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.Welfare Reform Financing Options 

5 Year Savings ~iIliQns of Dollars 

17-May-94. Possible, 

6/7/9414:41 . Offset Table· Outcome 

Summary: . 

A. Program Savings 6.93 5.96 

B. Enforcement Savings 0.29 0.29, 

c. Extend Expiririg Provisions : 2.01 1.82 

, 
TotaJ: Financing Options 
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Welfare Refonn Financing Options 
" 

. 5 Year'Sayjn~~ Billions of Dollars 

17-May-94 -: Possible 

6/7/9414:41 Offset Table" Outcome 

A. Program Savings 

.• umIt Emergency As~is~n:ce 	 . '. 1.89' '1.60 

, 	 ,{ .' 

• 	. Limit SSI, Medicaid and AFDC Assistance to 

somePRUCOLsand ColI:' Mak;Current5 Year. 

5S1 Deerring Rules 1'0 Years andPennanent , .; 


Fxtend 10 Year Deeming to AFDC and FC>C>d 


. Stamps. Col 2: Make Current 5 Year Deeming 

. Permanent and Limit Eligibility thereafter to ' 

, Aliens Whose Spo~r's Income Falls Below" 


". '. , 
Median Familylncome ... 	 2.64 . 3.50' 

, . 
'. Income Test Meal Reimbursements t6Family 

, Day Care Homes 0.52 0.52 

• 	 Graduated Interest Rates for Early Redemption 

of Savings Bonds' ' . 0.30 "0.00 


• 	 Ti~e Limit SS! Benefits' for Drug and Alcohol ': 

Addicted Recipients , ' , 1.591/ 0.34 1/ 


Subtotal 

B:. Enfor~ement §aving~ 
EIie: 

• . Deny to Non-Resident Aliens' 	 , ",0.1:3" 0.13' 

• 	 Require Reporting for DOD Personllel ' , ,0.16 0.16 
, J' 

Subtotal 
", 

1 / The figure in CoLI is a s~aff estimate of CBPscoring. OMB adopted CBO 
, scoring of the DAA proposal in the memo to the President. Th~ figure in Col.2 ' 

,is OMBscoring of thelegislati0Ii to be ena,cted withour support." " ' 

. :'~.. 
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Welfare'Refonn Financing Options 
. 	 ' .. , , 

5Year Savings Bi1liQns of D()lIars 

17-May-94 Possible " 

6/7/9414:41 Offset Table • Outcome 

C. Extend Expiring Provisi~ns*' 

• ,Hold Constant the Portion of Food Stamp 
Overpayment Recoveries that States May 

,'Keep ·0.05' ',' 0.05 

, • 	 Fees for Passenger Processing and other Customs 
Services (savings in second 5'years) . 0.00 0.00 

• 	 ExtendRailroad Safety User Fees 0.16 . 0.16 

• ,' Extend,Cor~rate Environmental Income' 
(Superfund) Tax and (Net of 20% corporate' 
income tax offset and Orphan Shares), 1.79 1.601/ 

Subtotal 

4 • 

'Total: Financing Options 

" 
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Welfare Refonn Financing Options 


5 Year Savings Billions of Dollars 

17-May-94 Possible 

6/7(9414:41 Offset Tablelt~ Outcome 

Total: ,Financing Options, 

'. Options to Fill the Gap,,,,-,,, 


. • ,Increase the Emergency Assistance Savings 0.29 


• 	 SUppOI:t a Tougher Policy on DAA. ' 0.24 ' 

• 	 Propose Other SSI Reforms (e.g. Zebley children) ? 

• 	 Propose a Tougher Version of the Alien Deeming ? ' '0.40 

• 	 ,Reduce the Costs of the Program 0.32 


Subtotal 


., 
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EmerqencyAssistance 

'option,l: Basic Allocation from 1995 Level of $418,million 

.Rationale: A level of $418 million.equals 1993 expenditures 
inflated to 1995. The basic" allocation formula,balances'the need, 
to 'protect states thathavebe~nspendingheavily on EA in and 
befol;"e .1994 with the potential claims of states who have not· yet 

· begun claiming' for services under EA~;;. 
. ,.~ 

Total'cost in 19~5~ ~418 'milli~n 

Five year savings from OMB bas'eline: $1.'9 .billion 

Five stafes (Iowa,~aine, New"Jersey, New 'York, Oklahoma) are 
cappedat in'1995 at less'than 'their,. 1991 incurred' ~xpenditur.s. 

, , 
Thirty-two states are capped hl, 1995 'at 'less than their19~4. 
requested ~xpenditures., 

Twelve states (Connecticut, Dc,India~a, MaSSaC{lUsetts, Nevada, 
New Jersey, New York, 'North Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, 
Tennessee and wyoming). have caps .that decline between 1995 and 
1999. , , 

· opt'ion 2:' Basic Allocation from 1995 Level of $491 million with 
Hold- Harml~ss to 1991 .Incurred Levels. 

,,1. 

Rationale: $501 million' is equ~l -to'1994 requested expenditures 
'adjusted for infl.at~on plus .thefunds necessary ·to hold states ' 
harmless. at theii 1991 incurred' level. '~lthough this number is 
considerably lower than what we expect the sta,tes. to, claim for ' 
1994 ,(perhaps $544 million), wi't:h this ,level we can 'still argue 
that we are slowing the growth .of the program rather tl\an cutting 
it. In addition,'this option protects those 'who made ea,rly 
expenditures in EA. ' 

~otal cost .in 1995:,$501 million, 
.. 

· Five year savings from the OMB baseline: $1. 4, billion 

'No states are capped in 1995 at·less·than their. 1991 incurred 
expendit~res. 

~ ; . 

Eleven states' (Connecticut, DC,' Indiana, Massachusetts, Nevada,. 
New Jers~y~ North,Dakota,'Rhode Is;land, South Dakota, Tennessee, 
Wyoming) are capped in 1995 at less 'then ,their 1994 requested 
expenditures,'but by very small amounts (in 'no case more'than 
5%) • 

,

These same eleven states have caps, that decline between 199,5, and 
19,99: ' 

" 
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DRAFT 6/4/9,4 

'~'-' 'EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE:' 'ALTERNATIVE CAPS 
, - , I 

Allfo.rmulations 'ass~me the 'following, base levels:' 
, ." 

1991 total incurred 'expenditures (claimed for 1991 in 1991, 
19,9~ and 199,,3): $281 million ' 

;1993 total claimed expenditures (claim~d in 1993 for' 19'91, , 
1992 and 1993): $395 million 

1994 total requested expenditures (requested in 1994 for 
1992', 1993 and 1994}': $476 million' . 

1995 projected incurred expenditures (estimated to be 
claimed for 1995 in 1995, 1996 and 1997) :' '$644 mil11on' 

In all cases, the amount of the cap 
- ' 

is assumed to,~e a cap on 
expenditures' for the given ye,ar, which can be clciimed in, that 
year or in the subsequent,two years. In calculating savings, 
deferred cla~ming is, assumed to be equal, ,to 'retrojictive claiming., 

The basic'allocation formula is a combination of: 

Component 1: allocatiori among'states proportional- to their 
reque'sted expenditures in, 1994;, and 

component 2: 'allocation among states proportional to their 
,total AFDC spend-ing~n the,previous year. ," 

The weighting of the components shifts over time~, with 
increasingly more weight:being 'given ,to component'2, the 
component that is ind~pendent 'of the cr~ativity'and timing 
of s,tate claiming. The compon'ents are' weighted as fqllows: 

:1995: ' 90 percent by compone~t 1i'10 percent by 
Component 2 

1996: 30 pe~ce-n!: by compon~nt 1; " 20 , percept by 
Component 2 

,', 

1999:, 50-percent by Component' 1i 50 J.>ercent by' 
Component 2 

2004: 100 percent by Component 2 ., ,

1 




option 1: .Basic Alloc~tion from i99.5· Level of $418 million 

Rationale: A level of $418 million ¢quals 19.93 expenditures 
inflated.to 1995~ The basic allocation formula :balancesth'e 
need to protect states 'that have been 'spending heavily on'EA' 
in -and before 1994 with the ~ot~ntial claims o~ states who 
hi!ive noty~t begun claiming for services under EA.' . 

Tot~l cosi in 1995: $418 miilion 

Five year savings from <?MB baseline: $1.9 billion 

Five states (Iowa, Maine, New Jersey, New York and Oklahoma) 
are" capped in 1995 at less thim.their 1991 incurred 
expenditures. 

Thirty-two states are capped in 1995 at less than their 1994 
requested expenditures. 

, ' 

TWelve states (Connecticut, DC, Indiana, Massachusetts,' 
Nevada, ~ew Jersey, New' York, North Dakota, Rhode Island, 
South Dakota, Tennessee and Wyoming) 'have caps'that decline 
between 1995 to 1999. ' . . 

Op~ion 2: option 1 with Hold Harmless to 199,1 Incurred Levels 

Rationale: ... ·The hold-harmles's·to 1991 protects those states 
who made early expenditures under the ~ program for 
homeless and to a lesser extent child welfare services. 
setting' the hold' 'harmless le.vel at 199'1 prevents_ ganling i 
since the window in which 1991, claims can b~ submitted is 
closed . 

. Total cost in 1995: $454 million 

Five year savings from, 6MB baseline:' $1. Q billion 

No states··.are capped in 1995 at less than their 1991 
incurred expenditures. 

Thirty-one states are capped in 1995 at less than their· 1994 
requested expenditures; . 

. Ten states (the states with declines under Option 1, with 
·the exception ·of New Jersey and New York) have caps that 
decline b~tween 1995 to 1999. 

option 3: Basic., Allocat,.ion f;rom 1995 'Level of $491 million 

Rationale: $~91 is equal·to 1994 requested expenditures
adjusted for inflation. Although this number is '.. . .. 

2 

' .. 
f . 

http:inflated.to
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considerably lower that what we expect the states ~o claim 
for 1994 (expected to be $54'4, million), with this level. we 
could sti11 argue, that we· were slowing the growth of the' 

,program rather,th~n cutting i-t . 

• Total cost in 1995: $491 million 

Five, year savings from OMS baseline: $L,5 billion 

'One state';;, (New ',York) is capped ,in, 1995 at -less than;' its 1'991': 
. incurred expenditures." 

Twelve states (connec'ticut,,' DC, Indiana, Massachusetts, 
Nevada, New Jersey,' New:, York, North Dakota" Rhode Island,' 
south Dakota, 'Tennessee and Wyoming) 'are capped in 1995 at 

,'less than their 19~4 reguested expenditures~ In no case is 
the difference, more 1;han 5 percent., 

Twelve'states (same 'as above) have caps that decline between 
1995 to 1999 .. 

option 4: option 3 with Hold Harmless to 1991 Incurred Levels 

Rationale: As' in Option 2 above, this option protects those 
states who made early' expenditures in ,EA. 
, , 
Total cost in 1995: $491million 

'Five year savings fromdMB baseline: $1.4' billion 

No states 'are capped. in 1995 at less than their 1991 
incurred expenditures. 

Eleven states (same states a~ Option 3, minus New,Yoik} are 
'capped in 1995 at'less than their, 1994 reguested 
expend i tures, but by very ,sma 11 amounts '( in no case more 
than 5 percent). /' 

Eleven states (same states', as above) have caps that decline 
between 1995 to 1999~ 

option S: Hold Harmless at 1994 Requested x,evels' 

Rationale: This' option ensUres th~t no state goes lowe~ in 
an~ year than the level of .its 1994·r~quest. It does so at 
the cost, however" of ·very, small increases for the forty-one,; 
st~tes who were spending below. their proportionate' share in ' 

.....1994. 

Total cost in 1995: $491 million 



'\ 

Five year savings from OMB baseline: $1.5 billion 

One states (New York) is capped in 1995 at less than its 
1991 incurred expenditures, but less than a' $'1 million 
difference~ . 

No states are capped in 1995 at less than'their'1994 
requested expenditures. 

No states have. caps that decline between 1995 to 1999.' 
/ 

Table l' compares what states receive 'over the five year period 
1995 to 1999 under the five options. It also shows,the total 
spending and thetotal.five year,savings from'the OMB baseline of 
'each of the,options. The following tables give more details on 
the baseline and on the year by year allocations under the, five 
options. 

'

( 

" ,I 

'" 
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OPTION 1 OPTION ,2 'OPl10N3 OP,TION 4 OPllON 5 
$418M; NO,HH $418; '91 HH 94'BASE; NO HH '94 BASE; '91 HH , '94 BASE; '94 HH 

Alabama 7:8 '7.8 9.2 0.2 ,8,8 

Alaska 3.4 3.4 ' '4.0 4.0 1.8 ,
Arizona 24.9 '24,9' 29.3 .29,3 29.4 

Arkansas 8:4 8.4 ' 7.5 7.5 .7.8 

Califomia .413.4 413.4 485.5 485.5 441.5 " 

Colorado ·14.4 '14.4 . 18.0 18.9 18.7 
ConnecticUt . 141.9 141.9 ' 186.7 '186.7 200.0 

Delaware 2.1 2.1 2.4 2.~ 1.9 


D.C, 17,8.' 17.8 . 20.7 20.7 
" , 

'; , 21;8 

Florida ""~~ 45.3 45.3 53.2 53.2 ~42.9 


'~~-'"Georgia 38.1' 38.1 44.8 44.S 44.3 

"-Guam 0.3 .0.3, 0.3 0.3 0.1 
Hawaii' 8.0 .8.0 9.4 9.4 7.8 

PIdSho 2.8 2.8 3.3 3.4 

Illinois 52.1 52.1 81.2 81.2 50.8 

ihdiana 39.4 ' 39.4 48,3 46.3 50.0 

. Iowa 7.9. 7.9 9.3 9.3 8,7 

Kansas . 10.1 10.1 11.9 11.9 11.4 

Kentucky, 7.1 . 7.1 8.3 8.3 ' 4.0 

louisiana, . 5.4. .5.4 ,8.4 8.4 2.5 

Maine 4.9 4.9 5.8 5.8 3.7 

Maryland. 25:6 25.8 30.0 30.0 28.8 

Massachusetts 1.1.4.4 116.2 134.4 134.4 140.5 

Michigan 72.1 72.1 84.7 84.7 . 71.4 

. Minnesota 35.8 35.8 42.1 42.1 42.4 
MiSsissippi '. 2.7 2.7 . 3.1 3.1 1.2 

Missouri 20.0 '20.0 23.4 23.4 21.3 
Montana 2..1 '2.1 2.4 2.4 1.5 

Nebraska 4.2 4.2" 4.9 4.9 4.3 

Nevada 13.0, 13.0 15.3 15.3 17.9 

New H~mpshire 4.4 4.4, 5.1 5.1 4.8 
. New Jersey . 105.8 116.9 124.1 124.8 137.1 

New Mexico.'. 3.7 3.7 4.3 .,' 4.3 1.7 
New York 668.4 905.8 785.0 905.6 ,902.4 

North Carolina 23.0 23.0 27.0 27.0 23.6 

North Dakota 7.3 7.3 8.6 8.6 " 9.9 

Ohio 41.7 41.7 49.0 49.0. 31.6 

Oklahoma 9.5 15.5 ·11.2 . 15.5 8.9 
Oregon 2,0.6 20.6 24.2 . 24.2 25.0 

'Pennsylvania ' 38.3 38.3 44.9 44.9 26.4 
Puerto Rico 2.9 2.9 3.4 3.4 1.8 
Rhode Island, 22.7 22.7 28.6 26.6 28.5 
South Carolina 5.0 5.0 5.9 5.9 3.8 

South Dakota ': 3.7 3.7 4.3 4.3 4.5 

Tennessee 29.3 29.3 34.4 34.4 34.7 
Texas 24.2 24.2 28.4 28.4 19.5 

. Utah .3.2 3.2 3.8.. 3.8 2.4 
Vermont· '5.2 5.2 6.1 6.1 5.7 

'Virginlslands, ' 0.1' 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 


Virginia 7.2 7.2 8.'5 8.5 3.5 . 


Washington 31.8 31.8 37.4 . '37.4 28.9 

West Virginia 6.8 6.8 8.0 8.0 6.4 


Wisconsin 20.5 20.5 24.0 24.0 16.8 

. Wyoming 5.8 5.8 6.8· 6.8 7.7 

TOTAL 2,234.0 2.490.2 2,624.0 2,749.4 2,624.0 
,,\,1 

FY95~ SAVINGS . 1.885.0 ' 1,628.0 1,493.0 1,369.0 1,493.0 

,\ 
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03-Jun·94 

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES I'NCURRED (FEDERAL SHARE) 
($'s in MillionS) 

FY 1988 ' FY 1990 FY 1991 

Alabama 0,0 0.0 0.0 

Alaska, 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Arizona 0.0 0.0 0.2 

Arkansas 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0 
..Califomia 19.9 20.8, 

Colorado 0.0 ' 0.0 0.0 


. Connecticut 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 

, 'Delaware' 	 , 0.1 :. 0.2 0.2 ". 

D.C. ";:} 0.5 3:6 3.2 .. ;~~ 
Florida',' 1.0 ' 4.4 4.1 

, Georgia 4.3 2.5 1.4 
Guam 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Hawaii 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Idaho 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Illinois' 	 0.3 1.5 3.1 


' ,,0.0 
Indiana 0.0 0.0 

Iowa 0.0 0.0 1.0 

Kansas 0.2 0.3 0.;3 

Kentucky 0.0 0:0 0.0 

Louisiana 0.,0 0.0 0.0 

Maine 0.4 0.6 ,0.6 

Maryland 2.3 2.6 2.9 

Massachusetts 16.7 27.6 23.1 

Michigan 8.4 10.3 10.4 

Minnesota ' 4.5 5.2 4.7 


: Mississippi, 0.0 0.0 O~O 

Missouri 0.0 : -0.0 0.0 

Montana, 0.1 0.1 0.1 

,Nebraska 0.5 0.8 ' 0.6 

Nevada * 0.1 0.1 

New Hampshire 0.0 0.2 0.1 

New Jei"Sey 20.7 25.3 _, 23.4 

New MexiCo 0;0 0.0 0.0 

New York 34.1 153.1 181.1 

North Carolina 1.5 - 2.0 2.8 


, North Dakota ' 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Ohio 2.4 4.0 4.4 

Oklahoma, 1.7 2.2 3.1 

Oregon 2.3 2.4 2.5 

Pennsylvania ,'* ' 2.5 3.0 

Puerto Rico 0.1 0.1 0.2 

Rhode Island 0.0 0.0 0.0 

South Carolina " 0.0 0.0 ' 0.0' 

South Dakota '0.0 '0.0 0.0 

Tennessee 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Texas 0.0 0,0 ,0.0 

Utah 0.0 0.1 0.3
.Vermont 0.3 0.7 0.7 

Virgin Ishlrids * * * 

Virginia ' 
 * * * 
Washington ' 	 1.2 1.2 1.6 
West Virginia 	 0.7 0.8 0.8 

' ' 
Wisconsin 	 1.3 1.4 1.9 
Wyoming 	 0.3 ,-0.2 0.2 

" / 

: TOTAL 	 $126.1 $276.9, $281.7 

* Less than $50.00.0. "
1/ Data reflect State expenditure reports received to date. States have up to two years to seek 

Fed,eral matching funds for previously incurred expenditures. 

'. 




31-May-94. 

EMERGENCY' ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES INCURRED (FEDERAL SHARE) 
($'s in Millions) 

(Prelim.) (Prelim.) 
, FY 1988 FY 1990 FY 1992 

Alabama 0.0 ..;, .0.0 0.0 ._ .Jl.O 

Alaska 0.0 '0.0 0.0 9·0 


. Arizona 0.0 0.0 0.6 1.8 

Arkansas 0.0 0.0 0.1 , .3 
... ,,' .. , . .. ; .. 

~California 19.9 20.8 0.0 10.0 

Colorado 6.0· 0.0. 1.3 " 

Connecticut 0.0 ·0.0 . 0:0 .9.0 

Delaware 0.1 0.2 0.2 . '0.2 


\,D.C.' 0.5 .. 3.6 ' 5.7 '10.8 

Florida ; '.0 . 4,4 . 1.8 1.9


'~:'~.[ . ':'(~'" .
'Georgia 4.3 2.5- 2.1 4.8 
Guam 0:0 0.,9 0.0 0,4 
Hawaii 0.0 0.0. 0.20,4 . 


Idaho '0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Illinois 0.3 1.5 2,4 2.~ 

Indiana I- 0.0 0.0 0.0 .1.9 

Iowa 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.9 

Kansas 0.2 0.3 0.3 . 0.3 

Kentucky 0.0 . .0.0 0.0 0.0 

Louisiana' 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Maine 0,4 0.6 0.6 0.4 

Maryland 2:3 2.6 2.6 3.3 

Mas~achusetts 16.7 . 27.6 18.9 25.4 

Michigan 8.4 '10.3 . ~.8 9.9 

Minnesota 4.5'· 5.2 5.0 . 5.6 

Mississippi 0.0 0.0 .' 0.0 0.0 

Missouri 0.0 0.0 0.4 .1.2 

Montana 0 . .1 .0.1 0.1 0.2 

Nebraska 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.7 

Nevada 0.1 0.0 0;1 

New Hampshire .0.0 0.2. 0.4 0.6 

New Jersey 20:7, 25.3 26.3 26.6 


:,<
New Mexico 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
New York (as submitted) 34:1 153.1 200.0 . 205.0 
New York (adjusted) 21 34.1 109.6 : 146.'7 205.6 
North Carolina 1.5 2.0 2.7 2.7 
North Dakota 0.0 .. 0.0 0.0 '0.7 
Ohi.o 2,4 4.0 4.1 • 4'.0 

.Oklahoma 1.7 .2.'9 1.8.. 2.2 

Oregon 2.3 2.4 '2.1 2.4 

Pennsylvania 2.5 1.6 2.9 

Puerto Rico 0.1 0.1 .' 0.1 0.1 

Rhode Island 0.0 '0.0. 0.0 3,6 

South Carolina 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 

South Dakota . 0.0 '0.0 0.0 0.2 

Ti'lnnessee 0.0 0.0 2.5 ·3.5 

Texas 0.0 0.0 .0.0 0.0 

Utah 0.0 0.1 0.2 . 0.2 

Vermont 0.3 0.7 . 0.7 0.7 

Virgin Islands- 0.0
.' .. " ..Virginia 0.0" 

. 1.2 1.4' 
West Virginia , '0.7. 6.8 .' 0.9 0:9 
Wisconsin 1.3 1.4 1.6 1.6 
Wyoming 0.3 0.2 0.1 .!:..Q 

Washington 1'.2 1.5 

....... 

TOTAL, AS SUBMITIED $126.1 $276.9' $300.4 . $352.7 


.. 

TOTAL, ADJUSTED $126.1 $233.3' $247.0 $352.7· 


.. Less than $50,000. 

·11 Estimates for FY 1994 are based on State grant r'equests for the first three quarters. 
21. A portion of the claims submitted are in dispute. For illustrative purposes. claims in dispute have 
. been allocated equally' between the EA and IV-E Foster Care program. . . 

(Est.) 11 
FY 1994 ' 

1.~ 

0.0 
4.6 
1.3 .. 

120.0 . 
2.5 

38.0 
0.3 
4.1 
6:2 ;c~.:·~ 

7.7 
0.0 
1.1 
0.3 
5.3 
5.0 


., 
1.2. 

0.4 


", 0.9· 

0.0 

0,4 

4.7 

28.5 
11.7 

7.2 
0.0 
2.1 
0.2 
0.7 
2.7 
0.8 

27.7 
0.0 

210:0 
.- 210.0 

5.0 
1.8 
3.5 


,'1:7 

4.3 


. 3.4 

0:2 
5.3 
0.4 
0.9 
6.9 

5,0 

0.2 
0.8 0.0 

4.1 
1.0 
2.1 

, .5 


$544.9 

$544.9 
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03.Jun-94 
STATE DISTRIBUTION OF. EA AND AFDC EXPENDITURES 

.' . ($;5 in Thousands) 

A1ab&ma" 
Alaska 

,'.Arizona 
Arkansas~" 
Califomia 
Colorado 
ConnectiCut '; 
Delaware' 
D.C. 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa ,'. 

Kansas 
Kentl,lcky , 
Louisiana. 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 

. Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
. Nevada 
NeVi Hampshire . 
New,Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Puerto RiCo 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
. South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 

,,'!<, 

Utah 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands 

, 'Virginia 
Washington -
West Virginia .' 
Wisconsin' 
Wyoming., 

TOTAl 

FY 1994 EMERGENCY, ASSISTANCE 
FEDERAL STATE ' 

SHARE DISTRIBUTION 

$1,500' 0.3% 
0 .0.0% 

. 5,131 1.1% 
'1,400 0.3% 

71.813 	 15.1% 
2,875 0.6% 

40.000 	 8.4% 
260 0.1% 

4.358 0.9% 
6.324 1.3% . 
-7.649 1.6% 

'" 0 0:0% 
1,113 	 0.2% 

601 0.1% 
7.680 1.6% . 

10,000 2.1% 
885 0,2% 

1,930 ,0.4% 
200 0.0% 

0 0.0% 
407 0.1% 

'.4,869 . 1.0% 
28,100 ' 5.9% 
10.925 2.3% 

7,389 1.6% 
O' 0.0," 

3,456. 0.7%" 
170 0.0% 
675 0.;'% 

3,589 	 0.8% 
810 0.2% 

.~, 

27!410 5.8% 
0 0.0% 

180,470 37.9% 
3,724 0.8% 
1,976 0.4%' 
3,553 0.7% 
1,303 0.3% 
4;423 0.9% 
3,096 O.SOA. 

153 0.0% 
5.708 	 1.2%· 

434 0.1%. 
900 0.2% 

6.944 . 1'.5% 
. 2,410 ,0.5% 

259,. 0.1% 
963 0.2% 

0 0.0% 
41 0.0% 

4,070 0.9% 
934 0.2% ' 

2,126 0;4%: ' 
1,537 ' 0.3% 

$476,539. 100.0% , 

FY 1993'AFDC .' 
STAlE 

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION 

$95,499 0.4% 
110,589 0.5% 

.268,7H 1.2% 
59,765 0.3% 

5,854.990 . 26.3% 
163,957 0.7% 
386,254 1.7% 
39.730 0.2% 

,,-i;., .
112,637 0.5% 
804,663 

.' 
3.6% 

432.100 : 1.9% 
9,228 0.0% 

143,364 0.6% 
28,539 0.1% 

882,944 4.0% 
224,831 1.0% 
163,345 ·0.7% 
125,876 0.6% 
210,017 0.9% 
176,860 0.8% 
117,144 0.5% 
316,527 1.4% 
749,906 3.4% 

1,190,051 	 5.3% 
384,046 1.7% 

86.871 0.4%' 
283,800 1.3% 
49,112 0.2% 
65,619, 0.3% 
44,015 0.2% 
56,045 0.3% 

538,247 2.4% 
119,107 0.5% 

2.658,384 11.9% 
353.432 1.6% 

28.074 0:1% 
980,451 , 4.4% 
171,980 0.8% 
202,440 0.9% 
917,659 4.1% 
76,754 0.3% 

134,179 Oi6% 
118,004 0.5% " 

25.025 ,.0.1% 
.219,762 1.0% , 

532,314 	 2.4% 
n,959 .. 0.3% 
65,748 0.3% 

3,461 0.0% 
231,158 1.0% 
605,531 2.7% 
121,635 0.5% 
441.153 	 . 2;0% 
'26.466 0.1% 

$22,285,959 100.0% 

.. ' 
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ILLUSTRATIVE ALLOCATION OF EA CAP. BY STATE 1/ O3..Jun-94 

FY 1995 FY 1995 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999, FY 2000 

(110/10) (80120) - (70130) , (1!QJ4O) (50150) (oCOIIIO) 

Alabama - ·.~$1.363.263 $1.458.081 $1.555.063 $1.550.834 $1.772.73;. $1.888.272 , 

Aiaska 207,423· 428.741 .• 663.953-, 915.045:~~ 1.183.504 . 1.467.843' 

Arizona /-4.554.936- _. "4;763,200 4.975.075  5.201.845 5.443.896 5.690.073 . 

Arkansas . /' 1.217.316 1.247.023 . . 1.276.014 1.307.122 1.340.272 1.372.603 

,California 
Colorado ,.~ " .. . , 

/67.673.706 
':--2.577,169,../.:".,., 

7,4.779.757 
2.720.678 

82.199.476 
2.867.894 ,../"." 

80.128.371 
, .3,025.379- ., .. 

98.600.049 
3.193,531, . 

107.430.205 
3;365,920: "" 

Connecticut /32.302.162 30.506.635 28.524.610, 26.413;381 24.152.966 0 21.679.410 

""Delaware ".. 279,773 342.586 408.867 479.650 555.308 634.926 

D.C. . " /' 3.651.~,·.' 3.597.230 3.531.35J. -3.461.526. __ 3.386.528 0 3.298.439..: 
Florida' 6.501.319:;','. ' 7;705,606 8.973,834 10,328.410 . 11.776.183 13.297.033 

\".1 Georgia.. , . ".. 6,848.614 , 7.222,217 7.605.168 . 8.0.14,~~_ 8.452.272 8.900.375 
Guam .. 17.309 35,778 55.406 76.359 ... 98.761 122.489 
Hawaii 1,147,151 1.362,624 1,589.571 1.831.968 2.091.044' 2.363.235 
Idaho' /" 527.983 - 546,506 . 565;082 584.982 606.211· 627.502 
Illinois 7,718,590 8.992,467 1 0;.332.153 . 11.763;167 13.292.558 14,897,162 
Indiana /8,316.121 8,123.936 7.901.241 7,684,663 7.410.934 o· 7.122.336 
Iowa /1,004,833 .. ' . 1.274,916 1.560.324 '1.865,102 2.190,892 .2,534.1~ 

Kansas /1,759,587.. ;' ! " 1.887.577 '. 2,020,042 . , ' . 2.161~673 2.312.948 . 2,469.338 
Kentucky 551.801. 959,257 1,391,925 1.853,825 - .. 2,347,659 2,870.307 

. Louisiana , : 331,722 • 685,564 1,061.827 1.463:a85~· 1.892.718 2.347,447 .'. 

