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EXECUTIVE o .F FIe E o F THE PRE SID E N T 

23-Feb-1996 09:43am 

TO: Kenneth S. Apfel 
TO: Barry White 
TO: Deborah F. ,Kram~r 
TO: Mary I. Cassell 

,. 

FROM: 	 Keith J. Fontenot 
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRD 

SUBJECT: 	 HHS analysis of impact of time limit 

In sum, as best I can piece together from ASPE, HHS has 'already 
provided some summary information to Sen. Moynihan's staff. At 
some point in time, there is likely therefore to be substantial 
hill pressure to release. . 

See Lester's note below on the analysis and possible changes. If 
something is to be released it should be heavily caveated. 

fD~oO 

.~.-h 
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23-Feb-1996 09:26am 

TO: . Keith J. Fontenot 

FROM: Lester D. Cash 
. Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRD 

SUBJECT: HHStime limit analysis 

I went through the information HHS developed on the number of 
children denied assistance due to the 60 month time limit. The 
information ,is similar to information Has already released on the, 
House and Senate bills. (No similar analysis was released on the 
Conference bill.) However, the,new analysis: shows fewer children 
being affected by the time limit since it uses the CBO December 
baseline. 

The table shows the number of children who would be denied 
federally funded cash assistance as a result of time limits under 
the Senate and Conference bills, assuming no net. work effect and no 
voucher/State cash assistance·after the time liridt. However, it is 
labeled as though all these children will loose all assistance. 

The table would be more informative if it had a range with at least 
two columns, for each bill. These would reflect: 

-The' number of ,children affected .!2Ythe time limit (which is 
what HHS has now); and . 

-a number of children who might lose all ~ assistance 
that is not backfilled· by added earnings. This would need 
to incorporate some assumption about how many States 
provided voucher/State funded cash assistance after the time 
limit, and what was the work effect of the time limit (see
below) ,. . , 

It would al~o be more informative if a cover page was attached that 
discussed the three variables below. 

Vouchers: The Conference'bill -- but not the Senate bill -- allows 
States to use Federal funds to provide vouchers after the time 
limit. 

State-funded cash assistance. Since the MOE will have expired 
before anyone~s a 60 month time limit, States couid use their 
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current matching funds to pay cash assistance after the time limit. 

Work effects. The HHS table does not assume any work effect. I 
believe eBO implicitly assumed a '20% work effect, and the poverty 
analysis assumed 40%-. One or more work effect assumptions could be' 
incorporated into a range table, but, I would recommend against 
releasing a table that included only point estimates that 

"i:noorporated,a, work effect. .(There is little analytic backing for 
any specific assumption.) 
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Stafe Pro'ecled Number 
o(Chlldren 1111 

AWC In 2005 
VnduCurrent LIW 

ALABAMA 
ALASKA 
ARIZONA 
ARKANSAS 

CALIFORNIA 
COL01lADO 
CONNECTlCUT 
DBLAWAR.B 
DIST OP COLUMBIA 

FLOlUQA 
O!OIl.OlA 
HAWAIt 
IDAHO' 

ILUNOIS 
INDIANA 
IOWA 
KANSAS 
KBNTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 
MAINS 
MARVLAND 
MA88ACHUSimS 
MrcmOAN 

,. 
MINNBSOTA 
MISSISSIPPI 
MISSOURI 
MONTANA. 
NBDRASKA 

NBVADA 
NEW HAMPSJnRE 
NBWJI!RSBY 
NBWMBmCO 

103,700 
25,,500 

144,500 
53,'''0 

. 1,904,850 
IS,UO 

115,600 
2.],800 
47,600 

514,:UO 
2",800 
40,800 
14,450 

.506,300 
150,450 
69.100 
61.0'0 

"'8,930 

199,1,50 
46,.,.50 

151,'.50 
211,600 
470.0S0 

13.,7S0 
130,050 
18S,300 
13,800 
33,150 

2",00 
2(),400 

2'6,'100 
61,200 

Nulnber or Children 
Denied A.IIJII!neO 

under lb. Senate 011. 
Deuule tho 'Im.Uy 

Receive' AId.tor 
more then ISO Montb, 

21,26' 
6,111 

33,'18 
12,ji)4 

6)1.434 
19,111 
21,.93 
'.5,446 
1,6,623 

",ll1 
8],621

',1"
2,913· 

l44.604 
33,111 
1",918 
1~2'88 
32,6:18 

S6.a~S 
13,676 
46,S95 

, 
61,O~' 

