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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

23-Feb-1996 09:43am

TO: - " Kenneth S. Apfel
TO: . Barry White )
TO: " Deborah F. Kramer
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

vprovided some summary information to Sen. Moynihan’s staff. At

some peoint in time, there is likely therefore to be substantial
hill pressure to release

See lLester’s note below on the analysis and possible changes. If
something is to be released it should be heavily caveated.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
23-Feb-1996 09:26am
TO: Keith J. Fontenot

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

SUBJECT: HHS time 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 HHS 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 bv the time limit since lt 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 limit. However, it is
labeled as though all these children will loose all,assistance.

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

-The number of children affected by the time limit (which is
what HHS has now); and ‘

-a number of children who m ‘g t lose all AFDC 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 alsc be more lnformatlve if a cover page was attached that
d;scussed the three varzables below.

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

State-funded cash assistance. Since the MOE will have expired
before anycne hits a 60 month time limit, States could 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 CBO implzcxtly 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 ‘
~-incorporated-a- work effect. (There is little analytic backing for

any specific assumption.)
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Preliminary Estimate of the Nuimber of Children Dented Assistance

e

Due to fhe 60 Month T!mo Limit: Senate Welfure Bill and the Welfare Conferenco Report

61,200

State Projected Number Nuinber of Childeen Percentage of Number of Chitdren Perceatage of
of Chifldren nn . Deuled Asaistunce  Chitdren Denled Denfed Asshitance  Chlldren Denled
AFDC in 2008 under the Senate Bl + Asalstance sunder the Conference Anslstonce -
Under Current Law Detause the Farilly under the Report Because the Famlly under the
Received Ald for Senate Bill Recelved Ald for Conference Report
move than 60 Moaithe move than §0 months
ALABAMA 103,700 21,261 21% R 24,501 24%
- ALASKA 25,3500 6Nt %% 7228 . 48%
ARIZONA 144,500 33518 23% 37,038 6%
- ARKANSAS 33,530 12,304 1% 13,433 u%
CALIFORNIA 1,904,850 637424 33% 721,362 38%
COLORADO £5,850 19,771 23% 2),378 1%
CONNECTICUT 113,600 2,493 24% 33,830 9%
DELAWARE 23,800 5,446 23% 5,513 21%
DIST OF COLUMBYA 47,600 16,623 . - 35% 18,921 1%
FLORIDA 514,250 95,137 19% 116,164 1%
GEORGIA 293,800 83,62) 28% 99,641 4%
"HAWAI 40,800 . 9333 23% 10,7 26%
IDAHO 14,450 2913 0% 3,159 - 2%
ILLINOIS 308,300 144,604 28% 169,095 3%
INDIANA 150,450 . Mam 5% 4,747 30%
10WA 69,700 15,918 3% 18,710 7%
KANSAS 62,050 16,288 26% 18,219 29%
KENTUCKY 138,950 31,638 21% 38,807 24%
LOUISIANA 99,750 56,865 28% 64,896 2%
MAINE : 46,730 13,676 29% 16,360 - 25%
MARYLAND 157,230 46,595 30% . 13,107 34%
MASSACHUSETTS 217,600 61,008 8% 70,7246 33%
MICHIGAN 470,050 181,494 9% 210,603 45%
MINNESOTA 131,750 35,132 1% 41,022 C A%
MISSISSIPPL 130,050 28,349 2% 34,999 1%
MISSOUR! 185,300 51,694 28% ’ 58,926 3%
MONTANA . 23,800 4,825 20% 5,394 3%
NEBRASKA n150 1615 3% 9,172 28%
NEVADA T 25,500 5,856 % 6,891 17%
NEW HAMISHIRE 20,400 4,963 U% 5,454 2%
NEW JERSBY 296,100 71,667 30% 91,083 »%
NEW MBX1CO 12,138 20% 13,564

1%
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2 Preflminary Rstimate oftli§ Number of Chitdren Denled Assislance
Due to the 60 Month Time Limit: Senate Welfare Bill and the Welfare Conference Report
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{ HHS/ASPE analysls Stales may not sum o natlonat total due to roumllng

2. The analysls shows the impact at full Implementation, '
3. The projecied FY 2008 national child casofoad is arvived ot by applylng 6130': assuomed caseload amwm rate 1o CBO% FY-2002 projeeu'on
4, The axmlysls assumes states fully utilize the hardship exetnption from the fiie timit-20% In the Senate bif! and 13% in tha confrence report. '

Btate Projeeted Number | Numbier of Children Percentage of . Number of Chiidren Pereeﬁinge of
of Children on ‘Denied Asslitance  Chlldren Denled Denled Assistance  Children Denled
AFDC ln 2008 . under the Senate Bill Anslstance under the Corlerence Awlsiance
Under Coreent Law Because the Family undor (he . | Report Beenuue the Famlly under the
Recelved Al for Senate Bitl Received Ald for  Conlerence Report
more than 60 Months - more than 60 months
NEW YORK 719,450 223,110 26% 248,407 12%
- NORTH CAROLINA 238,850 67,498 28% 78,293 1%
NORTH DAKOTA {1,750 1,566 20% 3.098 - 24%
- OHIO . 307,450 110,657 2% 122,410 " 24%
OXLAHOMA 94,350 28,236 2% 19,864 234
OREGON 82,450 26,727 25% 23,426 8%
PIINNSYLVANIA 439,450 . 161,293 % 185,394 2%
RHODE ISLAND 44,200 13,790 % 14,360 33%
" SOUTH CAROLINA 114,750 21,663 19% 23,077 . 2%
SOUTHDAKOTA 15,300 4,301 8% 5,017 3%
TENNESSEB 209,100 45,432 2% 53,814 6%
TEXAS 369,500 116,91 -21% 13,2719 4%
UTAH 36,250 . WSz W% 8,641 2%
VERMONT 18,700 4721 5% 3,384 2%
VIRGINIA - 143,100 32,342 2% 38,610 21%
WASHINGTON . 401,450 53,358 26% 61,740 3%
WEST VIRGINIA 79,050 19M3 25% 23,669 - 30%
WISCONSIN 174,250 P 20% 40,353 1%
WYOMING t1,900 a4 22% 3 21%
TERRITORIES 147,050 28,735 20% 31,922 1%
TOTAL £0,200,000 - 1,008,000. 8% 3,100,000 A%
Notes:
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TO: John Secrest
FROM: Don Oellerich -
DATE: February 21,1996 .
RE: Data chnest Imapact of Five Ym ’I‘ime Limit