Maine 541.008 749,310 969,937 1.205.506 1.457.338 1,723.257 
. Maryland ./ 4;437,376 4,758,184 5,090,153 5.445,093 5,824.201 6.216,064 
MassachusettS .-23.589.870 . 23,286.241 . 22.911.722 22.515,154. 22.088.941 (} .21.581,712 
Michigan .;10.856.743 12,536;818 14.302.219 . 16,186,061 18.203.485 '20.316,425 '. 

Minnesota ~.553.317 6,847.439 7.146.399 7,465.392. 7.807.937 .8.155,010 
Mississippi 162,938 336,790 . 521.557 718.798 929,681 1,153.039 
Mis~ouri /3.260.411 .. ~.606.464 3,967.869 4.354.071 4.766,714 5.196.901 
Montana '226.320 313.690 . 406.230 505.038 610.667 '722.207 
Nebraska / 655.555 743,563 835,852 934.450 1,039.816 '1,150,072 
Nevada . __ 2,915,579 2,773.227 

-
2,615,320 2.447.166 2.~67,097 f' 2.069.251 

New Hampshire / 744.212 804.388 866.849 933.620 1.004.946 1,078.883 
New Jersey /'22.648.518 21.965.582 - 21.189.216 . 20.363.591 19.478.699 " 18.487.028 
New. Mexico 223.400 ..461.765 715.095 985.52? 1.27.4,665 1.580.905 
New York /147,456;791 . 141.188.384 134.193.589 126.747.344 118,771.822 c .109.966,141 

. North Carolina ".. 3.602,539 4;070.739 4.561.465, 5.085,748 5.646,003 
, 

6.232.002 
North Dakota ,/ 1.612.361. .1.541.679 

.. 
1,462,914 1.379.060 1.289.250 '" 1.190.204 

Ohio. .4.643.534 6t377.547 8.213,870 10,174.572 12.270,617 14.483.586 
Oklahoma 1.351.474 1,611.960 1,886.396 2.179.509 2.492.794 ·2.822.021 
Oregon /3.871.630 3.992.~ . 4.113.280'. 4.242.475 4.380.257 4.517.405 
Pennsylvania ;"4,165,590 5,803.237 7.537.986 9.390,205 11.370.298 13.461.363 
Puerto Rico .. :264,778 408.555 561.075 723.910 897.997 1.0~.076 
Rhode Island . ;....4.757.868 ' 4.659.862: 4,545.175 4.423.403 4;292,758 0' 4;143,049, 
South Carolina 5~.129 772,403 9!n,950 1.228.438 .. 1,480,179 1.745,949 , 
South Dakota / ~.520 . 749.803 739,941 729.517 718,302 D 704,635 
Tennessee /5.893.841 5,887.765 5,868.500 5,848.73~- 5,827.055 0' ." 5,790,303 
Texas, ,~.900.!2f 3;811.•287 . 4,774;~7~ 5,803,1.70 '. 6.902,725 8.062.532 
Utah 350.979 400.339 637.971 795,599 964!110 1,142.073 
Vermont /883.263 953.028 1.025.397 ~. 1.102.763 1,185.404 1.271,021 
Virgin Islands 6,491 13.416 20,776 28.633 37,034 45.931 

..~1. 
Vi!ginia 
Washington 

465.786 
4,348.777 

925.772 
' 5.299.254 . 

1.414.562 
6.301,897 

_·rlf~ 
1.936.354 
7.372.696 

2.494.236 
8.517.242 

3.085.035, 
9.721.405 

West Virginia' 965.085 1.148.565 1.341.843 . 1,548,276 1.768.914 2.000.749 
Wisconsin 2.505.789 3.252.134 e •• 4.041,412, 4.884,221 5,785.158. 6,735,184 
Wyoming ., /',263,353 '12171595 ','881129 1,1",365 1,052,893 I'J 887,41i8 , 

TOTAL $418.000,000 $432,000.000 $446.000.000 $461,000,000 
'., 

$477.000.000 
j 

$493,000.000 

lJPro~ected State allocations for FY 1995·2004 represent weighted distributions of estimated EA expenditures for 
FY 994 and reported AFDC claims for the' prior fiscal year. . 

i. 
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FY2001 FY'2002 FY2003 FY2004 
(30170) (20/80) (1.0180) (0/100) 

Alabama $2,011.394 $2,138,384 $2,273,413 ' $2,416.822 
Alaska' . 1,n1,534 2,092,098 , 2,433,999 '2,798,727 
AnZorla S,952.047 6.218,406 , 

" 

6,501,078 6,800,449 
,	Arkansas 1,406,872, 1,44P,271 ,1,47S,506 1,S12,501 " 
California, , 116,~7,955 126,646,588 ' 137,On,624 , 148,174,670 

"Coloraao 3,549;505 3,737,591 3,937,403 4,149,338 
Connecticut 19,030,025 16,154,1n 13,075,858 9,nS,086 
Delaware 719,914 '809108 904~167 1,005,463,," 
D.C.'"' ' 3,203,~0 3,094,732 2,9n,478 2,850,551 


,.,Florida 14,920,216 ' 16,621,043' . 18,433,336 ",go,363,948 

Georgia 9,3n,548'!' 9,866,072 10,385,003 ' 10,935,341 

Guam . 147,831 174',582 203,113 233,549' 

Hawaii 2,653,744 2,958,187 3,282,588 ' 3,628,1n 


: Idaho 650,130 674,824 ' 696,862 '722.2!?1 

Illinois 16,609,545 1,8,401 ;840 20,311,316 22,345,025 

Indiana 6;812.228, 6,465,072 6,092,048 5,689,886 

Iowa 2,900,698' 3,285,809 3,696,311' '••133,844 


..' 	 " 

" 	 Kaiis8S:: 2,636,012 2,808.122 2,991,154 ~,185,590 

KentuCkY 3,428,489 4,017,286 4,645.219 5.314,991 
Louisiana 2,833,126 3,345,787' 3,892,572 4,475,862 
Maine" 2,007,199 2,306,109 ' 2;624,803 ,2,964;602 
Maryland 6,633,688' , , 7,064,~' , 7;523,398 .. 8,010,482 
Massachusetts ' 21.034,71'1 20,401,630 , 19,718,650 / 18,978,176 
Michigan 22,571,136 24,929,457 27,441,740 .30,117,126 
Minnesota ,8,524,325 8.899,515 9,297,638' 9,719,214 
Mississippi ,1;391,599 1,643,412 :1,911,986 2,198,492 
Missouri 5,655,723 6,133,186 , 6,641,~76 7,18?:239 
Montana 841,306 ' 966,685' 1,100,3(32 1,242,893 
Nebraska 1,267,707 1,390,542, 1,521,366 1;660,639 
Nevada 1,857,268 1,~,396 1,379,166 1J.13,910 " 
New Hampshire 1,157,702 1,239,294 "1,326,095 1,418,347 
New Jersey 17,422,742 16,245,005 14,981,306 13,621,633 
New Mexico 1,907,989 2,253.244 ' 2,621,481 ~,014,302 ' 
New Vorl< , 100,527;413: 90,206,641 " 79,'149,q53 67,276,820 ' 
North Carolina 6,857,190 7,509,730 8,204,678 ' 8,944,447 ' 
North Dakota 1,084,048 968,078 843,844 710,479 
Ohio 16,846,513 19,333,672 21,985,405 24,812,672 , 
Oklahoma " 3,173,414 3,541,744 3,934,233 4i352,373 
Oregon, 4,663,P61 4,808,042 4,961,453 5,123,234, 
Pennsylvania 15,694,174, 18,044,894 20,55";230 23,223,588 " ' 
Puerto RicO 1;278,656 1,485.853 1,706,800 1,942,'434 
Rhode Island 3,982,084 3,800,864 3,606,005 3,395;721 
South Carolina 2,029,726 2,328.409 2,646;853 2,986,373 
South Dakota 689,870 672,501 653,727 633,318 
Tennessee 5,749,752 5,693.187 5,630,940 5,561,597 
Texas' 9,300,829 10,603.144 11',991,481 13,471,488, 
Utah 1.33.2,100 ' 1,532,17.0 1,745,486 ,1,972',934 .. 
Vermont 1,362,286 1,456.714 ' 1,557,161 1,663,907 
Virgin Islands 55,434, .65,465 " 76,164 87,577 
Virginia 3,716,038 4,38~,016 5,092,312 ' 5,850,013, 
Washington 11,006,767 12,355,471 13,792,825 . 15,324,420· 
West Virginia ' 2,248.189 ' 2,507,526 2,783,867 3,078,263:" ~, 
Wisconsin 7,749,432 ' 8,815,836 9,952,636 11,164,432 
Wyoming 917,575 840,723 758,330' 669,786 

TOTAL 	 $510,000,000 $527,000,000 " $545,000,000 $564,000,000 
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FEDERAL SHARE COST/SAVINGS 
($'sln Millions)·" 

FY 1995-1999 FY 1995-2004 
FY 1995. -FY 1996 FY 1997' FY. 1998 FY 1999 TOTAL TOTAL 

ACF BASELINE $644 $740. $850 $910 $975 $4,119 . $9,925 

~y 1993. BASE ($395 mil.) 418 432 446 461 4n 2,234 4,872 , 
SAVINGS . (226) (3.09) (404) (449) (498) (1,885)· (5,053) .' 

f· 

. I 

CBO BASELINE '$525 $598 $682 $729 . $ns· .~ . $3,312 N.A. 

FY 1993 BASE ($395·mll.) 418 :432 446 461. 4n 2,234. 4,872 

" " SAVINGS (107) (166) (236) (268) (301) (1,078)' N:A. 
.. 

",! 

.1-, 
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ILlUSTRATIVE ALLOCATION OF EACAP. BY'STATE 11 O3..Jun-94 

(WITH HOLD HARMLESS PRO~SJON) 

FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 , FY 1998 FY 1999 FY2000 ' 
($10110) . (1I0I20) (10.130) 

,- ' 

(Il0I<I0) ~) (.eweo) 

,,. ..... f ••;:.:.... $1,.363;283 ~" ' 51,458;081 51.556.063 .. 51.660.834 51~71'2.133 51.888.272 
,,,;••'. Alabama .:...,;.......".' .. 207;423::.- ' '428.74'1' ,663.953 '815.045 " " "'f;183.504 1.467.843Alaska 

4.554.936 4.763.200 4.975.075 , 5.201.645 5.443.896 5.690.073 ' Arizona 
1.217.316 1.247.023 1.276.014 1.307.122 1.340.272 1.372.603Arkansas 

~'':; , 
: ...~. <r" 67;~73;706,'f: ' 74;779;757 ,82.199.476 ., ' <>':90;126.371 ":,98';600.049 , 1 07A30.205' Califomia 

Colorado 2.577;169 '2)20.678 ' 2.867.894 "', 3.025.378 ". ~,1~,531 3.3~.920 


" Connecticut ' 32.302.162 30.566.636 28.524.610 ' 26.413.381 24.152.966 " 21.678.410 


Delaw.~re , 279.m". ,342.588 408.867 .", 
, 479;650, " ~.308 634.SY.26
-

:.,., '" 
D~C, , 3.651.654'," , 3.597.230, 3,531;351 '3,461.526 3.386.528 0 3.298.439 


, Florida 
" 

6.501'.319 7.705.606 8;973.834 ' 10.328.410 11;716.183 ',,"; 13.297.033
,,~,~~ 

.'.: - Georgia . ',,,. ,S;'84il;614: 7.222.217 7.605.168 ' - 8;014~852 "::8.452.272 :-e.900;375 
.. 'Guam ',. , :,17:309 35;778 55.406 76;359 ." , 98.761 122.489 

Hawaii ... 1.147.151 1.362.624 1.589.571 1.831.968 2.091.04.4 ,2.363.235 
-","Idaho 527.983 ,·-,546.506 565.082 564.982 ~.211 827.502 

Illinois ,', 7.718.590 8.992.467 10.332.153 11.763~167 13.292.558 14.897.182 
"Indiana 8.316.121 0 8.123.936 7.901.241 ' 7.664.663 7.4,10.934 a. 7.122.336 

,'-,Iowa 1.024.608,. , 1274.916 1.560.324 1:865.102 .2.190.892' 2.534.194 
,Kans'as' -- ,'.,.. .... ,. 1.759.587c... 1.887.57:7 -2.020.042 .,2;161.673 ,.2.312.948. ' 2.469.338 

~" ::,..: Kentucky' ~ , ..,...... . ..~ 
',' 551;8()l::, :-959.257 , 1.391.925 ,1.853.825 ' ,,2.347.659 • '::2.870.307 

Louisiana 
~ 

'331;722' 685.664 1.061.827 ,1.463.385 ' "'1.892.718 '2.347.447 

", • ,/ .,,~ ...... I, 

--. 
Maine , 557.154: ' 749.310 . 969.937 ' .1.205.506 1;457.338 1.723.257 
Maryland 4.437;376: - 4.758.164 5.090~153 5.445.093, "5.824.201 6.216.064 

, Massachusetts . 23,589.870 23286.241 23.106.377 23.106.377 23.106;377 0 . 23.106,377 
. Michigan 10.856.743 12.536.~51 8 14.302.219 16.188,061 18.203.485 ' 20.316,425 

Minnesota 6.553,3f7... .6.647.439 7.146.399 7.~66.392, ,7.807.937 8.155.010 
Mississippi 162.938, 336,790 ' 521.557 .,,718.798 929,681 1.153.039 
Missouri 3.260.~11·, . ,3.606.464 3.967.869 ': -4.354.071 4.766.714 5.196.901 

. Montana 226.320 313.690 406.230 505.038 ' 610,667 722.207 
, Nebraska ' -655.555. 743;563 835.852 ·934.450 1.039.815. -1.150.072 
Nevada 2.915.579 2,773.227 2.615.320 2.447.166 ..2.267,097 0 2,069.251 
New Hampshire 744:21.2 804.388 _' 866.649 933.620 1.004.946 1,078.883 
New Jersey 23.371.098_~ 23.371.098 23.371.098 23.371.098 -23.371.098 23,371.098 
New Me)(ico 223.400 461,765 715.095. . 985,527 1.274.665 '1.580.905 
New York 1~1.110.1j2·l<7' 181.110.172 181,110.172 181.110.172 181.110.172 181.110.172 
North Carolina 3.602.539 . 4.070.739 ,..561.465 5.085.748 5.646.003 6,~2.002 

North Dakota 1.612.361 1.541.679 1,462.914 1.379,060 1.289.250 1.190.204 
Ohio 4.643.534 6.3V,547 8,213.870 10.174.572 12.270.617 14,483.586 
Oklahoma 3.100.950'; 3.100.950 3,100.950 3.100.950 3.100.950 3.100.950 

, Oregon 3;871,630: 3.992.133 4.113.280 -~. 4:242.475 ~~80.257 4.517.405 
Pennsylvania 4.165.590 5.803.237, 7.537.986 9,3~.205 .11.370.298 13.461,363 
Puerto Rico, 264;n8 : ·408,555 561.075 . 723.910 ' 897.997 1.082,076 

-Rhode Island 4.757.Q_68 . , 4,659.862 4,545.175 4.423,403 4.29,2.758 '" 4.1.43;049 
" South Carolina 564:129 ' . 772.403., 992.950 1,228.438 1,480.179. 1.745.948 

South Dakota 757,520 ·749.803 . 739.941 7~9.517 718.302 &. 704.635 
. Tennessee : -

- ,,'" 5.893.641 " 5,887.765 5.868,500 5.648.735 ',~5.827.055 r> "5.790.303 .' 
. ,c,': --Texas . 2:900.721. . 3.811.287 4.774.574 ' 5.803.170 6;902.725 8.062.532

".Utah' 350.979 490.339 637.971 795.5.99 964.110 . 1.142.073 

Vermont 883;263 '953.028 1.025.397 (102,763 1.185.404 1.271.021 


. Virgin Islands, 6.491. 13.416 20.776 28;633 37.034 45.931. 

-Virginia" . 465,786- 925.772 1,414.562 ,1.936.354 • t. 2,494.23§, 3.085.035 ' 

Washington 
'." 

4.348.777 5.299;254 6.301.897 7.372.696 8~517.242 9.721.405 
West Virginia 965.085 1.148,565 1.341.643 1.548.276 .t;768.914 2.000.?49 

_. 
-:...:......::-.. 

Wlsp,(,'!nsin 2.505.789, 3.252.134 ,4.041.412 4.864,221 5.785,158 6.735.164 
Wyoming 11263 1353 ",... 112171595 111661129 11111 1365 1105216930. 9871496 ".",'''~' 

TOTAL $454.161.358 $474.816293 . $496.507,674 $519.~82.999 1544.856.341 $570,831,694. 

1 iProjected State allocations' for FY 1995-2004 represent weigtlted dls1ributlona ohatimaieci EA ~xp8nd~rea 'for 

FY 1994 and reported AfDC claims for the ,prior fIScal year. '", ,'." ... 


http:2,494.23
http:795.5.99
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.'FY 2001 FY 2002 FY2003 FY20Q4' " 
(3ortO) (20/80) • (10~0) , (0/100) 

. '. ~"t" ". ' .A1abama_. $2.C)11 ,394 $2.13~;384 ' $2.273.413 $2.416.822 , 

AlaSka 1.711.534 2.092.0~ 2.433,999 ' 2.798.727 

Arizona 5,952.047 6.218.406 6.501.07~ 6,800.449 


". ~.\ .. ' .::~: .'~ 	 Ar1<ansas 1.406.872 1,440.271.- ' 1,475.506..... 1.512.501· 
Califomia ' '116.847,955 126,646,588 137.071;624 ' 1'48.f74,670 
Colorado 3;549,505 ' 3.737,591' 3,937.403 4.149,338 
C?onnecticut 19,030,025 16,154,171 13;075,858 ' ' 9,715,086 ' 

-
, , 

Delaware 7-19,914 809,108" 904,167 1,005,463 
":': . ~'::D.C. 	 3,203.540 3,183,314 \ T 3,183,314 3,183.314 ..., _. 	 " 

~ Florida 14.920;216 16,621,043 18,433;336 20,363,948 
Georgia 9,371,548 9,866,072 '10,385,~ 10.935,341 
Guam 147.831 , 174,582. 203,113 233,549 

_Hawaii 2.653,744 2,958,187 . 3,282,588 . 3,628,171 
Idaho 650,130 672,824 696,862 722,251 
Illinois '16,609,545 18,401;840 "20.311,316 22,345.025 

' " 6,092,048 5,689.886...... '.'. Indiana' 6,812,228 6,465,072 , - . 
. lovya., ' '2,900,698 3,285,809 '.3,696,31.1 4,1~,844, 

~ ~,.~. 

~ ,~':.. Kansas _ 2,636,012.' 2.808',122 ' "',2,991,154' , 3,185.590 

" Kentucky , 3,428,489" 4,017,286 ~,P45,219 , 5,314,991 

, , 


Louisiana" , 2.833,126 3.345,787 3.892.572 4,475,862 


. 

? " 

Maine' , 2.007,199 2,306,109' 2.624,803 ,. ' 2.964,602 
Marylaild 6,633,688 7,064,865 ' 7,523,398 8,010.482 
MasSachusetts ' 23,106,371 23,106,377 23.106,371 ' , 23,106.371 
Michi9flll ' 22,571,136 24.929,457 27.441,740 30;117.126 
Minnesota 8.524,325 '8,899,51,5 9.297.638 9,719.214 
Mississippi 1,391,599' , 1,643;412 1,911,986 2,198,492 
Missouri 5,655,723 6,1~;186 6,641,476 7,182.239 
Montana 841,306 ,966,685 1.100.362 1,242.893 
Nebraska 1,267;707 ' :1.3QO;542 1,521.366 l.sso.639 " 
Nevada 1,857.268 1;626,396 1,379,166 ~.113,910 

, New Hampshire 1,157.702 1,239,294, 1,326,095 1,418,347 
New Jersey 23.371,098 , 23,371,098 23.371,098 23,371,098 
New Mexico ,1,907,989 2,253,244 2;621.481 3,014,302 
New York" 181,110,172 181,110,172 ~81,11 0,172 181,110,172 
North CaroliJ"!8. 6,857,190 7,509,730 8,204,678 8,944,447 
North DI!Ik0ta 1;084,048 968,078 843,844 710,479 
Ohio 16,846,513 19,333.672 21,985,405 24,812,672 
Oklahoma 3,173,414 3,541,744' ' ,3,934.233 4,352.373 
Oregol1 ,. 4,663,061 4,808,042 4,961,453 5.123,234" 

, Pennsylvania 15,694,174 18',044,894 20,551,230 23.223,588 
Puerto .Rico 1,278,656 1,485,853 '1,706;800 1,942,434 
Rhode Island 3,982,084 '3,800,864 3,606,005 3,395,721 
So!#l'Caroli~a 2,029,726 ' 2,328,409 • 2,646,853 ' 2,986,373 
So~Dakota 689.870 '672,501 653,727 ,633,3,18 
Tennessee 5,749,752, 5,693,187 ' 5,630,940 5,561,597 : , 

, Texas 9,300,829 10,603,144 11,991,481 13,471,488 
Utah 1,332,100 1,532,170, 1,745,486 1,972,934 
Ver:mont 1,362,286 , 1,456;714 1.,557,161 1,663,907 
Virgin Islands 55,434 65,465 76,164 87,571., 

. Virginia 3.,716,038 , 4,382,016 5;092,312 ' 5.850,013 
Washin9ton 11;006,757 "'" ; 12.355,471 ,13.792.825 15,324,420 

. , '. ,:~WestVirginia ' 2,248,189 2.507,526 2,783.867 .,3,078,263 
Wisconsin 7,749,432 8,815,836 9,952,636 11,164,432 
Wyoming' 917,'575 840,723 7581330' 669.786 

TOTAL" 	 $598,602,7e.o $627.822,952 $658,944.474, $692,043,781 
e 

http:6.501.07
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ACF BASELINE $644 

FY 1995 BASE ($418 mil.) • ' ~ 

SAVINGS (190) 

;' 

CBO BASELINE $525, 
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FY 1995 BASE ($418 mil.)· , 
. 

454 . 
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SAVIf\iGS , (71) 

J: 

• WITHHOLD HARMLESS PROVISION 
~~ . 

:: 

h' 

FEDERAL SHARE COST/SAVINGS 
($'. II, Mlilione) 

FY 1996'\ FY 1997- FY 1998 

,I 

$740 '$850 I $91,0 

475 497 520 
" . 

(265), ' (a53) (390) 

$598 $682 $729 

475 497 ,520, 
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I , ! 

!, 

"~. 

~ ~ 

i : 

i , 
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FY 1995-1999 FY 1995-2004 ,
FY 1999 TOTAL TOTAL 

: ft 

$975 " $4,'n9 $9,925 
,I 

'545: 2';~90 5.638 

. ' 

(430) , (1,628) (4,287) 
"'t" 

$778 ' $3,~12 ' N.A. 
~ 

545 2.490 5.638 
, l'- '., 
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'1 t\. y{-.;..r VI,":) 'v;/;)U\-,....V';~ \~_~ . 
ILLUSTRATIVE ALLOCATION OF EA CAP, BY STATE 1/ 

..	FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 
. ~0'10) .. (10120) . (70130) .' (80/40) . (50r.s0) 

, ~" ... ,,~~~,S1,601t356 ".. $1,711,209 ,$1,828,190 :: "",,__ . ·~,1,952.642 ,. $2,081,188. "~..~~~.,~ ,,.Alabama 
~: . ~Alaska' ... '. '. :.:'~·""'"$·243,648·· :. '~"'$5()3,li5 ',,·:',.·.'$780,071 .' "'$1,075,823. $1,389,439'......... ".'. 

. .. $5,350,0~ 9 . $5;589,782 $5,844,827 . $6,115,544 $6,390,906Arizona 
ArkansaS $1,429,898 $1.463,510 . $1,499,164 $1,536,782 $1,573,478 

... ,:,,: r' ." . •$7'9A~05b· .. ~:$87.762.106:""'·-$96.574,946·.""".·$105,964,1n .$115;756,700: .: ....·f,. r'.:~. ~..' C;IIlJforr-ia 
, 'Colorado ....." $3.027,225 $3,192.996'" $3,3~,434 $3,556.006 .,,$3.749,204 

Conn~ait. ..... - "...... $37.943,128:", $35.802,632 $33,51~953 . $31,054,108 $28.355.481 /. ",>:: 
" .....". '$328631 $402,063 $480 371>:. :~.925· .<$651.933.....·/" . , 	 Delaware ,. . '. .. . ~.,: , .." , . '. -..,..... - . 

- D.C. '."-... '.-~ $4,~289,348./ $4,221,7.17·' ~·$4.·1~,912 .~~ $41069,708 $3,975.776.{"-," 
Florida $7,637;086 . $9.043,723 $10.543.556 $12,143,435 ·$13.825,522.;;;;C· 

.Georgia " , ""~ .,,' ~ .."-"'-' ,$8,044,940-" - ,$8.476,327. . $8,935.449 . $9,423.305"-:··';'~ '., ,S9,923;'1n . 
,.... ':'.. .. $20,332 $41;989 . $65,095 $89,n5 $115,946Guam 

Hawaii .._... ".$1,347.946 $1.599,607.,. $1.867,~. $2,154.189' ·$2,455.182 
Idaho "".. - $620.; 86 :;.$~1,.381 ' ..$663,904 SSa7,763 - . . $711',891 

Illinois 	 $9.066,976 . $10.554,028 $12.139,456 $13,830,310 ..~15,605.n4 , . 
Indiana $9,768.378 ./$9,534.268 $9,283,006· ,$9.011,324 $8;700.416 ../ 


..... ·Iowa ...; .;...-, ",:,,:, ..$1,180.543.... $(496.462 "~. ".. $1;833.393 .. ' ',.$2;192.975 '$2;572.258'" . 

'''kanSaS''.:' .' '. , ... ~;.. $2.067,~:· '. . :$2,215,409"-~,::" :$2~373.439· . $2;541.592 $2.715.499·' , . 

Kentucky· ."'. • C.. ', ..,';. ·$648.166 :::$1i.125,794.,,:.':;-"·-·:$1.635.354 ," $2.17:9,550 . $2,756,16t., ..... ' 

': LouiSlana .:,:' $389.654 . $804,7'03 :'$1,247.528$1',720.509,. . ,$2,222,059 
Maine, .$635.501 ':$879.40If· $1;139,576 ..$1,417.328 . $1.710.927 " 

· Maryland ~... , $5.212.407 "$5;584,334 . $5.980.428 $6,401.884 $6.837,689 
. Massachusetts $27,709.407'" $27.328.784 $26.918.518 $26;471.013 $25.932,367 /. 
Michigan ... $12,752.690' . $14.713.269 $16.803.432 $19.032.320 $21,370.913 
Minnesota .' $7.697,969 $8.036.389 $8.396,361 ,'" $8.n8.401 $9.,66.660 
Mississippi $191.394 $395,261 $612.n1 ...... :, _, $845,094 .$1.091,450 .. 

.. Mis$ourf ,. ~ .:. . .~. $3,830,023 '$4.232.780$4.661.976 $5.119.258 .$5.596.275 
. 'Montana. '. . $265.844 $368,148 $4n.274$593.n5 $716.925 

Nebraska :. $nO;SOO, $873;074 $982;413' $1.098,975 $1.221,037 
Nevada $3,425.066./ $3.254.972$3.072.963 $2.8n.371· $2,661,n6./ 
New Hampshire '$874,593 $9¢4,416 $1,018,792 $1;097.965 $1.180.072 

. New Jersey $26,603.244./ $25,n8~466 $24.894;424 $23,941;107 $22.867;670 ..... 
New Mexico $262,415 $541.933 ,$840.157 $1.158,689 $1.496.462 

· New York· >$173.207.366/ $165,698,928' $157,661.221 $149,016.419 $139.437.700':" 
North Carolina. $4.23{953 $4.n7.705. $5.359.421' . $5.979,533 $6.628.598 
North Dakota .' $1..894,204./ $1,809.568 . $1 ;718,974 $1.621,558$1,513;748./ 
Ohio' '$5.454.820 $7,485.066 $9.650,653' $1.1,962,541 $14,~05.967. 
Oklahoma '. .... '$1,587.180 '. $1.891.523$2.216,041 $2,562.226 . $2.926,350 
Oregon' . $4.547,475 $4.685,640$4,832,393 $4.987.6n $5.142.250 
Pennsylvania $4,892,701 ,.$6.810,4.03. ':$8,855.980$11.039.837 $13.348.542 
Puerto Rico '. $310,979 .$479.448 $659.167 $851.075 '. $1;054.226 
Rhode Island $5,588.669 7 -$5;468,757 $5.339.973. $5.200.529" $5.039.640./ 
,South Carolina $66:2.434 $9OQ.30? .', ~$,1:.166.426 ... ' $1.444,121 $1,737;600 

" South Dakota '$889.708/ . $879.879' ,..... '$869.260·. $857.619 $843,222/ -, . 
· T~mnessee . $6.923.370./ $6,910,150 .: $6,895.015 .. $6.876.551 . $6,841.128/ .,' . 