&81.494 
" 	 35,112 

lI,ll9 
n,'91 
4,~2! 

7.('" 

'.8~6 
4,965 

71.667 
12.138 

Pert.nllKe or 
~ Cldldren Denied 

, AIIJII.fBn~t 
under the 

Senal. DIU 

21% 
26% 
23% 
11% 

)3% 
23% 
24% 
21% 
JS% 

1~1t· 
2a% 

.' 
2)% 
HOA> 

28% 
2'% 
2]% 
26% 
11% 

28% 
290,4 
30% . 
lirA 
39% 

27% 
21% 
28% 
20% 
21% 

23% 
24% 
300.4 
200A. 

Nl.lmberolChltdr.n Pereealace of 
DenIed Assillance Children Dttded 

undeT Ibl Conrerellu Auf&linee 
Ripon Becau•• Ih. Family undertbe 

Renlv.d AIel far ConlerenUi Rljlor' 
mon thin 60 moull.1 

24,501 24% 
7.228 18%

nOla '" 26% 
13,433 U% 

111,362 )8% 
23,378 27% 
33,830 29% 
6.'ll 27% 

'8,'23 40K 

116,164 13% 
99.6.41 34% 
10,'S" 	 26" 
1,.'9 2i% 

169,093 33% 
44.111 JOIK 
18,710 2'1CK 
J8,ll9 2!~" 
38,807 14% 

64,896 32% 
16,360 35% 
S~.I01 34% 
70.74~ 33% 

210,eOJ 45% 

41,022 31% 
34,9" 27%. 
58,926 l2% 
.5,394 2]% 
9,112- 28% 

6.8!U 27% 
.5,45.4 21% 

".au 35"13.S64 21% 

http:151,'.50
http:46,.,.50
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'"liminal')' &dmate DIllie Number orCbltdren Denied A.B'alante 
(J 
«( 	 Due to the 60 Month TIme Limit: Senate Welfare Dill and Ibe Welf.re Conference RepBrt 
a. 

Sfllte 'roJUltd Nllmber Number dehl/dren Pereenllge or 
or Children on Denied Aeeltt.nee Children DenIed 
AFDCta100S bnde.. nl. Senate DIU ANlslne. 

UnderCurtenl Law Ikt8Ue (he Family ulldor lb•. 
Reeeivell AIII ror SeDlite Bill 

more Ihl" flO Mon,b. 

NEWVORK 

Nairn CAROLINA 
NORm DAKOTA 
01U0 
OKLAHOMA 
OREOON 

C... PI!NNSYLVANIA 
RHODB ISLAND 

. sour" CAROLINA 
SOlTl'HDAKOfA 

TBNNBSSEB 
TBXAS 
mAli 
VBRMONT 

VIROINlA . 
WASHINGTON 
WBST VlllOINJA 
WISCONSIN 
WVOMlNO 

TBRRlroiuBS 
TOI'AL 


III 


779,4'0 

2l8,850 
11,150 

'0',4.500 
94,"0 
82.450 

439;4.50 
44,2.00 

114,150 
&.S,300 

209,100 
.1'9,500 

311,250 
18,100 

14),100 
. 101.450 

111,0$0 
114,250 
11,900 

J41.050 
•••2GO,OOO 

222,110 	 28% 

67,498 28% 
2)1141 20% 

111),651 22% 
16,'235 2&% 
26,127 2S% 

Ui,l95 37% 
Il,19D 31% 
ll,665 19% 
.,301 28% 

4S;4.J2 22% 
116.994 	 21% 

200,\.'.'11
4;12.1 25% 

3~i34~ 23% 
.53i358 26% 
191'1145 2'% 

20% 
14 7 22% 

28,133 20% 
1j8OS;900. 18% 

34~£1 

. NumberorChUdrcn Pereelll.ge or 
Dealed Aulst811ce Chlldftll Denied 

under Ihe COli fertllet AlSIstln~e 
Reporl Beelillt the Family under.he 

RecelveiJ AId for l';onl'erenee Repllrt 
more than fiO 1J10nth. 

