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ME.>.iO TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE; WELFARE REFOR,\1 CQST PACKAGES 

We have constructed 2 core options for welfare reform, O~ which corresponds to a $9.5 
biHion financing option, and one which corresponds to a $12.6 biJ1lon option. Table 1 shows 
federal cost figures in FY .siS,and five year totals for each option, Tables 2 and 3-provide 
further informarton on' each'Option, including fedcf3r and state total costs, and 10 year costs, 

Eac 	 table shows costs [0 six components: 

o rental responsibility 

o 	 T 'tional assistance foll 'ed by work 

o 	 Working oor child care 

o 	 Removal of eSlrictions on benefits [0 wo·parent families 

o 	 Special initiatlv and demonstrations of p venti on. child support. and asset 

development initi ives 


o 	 Measures to simplify. oordinate and improve th!! livery of government 

assistance. 


Both packages include (he costs of the core initiatives in parental-responsibiHty, transitional 
assistance followed by work, and a state option for rem(lval of the restrictions on benefits to~ 
two-parent families. Both packages assume federal-stav: COSt sharing of 80 percent/20 
percent. The packages differ primarily-in the amounts lhey invest in child care for the 
working poor, but there are also differences in demonstt'a~jons and in improvements of 
government assjstance. The primary decision to made. in assessing the two pa.ckages is .how 
much to invest in child care for the working poor. 

l'arental Responsibility 

Ensuring that both parents take responsibility for the su;~port of their child::en is a major goul 
or" welfare reform. Both packages reflect ner savings from ch1ld support enforcement, which ...
rcsult from investments in systems and staff that generate substantial savings. 

Both- packages also reflect,estimated savings from a tequiremcnt that minor parents live at ­
home. and from a state option to deny benefit increases when additional childfen are c::.:_......,'.-~-:. 
conceived by parents'on welfare, Both these proposa.ls, especially the famity cap, are€) 
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controversiaL A decision to remove both of these provi;ions from the plan woUld increase ' 
the cost of both packages by $25~ million in five year C()st. 

Transitional Assistanee Followed by Work~ 

"' , ­
The.core of our welfare reform plan is the transformation of the welfare syst~m into a 

system of transitional assistance followed by work. Both cost packages reflect the pIau's 