.. Texas· . $3,401,585$4.473.225 $5.609.821 . $6.823;021. $8.104,005 
... Utah $411.929 . $575.151 $749,258 $935.136 $1,131,650 

Vermont $1;037.848 $1.118.787 . $1.205,O()1.$1.296,767 $1,391.878 .. ' 
Virgin Islands .. $]..624' $15.745 $24.410 . '$33.664 $43.478 )1·, 

Virginia $547.303 . $1.086,654 $1.662,,094 $2.276.707$2.928.352; .. 
Washington' ,-·$5,108.219. $6.219,234 . $7.403';995 . $8.668.092 . . .. $9.999,258"'· 
West Virginia $1,134,085 $1.348,388. $1.576,893 ',$1.820.651 ··S2.0n,001 
Wisconsin $2,943,386' $3.816)25' $4,748.192 $5,742.390 $6,791,789 
Wyoming, $1.483,575./ $1,428,606 ~::.:..$1.369,730 ~:'. $1.306,335 $1.235.605 ./ 

TO:TAL 	 $491;000.000 $507.000,000 $524,000.000 $542.000.000 . .$560.000.000· 

http:6.810,4.03
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FY2000 FY 2001 FY2oo2 FY 2003' FY2004 
(40/60) (30l7oj (20/80) :. (10nO) , (01100) 

'~::A1@ama ,- ~. 
-: '". ~ $2,221,490 $2,362,398 ,$2,515,743 "$2,673.866 ,,:$2,836,766
• ...... ,1 .... :..:: 

·.Alaska $1',726;874 $2,080,684" ,$2.461,291· $2;862;740 $3.285.030 
Arizona $6,693,996 $6,990,5n $7,315.661 ' $7.646,164 $7,982,088 
Ar1<ansas $1.614,821 $1.652,381 $1,694,433' $1.735,410 $1,n5,312 

:CaJifoniia ""''';,,~,':" :"': ~$126;388.336 $137,238,959 . $148,995.910" $161.223.368' $173'.921,332 
Colorado $3.959.893 $4,1q8,9W, $4,397,159, $4,630,960 . $4,870,322 
Connecticut $25,505,020 $22,350,821 ' $19.004,824 $15,379,082 $11,473,594 ' 

-Delaware "~"",~',~r .. ;: .. ,:$746,970'':'' . $845,545 $951.891 ;$J·;063.433 '. '"$1~180,171, 
.. D.C. , $3';880,4~ $3~162,575 $3,640.852 $3,501.946:' .. '$3.345,860 

Elorid~': ' .. ,$15,643,763' $'1'7,524,090 $19,554,27,1 .. "'." $21,680.363.", ,$23.902,364 
.... '" Georgi~ ."," "C:, $10;471.174' $11,014.134' :$'-';601,222 ·""-$12,214,328' :''''$12,835,453 

Guam $144;104. $173.629 $205,390 , $238.890 ;, $274.130 
. Hawaii , ., .,. $2;780;515 ' $3,117,033 ': $3,480;348' $3';8e.O,872 ' $4,258.605 . , 

< Idaho ... 	 "'$738.235., $763;582' '$791.556 $819.612 $847.749 
$H,526.284 ' $19.508.237$21,649.336 $23,889,148 $26,227,671

<. <~: ,',. . U!,iJ)ojs 
. Indiana $8,379,1n' $8,000,995 $7,605,945' '$7,165,131 '., ,$6,678.554,

Iowa: ,'." '" $2;981,523 :',c·.$3;406,990 $3,865,721 $4;341,437 ,·J_;:$4..a52,137"~~.:,." 
~ansas .,: .-' 	 $2:905;1'77$3,096;079 $3,303,712' -"$3,51·8,057~·· .," $3.739,114-.... 

«.:: Kentucky , . ~~;~76.830 '$4.026.794 .. " $4;726.218 ,,~,':. ,~$5,463.459 '. '~. ~::.$6;238,518 .,,::::-_M ' 
LO_lJi~~ana , . .. $2,761,702 $3.327,534 ,~.936,219 "$4.578,236 . $5,253,583 
Maine: $2,027,367. ' $2.357,479 $2,713,073.,. ,.$3.087,:156 :.$3,479,728 
Mary I ancj $7,313,060 $7,791,366' $8,311.629 $8,848.632 $9.402.375 
Massachusetts $25.390,131 $24.705,382 $'24,001.854 $23.191.994 ' $22,275.802 
Michigan $23,901.630 $26;509.985 $29,328,749 $32,275,502 $35,350.2.44 ., ' 
Minnesota , $9.594.219 $10,011 ,974 $1 b,4~O,066$1 0,935.412' $11,408,013 

..	MIt;$isSippi $1.356.516 $1,634.446 _ ,- ' $1.933,426 $2,248.7n ,,$2,580,500 
Missouri $6;114,112 $6,642.787', $7.215.572 .$7.811.381 $8,430,216 
Montana $849,654 $988.121 $1,137.276 " -$1,294.188,., $1,458.857, 
Nebraska $1,353.266 $1.489.121 $1,636.060 $1.789,416 $1.949.189 

• <, 

',.1 

Nevada $2,434,573 $2,181.5Q4 ' $1.913,493 $1.§22,146 $1,307,462 

New Hampshire $1,269,490 ' $1.359.899 . $1,458.109 $1,559,741 $1.664.797. 

New Jersey $21,749,111 ' $20,462,923 $19,111,592 $17.620.122 $15.988,51.2 

New Mexico $1.859,889 $2,240,952 . $2.650,876 $3,083,247,' , , $3,538,064 

New York $129,371,171 $118,069.844: $106,125,054'''' $93,090.694 . $78,966,764 

North Carolina $7.3~1,905· ·~$8.053.943 . $8.835,051 .- , $9.649,944 $10,498,624. 

North Dakota $1'.400.375 $1.273.330 $1,138,988 . $992,522 $833,931. 

Ohio $1-7.039,688 $1'9,786,530 ' $22,7:45.590 $25,858,112,' $29;t24,094' 

Oklahoma $3,319;859 ,,$3,727.076' $4.166,669 ,'$4;627.189, .$5.108,636" '" .. 


, Oregon. ,$5;314;436 J '$5,476,688' $5,656,436 $5.835,354" $6,013,441 ' 
,Pennsylvania '$15,836,703 $18.432,811 $21,229,183 ., $24,171,210' $27,258,892 
. Puerto Rico, .': $(273.009 $1.501,7n $1,748,051 $2,007,442'::" $2.279,949 .' 
Rhode Island $4,874,112, $4,676.948 $4,471,571 $4,241,174 $3.985,757 
S'outh Carolina , $~,953,944 $2,383,846 $2,739,244 :" . $3,113,056 . $3,505,~82 , ..." 
SciUth Dakota· .. . $828.926 $810,216 $791,147 - : fjea,863 "$743,363 

. Tennessee $6,812,238 " , $6,753,231 $6,697,930 $6,622.844 $6,527,974 " .'t 

:rexas .:. $9,485,478 $10,924,028 $12.474,366 . $14,103,783 $15,812,279 
Utah $1,343;434 ' $1,564,424 $1,802,456 $2,052,898 $2.315,749 

, Vermont 	 $1,495,493 $1,600,153 $1,713,874"" $1;831,498 .,. $1,953,026<, < , 

Virgin Islands , $'54,037 $65,108 $n,018 $89,580. $102,794' 
Virginia $3,629,543 $4,364;593 $5,155,361, j5,989,332 ~ $6,866,505 

<
,-,' Washington $11,436,930'- $12,927,542 $14,53~,839~$'16,222,383 $17,987,174 

< West Virginia $2,354,062 $2,640,706 ,$2,9si5;'159 -$3,274,303 $3.613,.138, 
Wisconsin ' """$7,923,713 $9;101,7n $10,371,567 '$11 ,705,758$13,1 Q4,35f' 't'; 

Wyoming· 	 $U61'~~5 -<$1,On,534 ::$988;970, $891,848 '$786,167" '"< 

< •"TOTAL' 	 $580,000,000 $599.000,000 $620,000;000 $64f,OOO,oOO $662,000,000 

http:2,248.7n
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.it . irOTAL"
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ACF BASELINE $644. $740" $850 ' $9'10 ~75 $4,119 '$09,925 


~: 

FY 1995 BASE i: 491 '507 524 	 542 560 2,628 ;,5,727 ' 
~ t 

" ' 

SAVINGS (153) (233) (325) (388) (414) 	 j:(4,198)(1,493~
.'; 

, ' 
i '~ \

J . 
I ~ 

'CBO BASELINE' '$525' $598 $682 $729 $7i8 $3,~12 NA 
: ' 	 \ 

'. n 
FY 1995 BASE ($4,8 r", 49.1 	 507 524 542 , 560 2,828 5,727 

SAVINGS (34) , , (91) (158) , , ' (187) (218) , (88~)" N.A. 
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':\. 	 1G
\ , . , '1\ \r..0\1 ~W~\~j;'-::l. .' '. 

j" 	". ," " 
FY 1995 FY 1996 FY,1997 FY 1998 ; FY 1999 

, (90~10) (SO/20) (70/30) (60/40) (50/50) 

AI.abama . $1,60,1,356 ' $1,7tfi209 . $1",828,1,90 $1,952,642 $2,081,188 
'Alaska 	 243,648 503,175 '780,071 . 1,ois,823 ' .1~389.439 

.~' 	 '.::~ r 

~, 	
,. 

" - . 
. -5,350;C)'19 5;589,'(82 "5;844,827 :~ ::·6;·1'f5:544 "6,390,906 

··Arkansas 1.429.898 " 1,4~,510 ,1 
1,499,164 f.536)82 1,573,478 

California . 79,492,051 87,762,106 96,574,946. ' '105,964,177 115,756,700 

'Ai'jzQh,~' 	 -t", _, ...' 

Colorado 	 3,027,225 3,192,996 '.... ~!.3~,434:. 3',556,936 .~,749,204.,r._'_:.'~., 
~ 	 .-~' r" _." • ., , ConnectiCut " " ' --37,943,1'28' . 35,802;632 .' 33,512,953 '3(054,108 .::' 28,355.481$-

" Delaware 328,631 402.063 '''480,371 563,925 651.933 
D.C. " 4,289,348 4.221,717' " 

; 4,148;912 " 4':069,708 3,975.7760 

. :'::~:".\' ~I"" " ';',Florida;- ':.:"'-" ~;§37,086 9;043;723 '10.543;556 , ,'t2,l43~435 " . '13,825.522 
.. 

Geo;:gi~,;. - , 8.044~940 ' . ; 8,:476,327 8,935.449 . 9,423,3g5 9.923,177 
'-. ~~ ,~ \ ~'::. :...;. Guam',::::':_ 20.332 41,989 '''',,65;'Q~~ 89,775....· 115,946 

.. 
'Hawaii'" . ~ ,". ", .. " , 1,347,946 \ 1,599,607 '1',867,945 '2,1.54,189 2,455,182". ',:.,.~, ~:;';. .;>', • 

'I~aho 620,186 641,381 663,~ 687,7~ 711,691 
,Illinois .. .9,066,976 10.554,028 . ',t2;139.456 ' 13,830,310' 15,605,774 

, ;:',,: Il)diana 9,768,378 9.534,268 ' ~ 9,283,006 9,911;324 '8.700,416 
Iowa .. .1,180,543 ,1,4~,462 ',.. 1,833,393 .2,192,975 2,572,258 

.. ,Kansas':.·,'_' , 2,067,023,., 2,215,409" "2373439 , • 
' .~,§41;592 2;715,499•. 1", 

.. . " 'l(entU~ky .- , " '.'-648',166 1,125;794 . _1;~5,354 .,~,~';:.'.2;179,550 "_'_ ~. 2,.756,161,._ '-. ~~ 
•• ,.. •••# •• 	 -4.l!',.. ," 	 ..:.,' ":'-_ "louisiana .- ',' 'saif6s4""" 804;703" - .1.',44t528 ""- . 1 720 509 . '.- ',,2.,~,059--,~~o ...- '. .....,","'.... ''".- ' . 	 I ,,.t ,.' .-' 

,.,,:<Maine ' ' -: 635,501' . ,879,408' 1,139,576 . ':"-~':'1.,417,328. - 1,710,927' 
", '" -.. 

'" 

';Maryland 5,212,407" 5,584,334' 5,980,428 ' . '6Aof,884 6,631,689 
MassachusettS ,.0',,' 27;709,407 27,328,784 ' 26,~18,51 t3 ;, '26;471;013 ' ':'25,932,367 
Michigan 12;752,690 14.713,269, 16,803,432 19.032,320 21,370,913 
¥innesota 7,697,969 8,036,389 8,396,361 ' 8,778,401 9,1~,660 

• Mississippi 	 191,394 ~9!)',261: 612,771 845,094 1,091,450 
Missouri 3,830,023 4,23~,7~0 4,661,976 5,119,258 5,596,275.... '.~ 


.. ,- .,Montaria' .. 265,844' 368,148 ,. 477,274 593,775 716,925 

Nebraska 	 770,500 873,074 982,413 .. 1,098,975 1,221,037 

.. ,Nevada" .... '. . ~,425,O66 ,3,254,972 ~ 3,072,963'" , 2,877,371 2,661,776 
New Hampshire 874,593 ' '~,:4.16 ' 1,018,792 1,097,965 1..180,072 
New Jersey . 26,603,244 25,778,466 , 24,894,424 23.~1,107 23,371,098, 
New Mexico 262,415 541,933 840.157, . 1,158,689 1,496,462 
New York 181',1'10,172 181,110,172' 181,110,172 . 181,1,1<;>,172 ,181,110,1,72, 
North Carolina 4,231,953 4,777,705 . 5,359,427 5,979,533 6,628,598 
North Dakota 1,894,204 1,1309,568 1,718,974 1,621,558 1,513,748 
Ohio 5,454,820 7,485,066 ,9,650,653 11,962,541 14,405,967 
Oklahoma 3,100;950 ,3,100',~0 3,100,950 3,100,950 3,100,950 
Oregon 4,547,475 4~685,640 .4,832,393 .4,987;677 5,142;250" 
Pennsylvania 4,892,701' 6,810,403 8,855,980 11,039,837 13,348,542 

., ' . Puertq 8.ico 310,979 479,448 659,167 851,075 1,054,226 
Rhode Island 5,588,669, 5,468,757 '5,339,973 ~5,200,529 5,039,640 
South ,Carolina 662;434 906,302 ' 1,166,426 -1,444,121 '1~737,600 
South Dakota 889,708 879,879' 869,260 857,619 843,222-

. , 

"ii, 
.-". , 

'. Tennessee ..... ,6,923;370 6,910,150 6,895,015 ." 6,876.551 6,841,128 "" ""'''1"; • ..J 

~·I ". Texas . 
-" " ar407;585 4,473,225 ;. 5,609,821 .,_6,8~3,021 ,... 8;104,005' 

, . 	.l~tah ' 411,929 575,151 749,258 ,. 935,136- 1,131,650 
Vermont 1,037,848, 1,118,787 ·1,205,001 ' "1,296,767 1,391,878 
Virgin Islands ' , 7,624 15,745 24,410 33,664 43,478 

,':Virgihia ' 547,303 ' 1;Ij86,654 '1,662,094 " 2,276,,707- ',2,928,352 
Washington , 5,108,219, 6,21~,234 7,403,995 8,~,O92 9,999,258 
yvest'Virginia 1,134,085 1,348,38Ei 1,576,893 ' »;.,1,820,651 2,077,001 

-"'WisconSin 	 2,943;386 3,816.725 4,748,;192 '5!742,3~ 6,791,789. ~..urL~ 
Wyoming '-:;, . ,1.483.575 1.428.6Of) 1.369.730 1.306.335 1.235.605 ';, 

"~TOTAL 	 $5OQ:416;576 $523,620,671 $548,333,866 $574,632,477 $602,350,500 
~., . 

t.7':'
0:;.:'" .. 



, ., 

Alabama 
Alaska. 

· Ariz(),na 
Arkansas 
Califomia 
Colorado. 

· Connecticut 
Delaware 
D.C. 
Florida 

· Georgia 
·GUaln 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas . 

.. 'Kentucky 
· bouisiana:-' .. 

...-'. :~. .... : : '-Maine. ". 
Maryland 
fv18§s~ct:iusetts 
Michigan . 

· Minnesota 
Mississippi 

· Missouri 
Montana; 
Nebraska 
'Nevada . 
New Hampshire 
New Jers.eY 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio· 
Oklahoma. 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
p'uerto R!co 
Rhode Island 

:.' 'South Carolina 
· South'Dakota 

Tennessee' 
···~t~xas . ' 

Utah .'. 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands 

. Virginia 
· ' Washington 

West Virginia 
Wisconsin'" 
Wyoming' 

, .' 

FY2DOO 
(40/SO) 

$2,221,499 
1,726,874 

_.... . '6,f)93,996 
. " .... ,'- .. 

1,614,82~ 
, 126,388,336 

3,959,893 
,- . ", . 25,505,020 

746,970 
3,880,498 

15,643,763, 
, 	 ".,:" ",.' 

10,471,174 
144,104' ..... 

2,780,515 
738,235 

17,526,284 
, 	8,379,17T 

2,981,523 
2,905,1n 

....,.' .., '-". ~ 3,376,830'" 
.,'2,761,702 

2,027,367 
7,313,060 

n' 'J"',' .25,390,131 
23,901,630 . 

9,594,219 
1,356,516 
6,114,112 

'..-:. ...:: ":.. -_,:. 849,654 .,' 
. 	 1,353,266 

2,434,573 
1,269,490 

..23,371,098 ' 
1,859,889 

181,110,172,. 
7,331,905 " 
1,400,375 

17,039,688 
3,319,859 

" '5,314,436 
15,836,703 
1,273,009 
4,874,112 
2,053,944 

828,926 
, ' , .. . 6,812,,~8 

9;485,478 
1,343,434 
1,495,493 

54,037 
3,629,543 

11,436,930 
. 2,354,062 

,;,_.-.1,923,71~" . 
1,161 !545~ . 

$633,360,989..•~, , \':::~ 
,,·,1. 

FY2OO1 FY2002 FY2003 FY 2004 
(30/70) (20/llO) (10/liO) (0{100) 

$2,362,398' $2,515,743 $2,673,866 $2,836.766 . 
2,080,684 2,461,291 2,862,740 '3,285,030 
6,990,sn . 7,315,661 -. 7,646,164 . '7,982,088 .. 

... 1,652;381 1,694,433 ,. f,735:41 0 1,nS,312 
137,238,959 148,995,91° 161,223,368 173,921,332 . 

.4,168,919 4,397,159 4,630,960 4,870,322 
22,350;821 . 19;004,82415,379,082 11,473.594 

845,545 . . 951,891 , 1,063,;433 , 1,180,171 . 
3',762,575 3,640,852 3,501,946 , 3,345,860', 

··17,524,090 .' ..... ~.··19,554,271 . ~1,680,363 23,902,364 
'11,014,134 " ; .. , 11,607,222 12,214,328 ,1,2,835,453 

" 173,629 vi' .. 205,390 238,890 274,130. 
3.117,033 . -:- 3.4a'o;348 3,860,872 '4,258,605 

763,582 791,556 819,612 .847,749 
19,508,237 21,649,336 , 23,889,148 .26,.227,67.1 
8,000,995'" 7,605,945 , .7,165,131 6,678,554 
3,406,990 3,865,721.. 4,347,437' . 4,85?,1.37 
3,096,079 ... 3 i303,712 3,518,057 3,739,1,14. 

c4,026,794 ,4:726,218' 5,463,459 6;23~,51.1;1 . 
'':3,327,534:,:':-::': c·-'3,936,21.9 .... : ":'(578,236 5,253,583 
·.2~357,479 "'2,713,073 .-c. , ::"""3,087; 156- . 3,:479,728 ' 

7,791,366, 8,311,629" 8,848,632 9,402;375 
'24,705,382" 24,001,854 ..23,191,994 . 23,106,3n 

26,509,985 29,328,749 32,275,502 35,350,244 
•. 	 10,011;974 10,470,066 , .10,935,412. 11,408,013 

1,634,446 1,933,426..· 2,248,m 2,580,500 
6,642,787" 7.215,572 7,811,381 .8,430,216 
. 988,121 1,1~37,276 1,294,188 1,~458,857'·--

1,489,121 .' 1,636,060 1,789,416 1,949,189 
.,... ,' 2,181,504 1.913,493 . 1,622,146 1,307,462 

1,359,899 1,458,109. 1,559,741 1,664,797 
23,371,098 23.371,098 23,:P1,098 23,371,098 
2,24'0,952' 2,650,876 3,083,247 3,538,064 

181.110,172 181,~10,.172· 181,110,172 181,110,172 
8,0s3,~ . 8,835,051' . 9,649,944 10,498,624 
1,473,330 1,138,988 . 992,522 833,931 . 

19,786,530 22,745,590 25,858,112 29.124,094 
" 3,127,076, 4,166,669. 4,627.189' . 5,108,636 

5,476,688 . 5,656,436 ' 5,835;354 6,013';'441 
. 18,432;8,11 21,229,183 24,171,210 27,258,892 

1,501,777 . 1,748,051 2;007,442 2,279,949. 
, 4,676,948 4,471,571 4,241,,174 .. 3,985,757 . 

2,383.846 ,.:::. 2,739;244- 3,113,056 3,505,282 
810,216 . 791,147 . 768,863 743,363 

6.753,231 ,6,697,930 .... 6;622;844 6,527,974 
. 10,924;028 . 12,474-;366 -. f4;103,783 ' .. '15,812,279 
- 1,564,424' . 1,802,456' 2,052;-898 , 2,31S,749 

1,600,153 1,713;'874 1.831,498 1,953,026 
65,108 n,018 89,580 102,794 

4,364,593 5,155,361 ' 5,989,332 6,866,505 
12,927,542'''' 	 14,535,839 16,222,383 17,987,174 
2,640,706 2,950,159,3,274,303 .. 3,613,138 
9,fo1.n7 10,371,567 11;705,758 13,104,351---
1,On,534 ' . 9B8,97~. .891,848 786,167 

~,948,503, $699.244,624' $734,770,454". $172,~56,569 

".~,'. 	 .' ~ 

http:9,fo1.n7
http:4,85?,1.37
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1994 BASE; 1991 HOLD HARMLESS 	 .~ !I·YEAR l~-YEAR
I , 

! 1995 1998 ' 1991 ' 1998 11999 TOTAL TbTAl 

.! 


;'{ 
c, ACF BASELINE $844 , $140 $850 $910 $915 $4;119 , $9,925 


r i
~l 
. ~; 
:.J 	 .~ 

SCENARIO COSTS 500 524 548 515 602 	 .8,2542,749 

! ' 
I 


SAVINGS . (144) (217) , (301) (335) (313) • (1,389) (3.811, 

. i 

t; 	 " 
.~-

"F. 	 \,:1 
:, 

~ 

.. 
. 

I ,,~. ! 


CBO BASELINE $525 '!$598) $882 $129 : $718 b.312 ,. N.A~ 


'!
SCENARIO COSTS 500 

! 

'; 524 	 548 515 'i 802 2,149 N.A 
.,i· 

'SAVINGS (25) (14, (134) '. (154) 1(116,. (563) N.A,'
( .£. 

i 

·it-	 i· 
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.: !~ 	 it>~ 
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" 	 t: 
• i 

;! 
';'~ , " 	 ~ . 

" 	 ", . " ~t
":4,JUNE ,1994; 1994'BASE; ,199j, HOLD HARMLESS 

• FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 ,;FY 2001 FY 2fX.i3i FY2004 	 .~: ~jHOLD HARMLESS VAlUE--- -,-- ---	
~ ,---, ~ --,-i,-', 

'";.: 
o ,}. ,,:; 	 ~,r ~ \ 

\~, 
! , .\1\ 

Alaska' o o t '. 0 o o '0 o 0' ,'ul o 
Ari!tona o o o o o ,0 0' o o 

Alabama· o ,! 0 , , o ,0:, ,0 	 :0 0, 'Q 

, 0 	
. ,"'Manss. o ,0 L 0 , 0 o o ,0 oL:, d, o 

, : ~ 	 r
California ';0 '0 : o '0 o o ,',0 ol ' 9: o 
CoICII'IIdo' '0 [0 ,0 o o '0 o 0' ,0 Ii ".I 

" 

: 

0'Connecticut" o 0, 	 o 0, o o o i 0: o [' 

Delaware if OJ( o o 0, o o o o o 
D,C, o o o o o 0, o '0 '" 0 o 
Raida ' 0: o o o o o t oj o'I 0 	 0, 

G~Ia" ,0 ,0 o o o o 0' i, ~: o 
,Guam '0 ,0 'j ,'0 0, o o o o t 0,;' o 
Hawaii '0 0': o o o o o o 0: o ,; 

~ ~!" 

'0 . I J (, ,,~ ,0 '0 0:\ 	 0;' , 0'Idaho 	 o o o 't·· 
o '",inol' '0 ,0, o o o o o o :0 

Indiana o o o o o o o 0, o01 
Iowa o o o o o o o o ,0 o 
Kensaa o o o o o o o o ,0 ',',0 

K.-.tucl\Y, : o o o o o o o , ·0' o0' 

Loullllariii o o o o o o o , '0 o t ~f 
" 0 

Malne , o ,0 '0, o o o 	 if 0 0- o " o ~ ;
:. 0~aryland' ,0, ~ o o o o 0, o i:: o 	 1" o !,Massachu.etta o , 0 ' o o o o '0 0, 830,57!5, !";

Michigan , '0' o o o '0 o o o o 
o o 	 .:::

Mlnnea~ j ,0 '0 0, o 1 0 o o 
Mississippi 1 o o o o 0" ,0 ~ 0 o i ; 0, 0 A'lV\ DUN, ~ 
Missouri o 0' o o o I 0 o 0 ,0 0 I ' 


Mentana' o o o o o o o 0 0 ' 0 

Nebraska o o o o o '0 o 0 , :0; o. 
 AODfZ:;{) (s,Y 
,;.-..vada 	 o o o o o o o ,00' '0' 

N_ Hampshire' ,t o o o o ' o o o 0 0 0 
)' 


N_ JIWllf!y ,,' , . . ,
'\4\Q l 0 '.\\'/\.( !~;.r , 
~o o o o 503,428 ,1,821,987 2,908,175 4,258,508 5,7s0,918 : '7,382,58e " , 

N_Mexlco, o o '0 o o o , '0 0 , ,0,,' .', 'Q 
N_Yart\ 7,902,806 15,411,2,44 23,...u\,951 32,083,153 41,872,472 51,739,001 Ss,04o,328. '74,9115,118 88,019,478' 102,143,<I0Il yd~ov\ \:orJ 

, ; 0 0 {, :,': 0:" 0North Carolina o o o ,0 o , 0 
0' 	 , 0 0 ;. ; :o?t 0North Dakota 0, , , 0, o o 0 	 , , 

Ohio j~i 0, o o o o o o 0 ,0,' 0 
'tr,;qr l ) 

'·i 

I ," 
Oklahoma 1,513,nl), , 1,209,427 ' 884,909 538,724 174,600 o o 0 ,01',0 

i ~~ , 
: "' ~ " ' 

,~ ,;",Oregen ,0,,- ": 0, o o o o ',0 0 ,", 0.': 0 , ! 

P.-.nsylwnla ~r. -0 ,0 ' o o o o o 0 0',: 0 ~} . t -'!' ~1 
Puerto Rico' o '0 o o o o 0 0 ' ti,' 0 , iiI 
Anode Ialand , .-0 o o '0 o o 0 0 ' 0 ";' , 0 ' 

Boulh Carolina o o 1 0 0, o t"l .~' 0"' Ot /: iO!~1 :,1:1 0 + 
 : ~ 
Soulh Dakoea ,0 o o o o o '0 0 "0 \, 0 

o ,j 

~'. i... 
Tennetsee ',0 o o o o o '0 ' 0 I ; ;0,':, 0 	 ~ j 

f;,j·o 0 '. ":0 l • I 0 I ~ 
Texaa 0, 0' ' o o o '0 ' : i . '~ >~ 

"0' 

I' 

'f ".. ~Utah 0, o o o o o 0 ,,0,;' 0 

Vmnenl .. 0' 0, o 0' o o 0 i·o 1,' 0 t.~ 
Virgin leland. ;: o o o o o o o 0 ,.' 0 0 : 
VIrginia ' r o o Oi o o o o o o 0 
Washington " o o o o o o o o ',0 0 
Weat VIrginia i :0 o ,t' o o o o o o \0 0 .I ;'Wi.Conelnq o 	 o o o O. o "0 0.:"i.:: t~'Wyoming o 	 o o o 0, o , :0 ' 0 

o .' 0 ':; 0 .. ,' 0 " 0 o '0 o o 0 
• '. ! . 

TOTAL 9,418,518 , 18,82O,8?,1, 24,333,8«l 32,832,4n 42,350,500 53,380,9119 ,85,~,IS03' 79,244,824 03,77D,4S.4 :~11 o,36!',seo 

',,



1994 BASE; 1994 HOLD HARMLESS.(6/4194) 

,l",o...... '__ _ ,..•,{ 'AI~ama'!f" 
Alaska 

Arizona 
,';':;-:';.7 Arkan~~~'~' 

California 
Colorado 

, Connecticut 
, Delaware-' 
D,C~ 
Florida, 
Georgia 

, Guam 
-H-awaii " 
Idaho, 
minq.ls-' 

._.:~·::r:l ,'. hidiana ":;,
Iowa .. 

~, " , Kanss,S, _, 
, ' " Kentucky 

Loyisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan >:' '. ' 
Minriesota 
Mississippi 
Missot;Jri 

, Montana 
NebraskB: 
Nevada 
New Hampshir 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North, Dakota 

" Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregor:l 

" 	 F>ennsylvania 
Puerto Rico, 
Rhode Island, 

," . - ,Souij1 Cardlin 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
'Texas 

;'. Utah 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia;;'" 
Wisconsin,' 
Wyoming 

TOTAL 

1995 

1,580,558 
93,288 

5,357,675 

'1..450;415 
76,752,007 

3,013,307 

40,~,ooo-

293,514 

'4,358,000 

7,002,n8 

8,013,5~ 

7,785 

1,233,938 

, 825,074 

8,424,812 ' 

10,000,000 
'·':':,1',022;791 

2,036,183' 
" --'377.161 

1,49,191 . 