2.48,407 32% 

18,293 33% 
3,098 24% 

122,4141 24% 
2,1),864 32% 
2:1,426 28" 

ISS,396 42% 
14,560 )3%
2'.On 21%' 
$,011 3)% 

H.814 26% 
137,179 2.4% 

8.641 11% 
!.384 29% 

38,610 27% 
61,740 lWCI 
23,869 300.4 
40,3" 23% 
3,231 21% 

32.922 22% 
3,100,000 32% 

:t 
o 

Notei! 

:t I, HH8IASPS IInIIYII,. Stal.may not 8Um 10 Rational total due 10 roundln,:
o 
Q( 2. The analysis sllOw.a the IlIlJ'llct at fillllmp'ementalion. . . '.' 	 
II. 3. n, p,ojwed FY 1005 naliollal child t.alClIOlld Ii arrived III by applying d~O'1l8"umed ClUeload Bl'Owth rille 10 eRO'; FY-100l projection. 

Ul 
 4. Tho malysls IIMumeulillClIlbily ulillze thelllU'dahlp exoll'lpllol\ ftom Ih~ tI.,IOOt-20% In the Senate bill and 15% In tho eC)n~lWlecRport•. 
'\I' 
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TO: John Sea:est 

FROM: Don Oellerich 

DATE: FebnWy 21~ 1996 . 


RE.: Data. Request -Impact ofFive YearTune Limit 

, At your request we have updated our estimates ofthe impacts ofthe five t:im&:'limit provisions • 
comained Seaate and Confetmce Welfare Refo~ BUts an4 the NGA proposal to reflect the 
. cao December 1995 bgsdjne projections for APDC CaselOad. I have included In this mem~ the 
DIDllbCrs produced in our earlier analyses based on the Administration's baseline as it appeared in 
the Presideat's FY 95 budget request for cornpa.rison pmposes. . .' 

PROPOSAL ADMINISTRATION 
BASELlNE FY95 BUDGET 

CBO 12195 BASELINE 

Baseline Projection of the 
Number ofChildJ:en 
Receiving AFDC 

. 
,. 12.000,000. 10,.200,.000 

SENATE PASSED HR4 3,.300,000 
(28%) 

2.805~OOO 

(28%) 

CONFERENCE PASSED 
HR.4 

3,809,000 
(32%) 

3,200~OOO 
(32%) 

NGA PROPOSAL NA 2,805,000 
{28%, 

These estimates are based 013. the assumption oCfuiJ. impIet:Dentation ofthe time litnit in the year 
2005. Under each proposal we assume that stateS 'rVill take full advantage ofwhatever . 
exemptions to the time limit are available to tnem. (Le... 20010 for the Senate and NGA. 15% for 
the Conference). " . 

'. 
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16.~d~-
.•.....~.~~YEAR TIME LIMIT" 

QUESTION: 
I ~ that HHS «Iimares tbat a five-year time limit would deny assista:D.c:e'to 2.8 ·-/C4
.miUicm. childrell. Ale you aware of this esrimate? ADd if yes, how can you possibly' 
support a five-year time 1.i.wn? 

.. 	 First, let me say that it's a n:a1 tragedy when so many cbild.ren lIe on welf3ze for 

five :years. as tbeY an: lII!der tbc wnd $)'m:m. We need In 'r'efOmt welfare so it 

is focused OD work aDd genuinely tIaDSitio.oaI; theIe is nothiDg better we could do 

for chiIdien. But the stab:$ Will obviously need to CJlS1.1It: :that both supports m:l 

prf.)lta;liuJm.~ in ptH;e. . .. 