proposals for dramatically increased participation in edu.::ation. training and job placeJ1!.~nt· 


~~~::~~ies during the..first t~o years of any recipient's staY'on welfare~' and..,for the provision ~ 
of work slots for those who are unable to obtain unsubsidiz.ed jobs before hitting the two year 

..-.,. time limit. Both packages refle,ct tlle tight deferral and ,;;xtenslon prqpQ;;als in the plan,. ,._. 
- . 

Both packages assume state implementation in 1996, and both assume that the.caseload will 
be phased in by enrolHng into the new regime aU appliclflts and recipients born after 1971. 
This schedule implies that by the year 2000. 46 percent of projected welfare recipients absent 
refonn will be phased in, Of the phased in group, 1I p"rcont would be orf ,velfare, 25 
percent would be working with some form of subsIdy, and 35 percent WOUld be'in a 
mandatory education or training program. The final 29 percent would be in a deferred status 
due to a disability or because they are caring for a severely disabled child or a child under 1. 

The only difference in this element between the two packages concerns the deferred group, . 
O'"lr goal: is to send the signal that everyone has sometlling to contribute', and Ulat something 
can be expected even of those in the deferred status. Sl.1rting with similar objectives, 
APWA's bipartisan task force called for creating a sped.al "JqBS· prep" category for those 
who are not immediately subject to the time limit whereby deferred persons would still be 
ex~te:d to dQ some things to help themselves or their children. We adopted this idea in' , 
Package 2 and included 5390 million to provide SOme sl:rvices to and monitor participation 
from those recipients who are nO[ immediately subject t,} the lime-limit. Package 1 eliminates 
the JOBS·prep program, and assumes that persons who are deferred incur no additional costs 
relative to the current system. . 

• 
Child Care for the Working Poor 

The promise to "make work pay" 15 a major~underiying premise of this admirustration's 
approach to welfare reform. With the expansion of the earned income t~x credit fqr working 
families and the,commitment to guaranteed health insur:mce, the major missing piece of the 
make work pay agenda is subsidi7.ed child care for low incou:e families. ", - ;. 

Most members of the working group and the Cabinet b,:lieved that child care for the working 
poor was crytical to the success of the program. In focus groups, recipients indicated that 
concerns with child care ranked second only to fears at<lut losing health insurance in 
deterring them from leaving welfare: for work, Morem-er, there are critical equity problems> 
Under any scenario, our proposal would provide child car~ for those in the JOBS and WORK 
programs. and for one year after people leave welfare for work. Unless we significantly 
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. expand child care to the working poor. we will be left "'ith a situation whereby those getting 
welfare or subsidized work would qualify for child care, while those who have not been on 
welfare recently are eligible for very lirtJe SUppolt, ~ 

Extending to working: poor families child care subsidies that are equivalent to those availabIe 
to welfare recipients would COSt an estimated 53.S hillion more'per year above current 
spending. Neither plan proposes an uncapped entitlement to child care for the working poor, 
nor does ei ' propose a capped entitlement sufficient f(l meet estimated needs. Package J 
propose 'e modest additional spending for child care for the working poor of $750 million 
per year w n fully phased ln, with a federahshare of $500 miHion. This would represent an 
important expansion from currenf experuhturcs ofappro:t:imately $LO Dillion, but it would 
still meet only about 20% of the estimated need. Papka,:e 2 includes additional spending of 
approximately $1. 75 billion per year, federal share $1.4 billion. This would he sufficient to 

meet about half the estimated child care needs of faqlilic:s with incomes below 130 percent of 
the poverty line. 

Removing Restrictions Gn Benefits for Two-Parent F~lmilies 

Supporting two,.parent families by permitting them to ro;eive benefits under the: same rules as 