505,817 

5,136,008 

28,100,000 

11,928,874 ' 

7,712,964 
73,281 

3,695,401 
211,429 

730,353 

3,569,000 

857,277 

27,410,000 

100,474 

180,470,000_ 

4,022,139 

1,976,000 

,,4,380,064 

1,448.,075 

'4,593,769 

3,87:0,09(1' 

217,746 ' 

.. ,,}5,708;000 
- '--, ,~,543, 

900,000 

6,944,0:00 

2,8s9,0s6 

324,762 
1,018;'62 

.. 2,919 

235;995" 

4,580,799 

1,036,806 " 

'.. 	 ~,"98,137 
1,537,000 

,491,000,000 

1998 

~:. .; $ .~", 

1;669;7U 
196,533 

5,~,5:43 

1 :506;211" 
82,218,158 
3,168,378, 

~~~m;~ 
~r;;.iIt~ 1 

4,358,000 

7,754,002 

8,418,904 

18,400, 

1,367,779 

651,718' 

9,249,118 

10,!XJcj,000 
, 1,17:5;268 

2,153,699 

,573;231." 

31~,305 

815,181 

5,431,514 

28,100,000 

13,039;892' 

1997, 	 1999 

1,764;443,'· .:, l,8&.a:744~: :.',,~. 1,965;045 ' 

. 308,230 422,381 538.531 ' 

5,875,090 8,157,318 6,439,543 

1,565;494"::":'" 1,828;265:':'" l':egroo'ir; 
88,025,939 94,175,357 '100:324:774 
3,329,011' 3,501,213" 3,873,416 _.

40,000,000 ... '"' 40,oOO,000"~,,,,;,'40,ooO.000 _. ::: :~;t..;;:,370,016"·" 411",743"::""" 453;4'71:: 


4,358.,QQQ " . 4,358!~~:~~': 4'35~;~ 
~,552,17i-·' . 9,397,304'"' ,10,242;4st,~ 


8,845,520 ,9,299;350 


25,554 35,247 44,939 

1,509,987' 1,680.580 '1,811,134 


680,027 710,001 739,976 


10,124,942 11,052,288, ,1,1,979,630 , 
, ... ",-,.'10,000;000:;"' 1o;oOO;ooO::~":::10;000;000': 	 , , 

1',337,316":' 

2,278;580~ 

781,554 

, 48!i!,739 
731,380 

5:~45,4~ 

28,100,000 

U08;875,~,l,~;~' 

_~,,~~.0!.7,~:, ' 2,542,971:, 

',l,002.133',''',)!222,711 
, 675,49~ 

854,415 

6,on,933 

28,100,000 

14,220;34(, -15,470,243 

8,orf;505", ...,8,45,2,455 8,855,813 

154,;383,. , 240,554 331,794 

3,98().353 4,241.864, ,~,~,935 
257,279 ,305,995 357,576 

791,614 856,703 925,622 

3,589,000 3,569,000 3,589.000 

,909,599 965.192 1.024,055 

27,410,000 27,410.000 27,410,000 

211,671 329,818 454.915 
180,470,000 180,470,000 180,470,000 

,4,352;099 '4,702,681' 

1.976,000 1,976,000 


5,295,401 6,267.947 

1,608,633 1,779,227 


4;782,785 4,983,573 

-.,/,~

4,726,812 5,637,073 


269,402, ,:385,~,7 


5,~08,0()0 '5,708,000 


643,710 780,782 


900,000 900;000 

6.9:"4,000 6,944,000 

3.355,998 3,884,020 
391;544' 474,874 

1,079,643, 1,145,081 

" '6,150 9,582 
, 451,80(' sa{095 
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1994 BASE; '1994 HOLD H~RMLESS(6/4/'94).· 

2000 2001 	 '.2003 2004 
• T- . 

.:. ...~ 

,.. ' ., ... ~-
'.: :::':.' :::.;.... 

.-....,: .~. 

Alabama· 2.076.490 2;1~:~'~ :"'2.299.381'''' 

Alaska 667.587 790.190 .' 925.899 . 

Arizona 6.753.1~8.1.051.033 7.380.297 '. 

Arkansas . 1.760.781 

. California 107,157.461. 

Colorado' . 3.664.752 


Connecticut . 40.000.000 

·Oela.ware 499.836 

'D;e~ .. ' 4.358.000 


Florida . 1.~:;n1.;46.1 

. GeOrgia 10.257.433 


Guam . 55•.709 


Ha\Wii .1.978.43.8 


. Idaho n3.280 


Illinois " 13.010.013 


Kansas .... 

Ken.tuckY· ' 

Louisiana 

Maine'·" . 


Maryland 

Massachuse~s 

Michigan, 

Minnesota . 

Mis'sissippi ----, 
Missouri' 
Montana' 
Nebraska 
Nevada , 
New Hampshir 
New J,ersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
Nc:irtii,Carolin'a 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma " 

.Oregon' , 
pennsylvania 
Puerto RiCo' 
Rhode'lsland 
South Carolin 
South· Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah," 
Vermont 
Virgin' Islands 
Virginia . 
WaShington -,' 
West Virginia 
Y.Jisc;;.onsin 
Wyoming 

··TOTAL 

"1.067.838 
1.114.154 

6.179.780 

28.100.000 

18.108.911 

9.707.347 
524.412 

5.189.197, 
466.470 

1.071.,116 

.. 3.589.000 

1.148,322 
27.410.000-' 

719.009 

180,470.000 

5.857.540 

1.976.000 

9.471.626 
2.34'1.182 

5;645.057 

.8.6::35.578 

616.333 

5.708.000 

1.1'46.347 

900.000 

6.944.000 

5'.623.386' 

729.609 
1.359.896 

20.890 

1,436.418 

7.725;371 

1.668.265 

.A.789.079 

1.53!.000 

. 580.000.000 

. 1.827.038c-:....1.9-00.271 ., 
113.648.512 120.822;833 

4.046.521' 4.247.423 

40.00Q.Qg9.! ..• _.40.0<lQ.Q09,... 
. '543.662 ::.,.. " 592.564 : 

4.~58.000 ... " ~.358.000 ~ 

12.073~540·~"··..·~13.059~5~.1 . 

'1 0.736.47511.2~.942 . 
85.940. n.248 

'2.137.376· 2.313.045 ... 

804.920 839.890 

13.966.876 15.070.m 
10.000.~ .... 

low~'~~~: ";.~. __ 1.871.056 ,2.052.146 2.2,52.299 
Indiana 1O:()()().OOO· ·10;000.000 

2.669.866 .'2.829.417:' 2.983.857 -'---, 3.137.896·~· .. ~ ... ,~.292.136 
1.467.798. -. '(700.830 " 1.957.971 

1.283.71'1---'" 1.400..424' , 
:' d!44:023' ··1.387.583....'· 

7.130.673" ,7.51~.5,24 

28.100.000 28~100.00Q 

19.428.244 '20.866.455 

,10;133.115 ',' ~0.603.700 

620.72'0" . 727.167 

5.483.827. 5.831.5n 
:,520.917 581.096 

1.143.663 1.224.266 

, 3.589.000 3.589.000 


1.210.455 1.279.121! . 

27.4~ 0.000' 27.410.000 

851.056 997.002 

180.470.000 	 ,180.470.000 

. 6.249.366 6.662.440 

'1.976.000 1.976.000 

10.558;589 11.759.989 
. 2.531.845 2.742.578 

5.669.490 6.117.546 

9.652.928 	 10.777.366 
701.425'· 795.474 

I ._. 

5.708.000, 5.708.000 

1.2n.170· ·1.421.764 

900.000 , 900.000 

6.944.000 6.944.000 

·6.213.529 6.665.791 
616.037: .. 911.562 

1.432.766 	 ,:;,1.:513.349 
,24.726 ;18.967 

1.892.668 1.975.934 

6.396.684 9.13'8.662 

1:803.114 1.952.158 

5.278.156 5.618,716 

1.537.000 1.537.000 

599.000.000 620.000.000 

:: :'2.416.399 ~..:' T~:~.416 
' • 1.061.208 1.196.716 

7.709.561 8.038.826 

...: .1.973.503 .' "2;046.735 
127.997.153 135.171.474 

4.448.326 4.649.228 

40000000 40000000 
.. '; ,;.,.:' 641 :247 ""':-;',".:929 

4.358.000 . 4;358.000 

14.045.503 15.031.~85 

11.795.410' . 12.324.8n 

66.556 99.664 


2.488.7~5 . '2.664.384 


874.660 909.830 

16.152.676 . 17.234.•580 

10.000.000 ::: ..... 1.0.0Q0.000 
. 2.452.451' ..;'::',~.~.852.804 	 '-.--,. - "-- •. "::-':'.- !..;...... 
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:1.897.~~. 1.9.13.846 

1.53~.104, 1;674.644 

7.906.376 8.294;227 

28.100.000 . 28.100.000 

22;344.866 23.802.6n 
11.074.284 . 11.544.669 .' 

-."': 
. ,.-...

833.614 , '940.060 

6.179.326 6.~27.076 

641.274 701.453 


,1.304.673 1.385.078 


3.589.000 3.589.000 


1.347.~ 1 ;416.475 


27.410.000 ' 27.410,000 

1.142.949 ',' 1.266.895 

180.470.000 	 180.470.00C? 

7.115.512, 7.548.584 


1.976.000 1.976.000 

12.961.349 14.162.729 

2.953.312 3;1~.045 
6.365.603 . 6.613.660 

.-',".'11.901.807 ' "-13.~6.247 
669.523 983.5.11., 


.. 5,708.000 ......5.708.000. 
 • 	 'J" 

1.56i5;358', "':"~~: (710.953 

900.000 . " 900.000 

6.944.000 6.944.000 

7.518.054 8.170.316 

1.007;088 1.,102.613,_ 

. 1.593.912 .. 1.674.475 
. 33.207 37~447 


. 2.259.180 2.542.426 


9.660.~ . ,1 ~.622.617 
2.101.201' 2.250.244 


.. 6.359.275", '6.899.835 ' 


1;537.000 1.537.000 


641.000•.000 662.000.000 

I. ,", 
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MEMORANDUM 
,,'- >,,·;',1'1'1.,' ~_';;:"':' __.:"'~________~_______'_"" __.___"'; __'___ -:- ____~___ ":"~'';';';' _'_~~i:....,;;..:.. __________ _ 

TO: MACK MCLARTY 

. .~. .! ;.FROM:' . KEITH MASON:: ,. 	 ', .. 

DATE: APR,IL 19, 1994 

'~" SUBJECT:, GOVERNOR MTLIJER (D-NV) :~AMBLING' TAX:;,' , i "',,,, 
'.~': •• ...",-~, or".. ~ ~ 

• 	 . f·. 

, -	 - " ..- , " . .-----------------------------------~-----------------------------

.•_. " _, _ ~ .::!.'-;;'. ~ -. f 

'--"-." -"-'~- _., since you met with'Governor • Bob Miller· (D-NV) on the gaming , 

.~~".' !,~x:·i~ssue. "W:t1~lj. 'he:' was:",rn'washiijg-t::on':l~~:f~onth ;...I~':~~,nted"':t'9'"Itlak,e:~: , 


~:,.~,:~'..~",Y:0\c'a;W,g:r~,. :that he i~' s~eking~_pppprt:,fbr t:hea..t:,t.:~.~1,1~g"'::r~t.t-~~ freIn . 

•. 'govern9rs expressing oppositi6n :to 'a ,'f,e,c:l,~ral, gaming"excise tax as 

'.... 
" 	 :=- ':a"'funding source for welfare ,reform,. ,. ' You "should ·:also 'Know' that 

'''he is personally call'in'ggovernors' to ask them to'" sign this 
letter. 	 '., . 

In"the'letter, Governor Miller of~e+s sever~,l~reasonswhy'he 
opposes taxing gambling E!,$.tA,blishments to fund welfare' reform: 
1) taxing would set a iiew,,,precedent whereby,the federal . 
government intrudes into an area"that.has historically been left 
to the States; 2) the federa+government,would.b'e relying' on one' 
industry to financ~ ,the overhiml of the entire welfare ' system 
though there is no correlation between the ~wo;, 3) taxing 
gambling e,stablishments .would·, decrease' state revenues that are 
depended upon to pay for unfunded federal mandates. 

, , 	 , 

At' this t~nie, it "is unclear' as to how 'many governors will 
sign this letter. Please let'. Marcia or I know i'f you have any 
particular thoughts on this matter . Thank yo~., .,' 

" ' 

, ' 

, '..-~ 

-,:;-, * .'~ -, ~cc: 	 Ma'~cia: Hale 
,Carol Rasc;::o , 

Bruce Reed 


'Rahm Emanuel, 


",'Attachment 	 .. 



fAX NO. 

.. , 

...,."_ .... 't'- \, ,,. _"

,,-" .',. >:. :" .STATEO. NEVADA> - . 

\J t ••,

7026874486 P.l~Z. 

... 't, ~ , "'_ ...~.. ,,-, 

. EXECUTIVE CHAMBER , 
rnEPHONE ' .' ,
(702f"1-.5610 ~ ... ",""

IO.8MIUJilC·: .~~ ..~"'_' 
hal ('O~) 6e7~96':~(;0"",11.,., '".;;3'.', 

.~~.' 

.«FOR IMMEDIATE ATTENnON..~FOR IM:M:SDIATB ATTENTION·> > r·" . . , ' ....: - ~." -,' ~ . '. -. - ~, ... ., . . ,- '.- . '. ......",. - '.\ "'.".- '.' .' 

, -: ..: '"..,' 

, \- .. 
'''~'':):.:.;RECEJYED'~::; . 

~ ;.~","APR 1-3.1994 .' 
tOa .' .aLLGovBaJi'OU ,•. ~oa .01 KI~Lza .GOVERNOR'S OFFICE.J)T. . Ull%%. 11, .1"4 

.. JtEI 1'.iE1'lfEl. . '1'0' PllEB:tJ)~ 1'8:,' J'J:D.ERAL' cwtIJlG .TU 

. p~~;\lan~ to our- conversation, I apprec1ate yO\6r S\lpp~~t 1n . •I 

opposing' a.ta4eral gaIning- tax to f~4 we~t"a". reform. Atta~h.Cl 
is a latter to Pres1cl~nt Clinton for your rev1e~,a.ncl&i9'nat\lre. 
I. believe i 1:. is 1mparativa that we act promptly if 'We are t.o . 
c1eteat .thia proposal, . .' 

It you would. 11)1;8 to 41seuss this further jpla~se ca·);l. zne 
directly or have your statf contact any of 'the. following people 
on 'fAy.staff at 102/68"-5670, .. -: ' . . 

Chief of staff - patty ,Backer· , . 
\ ,Leqal CO,unsel 7"', Marga,ret, sprinqqate ' 

'. '£x:ecutive''''"A~~1:stant . - Nicole :·~ml>oley 
_. t • 

,Your immecH.at.e ,response is, grea.~lY' a~p-:t"~?i~te'l~" Tima' is of 
, the essence. 

http:Atta~h.Cl


J /~, ......\f.......... ':'" ... .,.,"""T "'_*_1 I ,,,,,-,,.U' "-l •• ,-_,;",'j'\,~:-; ....,;j:-l 
 IU 

.. - ',,.',,: , ,,' )~'.::g~' ~7,: 23P1"I, t'1Gi.;:.' ~0,::";::2;l ,::e.:Z5111.L.t.~ 

:/ 

,. 

~.;:", .... 
, , 

We, the undel,"siqnea, finly oppose the imposition 0: a federal 
.' ' ':-..:.' ..--:-,:~,;~:.~,.': ~ ,,.- ~,,- -.~ .. :,.... , ' 

,_7,'" :'-~~~~~? exc;1se. tax as'a funding -sourc:e:~-forwel:fa:re 'reform"', ' 

,::._.' ~--:- .:~.:,;'~:The. "ri~lat1onilega11tYi and~·:~t.axation':of '9~min4')las"'~l:wayi--,' "-~". 
• ',<,- •• " ~: "~. •• • ,,~~ ~ /~-'''''' .' , 

... , " ":?l;M!en~_left,€&· eaoh individual ·state.· The fe<teral, ciove;:~ent-:-&tlouid.
""_~"'" - 'o-r", -..: .",.\.,i., '-. "',"" ',/:;;" ...,_. ' ,"':::'_. .. -_, .. ~. 


4 '. .' - ., • -,.~, 


.:2"f10t int,1Oude in an area. that hist.orically and 
• 

cons'Cl.tutionally has ..... "'....". . ". -' . 

.,_ Deen 4eleg-ate.d to the States;'. :We opp'o;;;efederal' intervention into 
,. , ',' , " ' . ,""","'" . 

_".n, 111.ua,\thicb affect, the pol~cin9' po"ers o~eilc~,~~a~ft. Of equal 
, .' ,.. -, 

"';:"':~:'-" con~8:tft·J.tS.~th.,.qove~Ment's.:re11ance'xon:~on~.~ii~~~try':·:~:?: ..~:ihanc~:ilte " 
"'--,'" _·ove~h~ul of;~:~~e t1riit~(J:·,.Statef;~ weita~'e systu( Wherr""th'era- ·i~~· ~o 

- .-••••• >- ~'';-'':.......~l"';··... ,,; ftl • --- • '. ""_ - - ~.~ ,_. ~l.:-~ 


. ,aorre:ta1;ion, b~twQen .. the industry a~d. the.problem.. In eff~ct, this 
.- p~OPQ8al. ,. WO\1·ld.·set '·a. prec~c1.nt., whi'Cll would allow the fecle:il 

qovermlent to targeta spec:ific ind~6try asa prilllary financier of 
.~ a1\ ~ral&.tec1,fec!era.l~pro9ram~ .We bel.i~ve t.hat"'tb1Q. c;onS'C1tutes baci 

, ." ., ~... ..,~ ", ,~ ,- , 

pubilc p,olicy·• 
... n"", _:. '"" ..,-, 

In .44itlo;;~:'yo~ '~:c'e 1iel-i· avare of our. opposition to unfunClQd 

federal mandates. Many.ot the. past unfunded mandatas have l:Iean in 
the ars. of w~ltare reform. Rec~tly, add~ti~nal forms of ~am~n; 
have 'been ie9'~lized' in numerous states. It' is' clear that one 
rea.on l.ega-iizecl CJ~min9 is QXpancl1nq' is that it genera,tes·· ravepue. , 

for·sta1:e. -- ,.revenue we have telied,. upon ant!' utilized, 1n part, to 
pa.y· ~,cr p.:....~ ;~nfW1dec1 fed.er~ manc;lates. !he' imposJ;t1oJ1 .. ·_O.f' a 
teder.al .tILX on gaminq only 4ti:ectsa;' ,revenue streamer, pot'Emtial 
rav.nus source fre~ ~e Stat••• · 

,r 

, ,We assure· you that we are conuui'ttod'·to reforming. the welfare 
'syst:em; ,.however, w. are 'unitie(J' in,.-our'position th~~ tariet:inqa 
. rae", t~x. ori~ a _".1n;le ind~~try i n~t' associated 111th. the p!':oblem and 

_~,.<'t.he· regula.tion of which has been.c:iele9'ated to tbe States', is D.Q.t.
'''ha SOl\lti~n·.'-:> . . ' ..' 

,~S1riCtrely -"~' 
! • 

http:teder.al
http:prec~c1.nt


, '. 

Ap r i 1, ,22, 1 994 

MEMORANDUM FOR BRUCE REED. 

From: . Steve Hilton 
, <'.t . Chris Lin' .",,", ~.: 

Su~jecti Annuity Insurance 

'. At your request, we ar;e' forwarding the information that received, 

on annuity insurance (see attached) after the N.Y. Times article. 

Apparently, in 1992, when Bush proposed this in 1992, therewa.s a 


- political fitestorm with, a groundswell of opposition from'both on 
, " 

and off the' Hil~ -:":"the switchboards lit up." . One; individual 
whQ str;on~ly oppo~ed, was then-Senator Bentsen~ wh6"a~gued, that 
thi,s was a middle ,cla,ss product which, woufd" negatively impact 
reti~ees ~nd discourag~ long-term savings: ' 



" ·1. ',' ~ ,...:;:;i~~~ "~l:;, " -~ '1"" : ':-.' 
" , 

.~·.·~~tJ~ 

" PRINCETON;NEW JERSEY 

'Insurance Research Group ,. 
300 South 68th Street Place 
Lincoln. Nebraska 68510 
(402) ,489-8700 

, ~:.

Fax (402) 486-6402 
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[~_IN_T_R_O~D_U_C_T~IO_N_'~______________~__~______~I 
In October 1993, The Gallup Organization'su~eyed 1,155 owners of noh-qualified' 

,.annuities for the Committee of Armu.ity Insurers, a diverse group of life insurance companies 

. which sell armuities.The results of the survey are'presented in· this report (the ."1993 Survey"), 

, Mathew Greenwald & Associates~ Inc: c~nsulted with the Corlunittee'on this project. This is 

the second tim~ this survey has been con'ducted:"Iri February, 1992, 1,007 n6n-qualifie~ 
annuity owners weitfnterviewedby Galiup (the "1992 Su~ey"), Fin,:iing~ fr~~ the two. . .,t,,,, 

surveys are, compared in this 'report where applicable. 

'1Jle'principal puq)o~e of the surveys was to.obtain a profile of the demographic 

characteristics of owners of non-qualified annuities. Questions on owne'rs' opinions on saving 

for retirement, sources of funds for purchasing annuities and ~e'asonS (or purchasing anribities 

were also included ..The questiormaire used in the 1~93·surveywas·develop¢d by Greenwald 

. & Associates, The Gallup Organization and the Committee of Annuity 'Insurers, and it contains 

.many of the same questions asked in the i992 Survey: 

To ensur~ that only owners of n~n-qualifiedannuities were interviewed in this ~ur\'ey, . ' 
32 life insurance companies provided the names of individuals who 'currently own ~on- ,:' , 

qualified armuities (i.e., ~~uities p~rchased with aft~r-tax dollars). The'companies used '!' 

specific sampling procedures, developed by The Gallup Organization and Greenwald & . , 

AssOciates, to ensure tha~a iepr~sent'a:tive sample of non-qualified policyholders was ' 

identified. The 32 companies are geographically ~jverse, ,repres'ent a mix of large and small 

companies,.anq accountfor over 3.2 million currently in force non-qualified annuities. They 
" I 

,alsorepresent a mix o( the main'systemS for,distributing annuities. 
-, " . . ,. 

, The people interviewed,were selected'at random by The Gallup Organization from the 

"files of the'32 companies. It is The Gallup Organization's view (based on the sampling , 

procedures ~sed and other r.e~earch that GaHup has condudedin this area). tha~.the results 'of: 

thiS surv~y represent the character~stics' of non-qualified annuity owners, with asampling 
error of plus or rrunus three perce,nt,at th,e 95% ~onfidencelevel. . ' . ' 



1993 SURVEY-SUMMARY' 	 .... j 

Demographic Pr!Jfile 

• 	 M.ost non-qualified annuity' owners have moderate annual ho~hold incorries-" More than 

80% have total annual household incomes under $75;000: 

• 	 The average age.of .hon-qualified annuity owners is 63. They are 'evenly divided betwe~n" 
males and females. 

"' ' 

• 	 Slightly more th'-m half of the owners are retired, while rQughly ~ee ~n ten are employed 

. full-time .. 


, 	 . 

'. More than on~-third of non-qualified annuiry owners did not attend college. Two in five 
. ,. " . ' . 	 . 

are college graduates.	 c
" 

• 	 Almost-twa-thirds ofnon-qualified-annuity owners are· married, ~hil~ two irl't~nare 

widowed. 


Sa,\;ng For Retirement 

• 	 Only eleven perc~ntof non-qualified annuity ow~ers believe that p~'ple in the United 


States save enough money for re,tirement. Seventy-nine percent believe tha't the 

, • , • <, 

government should give tax incentives to encoura'ge people 'to save: , 
r· \" 	 . 

Preparing Financially. For Retirement· 

• 	 Most non-qualified aru:'uityowners believe they have done a very' good job of ~aving for 


retirement. Ho~ever, many also are.concerned that they might run out of'money di,lring 
, 	 . 
retirement, that inflation may affect their standard of living, and that th~ costs of 


, catastrophic illness or nursing home care might b~nkrupt them. 


Reasons For Purchasing An Annuity " 

• 	 Many owners purchased an annuity to cover the expenSe of unpredictable' events such as 


catastrophic illness o~ the ~eed fOl'-)1ur,stnghome care. . . 

. . ', .. '.~"" . '-,:' . . . 

Uses Of Annuity Savings' 

• 	 Owners are most likely to say they will use their annuity saVings for retirement. 
, 	 ~ . .,'. . . 

, Attributes Of Annuities, 

• 	 Nearly all non:.qualifled annuity owners agree that keeping the current tax trei!t-ment of" 
annuities· is a good way to encourage long term savings ~nd that annuities-,are an effective .... 

way to save for retirement. 

2 
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.' 

PROFILE OF NON-QUALIFIED ANNUITY OWNERS.

Typical Non-Qualified AnilUity Owner 

. The typical no~-qualified annuity owner is a high sehool graduate, ha.!? a.moderate . 


ilnnual household income, and is as likely to be. male ~sJe'male.Jbe average age of non- . 


..fI,ualified annuity owners is' 63, ,,,_ ' 


Income' 

Over 80% of non~qualified annuity owners have household income~under $75,000 . 

. . Two-thirds h~ve annuai househ~IQjncOmes belqw $50~000 (66%): tIalf have'household" _ .~ 
:Incomes pelow $40,000 (50% ) and 16%-have',annual household incom,es,oI less than $20,000 . 

. Just nine percent have annual ~o~~~hold' incomes of $100,000 or more. As showr: in ,Figure 1> 

th~ findings are consistent with the findings of the 1992 Survey ~ . 

"Figur~ 1,= Annual Household Income . 
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.-Age 

The.average age of non;:qual~led annuity-owners is.63. Approximately one-quarter are 

under age S4 (21 %), between 54 and 63 (24 %},.64 to 71 (2-5%),:or 72 or older (30%). 

Figure 2: Age 
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Employmerit Status, 

Slightly more~than half of non-qualified annuity owners are retired (55% )--up from 48% 

in the 1992 SurVey. Three in ten: are employed full-time (30%); while another eight percent are 

employed part,;.time. 

Figure 3: Employment Status 
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Education " 
Non.:qualilied annuity owner~havediverse educational back'gr~unds, ~eeinfiv~ are 

not coll~ge gr~dtiates, These findings are similar to the findings o(the 1992 S~~~y, 
• ' t ,. • ' 

Fi~re 4: Level of Education 
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Not _ hl!h Hi!h lIChool A.Huded 
. school ,,_du.le .colle~e 

.Gender 

Non~qualified annuity owners are, nearly equalli diyided between females (51 %) and 

males (49%). , 
.; 

" Figure 5: Gender. 
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Marital Status " 

A large majority of non-qualified annuity oWners are mafned (63%). One ,owner in five 

. is widowed (21 %), while only ,one in ten (10%) is'single: 

. Figure 6: ... ¥arital Status 
, " 

. ;, 
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'[ SURVEY FINDINGS' 

Saving For Retirement., , 

, bluY eleven percent of non-qualified annuity owners believe'that people in the United 

States save enough mbneyfor retirement. This proportion is similar'to that found-'in the 1992 

SurVey (8%). Of note,as age increases, so does the proportion ofr~sp6ndents who indiqlte ' 

they think people saVe enough 'inoneY'lor reti~ement. ' . ' 
~~itJ 

,A very, large riiajo~ity,..of non-q~~lifi~danntlity ,owners believe the government shoulcr;..· 

give tax incentives to enc:;ourage people to save (79%). 

" Preparing Finartcially For Retirement 

\Nhil.e most non.::qualified annuity ow:rler~ are confidenuhat they h,aye done a ~ery ,"~ 
::~. ,g~'d ,job ofpreparing- financiallYJoYret!r:~I!l~nt, .I!!any~r~:ci:m~eme(i'~~~'~tinflation~arid' ':' , 

. ruflning out of money during retIrement. They are a]so concerned about .th~ir ability. to cover '-', 

, thecosts of-a catastrophic illnes~ or nursing home care. ,As shown in Table,I, 8?% of non- , 

,'qualified arin.iity owne~~ believ'e the state~ent,lIyou have done a very g~od job of prepari~g '" 

, financially for r~tirement" describes thetn"very" well or "somewhat" well. However',nearly 

ri, tlu.It ma.nyalso .feel the statement "you are concerned that inflation will reduce.your standard 
! • " • 

of Jiving fir retirement" describes them II very" well or II somewha til well (79%), 
. ~ - ,~;.. ' 

. Nearly tWo-thirds of non-qualified annuity o!",ners expres~ concern about 'being able to:,' 

'cover the ~osts of ~,atastrophic illness or the need f~rnursing horne care,(63%) and over half 

(53%) are concerned about running out of mqneyduring retirement. 
, ' , \ "" , 

Table 1: 

Agreement With Various Statements About Preparedness For Retirement' 


"1992 
(percentage) 

, They h~ve don~ a very good job of saving for retirement 84 87 
, ; 

They are concerned that inflation will reduce ~heir standard 
,o~ liv~ng in retirement, ' , ' 78 79 

""',' 

They. are concern.ed that a c~ta'stropKid ilf~ess'or tl}e need for, 
, nursing home care might bankru pt them during retirement 

" . , ' 
' 66 .63 

They are concerned"'fhat they mi,ght'run out,of mt;n~y • 
. 52 ..retirement 53 
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As sho~:~ in figUre 7, half of non-qualified arinuity owners (48%) do not feel that the, 

. money they will receive from pensio~ and other employmen,t rel~ted. retire~entprograms 
;nj'be enough to'take c~~~ ofth~ir financial needs in retire~ent. ohe-third 'belie~~ it will b~' 
enough (35%), while just six percent say it w~ll be more Jh~nenough. 

Figure 7:. Whether Money From Pension and 
Retirement Plan's wm Cover Retirement Expenses-, -r','If"" ' 
0". ,.',' 
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Enough, . More than Don~t 

enough knowl 
Refused 
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Uses of Annuity Savings. 

Non-qualified annuity owner~ were asked about the amount of savings they have 

accumulated in their aru:mities and th~ intended tlses of these s~vings.. Nearly half of non-:', 

qualified 'annUity owners report that the curre~1tvalue of all the annuities that they or their 

spouse own is between $25,000 and $100,OOO~(43%). One-quarter say the value is under 

$25,000 (26%), while ~ ~lmilar riumbe(say it 'is over $100,000 (20%); These percentages are' 

nearly idt;ntical to thosefol;lrid mthe 1992Survey. 
~. ' • , • j • •• " ': '; , , 

In an ()pen-ended question, non-quaJified annuity owners were asked to name the • 

primary' uses they Intend to:make oqheiranhtiity savingS. Of the many uses given, owners' 

~re most likely to say they intend tcn~sethe savings for retirement income (53%)andjor to 

pay for daily living expenses (12~). (Of course;'for non-qualified annuity owners who are 
,. . .' .' 

retired, living expenses are retirement expenses.) 
.... '. ,..' , 

.-'" Non-qualified annuity owners were' alSo asked in a separate question.if they intended 
....1'.: .•. to use their ann~ity savings in any of five specific ways, As showri"'m figUre 8, neidy nine. i~ 

. ten plan on using annuity savings for either of two aspects of retirement: fqr retirement . . . 

http:question.if


86 % 

r-------~----------~--~~------J 

, \. 

,income (86%) or to avoid being a financial ~urden on their children (86%). The other leading 

uses of annuity savings identified were to have as part oCan estate to be passed on to' children 

or.grandchildren (82%) or to have as anemergency. fund, it:: case of catastrophic illness or the 

need for nursing home care (76 %). 

Clearly! older people are.<;oncerned aoo.~t unpredictable events which can have 

sev~relyadverse financial consequences, such as catastrophic illness and the need for nursing 

home care'., One of the ways they deal with.Jhese possibij;itiesi~ ?avingthrough ann~itiesr , 
which build in valu4:; until needed: 'The fac! that a high propprtion ):>elieve that some 6f their ,"'"~''' 
non-qualified annuity. savings will be 'part of their estate is, no doubt, a reflectionof the fact 

. (' , '.' , . ' 

that the event they fear may not occur and sOIIle of their annuity savings will be left for their 


heirs. 


'Age is afactor in !,ome of the ways.in Which owners '~ntendto tlse their aruluity savings., , 
," , , ,,:~;,.\...\.l.""".. ~_ ••~" "'" ....' -. •• \. •• ,~, ••,1 ... ~.~':'·'·-

F.or example, olderrespondents.are,mor.~likely. to indicateothatthey will use theirsavingsin 
; . :.-.. ~ .. ~.~ '~.. ~. . 

case ofcatastrophic illness. ' 

Figure 8: Im'ended Uses Of Anntiiry Saving~ 
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Reasons For Purchasing Annuities' 

The fact that ea~nings on ~nnuity savings· are liot taxed until the savings are used is a 


strong motiv~tionfor purchasing a non-qualified ~nnuity. Three-fourths Qfnon-qualified . 


, . annuity: owners say:this wa~ a u very" impo~tant'reason they: pur~hased a.non-gu~1ified 

annuity (75%). f:.s sho~.n in Table 2, large proportions also indicate that "veryU imp6itant . 


reasons for purchasing an annuity were that it is a safe purchase (6:i%) .and that it has a good' 


;'''Piite ~f retuz:n (69~:L.t:Jearly that many say a .:'v~~ylt important reason fdT purchasing a .r}cm.:: ..... 
qualified ann(Hty'was that they wanted a long t.\=rm savings plan (57%).'''' . . 

~'. , . 

. ; .. _~, ,.,.. Roughly half of non-qualified annuity owners report the followingreasons.as being. 

livery" important in ,their.gecision to purc.hase an: annuity: a guaranteed income (49%), a 

.. :.::~,,~9urce offunds for erriergencies:(46%),andaneasy wayJo save (44%'l:,,~:v.en in,teno.,!vners ~'-:;':.,-:.... 
'safthat having ac~6ice of metho~~·of.r,e~~iy'iI1gpayments:Irom theirannui'fy'savin.gs was :~- ' ... 
'~v.ery" or II somewha't"irnPortant, (68%). , ,:::' . " ' '. ' 

Household income also plays soiner~~~ in determining t,he reasonS owners have 


purchased annuities. For example, ron-qualified annuity owne.rs with lower incomes are 


. more likely to say they purchased anannuity'because it an easy way to save.. Additionally, 


non:.cru.<!:litied annuity owners who did not a,ttend ,college are more likel)' to,hav~.purchased 


annuities because they are an easy:w-ay to save; they offer choices of methods of receiving '~. 


, income, and for use in emerg'encies. 

. 10 
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Tabl~ 2: . 

Impo~tanc;e O~yarious Reason!;~or Buying.An Annuity 


,.Earnings ~Ou~~I1otbe taxed until the 
furidswere, u'sed 

...:." ~ ....."... .. . 

waS a safe purchase 

l1ave a good' rate of return 

-,,;,:Wante'd a long'ter~ savings,plan' 
, "', """",: ~':"R ,. 

, .,.:' ,', ",:.""-" -/:.. ~ , .-.. . " 

CouJd get an' irfcomeguarantee'd,for 
'.' 

, ..,' 'as,ion-g as y~li'riv~ .. 
,/. 

Easy way to save" 

,,'Wanted a source of.fuhds that could 
be used to pay for emergencies, 

'such asca tastTophic illness during 
reti~ement 

Have a choice of methods of getting the 

'. Sources Of Funds For Annuities' 

Very Important Somewhat Important 

,1992' 1993: 1992,·1993 
, (Percentage) 

. -" .... ~ 

.. 
'~75 ' - 18. .. '18 

~-

68 27 27 

31 30 

.'" If'" ~,"~ - - • .. ';.,- ", 

~'. '~" .. ,:,1, ::-;: '. ~"--1''' { ',-.' 
• _.- •••» ••, •• 

49 25,27 

46 44 '32 31 . ' 

46 46 25 28 

, 39 37 30 31 

A,ty.pkal'non-qualified annll.ity ownerus~smor~ than one sQurce ~f funds for the 

. 'purchase o~ his or her annuity. Many owners 'buy annuitieswith the procee~sfrom li one . 
,'''',',:::.,time" events; such as an inheritance (23%), Jhe sale of a home, farm or busin'ess (14%), a death 

, ' 

, 'benefit from'a life irts,urance policy (15%), abonus (12%)~ or a gift from 'a relative (11 %). , 

Overall, about half 6f the owners say they have used money from at least-one of these "one 

time" events to buy a non-qualified annuity. As shown in Table 3, many owners also indicate 

" th~t sOn1e of their annuity premiLims come, from their regUlar ~aving~ (66%), cur~ent income 
(55,%) and procee'ds from an investment (35%)." ' , ",.,,!, , ,#'" . 

11 
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Age and marital status playa role in deterI1).ining'sources offunds 'for many annuity 

-- owners. Older respondents are:more lih~ly to have used mone},fiom the sale 0'£ a family 
, - , 

_·-home/farm, or business, and less likely to have,used moneyfrofficurrent' income. Those not 

. ma-rried are more likely to have used money from a death benefit and likely to say they 

ha,,-e us~d'~~~ir c.urrent income to purcha,s~'~DDuities_ 
\~ , .~. 

Table 3::· . - .., :' \ ' 


--~-. ,

1':',.-Source,s of Funds for;EJwners'AhnuitiE;S .., 

1992 
". : (Percentage) 


:. Regular sav.ings -···62. ' 66 

..;.~....,.,~, 

'(" ... ', ~: 

- ·O.lrrent,income 55 
..... -" .......... - .~ .~ .'. ' 

. . ~ ~. 

Proceeds from an inve~trnent 35 


Aninh~ritance 20 23 


Sale of a "family hom§: f,;\Tm ~r:Q4siness 16 14 


Death benefit from aJife insurance policy' , 15':,.. , 15 


Gift from a relative 11" 11 


A bonus 11 12 


Attributes Of Annuities , 

.. Neariy all non-:qualified annuity owners agree ffcqIf1pl~tely" qr~gree "somewhat" tI--!at 

"keeping th~ tax qdv~ntage of ~nnuities:is ~'good way ofen-couraging long term s~~ings" , . , 

'(95%)'. and that ;;annuities are.an effective way to save for retirement" (95,%). (See Table 4.)'. -'" ' 

v~ry large pr'oportions of non~qualified aITDuity o~ers agree"completelY" or agree, 

"somewhaf' thafaruiuities "have attractive tax treatment" (89%),'''are safe and secure'; (88%j; 

"offer a good return" (87~), flare a good source of emergency funds in old age'; (85%), "~m;~ an.'important source ofretirement security." (83%), and "will prevent them frombeinga financial 

burden on their children in their later years" (7~%). 

12 
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Table 4: ' '.' 


.AgT~ement With Various Statements AboutAttribute~Of Anriuities 


"1992 1993 
(Percentage) 

Keeping the' tax advantage of ar1nuiti~s isa good way 
of ~ncouraging.long terrr.' savings . 96 .. 95 

Atfuuiti'es' ~'r~' a·Ii~ff~cti~e·~~5:~:fQ7 ~~~'"; f;r~etire~ent .-.-
·.~~:l\95 

~~._-~-r ~ 'l: t''''~'''Jh'' • , '.' !-. 

A~~iti~s~ave attractive tax treatment 92 8~' 
'. " 

.. Ann~i tie's offer 'a good return,' . 90 87 

" .... ~,.~::o~:.,."" ·.AIlQuities are i:t:goocl-source oremerg~hc')dundsi~.~!:~a'ge ,. ~~;; . 
r,.,;--., . . ,'. : 

~.~ --:- - -.~ "*. -::-.:::' .' ',~-:"f:~;::-:::;"':'~- ':'~ 
.... 1 .... _,,_ ~ 

Aflri5i ties arean·ifr:iportan t s;;~';2e'~i-;~ti~e-~;:n t secu;ity . .83 
" . . . ' " --.' ~ ~ - ' . . .~ •. ..

'.. 
- ~Annuities are -safe ~n:d 'secure ,85 88 . 

,Annuities,,",:,ill prevent them from becoming a fiflanciaI .. 

_2.ur~len on their children'in t.heir 1a t<;r'years ' 


·1 __ .,. 

" . 


\" 

.. 
.-.. 
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'TALKING POINTS 2/25/94 
WELFARE. FINANCING 

(Contact: Melissa Skolfield, HHS) 

The Administration is committed to tbe introduction,-of a welfare 
reform plan:.'?whic:b· will be deficit neutral. Thatmectns that 'new 
-investments in child' care, jobs, education and training programs 
for AFDC recipients will be'paid for by other changes that. will 
sa've or raise money. . . . ..' ' 

We' are comm.ttte.d to the letter and..the spirit of the 1990 lmdqet 
I~Y, whi'gh,:requires payin9' for .... any.-new speDdin9in~reases~ with 

. orrsetti!19 taxes or program reductions.. ' ,.",:r - .. 

All di'scussions are very'preliminary, and no dec:isions' have been 
made.:, . 'The welfare reform working g:r:oup appointed by the President 
.has not-yet reached any. final decisions, although they are wOrking 
very hard .to fulfill the. President I s pledge to int+"oduce 
legi-slation this spring. The Department .. of Health and" Human 
Services; :·the' Office of'Management and Budget, and the Treasury 
Departm'erit are w9r.)cing cooperatively to develop' a list of possible ' 
firiancing options~. ,.,' '. '. . -. . , 

TO pay. t'6r the investments in the plan, . starr at SS" OMB,and 
Treasury are eXploring a number of entitlement ret'orms as well 'as' 
measures that WOUld,. raise' revenue. Because discussions are in a 
very preliminary phase, there are 4.0 or more opti~ns 'currently on 
the t'able. None of them have been presented to the president; none 

.. of, them can be ruled in or out at thif\" stage. ,. ., . 

The bulk of the financinq, however, would come from,entitlement 
reforms. (If asked: Social. Security, Medicare and Medicaid are not 
being 'considered for cuts. That leaves Supplemental' Security 
Income, AFDC, food stamps, the Earned Income Tax Credit, and some 
smaller entitlement programs. We have ruled out taxing 'benefits for 

. the poor.) '. ' ' 

AdClitional savings will cc,me' from vithin the plan itself.. For 
example,~mone'y 'saved by streamlining program administration will be 
used for -job training. 'A.nd stepped up child support- enforcelDent' 
will'mean·fewer women go on we~fare'inthe first'place. 

It is :not true that f inaric'inq is' I imitingthe developme~t,' of the 

plan or the way it is ph&sed in. The welfare reform working, group 

is expected to recommend a gradual phase-in.ofthe plan, but that 

decision is based on capacity issues and discussions with local 

welfare a'dministrators. ' 
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.MEMO~NDUM 

. To: The'Secretary . ~ ,,:'. ._' 

From: David T. Ellwood 

Re: EJ1titlement.s·.. : ... ,_.::"1"" 

Endosed are a few ma:terialsonoverall entitlement levels and growth. A fe~· basic fdc~·: 

. 0 Of-the projected growth in" entitlementsJ,etwc::en~l~~,~.and 1998~ 70% is from heal¢. cos:ts. 
, . . . ,.' , 

. .. '. ,. ~. less than 5% of .the total· budget.; .. 

o Social Security remains-the: largest entitlement by far ',accounting for ·ov~i. 40% of all . 

entitlements and oyer 20% of .Federal e>..-penditllres. . . 
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fVl 
FE,DE'RALo.b,riAYS,BY' CATEGORIES FOR SE'~EtTEDvEARS,

i i,IS) 
I: ' 1~ . : .I , 

0... " ,,' , [By fisc:.ilIYtJ"r} " ' '\ 
estimated •estimated' fiiCijiCted 

..... 
fVl 1960 ' 1970 1980, 1985' 1990 1993 1998 
'Q" 
r
I.D 
l{) 
'Q" In nominal doil~rS{bIlHC!I"i~,(J'\ , \ 

"t, 

134.6 253.1 a 
12.8 17.4 ~tl a 

131.9 163.4 a 
, '. 

279.3 ," 433.9 5~.O 

117.1 186A ii 391.0 
34.0 69.7 239.0 

14.0; ~ ,f ,: 22:1 139.0 
22.2,' , 30.4 

1.01.5 ',123.1 

-288.8 432.3 
.< 

!, .:, 1: .~}. 

14.4 - 52.5 . , 1 ~:5 l :,~ 84.2 ,198.0 253.0 .' 
. '. ': } ,

(-0.5 -0.4 '·2.2, " i 58.1 " i~ -26.0' ' ·10.0 
-11.5 ~29.2 ·-47.1,:;:,.se.8 -67.0' -85.0 

E ,'; $195.6 $590.9 $946.4 '$1.252.7 .$" ,416.d
t 

$1,747.0 
o 
0::

,LL a' not available ,," I' ,I ';, ':, :',' '" '. • 

Note., Net Discretionary Outlays ec(ual& Di~lionary.OU1lays minus OHSetting,R~ceiptS (the brealldoiNn of OHsetli,,,g R~i,:)ts which ~ui~ hElVe b"n 
• ,," \' , . l " i 

I.D 
'Q" netted 'against Mandatory Outlays was not avalable). Agriculture price supports have been induded In Domestic Oisoreti.onary Outlays, OUtlays have 


l{) 
bee"- adjusted ror Inft£dion using the C:JI-U. ' ' . - , .• 


..... 
 . . :1' 

S'ouree: CongreSsion.aI' Budget OHice, The Ecohomic end Budget Outto~k: FisCal Years 1994-'U)98. January 26. 1993 ,and'
fVl 
(J'\ 
(J'\ : The Eo(mo~ic,"'d B!.idget Outlook:' An Update, September, 1003 - .:' '. I ~ . ,. " . ." . ~.' ';, ...... 
I , . " :':r-
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FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY'CATEGORIES FOR~SELEctEDYEAIts:. '" , .• ' r: 

\[By fiscal ye~rJ . 
..\i!mfiii:I 	 ostfmatid : projecltod 

1960 .! 1970 1980 :'1985; 1~90" 1993·:; 1998 ~~ 	 1 t 

,,' 

.;. 

.' : ~.,; , ~ r 
Social Securfty ....... :.:.....:.;:.:.~: ................. , ...:....... , 

• . " : I . , 

Medicare.. ,..... ttl .::........... ,~ ... , • .:~ ••••• ~r •• ".~ •• ,., •• , ........ ~ ... ' 


Medfca'd ................ : ....... ::~ ... : ..;;......... : ..... ' 

AF,OCiSStI:FOO(!tS;an;l~st:L.'...:;... :...L:.· .r'" 

..' . - . --: :"~ • • • " 1: ' 

"Qther entlUemen1S and'mandatones ...... : ..... \·,· . 

l 	 ' i.; 
. "., , ' :, 

tn constant 1992 dollars (bllllon~) , 
!, 

199.6 ,251.1 ~.6 

, 	 56.0 '. 94.1 115.3 
.23:9 '." ' , 30.1 44.1 
3'7.:8 ':':) :'41.1' "", . ~2.6' 

173.0' 166.2 , t 1'35.6 

~ ;;J 

..' ~, 


_" 	 ,:. 
;1 

292.6 326.2 
138.6 199.4 
: 73.6 116~bI 

61.0> 65.9 
159.9 149.3 

~ t ". :1 
Subtotal,. mandatory.. : .... ~.,,~;~'.:... 492.3 583.8: , ;',725,6 656.8 

, 	 1 .. ' . :. 

, a: not availab'le. ',j.• ,: .. 	 ' :, ,", ..;1 :,': 

. Note.: Net Ois~tion!ll'Y Outlays equals DiScreti:onwy Outlays minus Offsetti~g AeooiplS (the breakdown c:l1 OHsettlng ReoeiptS wtl}ch &houl,dhave been 
nattld a.gair'&t Mandatory Outlays was not available). Agnoottura price supportS have been included in Domestic Discretionary O""tlavs. Outlays have 
bee, adjusted for inflatio!'"l using the CPJ-U. .• ,::. " . , '. 

• ~ : ". i " 	 ~ • :',' .1.,'.' . <I ... 

, ij ifSource: Congression~ BUdget Offi~ The ~<?Onomic and Budget O~tlook: Fiscal Years 1994-', 998, banu~: ?S:)900, *¥,d . '! " . . , 

j.' The EoonomiC?, and Gudget 0Jt1~k;' An. Up,dale, September, i1 ~ 	 . " , : I . "; , ,i .!" 
. , 

!f 
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..;', ·t:' ," i 	 , ':' .. ::, ,,1 
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FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY' CATEGORIES FOR SELECTED YEARS: '~'il;' ,~' :' ~, . :: ., ' .' 'j.' . ".' ; . I ~ 
"" • • -. I J. " f • • 1 ,!~. 

(L , .: ,IBy Hscal year} :', ., 
. eltlmat(,d . :8Itimatei .....m.:, projected 

...,.., 
M , ' ,.~,'~, '1960 . 1970 .' 1980' 1985":~ :i;1990' .,i!1993' 1998 

;' t ., ,I ::. . • ,. ,.'<:t 
~; ~ i ! .fD 

L() 
'I'<:t 

'i" 
As 8 percentage ~r Total Federal Outl~YS' . ,en 

, .,' " :.~:.-~. L,~;:·.-:·~ ", .,::" 
Defense discretionary ),'.X},'.::..... ,~ .... ; l. , ........ .. 'S1.00A> . 41.9% 

International discre'ti()ncfy.~;..... : ........ ')., ..... :. . . 4.3% 2.0% 

Domestic discretiohary.: .. ; ................... ~.;:.... 17.3%21.7% 


Subtotal. disc,r~tiooary.......::........ ,72.6% 65.6% 

o 
I 

E: 
o 

en 
en The Eoonomic:; and Budget Outlook: An Update,!September, 1900 ..... 

('-
I ~; 'i,i:; ',: .', 

'}.. 
d . , 

, 

'(S) 

I .. : ~ c'~ ,-:
,U ,W 
o 

, 

, 
22.8% 26.7% 24.0% ' 
2.~A>, 1.8% 

22.3% ; 17.3% 
-


47.3%' "45.6% 40.6% , . 

, 
, : 

". 
;, 

~i 
20.8% a 

a 
a 

38.6% 
.1 

31.8% 

'1, 

22.4% 
13.7% 
8.0% 
4.5% 

' 

10.~/o. 

58.SOIo 

14:00k 14.5% 
-0.6010 
'-4.9% 

. 100.00/0 .. 100.0% 

a:: - :. # t' • ':'-'.)C~ '4 ' i.' .'10;' , '. ,: " ..' 
LL a: not availatile, !, ¥" i, ~:';: ; , ,'., • <; . 'r, " . " ' 

, :{1 .' ":' :' . . !..,; . 

Note; Net Discretionary Outlars~uaJs Diserelionar\t Outlays lrinus Offsetting Receipts (the breakdown of Offsetting Receipts which shOuld haVQ be.n 
i:'
'<:t n&tted against Mandatory Oui~s w~s notavalable). Agriculture price supports have been included In Domestic Discretionary Outlays, Outiays h~ve 
L() .been adjusted tor Inflation u$ll'lg the C?I-U. i .,~ . . .' ;, ',: i, " . :' ..... <'" 

, . '. :._ "i, ::, <; ,<! : < ;. .' . . ' ~! :1, ,: li, ,i' 'f•• ',i 

M Source: Congre89ional~udget OHipe, The EcOnomic .end Budget OutloDk: Fiscal:Vears 199+1998; Januery-26, 1~, and' 
' 
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WALlER WILLIAMS' .J 
E ' ~~y:::sa~:.[i~~',"','lel.&.ar·':e~'""kin'"., 'gs'" an·",.:".d', 

we toil under"the congres· VV' ll4 
sional threat' of fines, im· 

q~eens. 
prisonment or. if we resist tOO vehe
mently, death. If you don't believe' year, ro sheep and angora ranchers. 
there's coercion. jiisrdeduct your . In' 1992. the Agriculture Depan· 

. per capita share of:'Queen·suppon j men!'s office in Rocksprings. Thxas, 
money from your 1(i4() taX form. You . issued 55.2 million in, checks 'ro 
may be surprised to know that wei· 'sheepand,mohairranchers.Accord· 
farism knows'rio sex and: for· that, ',ing to Sharon Lafraniere;staff 
matter. no income ',class. We have writer for The WashingUln l'ost'sNa·. 

less program' It ttU-ns out that Rep. junkets and, if you're frien.\!!y 
.£ "Kika" de Ia Garza and Charles W. enough, cheap condos . 
Stenholm are powerful Democrats ,Then there's a bank you'.., ne,,,r 
from Texas,' a state that receives 86 heard of that Congress created-for 
percent of mohair payments and 26 other .....Ifare kings - the ExPOrt· . 
percent of wool payments. If Mr. Impon Bank. former Office of'Man·":· 

. Clinton alienates these men. he won't agement and Budget Du:ecuir Da},d 
welfa're-kinss"wno;put welfare tional Weekly':£dition' (April 12, be able to count Oil their votes for taX. S!9"kman called It "food Slanlps for 

. Queens to shame, ,'~~ : . 1993), Rocksprings' top 10 recipi·· increases, 'support for government· ·"the rich." Congress created it to fun· 
The National Wool Act 0(,1954 up- ents collected:.belWeen S90.000 and spollsored ,porno'graphic an. or nel our earnlOgs IOto big busu,e'S'$'l!S 

dated an earlier ..Wofld'War II sub- ·$.34().OOO·apiece: l\oo.percent of the homosexuals in the tnlIitary. . to the rune of 54 billion a yeIIr. In~he 
sidy prograrri,f~r;'wooCand mohair.·-'program·s "Welfarees" receive .. 54 It'd be unfaU' to give'the impr'es- past decade.,70·percentof~Ei<paft', 
Wool used io be' con~llered a strate- percent of the handoutS. sion that only ranchers are neecing· Impon loans have gone tI> fewer thii.ll 
gic' ma!erial'siriC'e~iers needed Instead of eliminaliJlg this rich 'us. Led by Archer·Daniel·Midland·s '20 corporations, including Boeins,:,' 
woolen clothing. Wi.th-lhe end of the man's welfare, President Clinron's multimillionaire CEO Wayne.=An· . Westinghouse,and General Motors, 
war and the introduittion of syn' budget proposes only capping these dreas, the"ethanol indu'stry has're- JuSt so you donl think college 'iN' 
thetic fibers; wool and 'mohair fell payments at $50.000 per rancher. 'ceived S7 billion in federal handouts . dents are the only government·I03JI'
off the military's list of strategic mao But sheep and mohair ranchers, just since 1980, Sen. Roben Dole. a Kan· deadbeats, in 1990, the Export· 
terials, But no big thilTg, Congress ,lik.ethewelfareQueenswhousemul· sas Republican, is the chief procurer' - tmpon Bank stoOO ready to lose S5 ' 
instructs the U.S. Depanment of Ag', ,tiple names and.addresses roget fat· for this handout. You say, ~Clintl>n· . billion. That's 4{) percent of its out .. 
riculture to cominue, making wei· ter checks, know' the way aroWld. ,can't count on Dole for suppon, how standing loans and loan guarantees:" 
fare payments. now at SI80 miUiona . caps. The ranchers: as they've done come'he' doesn't ice the ethanol in- In this time of debt and defi<;i.L 

. . ... ~ in the pas~ simply divide their ranCh dustry welfare?"' ThaCquestion emergency, you ought to write or call 
-~-:::::=--'-----,.."..-'-"::;'''''-'-- a'mong' family members, making' shows how little you understand the the president and your congressman' 

Walter Williami:' tiii' ec:momics' ''''each eligible for the handout. In this inner-workings of Washington.,M.r. . ."d ask why these .. wasteful .pro, 
professor'at George MaSol! Univer· time of "concern" aboUl budget defi· Clinton. Democrats and other Wash· grams exist. I guarantee that the let
sity. is a. nationally.s)l1ldicated col· ,cits, why doesn't Mr. Clinton just ingt6n insiders. can count on Wayne , ter coming ,back will be a lie or .it. 
"mnist. ',c- propose eliminating' ihis costly. use- Andreas for political contributions. won't be the truth. 

. . ""............ ~ ~-

"'" . .. - 
... ..:.:.;~

WR.
, 

PAUL GREENBERG J 


A tip for the White House 
'press corps: You could 
save yourselves a little 

.. trouble by entering' 
this opening paragraph inti> your
laprops, since it has become the stan· 
.da~d beginning of ~lQries out of 
Washing'ton in the Age of Clinton: 

"WASHINGTON - The Clinton 
administration has, altere,! major 