.. 	 Let~s also ,be clear about what ~ DUIIlber is. My.drpartmcat. was asked to 
. estiDlate the IDIDlber of cbik:IIeD who would eventually be affedtd by a five-year 


tiD:ze limit, .uSing curreDt bebayjoraiassumptioJis about the all'ftDt AJ'DC. 

aISelOad. ~ is a SIriotIy ma:uctkal CXC2Cisc, mcllbe aDSwei' is approximaldy 

2.8 million cbild.Ien, usiDg the teYised CBO baseline. (1bat is aligbIly less than 

'our previously released esriinate of 3.3 mi1liolL) 


.. 	 However. that DUmber probably will DDt accuI3Idy reflect what would ha.PJ.'f!ll 

when a five--year t:ime limit is combiDed. with other welfa.te refoDD.S,: suCh 3S 


i:Dcrea.sed child care,. a pan-lime WOJ.t option for YCUDg mothers, aDd a· 

performance ~ to rcwaxd states for moviDg wd.fa:n: J:eCipieuts iDto public 

sector jobs. 


.. 	 MOIeOVe[. recipiaIt.s will starUritting the fi'VC ;year 1':ime limir gradually, JKme 


before five years fJOm tile bill"s' passage, and tben proporDoas of the c:aseload 

gmdualJy after,.that. With the ability to,exempt 20 pelceut of the total caseload.~ . 

Stata -:ni be able w c~ those uDabJe to make the traDSltlon·tO iDCIepemte:r.a. 

The long time period before tb time limit is fully implemeDtecl also give us an 

opporamity to evaluate state ~ and make any nec::essa:ry COJ:Iedions in the 

policy. . 

. ... 	 'As you know. c;vcry major welfare rc::foan bin DOW has a Uve-,ear ti.J.nc'l.i.o:.U1 
iDclud.i:Dg Ibe DaScbJe bill. the DeIrIJaatic alte!:Dati:¥e in me House of 
Repmsenratives, the AdministtatioD.'s bill., aDd the NGA proposal. ,Like a lot of 
proposals, the devirs in the dtWls. We support' combining a til'e-year time limit 
with orbt;r pmvisioas desigDed to protect chiJ.d.n::o.,. sud! as vouchers for ~ . 
whose pareDt$ reach the time limit, aid aD ~ hanisbip·exemption policy.' 

'. 
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FIVE YEAR TIME LIMIT (CONTINUED) , 

FOLLOW-UP QUESTION: 

Doeso.~t die bill give the slates tbe abili1y to impose t:iIne limirs Shorter, than five years? 

Won't tbat lead to huge JIJIDlbers of cb.ikha beiDg thrown off the mils? ' , 


ANSWER: 

,. ,Yes, the bill does give states mat ability. We do expect SOIIle states to impose 
s.bo.rr£r time IimiIs. as some stateS are already doing through waiver 
c1emonst:ratioD. We lIlve WOI:ked closely with the states to ensure that setv.ices 

, are provided before the time limit aDd dial: applop.date eJ'leDsia am in plD£E_ 
, , 	R£cipie.D1s are only DOW' starting to approach tbc time limit in a few waiver stateS. 

We will be studying the experience closely to Ieam what Deed to be doue to 
c:umre'tIle prota::tion of cb.iIdten in tbese simations. ' 

BACKGROUNP: 

You may also want to mention the :i:mpOl1aDce of tile BITe. as a way to keep the 70 

percent or we1faIe reclpiem:s eo Dt1'II ~ft' tilt mils in less'than two years off welfare . 

permaneIJfly. Ifpressed on p.tOtectioDs for cbik:IreIl,'you may waDt to say DlOIe on the 

iwpo:rtmce of maintaining the cbDd welfare !\)'!;Iem. ' 