' Atyourrequestwehavemdzted our estimates of the impacts of the five time limit provisions
contained Senate and Conference Welfare Reform Bills and the NGA proposal to reflect the
CBO December 1995 baseline projections for AFDC Caseload. I have included in this memo the
mumbers produced in our earlier analyses based on the Administration’s baseline as 1t appmredm
thePremdent sFY95 budgetrequstforcnmpansonpurpose&

| PROPOSAL | ADMINISTRATION CBO 12/95 BASELINE
o o BASELINE FY95 BUDGET | '
‘Bascline Projection of the - |
Number of Children 12,000,000 ' * 10,200,000
Receiving AFDC 1 s
SENATE PASSED HR#4 3300000 2,805,000
~ 8% @8%)
CONFERENCE PASSED . 3,800,000 3,200,000
HR4 (52%) (32%)
NGA PROPOSAL : , NA . 2,805,000
' (23%)

These esnmat&s are based on the assumption of fl:ll mplementanon of the time limit in the year
2005. Under each proposal we assume that states will take full advantage of whatever
exemptions to the time limit are available to them (i_e 20% for the Senate and NG-A, 15% for
the Confereucg). \ -

77
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FIVEYEARTIMELIMIT @ - |
5 QUESTION

| milkion chikiren., Axeyouamofttnsmate" Andﬁyw,howcanyoupossibly
. mpponaﬁve—ywumehm"

> First, let me say that it’s a real tragedy when so many children are on welfare for
five years, as they are under the carrent system. We need 10 reform welfare so it
xsfomsedenworkandgemmlymsmoml there is nothing better we could do
for children. Bmﬂ:esmwﬂlobﬂmslymedmensmethaxbothamportsm
pnxr»uunadn:nnp&we ‘

> Lefsamobeckarﬂhnnvﬂutﬂn:mxnhz15 l&ydquumnmimsaﬂmdto A
-»marememmberofcmldtenwhowoddevemauybeaffectedbyaﬁve-yw
umehnm,usmgcurmntbdumalpmabommemrmtﬂnc :

~ casefoad. That is a strictly mumcrical excrcisc, and the answer is approximatcly

. 2.8 million children, using the revised CBO baseline. (I‘hansshgbﬂylmthan

- oow previously released estimate of 3.3 milliop.)

> However.ﬂntmmbapmhahlywﬂlmtma:elymﬂectwhatwouldhappen

[ when a five-year time limit is combined with other welfare reforms, such as

. increased child care, a parnt-time work option for young mothers, and a.
perfoxmamebomsmmdsmsformmmgwdfmemxp:entsmtowblm
sectorjobs

B Moreover, recxmcnﬁwiﬂmhmmeﬁveyearmhmngadnaﬂy,
beforeﬁveymsﬁomﬂzebmspassage,andﬂzenpmmonsofﬂncaseload
gradually after that. With the ability to.exempt 20 percent of the total caseload, .
Stmwﬂbe&cwemplthmumbhmmmmen'ansiﬁonmindepemm
The long time period before the time limit is fully implemented also give us an
ommmadmmwmmmmmmmmmthe
policy. » :

> "Asyoulmow.c?uymjorwdﬁmr&omﬁmmwhasaﬁv&-yﬁrﬁm:'ﬁnm—
including the Daschie bill, the Democratic alterpative in the House of
Representatives, the Administration’s bill, and the NGA proposal. Like a lot of
proposals, the devil’s in the details. We support combining a five-year time Emit
with other provisions designed t protect children, such as vonchers for children
~whose parents reach the time limif, and 20 adequate hardship exemption policy.
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FIV'E YEAR TlME LIMIT (CONTINUED)

FOLLOW-UPQUESTION-
‘ Domtdmbﬂlgwethcsmesttsabﬂnymmposemehmmmmmm9
| Wontthatl&dmhngemmberscfchﬂdrmbemg_tb;moﬁthemﬂs9

| ANSWER:

| » Yes, the bill does give states that ability. We do expect some states to impose
shorter time limits, as some states are already doing through waiver
demonstrations. We have worked closely with the states o ensure that services
. are provided before the time limit and that appropriate extensions are in place.

- Recipients are only now starting to approach the time limit in a few waiver states.
We will be studying the experience closely to learn what need to be doae to
:nsuremepmmcuonofcmmenmmseszmons

BACKGROUND |

Youmyalsowamtamemmnmempm-mofthemc uawaytokeepthe'?{} |
percent of welfare recipients who now leave the rolls in less than two years off welfare
{ permanently. prressedonpzotewomfordnldmn,youmaywammsaymmonthc
mcmofmammmmmechﬂdwelmvm v :
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