~~~~~~:r~~~!;' in response 
Then fill in the bl.ank with the 

topic of the day. 
I can't say it's an original tech" 

nique. The wording ,is borrowed in
tact from a story in the New York 
Times laSt month about the energy 
tax, The subject may have ,been the 
energy tax, but th~~pOiier _ Ste-. 
ven Greenhouse- couId.jUst as well 
llave been writing about the adniin:
!str.uion's approach, to' ciiidng and 
spendlllg. Or:health care,.Or homo-

De'~·a vu'. 
all . 

. o,Uer
" ,. ~, 

.. •agam . 
dent Clinton seemed close today to 
retreating f.:om his fall~ck position 
as weU. , . . ' 

' 1b add a, little suspense, why not 
quote a cOuple' of administration 
sources. taking diametri~y OPI»' 

,stte POSlOons on any tssue. A couple 
of SU~ceSSIve paragraphs from an 
Associated Press story about the e~. 
ergy taX ""uld n9t be OUt of place Ill,. 
many another slOry: 

sex'uals in the military' Or potitical' 

asylum..01' foreign and':domestic lt~ not the economy.

policy in general. . ::. lt~ poli':~'. "':_J.iJj"ty.


If there's anyihing' t!iiS" adminis- . ,) HUM t'1UU 
tration is. it's nexible. If it has a sin
'gle principle. appointee or. policy 
that it will stick with when pressure .. Democratic sources said the ad

mo~~:::rI~~~h~~~~:~~J~'::;t ~~1,=d~:t~;.e~Yth!i~~ 
10, try some variations OIT'that open· pa~~e~s'I'de'nt C'lin· ton'•h-'---, "'d 

r< U_~'" _ 

ing 10 give the reader a little variety. 'in' an ABC. ~!ervie,..: :I've never 

For.example. here is the oPenlng of 'agreed to any specific proposal:' 

a front·page story by Micnael Wines There's always somebody in <Y
%.~~e New York Timesjust the other ery outfit who never gets the word. 

"WASHINGTON. June 9- Bare- .. -, Acrually',anybodyaccustomed III 
c1intonspeak can translate that: The 

Iy. a day after giving up his demand President is· withdrawing his Btu 
for a S71.5 billion taX On the heat 
conient 'of energy sources. Presi. 1lIx in general'- it's only the specific 

teqtls of the retreat that haven't 
been worked out yet. 

Paul GreeF!be:rg is editorial page This is all new [0 some folks. For' 
edi tor ofthe Arkansas Democrat Ca· example. the Democratic members 
telt", in Little Rock and a nationallY of Congress who'stuck their ne.::ks 
syndicated columnist. Out and agreed to 20 aIong with the 

adminismition's Btu 1lI'" Mter all. ,rather than various interests. ..., . 
they had been told hOw imponan~ 
how integraL how crucial and in. 
dispensable a pan of the Clinton pro
gram the tax was _ and doubtless' 
how much'in benefits their suPPOrt' 
could mean for their districts.. 

Not all the lawmakers seemed to 
be taking the administration's Cave-

in ':.A'7~~eq~::,~~~:~~e
under sharp criticism from som!! 
House members' for the way. in 
which he abandoned the original taX ~ 
emphasizing the heat cOntent of fu
els. 'There is resentment with the 
administration not' allowing the 
House tI> make that decision:.Rep. 
Billy 1lIuzin (D-La.) said. 1lIuzin said 
many House DemocratS went along 
with the unpopular tax only beca:Wie 

.' ClinlOn.promised them it was an in' 

. tegral pan of his package. Now 
many are'filled.with· nothing but an_how rurns inti> a mainly paper '~~': 
ger'and feel Clinron has pulled the . form. Then .election year amves, ' 
rug out from under [hem: he said." arid it's cited as one of the 100 Gre.>'C 

They don't understand. This may AchievementS of the last Clmton ad,,· 
be the first time they;ve seen Bill ministration. 
Clinton step OUt boldly, then fade '. Just wait. No matter what kin!! oC
away while explaining how decisive'·' . energy- bill is passed, Bill ClintOn· 

=~~ ~~l;:~ ~tts~~:.s;:·~ 
~! in Colngrefsds may have ~~t the...,t coup eo' ecades'!l1:Ar""nsas, 
where the Clinton administration 
was always laUnching some ambi. 
tious new initiative. orten a good one. 
preparatory to backing off. , 

That's how one Arkansas indUS
try after another got exempted from, 
sales'tax- while an administration 

~ 
oh·so-dedicated to fairness wasrais:' 
ing the sales tax on ordinary custom. 
ers SO percent. It's how the state 
nevt;r got a civil rights or fair. 
ho.using ;Iaw during the:<;Iinton 
Years.Oranenvironmentalcommis
sion' that rep!!'scnt.id the public 

Yes. there was a lot of churning in 

all those areas - just not much, 

chajige. As governor, Bill Clinton 


'might' stan almost any well-in· 

t~tioned program, then go off and 

leave it ro twist in the wind - like 

some of his recent presidential ap. 


pointees. 

ton=d~';~:!~m~e~: 

'silie taX ref?rm, but when various' 

,lllterestS objected. he could exempt 


every one of them. Oimaybe deposit 

the whole idea With a study commis" 

sion for a couple of years and then 

.walk away. as he did with a state civiL .. 

rightS law. ' . ::, 


Now the same pattern repeatS it· 

self on the national leveL '. . ... 