single par.ent families is. an impOrtant signal aboUT the importance of both parents in our 
approach to welfare refonn, Ideally we would like to h:gislate an end to all provlsions which 
treat two-parent famihes in a discriminatory fashion nationwide. Requiring aU states to adopt 
such provisions would cost the federal government at Ie.lst $830 million'over 5 years and 
states would be required to pay. an additional $675 milli;m, 

Because of the COSt and to keep unfunded state,mandate:i to a minimum, we chose instead to 
give: states the option to' rem.ove all or a part of the cummt two-parent restrictions rather than 
requiring them to do so. Based on o~r experience with waiver requests, we estimate that 
states sotving roughly half of the caseload would take tlJis option. The federal oost would 
be roughly $495 million. The packages do not differ iL this element . 

• 

Specihl Initiatives 

-One of the most important lessons of the past decade is that welfare refonn must be an onw 
going learning process. Ma!'lY of the elements we prop'Jse for our current plan were tried on 
J. smaller scale initiaUY_ In five critical areas, we proPQse' money for special initiatives an~ 
demonstrations which seem likely to point the way for ~~uture reforms and innovations. 
These incJude: . 

Teen PregnanCy and Prevention Grants--These monies ''''ould go to fund a series of efforts in 
the schools to reduce teen pregnancy, including mentormg programs. private partners-hips, ' 
comprehensive community support programs. and othel demonstrations designed to reduce· 
teen pregnancy and reverse the alarming increase in oUl>of-wedlock childbearing. ' 
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Propon~nts note that if we cannot find strategies which help prevent children from having 
children. we will never really solve the welfare p~oblem, Skeptics poinr out that we don't 
have many proven solutions. Hence, the focus on spedal initiatives and demonstrations. 
(pack.ge I: $200 million; Package 2: $200 million) . 

Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK Programs~~LogicaH)' whatever we ex~cr of mothers: we' 

ought also to expect of fathers, Some very smaU scale ))roerams are now being tried' , 

whereby men who are unable or unwilling to pay child !:upporr are piaced in training or work 

programs. These programs seem to both "smoke~out" S'Jme men who really can pay as weB 

as 'give an OppQf1ll.!:lty to young, rn~ to t~e some !cspollsibHlty. Unfonunately these '.!"'~;'~­

programs have not been tried at any rea! scale to date, And our experience with existing - ..., .. , 

work aod trairung programs for young men generally (v,~tSUS fathers specifically) has~shown 


very few payoffs, But there is reason to believe prograns for young fatllcrs, with the 

carrots and sticks' that child support can offe'r, could be much more successful. 

(Package): $130 million; Package 2: $390 million) . 


Access Grants and Parenting Demons[rations~-Too ofter: the role of non·custodi::.1 parents is 
negligible both in nurturing and providing for their children, OUf policies will significantly 
increase the responsibilities of absent parents to provide finantial support for their children. 
But too little has been done to encourage non~custodial I,arent.s to playa more positive role in 
raising,and nurturing their children. These :nonies would b~ designed to explore a series of 
strategies to enhance positive access and parenting skills in parents living apart from their 
children. (Package 1: $30 million; Package 2: $70 milli"n) .. 

Child "!:,iLppon Enjorcemeni and Assurance (CSE4)~-Suppon from tWO parents is needed to 

adequately provide for a child, But often the state faUs to coHecl money that is owed. or the 
absent parent is unemployed Of underemployed and in a poer posHion to provide support, 
CSEA would guarantee some minimum tevel of child 51; pport to children fDr whom awards 
are in place, CSEA payments would be deducted dollar for dollar against welfare payments, 
but would be retained when someone went to work, sening as a work incentive. Proponents 
argue this will increase child suppon awards. increase work, reduce welfare use; and reduce 
