communities are required
to give priority to loans to low and moderate income owner-
occupants. Moderate income means no higher than 95 percent of
the area median. Loans are made at three percent to persons with
incomes no higher than 80 percent of the area median who live in
the single family (1-4 units) property to be rehabilitated. For
others, the interest rate will be equal to the market yield on
outstanding marketable securities of the United States with
comparable terms. The term of a loan may not exceed 20 years or
three-fourths of the '7emaining economic life of the property,
whichever is shorter.

In FY 1985, about $75 million in loans were made. A total of
2,707 single-family loans assisted in the rehabilitation of 3,132
units. Another 77 loans were made for multifamily properties,
directly assisting 1,195 units. About three-fourths of the
single- family loans were to families with incomes below 80
percent of the area median.
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FARM LABOR HOUSING LOANS AND GRANTS

Sections 514 and 516 of the Housing Act of 1949, as amended,
authorizes loans to provide decent, safe, and sanitary low-rent
housing and related facilities for domestic farm laborers. Loans
and grants may be used for construction, repair or purchase of
year-round or seasonal housing, acquiring and improving land for
such housing, and developing related support facilities, such as
recreation areas, central cooking and dining facilities, small
infirmaries, laundry facilities, day care centers, and other
essential equipment and facilities.

Loans are available to public and private nonprofit, private for-
profit organizations and individuals who document the need for
such facilities and inability to provide them from other
resources.

In FY 1985, loans totaling about $20 million were made. Grants
totaled an additional $12 million.
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RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND

Authorized through the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981,
the Rural Development Loan Fund is intended to help alleviate
rural poverty by promoting economic and community development
activities. Loans mar be used only to finance establishment,
expension, or preservation of business facilities or the
undertaking of community development projects in rural areas.

Priorities are given to projects which provide the greatest
number of jobs, increase ownership opportunities for rural low
income residents, are part of a coordinated community, regional
or statewide effort, employ a strategy of leveraging other
resources, demonstrate a positive cost-benefit ratio, and are
managed by persons with experience in successful operation of
profit or nonprofit enterprises.

Loans are made at interest rates established by the Secretary of
the Treasury based upon average market yields on outstanding
Treasury obligations of comparable maturity, except that, for the
first five years, the interest rate may be four percentage points
below that level, bu't; not less than five percent.

In FY 1984, 12 loans, totaling about $10 million were made.
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Introduction to Part Four

Part Four includes data related to state and local spending on
programs for low income people. Some state and local spending
receives matching funding under federal law. Spending of that
kind is described in Parts One and Two. This Part contains
information about spending not associated with federal matching
funds, though, in the case of SSI supplements, the spending may
be required by federal law.

In July 1986, the Low Income Opportunity Working Group invited
the Governors of the states and territories to provide
information about state and local spending for low income
programs. Such information helps complete the picture of low
income aid developed for Up From De endenc . The Working Group
was aware that decentralization o re evant records among local
agencies, and especially variation in key definitions used from
state to state and locality to locality, would make it impossible
to develop data of precision and completeness comparable to that
available at the federal level. A special survey was conducted

-ause available published sources of state and local spending
A not focus upon: a) low income programs; b) spending not

associated with federal matching funds.

Information was requested on spending amounts for a recent fiscal
year in several areas, including assistance in cash, and non-cash
assistance for food, housing, health, employment, and training.
In order not to limit responses by imposing impractical reporting
standards, states wore instructed to use their own
classifications, definitions, and reporting periods.

In the relatively short period requested, 33 states, the District
of Columbia and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico responded.
Approximately $9.2 billion was identified in low income programs.
About one- -third was classified as cash aid, through General
Assistance programs and state SSI supplements. Another third was
described as health-related spending, and the final third was
identified as social services, housing, and other programs.
About two-thirds of all the spending reported was in California
($3.1 billioW and Pennsylvania ($2.9 billion). It must be
remembered that some states with the largest low income
populations and significant state spending for low income
programs, such as Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, and New
York, were among the 17 states not reporting. Based upon other
sources, it appears that inclusion of these 17 states would have
more than doubled the total of low income spending by states not
required to receive matching federal funds.

The following table displays the data reported by 35
jurisdicticns. The absence of a state from the table does not
mean that the state makes no expenditures on low income programs,
and a blank for a reported state should not be taken as proof
that the particular state has no expenditures in that area.



States

Alabama
Alaska

California
Colorado

Delaware
Dist. of Col.
Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas
Maine

MinnesotaMinnesota
Missouri

Montana

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
North Carolina
Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island
Tennessee
Texas

VermontVermont

Washington
Wee: Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTALS

STATE AM LOCAL EXPENDITURES FOR LOW' INCOME PERKINS
(Thousands of Dollars)

Cash Assistance Human & Health Employment
General SSI Social & Medical & Training

Assistance Supplement Services Services Services
Houng

Assistance Other Total

$522 $15,889 $18,413
$34,804$883 $13,698
$14,581 ,

$208,278 $1,417,093 $291,755 $1,220,179 $3,137,305'
$17,561 $52,623 $8,500 $78,684)
$2,393 $1,796 $31,619 $1,908 $5,000 $7 263 $49,979$19,403 $29,F'0 $17,068 $107 $4,689 $417 $71,204
$7,620 $9,641 $63,9u0 $413,896 $495,057
$2,620 $863 $37,805 V'67 $2,047 $2,153 $46,055

$17,497 $5,672 $5,201 $28,369
$151 $3,420 $3,572

$258,881 $45,118 $144,900 $59,681 $508,580
$38,806 $106,176 $6,150 $151,132

$35 $10,387 $120,094 $24,514 $155,030$13,446 $3,600 $49,787 $80 $66,913
$7,500 $6,930 $671 $15,101

$33,422 $2,900 $10,600 $106,331$57,906 $16,564 $56,684 $69,278 $7,499 $207,931
$36,962 $4,436 $1,456 $33,427 $7,718 $83,999
$4,843 $217 $3,380 $8,440
$1,748 $1,900 $3,648$966 $725 $13,329 $15,021$1,300 $1,352 $4,694 $1,654 $9,372 $9 638 $34,010$41,910 $22,827 $34,527 $398 $4,511 $421 $104,593
$1,119 $31,512 $70,472 $137,865 $296 $2,223 $42,814 $286,301$406,147 $67,300 $409,388 $875,581 $48,346 $158,900 $908,679 $2,874,351
$4,796 $12,108

$926 $17,829$19,922 $9,152 $2,278 $2,882 $247 $228 $13,298 $47,804
$15,792

$15,792
$16,196 $5,845 $16 $1,217 $23,274

$853 $71,410
$77,324$3,121 $7,053

$6,746 $16,920$47,657 $18,018 $64,785 $86,624 $2,752 $219,838
$26,099 $6,703 $2,398 $35,197$61,758 $78,215

$100 $140,073$1,292 $225 $2,768 $5,232 $9,517

$1,312,707 $1,758,158 $1,581,518 $3,253,580 $55,308 $202,770 $1,017,516 $9,184,557

Data were provided In response to a request for totals of state and local spending not required to obtain federal matching fLnds.
States reported according to their own definitions and classifications. Absence of a state or blanks under a category of spendingdo not necessarily mean there was no spending by the state for that purpose. States provided spending data according to their ownfiscal accounting periods, generally overlapping, but not identical to, federal FY 1985.
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