For anybody from ·Arkansas. it's~: 
deja vu all over again: What 'stans • " 
out as a brave new 'initiative some-., 

;;:;1~~:~:'::~:~~~ ~e~~'; , 

-::,axy·maWhaetmbeegr'gan asaSaarbegl"OaredlssY.'vebaSedney e _ I 0 
that could fall heaviest on thOse leasC-' 
able to pay. And the administration , 
will take credit for another Great 
Reform. 

.The solemn. pundits who ,try to" 
punie out the essenCe of the Clinton . 
administration need wonder nO 
!!lore. What, they ask, unites this 
New Class of expens, politiCOS, spin.."., 
chiropractors and hangers-on? l\'llat ',~: 
is the organizing principle and one 
indispensable object ofClintonism? 

",	.... No. it's nOt the economy. stupid. 
I!'s political ~iability. , 

~".~ington ["antS MONDAY, JUNE 21, 1991. 

'. , ! ~. 
" 
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TABLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FBI)BRAL AND STATB) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fiscal year, ill millions of dollars) ) 

)io~ IJe':i 'lU..!e&r 
Total prJ.:) 

Ir J'IJ:U;:.1'C 1 JU... .............. lil 

Minor Mothers 
No Additional Benefits for Additioll8l Children 
Child SUPP.Ort Enforement 