child poveny. Critics worry that it ~iH be seen as welfare by another name, and could lead 
to less pressure to collect child s~pport. (Package 1: $110 rr:illion; Package 2: $290 million) 

Individual Development Accounts (lDA) and Microenre!j:,rise Proje'tJ~-In the'long run, 
families wruch build assets and equity are in a far bener ,position to achieve real 
independence. Both IDAs and microenrerprise "programs are seen as powerful tools for 
stimulating savings .and job creation among the poor. IDAs encourage savings by providing 
a match for every doUar saved. Microenterprise programs help welfare recipients and others 
to stan their own businesses. Supports see these: as sending a dear rewards for everyone to· 
acCumulate and join the mainstream. Critics wonder about !he cast of subsidizing IDAs and 
about the number of welfare recipients who really could -succeed as entrepreneurs, 
(Package 1: $60 million; Package 2: $145 million) 

Each initiative has strong support among some mernber:l of tlle worki::1g gro'Jp, The {Wo I 
packages differ in their \eve1 of suppan for each of the:;e irtitiarives. Package 1 allocateS 
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$540 million over 5 years, whlle Package 2 allocates $1.1 billion. Note ilia! even at $1.1 
billion, the proposals are still much more modest than most proponents would like. 

Improving Government Assistance 

Jhe plan envisions a variety of initiatives to coordinate and simplify the system through 
which goverrunent assistance is: delivered, to improve thi: incentiyes for work and savings, to 
manage the system through performance measures. and 10 ,improve accountability and 
program' integrity. Most of these initiatjves can be done' without legislation, and most of 

-~ 
either cost nothing or generate savings. Because it is ditfic.uIt:lo.quanrify~and g~,CBO to--.,....'. 
score savings 'from these meaSUres, we have not includeradmiii.iSrrative savings in c'ur cost, 
estimates. 

, 
We have, however. included several irjtiatives that incur a modest cost. Package 1 includes 
the COSts of a state option [0 vary the disregards for wOIk and child support in order to 
provide bener'incentives to families, Our ex.perience with state waiver requests suggests that 
many states rna, take advantage of this option through iucentive schemes of relatively modesr 
costs. Package 2 lncludes this option. and also includes an increase of 50 percent in the 
funds available to Puerto Rico and the territories. The l)enefit cap for Puerto Rico and the 
territories has been increased only once in 15 years. fn addition, package 2 includes the 
costs associated with confonning the AFDC and Food Stamps asset roleg, whlch wo;.tld 
provide a modest b'lcentives for savings by AFDC recip'iems, ~, 

Discussion 

These two packages reflect our best assessments of how to allocate limited resources at two 
different levels. Other packages cleady could be devised. One could do more in child care 
and less in special initiatives in either package. An intermediate. alternative could also be 
chosen, Still in the end, the major cost/financing decisil)n5 revolve around child care for {he 
working poor, We do not believe that the parental [esponsibHity or the riansitional assistance, 
programs can be reduced much funher while stili meeting the commitment to end "welfare as 
we know, it~" The limited benefit expansions· for two~'p:lrents and work incentives, which are . 
in both packages 'as state options, send very important signals about work and family. The 
demnn5tratlons included in both packages are relatively modest. Thus the most critical 
question invoives how much of a commitment we shaull! make to working poor cruld care at 
this time. There are both policy and poliTical implications of this decision, which many 
participants in the debate have strong feelings about. 'We look forward to discussing it with 
you. 
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o 	 SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR WELfARE REFORM PACKAGES@ 

~ PACKAGE 1 COSTS 

g r 

PARENTAL RESPONsmlLlTYill 
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE••• 	 WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 

"" TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS ~ .,
~ 
~ 	 SPECIAL lNIT!ATIVES 


IMPROVlNG GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
~ 	 .,. : 
< 	 • < j, ~: 
~ 
o 	 TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE I 

~ 
PACKAGE 1 COSTS 

PARENTAL RESPONSmlLITY 
;;' ;: 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE , . 
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 

.­
~ 
~ 


~ TWO PWNT (liP) PROYisIONSi; 


o 	 specIAL INTraTIYES ,
~ 
~ IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 
N 	 . 
o 
N 

€:I 	 TOTAL.Co.<.TS 
No«! 1; Parentheses denote savings. 

(Dollars in MWiom) . 

5 YearIT 1999 

Total Total Federal State 
-

(625) 11.220) mO) (I,MO) 

3,3{)5 8.170 6,690 1,480 

1,875 1,500 375900 
8.5 "<!'95 . 40037$ 

·225 625 "540 .5 

.']0 \'f'aI' . 
To'" Fed,col Sial< 

(8.0~5) (1.980) (6,075) 

25,185 22,030 3, ISS 

6,930 5,545 1,31l.1 

2,875 1,5S0 1.295 

1,830 1,530 300 
265 635 380 255 [ 2,06<) 84l 1,215 

4,445 10,981) 9.475 J,505 

~"\' 1999 SYear 

Total Total FM"'" StilI< 

(625) (1,220) (130) (1,090) 

3.415 ;,' 8,545 6,990 1,555 
1.875 ,4,375 3,500 875 

89.$ 495 400375 J 

. 5I.lS 1.315 J,095 220 

4{lO I 1,085 665 420 

, . 
30,825 29,550 1,275 

. 10 Year 

ToW F<4....1 S!al< 

(S,055) (1,9W) (6,O??) 

26.555 .23.125 :3.430 

14,945 	 11,955 2,990 

2,875 1,580 1,295 
3,9<1S 1,:U5 

3,250 1,620 .1.6)0 

5,945 L141995 12,615 2,380 i 43,515 39,525 3,m 

.­ Note 2: Fi~ Y~ar and 1en Year FooemJ esttrnnles rcpresenlSO% 01 all exp(!ndltures except tor 
m 

th~ loUowing: benefits are at CUffent match rates; child support IS matched al rates K 
~ speeffied in U'lli hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration gran~ lllire matChed at 10\1%, 

Souroe; HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These ~fmatQs have been shared 'with staff within HHS and OMS but 

N 

~ 
~ , 	 haYfO nol been oNfcial1y reviewed by OMB. 1he policies dQ not ("present a oonsensus recommendation 
N 
~ 	 or 1he Working Group Co-Chairs., 
o 
~ 
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lADLE """'''' 1- DETAILED SUMMARy COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELRMI.NiS Of A WELF AII,E It£FOJ'tM l'ROPOSAL 

(By rtSe&1 y.ear. io milUons of4olllrs) 

'S Yf'at' S Yar to Year lO 'fear 
TotAl rmenl Tutal Federal 

I'AKEN I ACl(£SI'ONSlBILI J f 

MirtOf Moth¢N " ­ (30) (210)("I ';, (?tg~No Additi()Mi Benefits fur Additional Children (660; {21O') {2,lS0) 
ChUrl Su.ppcrt E:nk.~me;nt 

PAtemity Establishment (Net) (535) (90) (1.0110) (400) 
En(Dre.ement (Net) (405; (160) (4,700) * (1.555)
COmputer Co~ . _ 1.085 46S 37. "0

" SlJBTOTAl., PARENTAL-RESPONSIBILITY (I.2W) {13fi} -(8.!1Ss) ;'!;' (1,980) 
~ .... .., "­ .. "­ .... -­

TRA.,,!S'iIONAL ASS'ISTANCE FOLLOWeD BY WORK 
'" ~\ 

:;--\), 0 0JOBS·Prep ­ o o 
2,295' 1.1.10' 5,690 

AdditiOnli1 Child Care fur JOBS 
Additional JOBS Spending 2.&10 

1,610 4.9102,010' 3,930 

WORK Ptog£ltl11l t,330 Ii ,490 9,1901.060 .,.AddilioM! Child Care fuf WORK 5,240 4,190'60 
S"vll'I,S (rom Child c..naAd Other E:qu,r.s.ion nBS) (l00) (1,480) .(St$) 

Tn:!r~S"i(il)na,1 Child eU1'J' 445 2.565 2,050'5'Bnhillneea Teen Cue M..nagemctll 110 475 
51.vinsa • CUekisd Rc.duetion 

170 '"(390) (215) (6,070) (3,340} 
AD? kdcn.land State Systcmt/Admin Efficiency 6&0 660,,' 825 

SUBTOTAL. J08SJ\\'01tK $,170 6,690 25.185 1l.630 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 6.9${; .,560 11.130 10,OSn 

WORKING F'OOR CHILD CARE (Capped -lit 5900 million 
in net spet1di~g). 1,815 1.500 6.931} 5,$45 

REMOVE TWO P'AREN"f (UP) RESTRICTIONS 49, 2,875 1,5il)&95 

Compr.me.nsive Grants; 20() 200 '350 3$0 

165·Nm)·Ct.lsoodial Parent lOBSf\oVORK Programs 6$0'IS"0 
A~e:U GnnlS and PArc:nting DemenS1l~LiQn5 3S 3. 75 60 

Child SlJPF'Qrt As~ur1inee Proje.cl..1 3301'0 120 

)S 
'I' mto;. tnd Mie:tocnJerpnse Pro-j~ , 2. 140 

SUBTOTAL SPECJAJ.. INlT1ATIVES 57. 495 1,830 1,530 

IMPROVING GOVER/'rI"MENl ASS1SfANCE (lOA) 

Slnl:e Fl:wollily on FAmed lnoome 
.nd Child Support Ol$regnrds 2,22571. "5

Generally Conform (but 110{ lna(C,tie} 

A:'l~ct/I to F"od StM'Ips o 0 • 
AllOrnett (15) (5) (165)

SUBTOTALtCA (.)S )SO 2,060 

o 
«J 

S4S 

CRANDTOTAL ~-=--:--:-::,--',.1'l!92,L.oo LI""""",,,,82='~:-=29",S",L::.." 