Paternity Establishment (Net) 
Enforcement (Net)
Computer Costs 

(~~g~ 

~~~ 
~~ 
(f:g~
420 

(210~
(2,150 

~.O8~4,700 
1,08 

(8~
(810

(1(l,S5 
97 

SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSmUlTY \ (1,220) (80) (8,OSS) (l,875) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOllOWED BY WORK 

JOBSwP:y
Additio JOBS ~ding
Additional Child for JOBS 

, 305 
2,580 
1,805 

27S 
2,320 
1,625 

1,225 
7.140 
4,900 

1,105 
6,425 
4,410 

WORKPro~ . 
Additional . d Care for WORK 

790 
365 

710 
330 

. 10,150 
4,585 

9,135 
4,125 

Savings from Cbild Care and Other Expansion (90) (SO) (l,27S) (700) 

Transitional Cbild Care 560 505 2,580 2,320 

Enhanced Teen Case Management r 2.10 190 595 535 
SIlVin~8 - Cas.eload Reduction 
ADP ederaI aDd State Systems/Admin Efficiency 

(520) 
680 (~~ (5,~ (2,800) 

900 

SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK 6;685 6,285 25,635 25,455 

SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK AND PARENTAL RESP S,46S 6,205 17,580 2.3,580 

Working PoofCbild Care (Capped at $2b 
in Det t:,ding).

Remove 'Parent (UP) Restrictions 

. 
. 

5,000
2,210 ' 

4.500
I 1,160',-- .' 

16,270 
8,260 

14,645 
4,355 

. Comprelu:lWve Demonstn,tioll Gr,&Dt8 200 200 350 350 

Non-Custodial'Parent JOBSIWORK 370 335 1,855 1,670 

A~ Grants and Pa.reatWg Demoustmtions 135 120 285 255 

Child Support Assuranc.e DemotJ.St.nltions 550 495 1,500 1,350 

IDA and Microenletprise Demonstriltions 300 270 700 630 

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,555 1.420 4,690 4.255 

RElNVENTING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

State Flexibility on Earned Income and 
and Child srmrt Disregards 1,720 945 4,895 2,695 

GeneraUerm Assets to Food StaDlfs on Limit, 
'Burialce, Real Ps08irtr•Transfers 265 100 655 240 

Set Auto Exclusions to $4 EqlJity Value 955 955 2,785 2,785 
Double Territories' Caps/Adjust for Inflation 370 275 1,060 790 
All Others 90s 555 2,265 1,375 

SUBTOTAL RGA 4,215 2,830 11,660 7,885 

GRAND TOTAL 18,445 16,115 58,460 54,720 
OPTION 1 • No Child Cue, 2. Parent, Demos or RGA 5,46S 6,205 17.580 23,580 
OPTION 2 - No 2 Parent, 50% Child Care, 50'; Demos 

and 50'; RGA 10,850 10,,580 .33,890 36,973 
OPTION 3·50% Cbild Care, 50% Demos, and 50% RGA 13,060 111,\740 42,150 \41,328 
OPTION 4 • 50'; Demos and 50 % RGA 15,560 13,990 50,285 / 48,650 

OmON 5 • TOTAL PLAN 18,445 16,115 58,460 54,720 
Note!·H .,. • ~OUll &lLvm • ,.,_. .. , 

N'ate:2; l1l'teli+U and'Ten Year Federal estimates represent 90$ ofall ex~ditures except for 
thO:foUoWiDg:' benefits are at current match ri.teB; child support is matched at ratc& 

specified in the hypotbeticaJ plan; and comprehensive demoOStratiOD.grants are matched at 1009IJ. 


Source: HHSIASPE stiff estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and oMs but have not been 
officially revi~~ by OMB. The policies do not Rpre&elllt a consensus recommendation of the Working Group c.o-ebairs. 



TABLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COSTBSTIMATES (F1IDERALAND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WBLFARB REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fiscal YeM. in milliOIllJ of dollars) j 

Mothem 
Addilioaal Benefits for Additional Clilldren 

Child Support &forement 
Paternity Establishment (Net) 
Enforcement (Net) 
Computer CoSts 

SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSmUlTY 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOllOWED BY WORK 

. 305 275 1,225 
JOBS~ding 2.580 2.320 7.140 
Child for JOBS 1,805 1,625 4,900 

WORKPro~ 790 710 10,150 
Additional " d Care for WORK 365 330 4.585 
Savings from Child Care.and Other Expansion (1,215) 

Transitional Child Care 2.580 

Enhanced TCIe.Q Case Mmagement 595 
Savin~8 • Caseload ReductiOD . . (5,~:

ederaI and State Systems/Admin Efficiency 

SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK 6.685 6,285 25,635 25.455 
SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK AND PARENTALRESP . 5,46S 6,205 11.580 23,580 

Working Poor Child Care (Capped at $2b 
5.000 4,500 16.270 14,645in net 1:ding).

Remove 0 Parent (UP) Restrictions. . 2.210 1,160 8,260 . 4,355 

~ • M" • 

Compreb.eDsive DemIlDStration Granta 200 200 350 "350 
Non<ustodial Parent JOBSIWORK 370 335 1,855 1,670 
ACt:a8 Grants aDd Pareating DemollStratiOllS 135 120 28S 255 
Child Support :Assurance Demonstrations 550 495 1,500 1.350 

aDd Mieroentetprise Demonstriltions 300 270 700 630 

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,555 1,420 4.690 4,255 

REINVENTING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

Flexibility on Earned Income and 
aDd Child,Srrnrt Disreguds 1.720 945 4.895 2,695 

Gene.rall~rm Assets to Food Stamps 00 Limit, 
Burialce, Real P~rty, Transfers 265 100 655 240 

Set Auto Exclusions to $45 ~t): Value 955 955 2,785 2.785 
Doublo Territories' Caps/Adjust for Inflation 370 275 1,060 790 
All Others 90s 555 2,265 1.375 

SUBTOTAL RGA 4,2!5 2,830 11,660 7,885 

GRAND TOTAL 
OPTION 1 - No Child Cue, 2 Parent, Demos or RGA 
OPTION 2· No 2 Parent, 50~ Child Care, 5o" Demos 

" RCA 

'Ten Year estimates represent 90~ ofall expenditures except for 
are at eutreIlt match riJerI; child support is mlkbed at rates 

hypolhetii::aJ plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%. 

Source:: HHS/ASPEstaff esti.matcs. These estimates have been shared with staffwithin HHS aDd OMB but have not been 
officially reviewed by OMB. The policies do not represent a conset\SUS recommendation ofthe Working Group co-cbairs. 



...A 

Possible Offset Options for Welfare Reform -- Federal 
Extrapolated to 2004 

s..year 1o-year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total 

dollars in billions 

Cafeteria Plan Exemption ,NA \ NA NA NA- NA NA NA NA 
I 

Subtotal _ 10.09 '\I 0.22 0.21 - 0.19 - 0.21 0:21 0.21 0.22 0.22 

Other I~ues !continueIll; I 
Tax Compliance 4/ t/ 


EITe info reporting for DOD personnel IrOooo 110m 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.07 0.08 0.08 


Increase wilhholding on gambling. ( 

winnings> $50,000 to 36% .\~ 0.26 'I 0;12 0.05 0.05 0.05 m~:m52~ 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 


Withholding rate of28% on keno, slots, ~ 

and bingo winners> $7,500 0~15 0.06 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 -O.ot 0.01 


Require information reporting on 
winnings of $10,000+ from gambling 
regardless of odds (except State lotteries> 0.01- 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.08 0.09 

0.42 0.23 0.16 0.17 0.20 0.22 0:23 0.24 
o D Subtotal 

~ NewRcrmrg
4% xdse tax on net receipts of gambling 


tablishments (except State lotteries> 4/ 0.45 0.63 - 0.66 0.69 0.73 0.76 0.80 0.83 0.86 


Other Items; 

Reduce inappropriate EITe Credits NA NA NA NA NA:;@t-N&: NA NA - NA NA 

TOTAL ALL ITEMS 2.17 2.59 3.35 3.92 4.44 4.76 5.07 5.40 5.76 

3/21/942:39 PM 

0:01 

6.21 

2 
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January 2, 1997 

Income Maintenance Branch 
Office of Management and Budget 
Executive Office of the President 
Washington, DC 20503 

Please route to: 

. Larry Haas 

Through: .. . 

Ken Apfel _.. } 


Barry White ff'. /~

Keith Fontenot~ 


Subject: Welfare Budget Chapter 


From: Sta~and Edwi:h1u 

Decision needed 
Please comment 
For your information _ 
Per your request _x_ 

See remarks below 

With informational copies for: 
BW,IMB,HD 

Phone: 202/395-4686 
Fax: 202/395-0851 
Room: #8222 

Attached is our marked up version of your last edit on the chapter. We have substantial edits to the 
immigrants section. Otherwise, most edits incorporate comments from the Health Division and the 
Labor Branch. 

Please contact either one of us if you have any questions. 



·	[AbO n 8-line quote from the President's oral statement announcing that 
he will sig e welfare reform bill, noting that good things in it but . 
referencing the things that he willcolDe back to fIX. Use ellipses if you 
have to.] 

President Clinton 
[Month] " ('!), 1996

Jl4I~ sl) 
Not long 'ago, America's welfare system was broken. It did not serve the taxpayers or 

those trapped in it. And it undermined the values ofwork and family. 

The President made welfare reform a key goal ofhis first term;'" reform that would 
promote the basic goals ofwork, family, and responsibility. When Congress twice sent him 
welfare legislation that did not meet those goals,-he was forced to veto the bills. When, however, 
Congress finally produced a bill that did meet the basic goals, the President signed it into law on 
August 22, 1996, as the Persorial Responsibility and Work Opportunities Reconciliation Act. 

For the'many months that Congress worked to devise a good bill, the President acted on 

his own. He and his Administration helped States advance the goals ofwelfare reform by letting 


, them test innovative ways to move people from welfare to work and to protect children. The 
Administration's actions, combined with the falling unemployment rate that a strong economy has 
generated, are having an impact. Since the President took office, welfare caseloads have fallen by 
2.1 million persons - the biggest such drop in history. 	 . 

.[Chart: Declining welfare rolls] 

The new law giveS States &r;d individuals-unprecedented opportunIties'to build a new 
system that rewards work, invests in people, and demands responsibility. Unfortunately, the law 
also included overly deep budget cuts - primarily affecting nutrition programs, legal immigrants,' 
and children - that are unrelated to reforming welfare. With this budget, the President will seek 
to fix those problems. In the meantime, the essential long-term task ofbuilding the new, work-
based system is underway in every State. ' 

[possible two-colulDn box: AFDC vs. TANF, W'IW, WOTC] 

The new welfare law has laid the groundwork for moving those who ~ work to 

independence by focusing on tough, but realistic work requirements. The law repealed Aid to 


-Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), ,a 60-year-old, joint Federal-State program, and 
created the time-limited, work-oriented Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
program. States must now implement the new law by tailoring a reform plan that works for their 
communities. The plans must require and reward work, impose time limits, increase child care 



" " ' 

paYments, and demand personal responsibility. By mid-December 1996, the Federal Government 
already had certified 18 State plans as complete. 

, ' en hAnceS. . 
, The new welfare law{£revide~new reSOUFee&fo.ichild care and Medicaid - the health 

insurance program for low-income Americans - to better welfare recipients to move off, and stay 
off, welfare. It ensures that low-income people do not lose Medicaid as a result ofchanges in 
welfare reform. and reauthorizes the transitional Medicaid program that provides coverage for 
those leaving welfare for work. . , ' ",11-f{A (Y1 t",vet'"(e.. 

Finally, the welfare law gives States vast flexibility to design welfare programs suitable to 
their own needs and circumstances, but it also holds States accountable for making welfare reform ' 
a success. The law requires a sustained State financial contribution, but also recognizes that State 
welfare bureaucracies need a positive incentive to focus on the central goal ofmoving people 
from welfare to work. Consequently, the law provides $800 million in performance bonuses by 
the year 2002 to reward States that achieve the best results in moving people from welfare to 
work. 

Welfare Jobs initiatives 

To help welfare recipients move from welfare to work, and to help communities help them 

do so, the President proposes two new initiatives: . 


• 	 a performance-based Welfare-To-Work Jobs Challenge to help States and cities 

create job opportunities for the hardest-ta-employ welfare recipients [policy 

issue]; and . 


'.; 

• 	 a greatly-enhanced and targeted Work Opportunity Tax: Credit to provide 
'.' 

powerful new, private-sector financial incentives to create jobs for long-term 
..welfare recipi:nts. ~ ., . ' 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge: The jobs challenge is designed to help States and cities 

move a million ofthe hardest-to-employ welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000. It 

gives States and cities $3 billion in mandatory funding, ofwhich 25 percent is dependent on 

documentation by the States and cities that long-term welfare recipients have been in jobs that pay 

at least enough to raise their families above the poverty line for a year [policy issue]. The jobs 

challenge will encourage States and cities to use methods ofjob creation for this population that . 

hold the promise ofsucCess - including those that have proved successfu1:elsewhere. States and 

cities can use these funds to provide subsidies and other incentives to private business. The 

Federal Government also will encourage them to use voucher-like arrangements, so that as many 

individuals as possible can exercise personal responsibility and make their own choices about the 

services they need to become employable. 


. ~ork Opporillnity TtlX Credit For States and cities, T ANF and the jobs challenge 
provide new resources to create jobs and prepare individuals for them. For employers, the budget 



" 
" 

proposes incentives to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare recipients by convertirig , 

the current Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) into a much-enhanced credit that focuses on 

, 
. 
those who most need help -long-term welfare recipients.eo~elHldless adl:ilt-s IlScd 18-?6 who wiH- .:.

"', 

, lose Food Stamp ~efit-s wider me new la~ The new credIt would let employers claun a 50 
" percent credit on the first $10,000 a year ofwages, for up to two years, for their workers who 

were long-term welfare recipients~ l.v.oJ:e the ~t Fees Slemp lecipiellts cited a8e~ The new' 
credit would cost $xxx million in lost revenue to the Federal Government from 1998 to 2002. 

'Related programs that help make work pay 

,-,,' 

, ElII'ned Income Credit (EITC). As an important component of helping people move 

from welfare to work, the Federal Government can help ensure that those who work can support 

their children. The EITC, a 20-year-old Federal program, supplements wages to meet this goal. 

In 1993, the President proposed and Congress enacted legislation to substantially expand the 

EITC, helping 40 million Americans in 15 million lower-income working families. The welfare 

law maintains these gains for hard-working, low-income families. 


[Chart 2.1 - EITC] ,..lAOOll...t i ~ , 

The Minimum Wage. President Clinton has consistently ~ported an increase in the . 

minimum wage for all low-wage earners. Before 1996, the last sucpincrease was in ~.1~'9 I 

Because ofinflation, the value of the minimum wage had eroded by ~percent between ~ '''i'1 , 

and 1996. As a result, Congress responded to the President's request last year by raising the 

minimum wage from $4.25 to $5.15 an hour over two years - in two step~.4? cents eac1f. The 

first step went into effect October, 1996; the second step will occur in October, 1997. ' 


This 90-cent rise means over $1,800 a year in higher earnings for full-time, full-year 

minimum wage workers, who previously earned less than $9,000 a year. Nearly 10 million 

w()rking Americans received ,an immediate pay I1!!se. Another nine millio,!llow-wage workers' 

with wages up to a dollar above the new minimum also may benefit ifemployers raise their 

paychecks with the minimum wage increase - as employers have done in the past. 


Improving the welfare reform law 

Several provisions in last year's Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Act have 

nothing to do with the goals ofwelfare reform - moving people from welfare to work. Rather,' 

they were misguided cuts in federal ~upport to wlnerable populations, including the elderly arid 

people with disabilities. To fix the~ the President proposes changes to build on the sweeping " 

work-baSed reform while better, protecting children, people with disabilities, legal immigrants, and 

those who try to find work but cannot. 


(Summary chart: Welfare reform faes] 



"::, 

.. 

.The Nutrition Safety Net: Throughoutits negotiatioris with Congress over welfare 
refonn, the Administration worked hard to maintrun the nutritional safety net because it provides 
an essential tool to enable lower~income families and individuals buy food and obtain nutritious 

. meals for their school-age children. 

Throughout their history, the Agriculture Department's Food Stamps and Child Nutrition 
programs have produced significant, measurable benefits in the nutrition ofchildren and families. 
Food Stamps reach almost one in 10 Americans every month - over 13 million cbildren and 
two million elderly (!). About 26 million children receive subsidized nutritious lunches each 
school day. Another 2.5 million children a day participate in the chil~ and adult care feeding. 
program. [cbeck numbers] . 

The welfare law cut Food Stamps too deeply; indeed, 40 percent of budgetary savings in 
the law came from Food Stamps. Many ofthese cuts, however, have nothing to do with welfare. 
reform; they affect working tamilies with children, the elderly, and people with disabilities. 
Several types ofcuts are not only overly harsh, they do not focus on the challenge of helping 
move people from welfare to work. 

Welfare reform should impose sanctions on those who refuse to work .:.- not those who 
want to, but need more time to find ajob. The welfare law limited Food Stamps for able-bodied 
childless adults to three months ofassistance in a 36-month period. This time limit does not 
reflect the reality that most Food Stamp recipients face - that finding work takes time. Nearly 60 
percent ofall new participants in Food Stamps leave within six months. Only 13 percent ofthe 

. childless adults entering the program still receive benefits after 18 months. Once they leave, most 
childless adults do not return; The President proposes to limit Food Stamps to six months out of 
12, thus giving those out ofwork the transitory help they need to get back on their feet. [policy 
issue] 

The time limit also punishes those want to work, but who cannotfind a job at all. 
Moving people from welfare to work involves giviPg them real options, nQt-just cutting them off. 
The budget proposes to restore Food Stamps foi those who actively seek work but cannot find it . 
and for whom the State does not provide workfare or a training opportunity. The President 
proposes to make work requirements real by giving the States new funding to support another 

. (?) --" 400.000~work slots from 1998 to 2002, and adding tough new sanctions for tbose wbo don't 
. play by the rules ~ In addition, the budget would allow States~to extend"WM'k .WAj £ 

supplementatio~~~o .~-~~~~h:ults. [policy issue] . [ ) M.f1tttfl Of-no.t1 ... 

The new law makes deep cuts in Food Stamp benefits that disproportionately affect those 
with high housing costs, especially families with children. With these cuts, these families will see 
their real benefits erode over time as living costs rise, forcing them to choose between heating and 
eating. The President proposes to ameliorate these cuts by restoring the link between benefits for 
such families and rising living cOsts. The President also proposes to raise the vehicle asset limit for 
food stamp participants so that benefits do not faIl when working families and others secure a 
means to get to work. [policy issue] 

.:: .. 
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The Administration proposes a new initiative to move children more quickly fromfoster 
care to safe, permanent homes - with the goal ofdoubling, by the year 2002, the number of 
. children adopted or permanently placed. It would set annual targets for increases in the number 
ofchildren adopted or permanently placed, and establish a financial bonus to States for increasing 

, adoption while stressing pe11l1B.nent placement and the safety ofchildren. Tbis initiative would 
cost •••••• (!) [ offset by the savings in Federal foster care programs as a result of the 
increased rate of permanent adoptions.] / 

, ," 

'. ,0, ~/S~cd1'caH4 ~y'Befj~ IDw rVlUiMAt l.e~Ct./ ' 
\V\-\\%~{MI\,t~ ~.$ t\ SOlM'ce. of- >·AVI~.s.) .,_. 

, ~ \ ..cLAV\\ec;s 2" , 	 . ., . 
I)""(}.W'~----J!quiJy in Benejits!1Legal Immigran ' e ~ law denies most legal immigrants 


access td" safety net programs unto they become citiZenS - even though they are in the United 

, States legally and are making every effort to become productive members of socie .,;;'~,.~,~'''.::::::.':;=.th=e::::::t'--.... 


e are law affect egal inurugrants - in~luc!!!!s. c en, tee er ,an eo e with disabilities 

. - more adversely than any other groupft~unishes those who have worked but who no Ion er 

can ou no fOfffi'eir own. It makes S ort-SJ ted cuts by barring cash and medical 
assistance to disabled immigrant children:,I@9rthe nation's sake, we iliUSf gIve cfuIdren a~ ',: 
flealth rare(9)j nna!w. fhe bill /Jlftc~s., ~//lvllnc/)A/VfnewlAdmlf1(>/raf7"e 15tArtle4tS : 

Dill sWk et'Wf /pcb.( s&YrICt'PY1 Ylofe-rs.. ': 
, The President proposes that legal immigrants have the same opportunity, and bear the M,~,~. le~f ': 
same responsibility, as other members of society. Thus, the budget proposes to revise the law so lVVl,mj(~(lts . 

~ t~ legal immigrants who become disabled after enterin our country can ge Su~p!e~~nt~ ...___ M&.A4 encount( .. 
~'ic., S~?ty come (SS1) and M~icaid. The Nation should protect eg :mnugrants ~d their IAfI~rt~e41. : 

. s i~Vlct families - peo~le who are. ad~tt~ as permanent members of our Am~ncan.~mmu~ty. -- when ctiffjCJMh t~ 
~Yi:d.p.... they suffer aCCidents ox: cnppling illnesses that prevent them from earmng a livmg. Simil~ly, beft re th~ 

.j 	legal immigrant children should be eligiblefor SSI if they become disabled, and for Medicaid if ~ye IAbltt J 
their family is impoverished.WFinally, the budget would lengthen the exemption for refugeesl-l.. L. ~ill 
and asylees from five to seven years (?). TA0 five year eM:efft~ttoft·iB the W01fa1:0 law 8irA~~ 1v ~!lQJlltVA. 1;v. 

OD.,Wll~d i~1-o ~\?, ~OlA." D~ ~ ~u ,(i~ ~(A;~e:~~~~~~~~~t~e~~~~~~~~%LJ~\v,?~lcl.he. ,..::C>.ViI 
~V\s,hve.. -j,; fir,~\r speS ~ Yi.f!e.ds. Mo.n..\j rtt'~qees C{1'I(li fI.s.':l.l~e So m4t-f nee.c( /ttIICf"'C -hme fo VI.fl..ru.ya f'ze ~ .: 

Refornung SupplementdJ Secunty Income ~1). Th~ SSI program prOVides cntIciU tit f 1tt"tJ '.' 
financial support to the needy elderly, blind, and peOple with disabilities. To its credit, the new Ililows... 
welfare ,la~p-s_tQ..~~sJ!fe tJ:lat SSI co~tjpues, to support only those people who are. eligible !or 
benefits. @~e Jaw IS too h&fSh-.en-eh:i.klfe~To ensure that only needy children With 
severe disabilities can get SSI, the law called for a uiifuer childhood eligibility requirement. The' 
new law is not precise, however, so the Administration has promulgated rules that specify how it 
will be applied.' The Government will tight eligibility, while allowing the most disabled children to 
retain their benefits:A, [policy issue] . ' '. 

~chlldtm' WMO. ,wrll lo~e S51 hPMeAt5 {;UldW #u:,ne,w rfNfe~, fU~, A~VvJI'v1f~{y&th~v, 
/' IS ~~orO~i~ !e~sr~:ti~Y.l -nWi wovdd'tvl~[,I;re +haJ +11~~f!" e~dd'y€M UH'I-h~(.{t fo ~)tUle. 

/,\. Promoting securitfand stability for children o.cCt~S to J.1et;tltara. . ' 

http:VI.fl..ru
http:Yi.f!e.ds
http:A;~e:~~~~~~~~~t~e~~~~~~~~%LJ~\v,?~lcl.he


DRAFT2. IMPLEMENTING WELFARE REFORM 

I think the objective of welfare reform should be to break the cycle of 
dependency in a way that promotes responsibility, work, and parenthood. I 
believe that our objective for all Americans should be to make sure that every 
family can succeed at home and at work, not to make people choose . 

... President Clinton February 1996 

America's welfare system was broken. It did not serve. the taxpayers or those 
trapped in it, and it undermined the values of work and family. The President made 
replacing it one of the central goals of his first term. He was forced to veto two 
versions of welfare reform that did not meet his goals. When the Congress finally 
produced a bill that does, meet basic reform goals, the President signed it into law, 
on August 22, 1996, as the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities 
Reconciliation Act. 

While Congress worked on an acceptable bill, the President helped the States 

advance welfare reform objectives by giving them the freedom to test innovative 

ways to move people from welfare to work and protect children. The 

Administration's actions, combined with the falling unemployment rates that a 

strong economy has generated, are having an impact. Since the President took 

office, welfare caseloads have fallen by 2.1 million persons -- the biggest drop in 

the welfare rolls in history. 


(Chart here on declines in welfare rolls) 

The new law now provides unprecedented opportunities for States and individuals 
to build a new system which rewards work, invests in people, and demands 
responsibility. Unfortunately, the law also includes overly deep budget cuts that 
are unrelated to reforming welfare. The President will seek to make improvements 
in the coming Congress. In the meantime, the essential long-term task of building 

, the new, work-based system is underway in every State. 

(Possibly a two-column box comparing bad old AFDC to good new T ANF 
plus the new WTW and WOTC initiatives) 

The welfare reform law has set the stage for moving those who can work to 
independence by focusing on tough but realistic work requirements. The law 
repealed Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and created the 
time-limited, work-oriented Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) 
program. States must now implement the new law by tailoring a reform plan that 



DRAfT 

works for their communities. All of the plans will require and reward work, impose 
time limits, increase child care payments, and demand personal responsibility. By 
mid-December 1 996, 18 States had already had their plans certified as complete. 
The new welfare reform law provides new resources for child care and Medicaid in 
order to make it more possible for low income people to move off and stay off 
welfare. It ensures that low income people do not lose Medicaid as a result of 
changes in welfare reform, and reauthorizes the transitional Medicaid program that 
provides coverage for those leaving welfare for work. 

Welfare reform gives States vast flexibility to design welfare programs suitable to 
their own needs and circumstances, but it also holds States accountable for making 
welfare reform a success. The welfare reform law requires a sustained State 
financial contribution, but also recognizes that State welfare bureaucracies need a 
positive ·incentive to focus on the central goal of moving people from welfare to 
work. The law includes $800 million in performance bonuses by the year 2002 to 
reward States that achieve the best results in moving people from welfare to work. 

Welfare Jobs initiatives. In order to help welfare recipients and their communities 
meet the challenge of moving from welfare to work, the President proposes two 
new initiatives: a performance-based Welfare-To-Work Jobs Challenge to help 
States and cities create job opportunities for the hardest-to-employ welfare 
recipients [policy issue]; and a greatly enhanced and targeted Work Opportunity Tax 
Credit to provide powerful new financial incentives to the private sector to create 
jobs for long-term welfare recipients. 

The Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge is designed to help States and cities move one 
million of the hardest-to'O"employ welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 
2000. It will do so by providing $3 billion to States and cities in mandatory 
funding, of which 25% can only be earned upon documentation that long term 
welfare recipients have been in jobs that pay at least enough to raise their families 
above the poverty line for a year [policy issue]. The initiative will encourage States 
'and cities to use methods of job creation for this population.that have been proven 
to be successful or by whatever other means they devise that hold promise of 
success. States and cities will have the ability use these funds to provide sub~idies 
and other incentives to private business and will be encouraged to use voucher-like 
arrangements, so that as many individuals as possible can exercise personal 
responsibility and make their own choices about the types of services they need in 
order to become employable. 

T ANF and the Welfare-to-Work Jobs Funds provide new resources to States and 
cities for job creation and the preparation of individuals for unsubsidized jobs. In 
addition, the Budget proposes incentives for business to create new job 
opportunities for long-term welfare recipients by converting the current Work 
Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) to a much enhanced credit focused on the 



individuals most in need of assistance: long term welfare recipients and childless 
adults age 1 8-50 who lose Food Stamp benefits under the new law. The new 
credit would enable employers to claim a 50 percent credit on the first $10,000 per 
year of wages for up to two years for employees who were long-term welfare 
recipients or these adult Food Stamp recipients. Revenue losses associated with 
these credit enhancements are $XXX million, 1998-2002. 

Related programs helping make work pay for low income people 

Earned Income Credit (EIC). To help people from welfare to work, additional, 
policies are needed to help ensure that those who do work can support their 
children. The EIC supplements wages to meet this goal. In 1993, the President 
proposed and Congress enacted a substantial expansion of the EIC affecting 15 
million lower income families. The welfare reform law maintains these gains for 
hard-working, low-income families. 

[Chart 2.1. EIC] 

The Minimum Wage. President Clinton consistently supported a raise in the 
minimum wage, for all low-wage earners. The last minimum wage increase was in 
19XX. With inflation, its value had eroded by XX percent by 1996. Congress 
responded to the Administration ih 1996 with a law that raises the minimum wage 
from $4.25 to $5.15 an hour over two years, in two steps of 45 cents each. The 
first step went into effect October, 1996; the second step will occur in October, 
1997. 

This 90-cent rise means over $1,800 a year in higher earnings for full-time, full-year 
minimum wage workers, who previously earned less than $9,000 a year. With this 
increase, nearly 10 million working Americans received an immediate pay raise. 
Another nine million low-wage workers with wages up to a dollar above the new 
minimum also may benefit if, as has happened in the past, their paychecks rise with 
the minimum wage increase. 

CORRECTING FLAWS IN THE WELFARE REFORM LAW 

Several provisions in the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Act have 
nothing to do with appropriate policies for moving people from welfare to work., 
They were misguided cuts in federal support to vulnerable populations, including 
the elderly and disabled, that the President proposes to correct. The President . 
proposes changes that will build on the sweeping work-based reform while better 
protecting children, the disabled, legal immigrants, and those who try to find work 
but cannot. 
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[multiple policies here and below] 

Possible summary chart on welfare reform fixes 

The Nutrition Safety Net. The Administration worked hard to keep the nutritional 
safety net intact throughout welfare reform negotiations because these programs 
are an essential lower income families' and individuals' ability to purchase food and 
to obtain nutritious meals for their school-age children. Throughout their history, 
the Agriculture Department's Food Stamps and Child Nutrition programs have 
produced significant, measurable improvements in the nutrition of children and 
families. The Food Stamp program reaches almost one in 10 Americans every 
month, over 13 million children and two million elderly people. About 26 million 
children receive subsidized nutritious lunches each school day. Another 2.5 million 
children a day participate in the child and adult care feeding program. [check 
numbers] 

The Food Stamp program was cut too deeply by the welfare reform law. Forty 
percent of welfare reform savings came from these cuts, but many of the cuts have 
nothing to do with welfare reform; they affect working families with children, the 
elderly, and the disabled. Several cuts are overly harsh, and fail to focus on the 
challenges involved in. helping move people from welfare to work. 

True welfare reform should focus sanctions on those who refuse to work, not those 
who are willing to work, but who need more time to find a job. The food stamp 
time limits in the new law limit able-bodied childless adults to three months of 
assistance in a 36 month period. This time limit does not correspond with the 
reality of most of those on Food Stamps, which is that finding a job takes time. 
Nearly 60% of all new participants leave within six months. Only 13% of the 
childless adults entering the program still receive benefits after 18 months. Once 
they leave, most childless adults do not return. The President proposes to 
moderate the time limit of three months in 36 to six months in twelve, thereby 
giving those out of work the transitory assistance that they need to get back on 
their feet. [policy issue] 

The time limit also punishes those who are willing to work, but who search and fail 
to find a job. Moving people from welfare to work involves providing them with 
real options, not simply cutting them off. The President's Budget also proposes to 
restore food stamps for those who actively seek employment but cannot find a job 
and for whom the State does not provide workfare or a training opportunity. The 
President would make work requirements real by providing new funding to States 
to support another 400,000 work slots over 1998 to 2002, and adding tough new 
sanctions for those who don't play by the rules. In addition, States would be . 
allowed to extend work supplementation to all childless adults. [policy issue] 



The new law also made deep cuts in food stamp benefit amounts that 
disproportionately affect those with high housing costs, especially families with 
children. Because of the cuts, these families will see their real benefits erode over 
time as living costs rise, forcing them to chose, between ,heating and eating. The 
President proposes to ameliorate these cuts by restoring the link between benefits 
for such families and rising living costs. The President also proposes to raise the 
vehicle asset limit for food stamp participants so that benefits are not reduced 
when working families and others secure a means of getting to work. [policy issue] 

Equity in Benefits for Legal Immigrants. The new welfare reform law denies most 
legal immigrants access to safety net programs until they become citizens, even 
though they were admitted into this country legally and are making every effort to 
become productive members of society. Legal immigrants, including children, the 
disabled, and the elderly, were more adversely affected by the welfare reform law 
than any other segment of society. The law punishes tho,se who have worked, but 
are now no longer able to work through no fault of their own. It also makes short 
sighted cuts by prohibiting cash and medical assistance to disabled immigrant 
children. It is in our national interest to provide children this access to health care. 

The President proposes that legal immigrants have the opportunity, and bear 
the responsibility, to be treated like other members of society. The Budget 
therefore proposes to revise the new law so that legal immigrants who become 
disabled after entering our country are eligible for SSI and Medicaid. Legal 
immigrants and their families -- people who are admitted as permanent members of 
our american community -- should be protected when they suffer accidents or 
crippling illnesses that prevent them from earning a living. Similarly, legal 
immigrant children should be eligible for SSI if they become disabled and should be 
eligible for Medicaid if their family is impoverished. Finally, the President's Budget 
would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years. The 5 
year exemption in the bill simply does not provide enough time for refugees and 
asylees to become citizens. In these respects the original legislation was too' harsh 
and should be corrected. 

Reforming Supplemental Security Income (SSI). The SSI program provides critical 
financial support to needy aged, blind, and disabled persons. The new welfare law 
supports key reforms to ensure that SSI continues to support only those persons 
who are eligible for benefits, but is too harsh on children. In order to ensure that 
only needy children with severe disabilities are eligible for SSI, the new law called 
for a tighter childhood eligibility requirement, but because the statutory language is 
not precise, the Administration has promulgated rules that specify its application. 
Eligibility will be tightened, but the most disabled children will retain their benefits. 
[policy issue] 

Promoting the Security and Stability of Children 



The Administration proposes a new initiative to move children more rapidly from 
foster care to safe, permanent homes with the goal of doubling, by the year 2002, 
the number of children adopted or permanently placed. It would do so by setting 
annual targets for increases in the number of children adopted or permanently 
placed and to establish a financial bonus to States for increasing adoption, while 
emphasizing permanent placement and the safety of children. The cost of this 
initiative is [ offset by the savings in Federal foster care programs as a result of the 
increase'd rate of permanent adoptions.] 
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Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Congryssional' Budget Office has prepared the enclosed estimate of H.R. 4, the Family 
Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995, as ordered reported by the Senate Committee on Finance on 
May 26, 1995. . . 

Enactment of H.R. 4. would affect direct spending and thus would be subject to pay-as-you
go procedures under section 252 of the.Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985. 

.. 

If you wish further details on this estimate, we will be pleased to provine them. 


Sincerely, 

/ 

cc: 	 Honorable Daniel P. Moynihan 
Ranking Minority .. Member 



CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 

COST ESTIMATE 


June 9, 1995 

1. 'BILL NUMBER: H~R. 4 

2. BILL TITLE: Family ,Self-Sufficiency Act of 1995 

3. BILL STATUS: As ordered reported by the Committee on Finance on May 26,1995 

4. 'BILL PURPOS'E: 

To enhance support and work opportunities for families with children, reduce welfare 
dependence, and control welfare spending: ' 

5, ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT: 

DIRECT SPENDING 

The bill would affect federal outlays in the foliowing mandatory programs: Family 
Support Payments, Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income, Medicaid, and Foster 
Care. The following' table shows projected outlays for these programs under current 
law~ the changes that would stem from the bill, and the projected' outlays for each 
program if the bill were enacted. 

(Outlays by fISCal year, in millions of dollars) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

PROJECTED SPENDlNG UNDER CuRRENT LAW 

Family Support Payments 18,223 18,544 19.048 19,534 20,132 20,793 21,477 22,184 
Food Stamp Program 25,120 25,930 27,400 28,900 30,390 32,030 33,600 35,100 
Supplemental Security Income 24,322 24,497 29,894 32,967 36,109 42,749 39,481 46,807 
Medicaid 89,216 99,292 110,021 122,060 134,830 148,116 162,600 177,800 
Foster Care 3,540 '4,146 4,508 '4,930 5,356 5,809 6,290 6,798 
Total 160,421 172,409 190,871 208,391 226,817 249,497 263,448 288,689 

(continued) . 
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(Outlays by fISCal year, in millions of dollars) 

\. 

. 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

PROPOSED CHANGES' 

..	Family Support Payments" 
FoOO Stamps 
Supplemental Security Income 

. Medicaid 

Foster Care 

Total 


PROJECfED SPENDING UNDER H.R. 4 

Family Support Payments 

Food Stamps 

Supplemental Security Income 

Medicaid 

Foster care 

Total 


0 -729 
O. 238 
0 -441 
0 -22 
Q ~ 
0 -954 

18,223 17,815 
25,120 26,1.68 . 
24,322 24,056 
89,216 99,270 

4,146 
160,421 171,455 
~ 

71,192 
745 

~3.554 

-375 
__0 

-4,376 

17,856 
28,145 
26,340 

109,646 
4,508 

186,495 

-1,603 -;2,207 
9,93 1,274 

-4,482 -4,674 
-545 -606 

. __0 ---1Q 
'-5,637' -6,203 

'17,931 17,925 
29,893 31,664 
28,485 31,435 

121,515 134,224 
4,930 5,366 

202,754 220,614 

-2,559 -3,234 -3,842 
1,511 1,818 2,155 

-5,218 -4,646 -5,331 
-662 -711 -777 

~ --ll ~ 
-6,903 -6,738 -7.750 

i8,234 18,243 18,342 
33,541 35,418 37,255 
37,531 ~,835 41,476 

147,454 161;889 177,023 
5,834 6;325 6,843 

242,594 256,710 280,939 

Notes: Details may not add to totals because of rounding. 

Onder current law, Family Support Payments includes spending on Aid to Families. 'With Dependent Children 
(AFDC), AFDC-relaled child care, administrative costs for child support enforcement, net federal savings from . 
child support collecti~ns, and the Job Opportuniti("..sand Basic Skills Training program (JOBS). Under proposed 
law, Family ,Support Payments would include spending on the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block 
Grant, administrative costs for child support enforcement, and 'net federal savings from child support collections. 

H.R. 4 would create a new Temporary 'Assistance for Needy Faqlilies block grant IU}d ~pccifies funding levels 
. thrOugh fIScal year 2000. CSO's estimates for 2001 and 2002. assume that the. level of the block grant will remain 
. the same as in 2000. 

Thed,irect spending costs of this bill fall within budget functions 500; 550, and 600. 

AUTHORIZATIONS OF' APPROPRIATIONS 

The bill would increase the administrati~~ costs of the Supplemental Security Income 
(SSI) program, which are funded by an ammal appropriation. Those extra costs stem. 
froin provisions of Title' III that would require prog(amadministrators to verify the 

. citizenship 'of all SSI recipients and conduct reviews of ,some qisab)ed recipients. 

-6-:- BASIS OF ESTIMATE 

CBO estimates the enactment of H.R. 4, as amended by the Committee on Finance, 
would reduce outlays for direct spending programs by $1.0 billion in 1996 and' 
$7.8 billion in 2002. ,The bill would also increase 'the 'administrative costs of the 

.. '. '>.", .. 
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Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program, which are funded by an aI1nual 
\. 	 appropriation. These estimates incorporate 'the economic and technical aS$umptions 

from CBO's March 1995 baseline and assume an enactment date of October 1, 1995. 
The remainder of this section outlines the methodology used for the estimates. The 
attached tables detail the estimates for each title of the bill. 

Titles I and II: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant and JOBS 
Modification . 

Title I of H.R. 4 would alter the method by which the federal government shares in 
the cost of providing qlsh and.training' assistance tp low-in<::ome families ~th children. 
It would combine current entitlement programs--Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC), the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training prognim (JOBS), 
and related child care programs..,.:.into a single block grant with a fixed funding level. 
In addition, Title I would require th~t a, sponsor's income be counted in determining 
an alien's eligibility for .the Temporaty Assistanc,e for Needy Families Block Grant, 
Supplemental Security Income, and Medicaid for five years after arrival in the U.S., 
Title II would, modify the definitions of activities authorized under the JOBS program. 
By itself, Title II would have no budgetary effects. The effects of Titles I and II are 
detailed in Table 1. 

Effect 	of the block grant on cash and training. assistance. The new Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant would replace federal participation for 
AFOC 'benefit payments, AFOC administrative' costs, AFOC emergency assistance 
benefits, 	the JOBS program, and three related child care programs. The bill would 
fIX the base level of the block grant at $16.8billion annually through 2000. CBO 
assumes the block grant would rontinue at the same level in 2001 and 2002, although 
the levels are not specified in the: bilL. Each state would be entitled toa portion of 
thy grant based on its recent'spending in the AFDC, JOBS, and related child qire ' 
programs. In add~tion, the'bill woulcfauthorize a loan fund (called: the S'upplemental 
Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund) with an i,nitial balanc~' of ,$1.7 billion' 
from which states rould borrow during economic downturns. , States would repay, 
borrowed amounts" with inter~st, Within three yea'rs:1 ' 

CBO estimates federal savings in Title I by comparing current law projections of 
AFOC, JOBS, and child care spending with the block grant levels. In 1996, CBO 
projects that under current law 'the federal govern'ment would spend $17.2 billion on 
AFOC benefits, AFDC administration, AFOC emergency assistance, the JOBS 
program, and related child care, or '$0.6 billion more than the federal ,g<:>vernment : 

,'I' 

I. 	 CIlO estimHtes thc creation of the Suppl<;mcnUilAsSL~lancc for l'<ecdy'F;,miliC' Fctlcral Fund ~ould nOI gcncratc additional' 
OUII:,ys, Althoul;h up to $1. i !Jillion would bC, n;adc a'vailablc to,stal,:S 1'(;,' 1"iIIIS, CBO ~s.s.umcs that every state borroii!,g " 
funds wOllld repay its 10.1115 with intcrest. ll,cicforc, the rrog'~'m ",,)uld inv,,'lvc 110 long-run Inss to the federal governmerit, 
~lId under thc credit r<.:fom' provisions of the COi'grc:;sional Budgel 'AC1, il wo,,1,LI1:1"c no cost. . . , 
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would spend under the block grant. By 2000, the gap between spending projected 
\ under current law ($19.4 billion) and spending 'Permitted under the block grant 

($16.8 billion) would grow to $2.6 billion. 

Criteria for state participation in the block grant. To participate in the block grant 
program, states would present an assistance plan to the Department of Health and 
Human Services and would ensure that block grant funds would· be spent only on 
needy families with minor children. States would not be required to spend any of 
their own resources to receive the block grant amounts. However, states would have 
to satisfy certain conditions. Notably, states would be prohibited from providing 
federal dollars to most families who have received cash assistance for more than 
5 years since September 30, 1995. At their option, states could choose a shorter time 
limit and could grant hardship exemptions for up to 15 percent of all families. 
Although no family would encounter a 5-year time limit' until October I, 2000, the 
limit's effect on welfare participation could be noticed sooner if recipients shortened 
their stays on welfare or delayed childbearing in order to preserve access to the system 
in future .years. CBO estimates that the full, potential effect of such a limit would not 
be realized until 2003 or later. Eventually, under currentdemographic assumptions, 
this provision could reduce cash assistance rolls by 30 percent to 40 Qercent. The 
actual effect of the time limit on families, is uncertain however, because H.R. 4 would 
permit states and localities to provide cash assistance to such groups with their own . 
resources. The inclusion of the. time limit in the legislation does not affect the CBO 
estimate of federal costs because it woiJld not directly change the amount of block 
grant funds disbursed to the states. 

Work and training requirements under the block grant. Other provisions in Title I 
would require states to provide' work and traihing activities for an increasing 
percentage of block grant recipients or face penalties of up to 5 percent of the state's 
share of the block grant. States would, face ,three separate requirements, with each 
becoming increasingly difficult to satisfy over time. CBO estimates that by 2000 most 
states would have. difficulty satisfying therequiretnents. The following discussion 
outlines the challenges states would encounter in 2000. 

First, states would have to show on a monthly basis that individuals in 45 percent of 

all families are engaged in an education, work, or training activity. (This requirement 

would rise to 50 percent in 2001 and thereafter.2

) By contrast, program data for 1994 

, indicate that, in an average month,only about 11 percent of all families were engaged 

in a JOBS activity or an unsubsidized job at 20 hours per week. Most states would 

be unlikely to satisfy this requirement for several reasons. The costs of administering 


, ~. 	 ~ 

2. 	 'l1,e cno e:;tilllale :!.s.,umc:; tlie ""rk p:ll1icipalion requin:lIlenlS w<.luld apply to all familie:; assist<;d under lit" ,tate 1'1;,n for needy 

("milie:; and would not Ix: limilt'd ,'0 thnS<.: wlto receive federal dollarS. Givcn ,the lack of a m;,il1lcnance of dfon~ requirement 


in Ihis hili. howeovcl", il j, ,,"dnr ",heth..:r thc kder;ll government w()uld h:lv,; the alllh(lI;ty tn il1ll"'~c work r"<Jlliremcllls 00 

iw.1ivitiu:d:-; ''''"ho fc-ct...'i\'c bcnd'jt~ tunded willi ~lat(' or h'lca,l,rc':\C)Uf(,t:'S. 
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such a large scale work and training program would be high and federal funding is 
frozen at 1994 levels. Because the pay-off for such programs has been shown to be 