I'resldent's, Table with Full Plla~e-In in fy J~9o with Furtlll!r Adju.~ut'nu in leA, Working Poor 

Cbild Ca~, and Del'Mns.tr'ltkms; UP Two-Pare:.t Pttrfi:don M SUIte (lpoon; E.!hnmate Incruse 

in TUrltbrics' Clip; Con(0"!l Asset Rule<; to Fuod Stamps but no IAC.I:ease in Limits•. 

NOle 1: P.rtntheses denote 8& ....ingS. 
Note 2:' Five Y~r t.Ad Ten Year )::cde~16'$ti:1l3;es repraent 30l- of aU 'apq'lditurtl'i el~ for 

IDe follo.....mg: Ix:nefltS 4f~ at eUfrent 1'\Utcl: /'Illc!; etUld suppqrt iI mntth«l at ~tm;; . 

speeir).t:d itJ the hypothetic.tl plUl; &.nd eomp:cl!eJ\~j".c <ienwnllrw.:il>(\ ~ lire ml.tehed at IOO~. 
So-urc.::: HHSfA.SPE '14f(~4t.e.l. Tbcf;.c atimares have bull s~ted "ith t(affwhhin HHS &rid OMU but 
hlve not beell o(fieil.Uy reviewed by OMB" The: potieiu do not I'q)rucr,t It oonsemiU\ re«1mTmll\".tiot'! 
of the W(lrting Group ea·Chsiu_ 

http:o(fieil.Uy
http:hypothetic.tl
http:1'l!92,L.oo
http:Proje.cl
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TABLE: l>ark.aee 2 - DETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDER.AL AND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE llEFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fur.al year, m millioa; or dollars) 

5 Ye:u S 'fear 10 Year ]0 -Year 

PAREN IXL RESR::JNSI8nTI"V"""------~--.,--T:.:.... 'fotal=_r-- Ftdu.l Ft'dcral 

MmMothen 

No AddilloMl BcuQfiu for Additiofllll ChlkIrm 

Child SQP~tt. EAforeemcr,l 


Pnernity S$tlbtisnment (Ncr) 
,. Enfol«ment (Net) 

- Compuwr Coo 
-...... ...4.. SUBTOTAL, .'A-RENTAL RESPONSIBILITY -. . . 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANC£ FOLLQWEO Bf WORK 

'-JOSS.Prep 
- Addition~1 JOBS Spending 

AddiooM-1 Child Chte fot JOBS 

-WORK Program 

Additiow Child Care for WORK 

$:1Ying,s from Child Care lind Other EI:p4t1sion 


Tn.nsltioml Child Car<: 

Enr.1I1Ced Teen ~MtlM~ 

S.tving~ • CAStload Reduction 

ADP Federal f,J1d State S:n'.anslAdmil\ am~iC(.<y 


SUDTOTAL, JOBSfWO~K 

SUBTOTAL. JOBSIWORK AND PARENTAL RESr 

WORKING POOR CKlLO CARE (C.pped .t $1.9 bilrl(On 
ill -oct spending). 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) R£STR1CTION$ 

Comptmenslw:. Gnlf.U 

Nan-Cu$(o)Qial Puent JOSSIWORl( Prog~rmI 

AceWM Gm(lU ,and "JI,..ntilljJ Ot'!mon$tf.ti\1n~ 

Child SUPJl<lrt A:utJrtoCG ?tojcel.$ 

IDA ..nd: MicrocruCll'rne Projed$ 

SunTOTAL SPECIAL INITiATIVES 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE nCAl 

Slllhl Flexibility o-n Eatru:d Income 
and Child S!.lpport Dlsreg..tds 


G61lemUy Canfcnn Assets to Food Stamps 

IncfC&.l<;. Territo~· CllPS 

All Others '"' ' 


SUHTOT AL lCA 

(85) 
I@) 

. ("') 
14OS) 
4b5 

- ~.Jl,220) 

2,8"10 '" 
2.010 

1,660 
76fJ, 

OSS) 

210 '" 
(390) 
..0 

8,545 

1,.315 

4,375 
895 

200 

490 

SS 

3"" 
IfIO 

1.315 

1iO 
265 
\S5 
(75} 

1,085 

(ZIO) (8S)flO) 
(220) (2,1S0) (8iO) 

19<1) (2,030) (400) 
(160) 	 (4,100) (1,555) 
370 8,... I,OBS 

(130) (8,.S5) (l,98Gl-
, 300- 1,370 1.095 
2,19$ 7,110 5,690 

4,9101.610 3,930• 
1,330 11.490 9,190 

610 5,2.(0 4.190 
, w{81S)(10-0) {1:4RO} 

445 2.565 2.050 
41559S".(2IS) (6,07t1j' (3,34(1) 

62S 66'"5
6,m 26,555 • U,12S 

6,860 18,50n :2.1.145 

)4,94$3,500 11.955 
495 1,875 1,580 

200 350 350 

"" 2,000 1.600 

10 145I" 
995'9' '9' 

jd.5 420 '"3,945 >,2251,095 

3&5 2,225 as" 
100 240 
18S 

655 
535 S35 

(5) {J65) (5) 
' 665 ~.250 ' 1,620 

~G~R~N~ND~TO~TA~I~_~~~~~~~~~~~~-L~7~1~,,~"S~,~1~1.~'1~5~~4~5~~~lS~~'~9,~52~' 
Prl'Zide.'\t's ,'lIble with Full rhMe-ln in FY 19% with Adju$tUlcnH U; tGA, W(lrkitl:g Poor Child Care, 

'!s.ltlol'!sttaooo:Jj UP P.rent f'r()"i.~km 113 State Optklll. 

Notel: Fa-ft'nihes:M denQI.I: p.vin/;." 
Note 2: Fi ... c Yt.Ar and Ten VQll.r Pede<1il estimates rcpruer.( 80% of IlU c::xpendi\ul'C! exeepl fOf 

iJle f{!llowing: btnefll, Aft at cl)mnt much ~; child support C: mat.:hod .! ~ 
specified in Ihe hypothctictl plan; and eomprclwuive <kmoJlSlati)n grunts m:. mttched In 100%. 

Sourte: HHS/ASi'E! }uff alUnlltcJ, ~ atim41t$ ha\'e been shiU1:d -NiUi ltdf wiUUn HHS .1>01 OMS but 
haw; oot bOrd1 eff~illUy l'CYiewed by OMB. "the polide.t do- not I'qJtU1!)11t 1I COfl$elUUl recnmruend.t.tion 
of U,e watking Group Co---Che.i.n;. 
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