low in terms of reductions in the welfare caseload, states may be relucant to commit 
their own funds. Morever, although states may succeed in reducing their caseloads 
through other measures, which would in turn free up federal funds for training, the 
requirements would still be difficult to meet because the remaining caseload. would 
likely consist of the most needy individuals (incapacitated. adults ,and parents with very 
young children) who would be very difficult and expensive to train. 

Second, while tracking the work requirement for all families, states simultaneously 
would track a separate guideline for the smaller number of families with two parents 
participating in the AFOC-Unemployed Parent (AFOC-UP) program. By 2000, 
H.R. 4 would require that 90 percent of such families participate in a narro~ set of 
work-related activities. States attempted to .implement a simihif requirement in'1994 
for only 40 percent of AFDC-UP families; although final participation figures have'not 
been released by the Department of Health and Human Services, preliminary analyses 
indicate that roughly 40 states failed the requirement .. Given the states' records to, 
date, CBO is not optimistiC about their abilities to meet a 90 percent partIcipation 
requirement. " 

Finally, states would also have to ensure that all parents who, have received cash 
assistance for more than, tw() years would engage in work activities. CBO estimates 
that approximately 70 percent of all parents on the cash assistance rolls in 2000 would 
have received such assistance for two years or more since the bill's 'effective date. The 
experience of the JOBS program to date suggests that such a requirement is well 
outside the states' abilities to implement. 

In short, each of three work requirements would represent a significant challenge to 
states. Given the costs and administrative complexities involved, CBO assumes that 
most states:lwould simply accept penalties of up to 5 percent of their block grant 
amounts rather than implement the requirements. CBO further assumes--consistent 
with current practice-that the Secretary 'of Health and Human Services would impose 
small penalties (less than one-half of one percent of, the block grant) on non
complying states. 

Effect of the block grant on the Food Stamp program. The federal savings estimated 
from the block grant conversion' was reduced to account for higher estimated spending 
in the, Food Stamp program. CBO estimates that enactment of Title I would result 
in families receiving lower average cash payments relative to current law' and 
consequently,.higher food staITIP benefits. Ul1der current rules, each-dollar lost in cash 
would increase a participatin.g famify's food stamp benefits by an estiinat~d 33 pents. 
CSO estimates the incomes' of AFOe families, would decline relative to cU'frent' 
projections by $2.2 billion in 2000, generating a food stamp cost In that year of 

1./ 
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$0.6 billion. This estimate assumes that states--on average--would follow the federal 
example and freeze their spending on cash benefits at their 1994 levels. Should states 
decide to spend more or less than 1994 levels, the costs of the food stamp program 
would be smaller or greater than the estimate. 

Effect of the block grant on the Food Stamp Employment and Training program. The 
fixed federal contribution under the block grant may inspire states. to seek alternative 
means of financing their training. and child care programs. One possibility for states 
would involve channeling AFDC families through the Food Stamp Employnient and 
Training program, which is not altered by this bill and would remain an un~pped 
entitlement with the federal government matching 50 percent of state expenditures. 
With no maintenance-of-effort requirement to receive block grant funds, states could . 
use their shares 

' 

of JOBS and JOBS child care expenditures (approximately $1.0 billion 
in 1994) to draw an equal amount of federal funding. ,CBO assumes it would take a 
number of years before stateswould turn to this alternative and estimates federal costs 
would rise from $100 million in 1999 to $400 million in 2002. 

Effect of Title I,on the Medicaid program. CBO estimates no change in Medicaid, 
spending associated with the conversion to a block grant, which reflects the bill's 
stated intention to preserve current standards for Medicaid. How states implement 
these new programs would determine the ultimate impact on the Medicaid program. 
The requirement that states continue to provide Medicaid benefits to all individuals 
who meet current eligibility criteria for AFDC may increase the administrative burden 
in state agencies. 

The creation of the block grant could affect Medicaid spending in a second, way. 
Granting funds for cash assistance (with no requirement for state spending) while 
leaving Medicaid as a shared federal-state responsibility would provide states seeking 
to maximize federal assistance with an incentive to spend more money on Medicaid. 
Under the bill~ ·astate' dollar spent on cash assistance would no, longer generate a 
federal matching payment while a state dollar spent on Medicaid would. 
Consequently, states could decide to expand Medicaid eligibility, financing the 
expansion with state dollars that otherwise would have been devoted to cash 
assistance. CBO has little basis ,upon ,which to predict such behavior and therefore 
has not estimated any change in Medicaid spending. 

Title I also includes ','a provisiQn requiring counting a sponsor's ipcome (termed 
deeming) fOf a period of five years after an alien's arrival in the U.S., to determine the' 
alien's eligibility for any need-based program authorized, under the Social Security Act. ' 
Programs potentially affected by such a provision include Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children, Medicaid, and Supplemental Security, Income; Since other 
provisions of the bill would replace AFDC with a program of block grants to th~ states 
and would make most aliens ineligible for SSI, however, the new deeming rule would 
affect only the Medicaid program. CBO estimates that savings in Medicaid would be 
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about $0.1 billion in 1997 and $0.2 billion a year thereafter. The population targeted 
by the provision comprises' primarily those aged aliens who,under'current law, would 
seek SSI benefits within five years of arrival. Non-aged aliens are less likely, t9 have 
financial sponsors. CBO assumes that, in the absence of more specific instructions, 
deeming regulations like those currently used.in SSLwould apply to Medicaid. CBO 
also assumes that about 25 percent of the individuals that have financial sponsors 
would still be able to obtain Medicaid benefits because their medical expenditures are 
high enough that they CQuld still apply for benefits as a medically needy recipient if 
their state has such a, program. 

Effect of the block grant on the Foster Care program. Although' H.R. 4 does not 
directly amend the foster care program, which' would remain an open-ended 
entitlement with state expenditures matched by the federal government, the bill could 
affect foster care spending in two ways. First:, eligibility for foster care is currently 
based on eligibility for AFOC payments in the home from which the child is removed . 

. Because this bill would repeal the sections of the Social Security Act upon which 
AFOC eligibility is based, the effect of the bill on foster due payments is unclear. 
Should states adopt AFOC eligibility requirements that are more restrictive than 
current law, fewer children would be deemed eligible for foster care, and foster care 
payments could decline. Second, by retaining the foster care program as a matched 
entitlement, the bill would create an incentive for states ,to shift AFOC chi,ldren who 
also are eligible for foster care benefits into the foster care program. AFOe 
administrative data for 1993 suggest that roughly 500,000 children (5 percent of all 
children on AFOC) fall into this category because they live in a household without a 

'panmt. CBO assumes a number of legal and financial barriers would prevent states 
from transferring a large share of such children and estimates states would collect an 
additional $10 million in foster care payments in 1996, rising to $45 million in 2002~ 

Title III: Supplemental Security Income 

Title III of H.R. 4 would reduce spending in the Supplemental Security Income 
,program for three distinct groups of participants: legal aliens, drug addicts and 
alcoholics, and disabled children. Net savings are estimated to equal $5.1 billion in 
2002 (see Table 2). ' 

Legal aliens. In general, legal aliens are· now eligible' for SSI and other benefits 
administered by the federal government. Most aliens, other than refugees, do not 
collect benefits during their first few years in the U.S., because administrators must 
deem a portion of a spons9r's income to the alien during that period when 
determining the alien's eligibility. H.R. 4 wou,ld_eliminate SSI, benefits altogether for 
mOst legal aliens. Exceptions would be made for groups that make up about one-fifth 
of aliens on theSSI rolls: refugees who have been in the country for iess than five 
years, aliens who receive a Social Security benefit based on their own earnings, and 
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veterans of the U.S. military. All other legal aliens now on SSI would be removed 
from the roUs on January 1, 1997. ' 

CBO bases its estimate of savings on administrative records for the SSI program. 
Those data suggested that there were about 700,000 non-citizen benefi~iaries in 1994, 
or 12 percent of all recipients of federal SSI payments in that year, and that their 
numbers might be expected to continue to grow in the absence of a change in policy. 
The administrative records, though, are of uncertain quality. They are not likely to 
reflect changes in citizenship status (such as naturalization) that may have occurred 
since the recipient first began collecting benefitS. It has not been important for 
agencies to keep citizenship status up-to:..date so long as they have verified that the 
recipient is, in fact, legally eligible ... That problem is: thought to be particularly acute 
for SSI, where some beneficiaries identified as aliens have been on the program for 
many years. Recognizing this problem, CBO assumes that about one-fifth of SSI 
beneficiaries coded as aliens are in fact naturalized citizens. 

CBO estimates the number of noncitizen recipients who would be removed from the 
SSI rolls by projecting the future caseload in the absence of policy change and 
subtracting the three groups (certain refugees, Social'Security recipients, and veterans) 
exempted under the bill. CBO also assumes that some of the rem;;tinder will be 
spurred to become naturalized. The rest, estimated by CBO at approximately one-half 
million legal aliens, would be cut from the SSI rolls. Multiplying by the average 
benefits paid to such aliens--assumed to equal 1994 levels plus subsequent cost-of
living adjustments, or about $4,700 per alien in 199T..-yields annual federal budgetary 
savings of between $2 billion and $3 billion a year. 

Removing these aliens from the SSI rolls has indirect effects on tWo other programs: 
Medicaid and food stamps. In most states, Medicaid is automatically available to 
anyone on SSI. 'Although H.R. 4 does nOt explicidy bar legal aliens from Medicaid, 
some aliens who lose SSI would thereby lose their only route onto the Medicaid 
program. CBO assumes that most aliens who lose SSI disability benefits could keep 
Medicaid eligibility under other terms of the program, only about half of. those aliens 
who lose SSI old-age benefits, however, would be able to requalify as medically needy. 
Savings in Medicaid of $0.2 billion to $0.3 billion a year would result. H.R. 4 is silent 
about legal aliens' eligibility for' food stamps, a program that is outSide the jurisdiction 
of the Finance Committee. ' Under current law, legal, aliens who lose cash income and 
who also get food stamps would automatically receive larger benefits under that 
program. CBO assumes that only a fraction of the SSI loss would be made up at the 
state and local level through general assistance programs'. For aliens participating in 
JQQd stamps, food stamp benefits are estimat~d to increase by about 33 ~ents for each 
dollar, of cash inflame lost. ,Extra food stamp costs would be approximately 
$300 million a y~ar. 



These estimates, and other CBO estimates concerning legal aliens, are rife with 
uncertainties. First, administrative data in all programs are of uncertain quality. 
Citizenship status is not recorded at all for about 8 percent of SSI recipients, and-as 
previously noted--some persons coded as aliens are certainly naturalized citizens by 
now. Second, it is hard to judge how many noncitizens would react to the legislation 
by becoming citizens. At least 80 percent of legal aliens now on the SSI rolls are 
eligible to become citizens; the fact that they have not be~n' naturalized may be 
attributable, in part, to the lack of a strong financial incentive. Heretofore, all legal 
immigrants have not been barred from most jobs, from eligibility for benefits, or from 
most other privileges except voting. Because the naturalization process takes time and 
effort, CBO assumes that only about one-third of those whose benefits would 
otherwise be eliminated will become citizens by the year 2000. 

Drug addicts and alcoholics. For many years, the Social Security Administration 
(SSA) has been required to identify certain drug addicts and alcoholics (DA&As) in 
the SSI program, when the substance abuse is a materia] contributing factor to the 
finding of disability. Special provisions apply to those recipients: they must comply 
with treatment if available, they must have representative payees, and (as a result. of 
legislation enacted last year) they can rece~ve a maximum of 36 months' benefits. 
About 100,000 recipients classified as drug addicts and alcoholics received benefits· in 
December 1994. 

CBO assumes that, under -current law, the DA&A caseload would grow to about 
190,000 by 1997, fall in 1998 (as .the first wave of terminations under last year's 
legislation occurs), then resume climbing gradually. Under H.R. 4, awards to DA&As 
would stop immediately, and those already receiving benefits would be removed from 
the rolls on January 1, 1997, unless they had another seriously disabling condition. 

Estimating the number of DA&As who already have or will soon develop another 
disabling condition is a thorny issue. A. ~ample of 1994 awards with a prima.ry. 
diagnosis of substance abuse found that two-thirds identified a secondary disabling 
condition (predominantly mental rather than physical). That fact must be interpreted 
with caution. In order to be worth noting, the secondary condition must be quite 
severe·,-but not necessarily disabling in its own right. On the other hand, there is no 
requirement to record secondary conditions; some of the one-third for whom none was 
recorded undoubtedly had them. And the health of many DA&A recipients certainly 
deteriorates over time, with or without continued substance abuse. Thus, CBO . 
assumes that only about one-quarter of D{\&A. recipients would be permanently 
terminated from the program; the rest could requalify by documenting that they have 
another sufficiently disabling condition. Multiplying the number of recipients 
te,rI1j1inated times an average'be~efit Yields savings of $200 million to $300 milrIana, 
year in SSI benefits. 
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Besides saving on benefits, the Social Security Admini'stration wpuld also be freed 

from the requirement to maintain contracts with referral and monitoring agencies 

(RMAs) for its SSI recipients. Those agencies monitor addicts' and alcoholics' 

tr:eatment status and often serve as representative payees. Savings are estimated at 

about $150 million to $200 million a year in 1997 through 2002. Savings in 1996, 

however, are UJ;tcertain, as SSA will likely have to pay cancellation penalties on the 

contracts to be terminated. 


The legislation would also eliminate Medicaid coverage for DA&As terminated from 
. the SSI program, resulting in another $100 million a year or so in savings. And 

because former SSI recipients would experience a reduction in their cash income, food .' 
stamp costs under current law would increase slightly--by approximately $30 million 
a year. 

Disabled children. H.R. 4 would restructure the SSI program for disabled children. 

Under current law, low-income children can qualify for the SSI program and its 

federal cash benefits of up to $458 a month in two ways. They may match one of the 

medical listings (a catalogue of specific impairments, with accompanying clinical 

findings), or they may be evaluated under an individualized furictionalassessment 

(IFA) that determines whether an unlisted impairment seriously limits a child from 

performing activities normal for his or her age. Both methods are spelled out in 

regulation. Until the Supreme Court's deCision in the Zebley case in 1990, the 

medical listings were the sole path to eligibility for children. Adults, in contrast, could 

receive an assessment of their functional and vocational capacities even if they did not 

meet their own set of listings. The court ruled that sole reliance on the listings did 

not comport with the law's requirement to gauge whether children's disorders were of 

"comparable severityll to impairments that would disabl~ adults.. 


H.R. 4 would eliminate childhood IFAs and their statutory underpinning, the 

i'comparable severity" rule, asa basis for receipt. Many children on the rolls as -a" 

result of an IFA (roughly a quarter of children now on SSI) would be terminated, and 

future awards based on an' IFA would be barred. Thus, the program would be 

restricted to those who met or equaled the listings. The bill would also remove the 

reference to maladaptive behavior-behavior that is destructive to oneself, others, 

property, or animals--from the personal/behavioral domain of the medical listings, the 

only place where it appears as a basis for award. 


Even as it repealed the "comparable severity" language, the bill would create a new 

statutory definition ofchildhood disability. It states that a child would be considered 
disabled if he or _~he has Ita medically deten:ninable physical or mentaLimpairment 

which results in marked, pervasive and severe functional limitations [and-can be' .. 

expected to last 12 months' or lead'to death l." That language appears to be intended' 

to preserve SSI eligibility for SOIlle of the most severely impaired children who now 

qualify by way of an IFA. The exact implications of this language would remain to be 
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clarified through regulation (and perhaps court interpretation) and are difficult for 
CBO to estimate definitively. 

CBO estimated the savings from these changes by judging how many present and 
future children would likely qualify under the new criteria. CBO relied extensively 
on SSA program data and on analyses conducted by the General Accounting Office 
and the Inspector General of the Department. of Health and Human Services. 
Approximately 900,000 children now collect SSI benefits, and CBO projects that the 
number would reach 1.35 million in 2002 if policies were unchanged. CBO assumed 
that more than half of children who qualify through an IFA would be rendered 
ineligible under the proposed criteria--specifically, those who fail to rate a "marked" 
or "extreme" impairment in at least two areas of functioning. CBO chose that 
assumption because the bill's key phrase--"marked, pervasive and severe functional 
impairments"--might reasonably be interpreted to mean marked limitations in several 
different areas of functioning, a tighter standard than the one that now allows some 
children with "moderate" limitations onto the program. CBO also assumes that the 
provisions on maladaptive be~avior would bar a small percent~ge of children from 
eligibility for benefits. Overall, approximately 21 percent of children who would be 
eligible under current law would be rendered ineligible. Because of the room for 
regulatory interpretation, however, that figure is uncertain. A tight interpretation ! 
might bar up to 28 percent of children; a loose one might trim the rolls by about 
10 percent or even less. 

CBO estimates the savings in cash benefits relative to current law by multiplying the 

number of children assumed to lose benefits by the average benefit. That average 

benefit was about $430 a month in December 1994 and. would grow with inflation 

thereafter. Children already on the rolls would be reviewed under the new criteria 

but could keep their benefits through December 1996 even if found ineligtble. CBO 

assumes that children who do not meet the new criteria could be removed from the 

rolls even .if ,their medical condition has not improved since ....award--:-as is clearly 

intended by the bill--even though current law generally requires that SSA document 

such progress before it terminates a beneficiary. New awards would be affected 

immediately. Total savings in cash benefits would equal $0.2 billion in 1996 and 

$2.1 billion in 2002. 


H.R. 4 would make several other changes to the SSI program for disabled children, 

notably by stepping up requirements for continuing disability reviews (CDRs). Savings 


. from that requirement are embedded in CBO's estimate. 	The bill also requires that 
representative payees (usually parents) develop a treatment plan for the child and 
demonstrate to SSA's satisfaction that they h~ve f<!!lowed that plan: Noncompliance 
w.ould. lead to appointment of .another representative payee, not to termination of 
benefits. The, bill also mandates several studies of disability issues~ 
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The proposed cutbacks in children's SSI benefits would affect spending in other 
programs. Food stamp outlays would increase, under current law, to replace a portion 
of the cash income lost by the children's families. Effects on two other programs, 
however, are omitted from CBO's estimate. Under current law, approximately half 
of the disabled children losing SSI benefits would be likely to end up on the: AFDC 
program; but because that program would be abolished in Title I and replaced by a 
fixed block grant to the states,' no, extra spending would result. The cutback in 
children's SSI benefits would have only negligible effects on the Medicaid program. 
Most children remove~ from SSIwould still qualify for Medicaid--either through their 
eligibility for the program of temporary assistance to needy families (the successor to 
the AFDC program) or' their poverty status. 

Administrative costs. Several provisions of Title In would affect the administrative 
costs of the SSI program. Those costs are funded out of an overall discretionary 
appropriation that limits administrative expenses of the Social Security Administration. 
The most significant burdens would be those involved in checking citizenship status 
and conducting continuing disability reviews (CDRs). Title III would presumably 
require SSA to check the citizenship status of all SSI beneficiaries--those coded as 
citizens as well as those identified as aliens-to verify their continued eligibility for 
benefits. CBO estimates the one-time cost of that effort at about $50 million; some 
savings would materialize in later years, though, as SSA would need to sift through 
fewer applications from legal aliens. The disability-related provisions would, in CBO's 
judgment, involve approximately $300 million in nonrecurring costs (principally in 
1996) as SSA reviews drug addicts and alcoholics and disabled children for continued 
eligibility, and about $100 million a year thereafter because of the permanent 
requirement for additional CDRs. SSA would save small amounts of money (less than 
$5 million a year) from processing fewer benefit checks. Extra administrative costs 
are expected to total $0.3 billion in 1996 and $0.1 billion a year thereafter. 

Title IV: Child Support Enforcement 

Title IV would change many aspects of the operation and financing of the federal and 
state child support enforcement system. CBOestimates that the change in spending 
relative to current law would fluctuate between net costs or net savings of $100 million 
annually over the seven-year estimation period (see Table 3). The key provisions of 
Title IV would mandate the use of new enforcement techniques with. a potential to 
increase collections, eliminate a current $50 payment to welfare recipients' for whom 
child support is collected, allow former public assistance recipients to keep a greater 
share of their child support collections, and authorize new spending on automated 
systems. Similar to current law, the,-bill would require that states share with the 
federal government child support collected- on behalf of families who receive cash 
assistance through the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 'Block Grant. 
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New enforcement techniques. 'Using. reports op the, performance, of vario~s 
enforcement strategies at the state level, CBO estimates that child support collections 
received by families on cash assistance in 2000' would increase under the bill by 
roughly 12 percent over current projections (trom $3.5 billion to $3.9 billion). Most 
of the improvement would result from the creation of a new-hire registry (designed 
to speed the receipt of earnings information on noncustodial parents) and provisions 
that would expedite ,the process by which states seize the ,assets of noncustodial 
parents who are delinquent in their child support payments. Some states have already 
applied the proposed enforcement techniques, thereby reducing the potential of 
improving collections further. CBO projects that the additional collections would 
result in savings of roughly $0.2 billion in 2000 to the federal government through 
shared child support collections, as well as reduced spending in food stamps and 

'Medicaid. 

Elimination of the $50 passthrough. Additional federal savings would be generated 
by eliminating the current $50 passthrough. Under current law, amounts up to the 
first $50 in monthly child support collected are paid to the family receiving cash 
assistance without affecting the level of the welfare benefit. Thus, families for whom 
noncustodial parents contribute child support get as much as $50 more a month than 
do otherwise identical families for whom such contributions are not made. Eliminating 
the $50 child support payment beginning in 1996 would save the' federal government 
between $0.1 billion and $0.2 billion annually. 

Distributing additional child 'support to former AFDC recipients. H.R. 4 would 
require states to share more child support collections with former recipients of public 
assistance, reducing federal and state recoupment of prior benefit payments. When 
someone ceases to receive public assistance, states continue to conect and enforce the 
family's child support order. All amounts of child support collected on time are sent 
directly to the family. If a state collects past-due child support, however, it may either 
send the· amount to the family or to use the collection to -reimburse itself and the 
federal government for past AFDC payments. The proposal, which would take effect 
in fiscal year ~OOO, would require states to send a larger share of arrearage collections 
to families, which would reduce recoupment by federal and state governments. Based 
on a survey of child support directors, CBO estimates that 'this provision would cost 
the federal government $0.3 billion in 2000 and $0.4 billion in 2001 and 2002. 

Additional provisions with budgeta[y implications. , A number of other provisions 
would increase federal outlays. First, H.R. 4 would fund further improvements in 
states' automated systems at an estimated annual cost of $0.1 billion~ Second, the bill . 
would provide about $50 million annually to provide technical assistance to states and 
to operate a computer system designed to locate non-custodial parents. Third, .the bill I. 

would change federal cost sharing in enforcing child support., Although individual 
states would see their share of federal funds change' relative to current law, CBO 
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estimates that the new funding formula would be cost neutral from the federal 
stand point. 

7. PAY-AS-YOU-GO CONSIDERATIONS: 

The Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 sets up 
pay-as-you-go procedures for legislation affecting direct spending or receipts through 
1998. The pay-as-you-go effects of the bill are as follows. 

(by fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1995 1996 1997 1998 


Outlays o -954 -4,376 -5,637 

Receipts o o o o 


8. ESTIMATED COST TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS: 

In general, H.R. 4 mandates no new or additional spendil!g by state and local I / 
governments and gives those governments the freedom to cut back on some spending 
that they already incur. It is possible that state and 'local government will opt to spend 
more on certain activities, but that choice would be up to them . 

• 

Title I of H.R. 4 would change the structure of federal funding for cash assistance and 
job training for recipients of welfare benefits. The biD would repeal the federal 
entitlement for these programs to individuals and would allow states to spend a 
specified amount of federal money provided in a block grant with a greater degree of 
flexibility. To the extent that demand or.eligtoility for these programs increases above 
the level of federal funding, states could choose to increase their own spending to 
keep pace or could reduce the amount of benefits or limit eligibility to maintain 
current levels of spending. 

Title Ill's provisions, which would affect the SSI program, likewise could increase or 
decrease state and local spending, depending on a variety' of factors. State and local 
government spending for legal immigrants would automatically be reduced by limiting' 
.aliens' eligibility for two programs: SSI (which is typically supplemented by states) and 
Medicaid. Legal immigrants cut off from federal benefits, however,lmight turn to 
state- and locally-funded general assistance (GA) a'nd general medIcal assistance 
(GMA) programs instead, raising the demand for such ben'efits.: Elsewhere, the bill 

" ' 
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permits but does not require states to deny benefits under the new family assistance 
block grant to legal aliens. 

The proposed removal of drug addicts and alcoholics from the SSI and Medicaid rolls 
would probably boost demand for general assistance payments but trim states' costs 
for Medicaid and for SSI supplements, with uncertain overall effects. Cutbacks in cash 
SSI benefits to disabled children will probably increase demands on state and local 
welfare programs, but those are extensively restructured by Title I in a way that 
affords states great latitude. 

Title IV would increase child support collections and reduce the reliance on welfare 
for certain families. 'CBO estimates the provisions would reduce state and local 
spending by $0.3 billion in 2002. 

9. ESTIMATE COMPARISON: None. 

10. PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE: 

On March 31, 1995, CBO issued an estimate of H.R. 4 as passed by the House of 
Representatives. Comparisons between the House-passed version of H.R. 4 and this 
substitute are difficult to make because this bill amends only programs under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Finance (AFDC, Supplemental Security Income, 
Foster Care, Medicaid, and Child Support Enforcement). The House-passed bill also 
addressed the Food Stamp program, Child Nutrition programs, and the Child Care 
and Development Block Grant. The following outlines the key modifications to the 
House bill made by the Committee on Finance. . 

Titles I and II: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant and JOBS 
Modification 

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant is funded at a higher level 
in the Finance Committee substitute ($16.8 billion rather than $15.4 billion a year). 
The difference stems from two sources. First, 'the Finance version includes $1.0 billion 
for three AFDC-related child Care programs. The House provided for such funding 
in a separate, discretionary child care block grant. Second, the Finance Committee 
provides an additional $0.4 billion for the AFDC and JOBS programs. . . . 

In addition, the Finance Committee amended the House-propos~d adjustments to the 
block grant, dropping the population adjustment and eliminating._the adjustments 
based on the so-called illegitimaCy .ratio. The federal lclan fund is increased· from $1.0 
billion to $1.7 billion. .' 
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Finally, the Finance Committee shuck a number of requirements in the House-paSsed 
version that would prohibit states from providing; cash assistance to children born 
while their mothers were receiving welfare and tofamiJies headed by a mother who 
is under age 18 and who gave birth outside of mamage. 

, 

Title III: Supplemental Security Income 

Restricting benefits for aliens. H.R. 4, as reported by the Committee on Finance, 
would save, more money by restricting SSI benefits for aliens, than would its 
counterpart passed by the House. That is chiefly bJcause the House bill contains two 
significant exernptions:....namely, for legal aliens who are 75 years of age or older or 
who are developmentally disabled--that are absent in this version. In contrast, the 
Finance Committee's bill exempts another group (Social Security recipients who have 
paid enough in taxes to collect benefits on their OWl'! record) t~at would not be spared 
by the House. Although that is a large group, its average SSI benefit is much lower 
than that for other aliens, and. thus the exemption is not particularly costly: CBO 
assumes that there would .be, a stronger incentive for aged aliens to become 
naturalized under the Finance Committee's version. Under the House-passed bill, 
many elderly aliens could simply wait until age 15, to claim SSI benefits. Since that 
possibility is blocked in the Senate bill, naturalization would be the only way to obtain 
benefits. 

H.R. 4, as passed by the House, would bar most legal aliens from the 'Medicaid and 
food stamQ. programs as well as from SSI. Those provisions are absent in the Finance 
Committee-reported bill. ' 

Restricting benefits for drug addicts and alcoholics. This bill and the House-passed 
act have nearly identical restrictions on the eligibility of drug addicts .and alcoholics 

"for SSI. The House approved' a provision adding $100 million a year in budget 
authority beginning in 1997.to drug treatment and ;research programs. This bill. has 
no comparable provision. ; 

I . 
Restricting benefits for certain disabled children. Both the House-passed and Finance 

Committee-reported bi1Js would limit the provision of SSI benefits to disabled children 


~ , 

by repealing IFAs and tightening eligibility. The grC1atest contrast lies in the two bills', 
emphasis on ~ash paymentsversus services... The House bill would steer most children 
seeking SSI in the future toward noncash benefits. It would set up a program of block 
grants to states enabling them to offer services (chosen from a list authorized by the 
Commissioner of Sodal Security) to disabled children. All qualified children wQuld ' 
be entitled to_an evaluation of their need for. services, but no chi15:Lwould be entitled 
to a specific leveL or value.of services! The tqtal amount of the block ,grant would be 
set at just under 75, percent of the amount of cash benefits for which it would 
substitute. SSA could award cash benefits, to future applicants only if it were 
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convinced that the child would otherwise be institutionalized. In contrast, the Finance· 
bill would retain cash benefits for disabled children. 

I 

Title IV: Child Support Enforcement 

The differences between this substitute and the House-passed version are technical in 
nature and would have, no effect on the federal! budget. . CBQ's estimate of this 
substitute differs from that of the House bill because CBQ haS revised its estimate of 
the proposal to distribute additional child support to former AFDC recipients. 
Information from states that was available to CBo. at the time of the House's action 

I . 

suggested that the policy would result in only imodest federal and state costs. 
Subsequent analyses by states in early May indicate :the proposal would be more costly 
than previously estimated. i 

Child Protection. 

The major difference between the Finance Committee substitute and the House
passed version is that the House bill would transform Foster Care, Adoption 
Assistance, and other child welfare programs into a block grant. The House-passed 
version saved between $0.3 billion and $0.8 billi6n in Child Protection programs 
annually. The Finance Committee's bin does not a~end Child Protection programs. 

, 

11. ESTIMATE PREPARED BY: 

John Tapogna and Sheila Dacey (Titles I, II and rV), Kathy Ruffing (Title III), and 
Robin Rudowitz (Medicaid) at 226-2820. ' 

12. ESTIMATE APPROVED BY: 

, 

Paul NJ Van de Water 
Assistant Director 

for Budget Analysis 
i 
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SUMMARY TABLE 
FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT 
As reported by the Senate Committee on Finance 

I 
I 

06lO8I95 
12:51 PM 

(bl tisc3lleaf, in millions of dollars} 

1996 . 1997 1998 1999 

I , ' 

' 2000 2001 2002 

1996
2000 
Total 

1996
2002 
Total 

TITLE I: TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE 
FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK . 'i 

GRANT : 

Direct Spending , ! 
, i 

Budget Authority , (557) (998) (1,429) (1,713) , (2,065) (2,355) (2,650) (6,762) (11,767) 
Outlays (473) (943) (1,384) (1,678) : (2,030) (2,312) (2,615) (6,508) (11,435) 

I 

I 
TITLE II: JOBS PROGRAM 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Outlays 0 ,0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TITLE III: SUPPLEMENTAL 
SECURITY INCOME 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority (547) (3,419) (4,221 ) (4,459) (5,006) (4;427) (5,102) (17,652) (27,181) 
Outlays (405) (3,375) (4,241) (4,432) I (4,985) (4,406) (5,082) (17,438) (26,926) 

Authorizations of Appropriations 
Budget Authority 300 125 100 100 100 1Dp 100 NA NA 
Outlays 300 125 100 100, jOO 100 100 NA NA 

I
' 'TITLE IV: CHILD SUPPORT 

Direct SpeOding 
Budget Authority (76) (58) (12) (93) 112 (20) (53) " (127) (200) 

iOutlays (76) (58) (12) (93) 112 (20) (53) (12n (200) 

j' 

TOTALS: TITLES I-IV : 

Direct Spending 
Budget Authority (1,180) (4,475) (5,662) (6,265) , (6,959) (6,802) (7,805) (24,541) (39,148 

, OuUays (954) , (4,376) (5,637) (6,203) ~ (6,903) (6,738) (7,750) (24,073) (38,561 

Authorizations of Appropriations 
Budget AuthcyitY 300 125 100 100 100 100 100 NA ~~ ,'Outlays, 300 125 100 100 100 100 100 NA 

Notes: Numbers in parentheses are negative numbers. 
Rows and Columns may not add because of rounding, 
NA not available 

NOTE: H.R. 4 cr~ates·a.new block grant of temporary assistance for needy families and specifies funding levels through 
fiscal year 2000, cao's estimates for 2001 and 2002 assume that the level of the block grantwill remain the same as in 2000, . . ~::~~+.:: i.i .:. _, .. ' '. ,,~ " ~:'.: :r~~: :~"'-' , ,I ' 

. i-:

T. - ;"1' .~ ~:.:!~.:.i#~-~',~1<, .' 



· I 
I 

I 

~~1 ! 
FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT,! TITLES I AND II 
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMIUES BLOCK GRANT AND JOBS 
As reported by the Senate Committee on Finance 06/07/95 

(b~ fiscal ~ear, in millions of doUars~ I 
1996 1997 1996 : 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Repeal AFDC , Emergency Assistance, 
JOBS, and Child Care Programs 

Family Support Payments 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 


Food Stamp Program at 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 


Medicaid 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 


Authorize Temporary Family 

Assistance Block Grant 


Family Support Payments 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 


Evaluation of Block Grant 
Family Support Payments 


Budget Authority 

Outlays 


Penalties for State Failure to 
Meet Work Requirements 

Family Support Payments 

Budget Authority. 

Outlays 


Incentive for States to Pay Foster Care 
rather than AFDC Benefits 

Foster Care Program 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 


Incentive for States to Fund Training 
through the Food Stamp Einployment 
and Training Program 

Food Stamp Program at 

BudgetAuthor1ty 

Outlays 


(17,454) 
(17,194) 

50 
50 

bl 
bl 

16,787 
16,619 

10 
2 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(17,655) 
'(17,800) 

175 
175 

bl 
bl 

16,7(37. 
16,787 

10 
10 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(16,311)1 
(18,266) 

300 i 
300 • 

; 
b/' 
b( 

16,787 ! 
16,787 

10 
10 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

(18,845) 
(18,810) 

450 
450 

bl 
bl 

16,787 
16,787 

10 
10 

0 
0 

10 
10 

100 
100 

(19,437) 
(19,402) 

625 
625 

bl 
bl 

16,787 
16,787 

10 
10 

(50) 
(50) 

25 
25 

200 
200 

(20,027) (20,622) 
(19,992) (20,587) 

825 1,025 
825 1,025 

bl bl 
bl bl 

16,787 16,787 
16,787 16,787 

0 0 
8 0 

(50) (50) 
(50) (50) 

35 45 
35 45 

300 400 
300 400 

, . 
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TABLE 1 (confd). I 
FEDERAl BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACli, TITLES I AND 1/ 
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT AND iJOBS 
As reported by the Senate Committee on Finance 06107195 

(by fiscal year, in millions of doUars) 
1996 1997 19981 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Denial of Benefits to Persons 

who Misrepresent Residence 


Food S~mp Program aI 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Hold States Harmless for 

Cost-Neutrality Uabilities 


Family Support.Payments 
Budget Authority 
Outlays 

Impose Five-Year Deeming of 
Sponsors' Income and Resources 

Medicaid 

Budget Authority 

Outlays 


o 
o 

50 
50 

o 
o 

(5) 
. (5) 

o 
o 

(110) 
(110) 

. I 

(5) 
(5), 

I 

\ 
0: 
O! 

I 

(210) : 
(210) i 

(5) 
(5) 

o 
o 

(220) 
(220) 

(5) 
(5) 

o 
o 

(220) 
(220) 

(5) 
(5) 

o 
o 

(220) 
(220) 

(5) 
(5) 

o 
o 

(230) 
(230) 

TOTAL TITLES I AND II, BY ACCOUNT 

Family Support Payments 
Budget Authority (607) (1,058) (1,514) ; (2,048) (2,690) (3,290) (3,885 
Outlays (523) (1,003) (1,469) ; (2,013) (2,655) (3,247) (3,850 

Food Stamp Program 
Budget Authority 50 170 295 , 545 820 1,120 1,420 
Outlays 50 170 295: 545 820 1,120 1,420 

Medicaid bl 
Budget Authority '0 (110) (210) ! (220) (220) (220) . (230 
Outlays . 0 (110) (210) i (220) (220) . (220) (230 

Foster Care Program I 
Budget Authority 0 0 0 I 10 25 35 45 
Outlays , 0 0 0 

I 
10 25 35 45 

TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS 

Budget Authority (557) (998) (1,429) i (1,713) (2,065) (2,355) (2,650 
Outlays . (473) (943) (1,384) i (1,678) (2,030) (2312) (2,615 

NOTE: H.R. 4 creates a new block grant of temporary assistance for needy families and specifies fundillg levels 
through fiscal year 2000. CBO's estimates for 2001 and 2002 assume that the 'level of the block grant win remain the 
same as in. 2000. . i 
aJ Estimate assumes the Food Stamp·proQram is an open-ended entitlement: 

bl Medicaid savings shown for TrUe I reflect oilly the effect of imposing a 5-yeari sponsor-to-alien deeming requirement. 
Other language in Title I, intended to hold Medicaid beneficiaries harmless frbm the switch to temporary assistance 

for needy families, has unclear effects on the Medicaid program. States may implement such provisions in 

a number of ways potentially resulting in small costs, small savings; or budget neutrality. The 

impact of the legislation would be largely determined by the implementing regulations. 


. , 

,,' ,,'". .;. ~ 



TABLE 2 
FEDERAL BUOOET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT, mLE 
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 

-As reported by the Senate Committee on FInance 

06lO8I95 
12:50 PM 

(~ f.seal year, In millions of doIlan;~ 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

Restricting Benefits for Legal Aliens 
Supplemental Security Income 

Budget Authority (170) (2,190) (2,710) (2,71'0) (2,900) (2,470) (2,760) 
Outlays (170) (2,190) (2,710) (2,710) (2,900) (2;470) (2,760) 

Medicaid aI 
Budget Authority (10) (180) (230) (24p) (200) (270) (290) 
Outlays (10) (180) (230) (24fl) (200) (270) (290) 

Food Stamps bI 
Budget Authority 20 270 335 335 330 335 340 
Outlays 20 270 335 335 330 335 340 

Drug Addicts and Alcoholics c/ 
Supplemental Security Income-Benefits - \ 

BOOget Authority (29) (200) (215) (249) (260) (230) (280) 
Outlays (29) (200) (215) (249) (260) (230) (280) 

Supplemental Security Income-Referral 
and Monitoring CoGts 

BOOget Authority (142) (186) (166) (193) (214) (235) (255) 
Outlays 0 (142) (186) (166) , (193) (214) (235) 

Medicaid 
BOOget Authority (12) (81) (89) (108) (117) (125) (136) 
Outlays (12) (81) (89) (108) (117) (125) (136) 

Food Stamps bI 
BOOget Authority 3 25 25 3b 30 30 35 
Outlays , 3 25 25 3b 30 ' 30 35 

Disabled Children c/ 
Supplemental Security Income 8enefd& ' . 

Budget Authority (242) (1,022) (1,371) (1,54j}) (1,865) (1,732) (2,056) 
Outlays 

Food Stamps bI 
(242) (1,022) (1,371) (1,54j}) , (1,865) (1,732) (2,056) 

Budget Authority 35 145 200 225 250 270 300 
Outlays 35 145 200 225 250 270 300 

Additional administrative eo&ts 
" 

(authorization of 8pp(0priati0ns) 
Supplemental Security Income 

Budget Authority 
Outlays 

300 
300 

125 
125 

100 
100 

100 
100 

100 
100 , 

100 
100 

100 
100 

I 

TOTAL TITLE III, BY ACCOUNT 

Supplemental Security Income 
Budget Authority (583) (3,598) (4,462) (4,701) (5,239) (4,667) (5,351 

Outlays (441) (3,554) (4,482) (4,674) (5,218) (4,646) (5,331 


Medicaid ! 

Budget Authority a2) (261) (319) (34$) ,(377) (395) (426 

Outlays (22) (261) (319) (~) (377) (395) (426 


Food Stamps bI 

BOOget Authority 58 440 ,560 596 610 635 675 

Outlays 58 440 560 596 610 635 675 
, 

TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS (DIRECT SPENDING) 

Budget Authority (547) (3,419) (4,221)' , '(4;459) (5,006) (4,427) (5,102 

Outlays (405) , (3,375) (4,241) , (4,432) (4,985) (4,406) (5,082 


Authorization of appropriations 
Supplemental Security Income 


Budget Authority 300 125 100 106 100 100 100 

Outlays 300 125 100 100 100 100 100 


-----~-

aJ lhe proposal would not bar aliens explicitly from Medicaid. However. some aliens wOuld lose Medicaid 

coverage by virtue of losing their S51 eligibilitv, 
bI Estimate assumes the-Food Stamp program is an open-ended entitlement.. , ' 

cI proposal could increase number of individuals participaiing in the Temporary Assistance for Needy 


bloCk grant; hOwe~¥r.i'~JjcJi'.a.n increase would not affect federal spending. , '" ' 
.- '-"',

" " ;~ :.:-~(;::~~ ·~·,A~i~~;>~.~. t': ~. 
! • ..,...." .. .,-_...~~ 1 "t;ii~G"~t~"~;:i:~ 'i¥~,~~~~l;~",<, '7,-.:;~"~2~~~.~~:';;,'> ::;~~~k~. . i _ . , :;,.,.1;» ......... ":"'1fl.;-.- _;S"'l"~ ...... , ll"" i::.:>:1. IJ.,.~. 
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TABLE 3 
FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT, TITLE IV 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT. ,. I 
As reported by the Senate Committee on Finance aJ . I 

06lO5I95 
07:00PM 

{bl fiscal lear, in millions of doUars~ 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

New Enforcement Technjgues 

State directory of new hires 
Family support payments 0 0 11 (9) (13) (18) (19) 
Food stamp program 0 0 (2) (10) (~5) (22) (23) 
Medicaid 0 0 (8) (18) (31) (46) . (52) 
Subtotal. 0 .0 2 (37) (59) (86) (93) 

State laws providing expedited 
enforcement of child support 

Famay support payments 0 0 0 (18) (38) (60) . (84) 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 (6) (14) (22) (30) 
Medicaid 0 '0 0 (6) (14) (24) (37) 
Subtotal 0 0 0 (31) (66) (106) (152) 

State laws concerning paternitY 
Family support payments 0 (17) (18) (20) (22) (24) (26) 
Food stamp program 0 (3) (3) (4) (4) (4) (5) 
Medicaid 0 (2) (2) (3) (3) (4) (5) 
Subtotal 0 (22) (24) , (26) (29) (32) (36) 

Suspend Drivers' Licenses 
Family support payments 0 (8) (17) : '(27) (37) (39) . (41) 
Food stamp program 0 (2) (5) (8) (12) (12) (13)I 
Medicaid 0 (2) (4) \ (6) (10) (11 ) (12) 
Subtotal 0 . (12) (26) i (41) (59) (62) . (66) 

Adoption of uniform state laws 
Family support payments 0 10 2 (8) (13) (18) (24) 

,Food stamp program 0 0 (1) (3) (5)' (7) (9) 
Medicaid 0 0 (2) (4) (7) (11 ) (16) 
Subtotal 0 10 (1 ) ! (15) (25) (36) (49) 

ISUBTOTAL. 

NEW ENFORCEMENT 0 (23) (49) . 1(151 ) (239) (323) (396)


1 
I 
I 

Eliminate ~5O eil~sthrQygb i 
Famay support payments (250) . (270) (290) (320) (360) (390) (420) 
Food stamp program 130 140 150 170 190 200 220 
Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal (120) (130) (140) (150) (170) (190) (200) . 

I
Oistribute Cbik! ~!.IRI2QI1 Arr~s[i I 

lQ Eormer AFOC ESlmi!ies Eil:lt 1 

Family support payments 0 0 0 0 360 420 470 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0 (60) (70) (80) 
Medicaid 0 0 0' 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 300 350 390 

- - Q1her Provisiooli with f!udgetary 

Im"'icatioos 

Automated data processing development 
Family support payments 0 28 59 \84 84 5 0 
Food stamp program 0 0, 0 I 0 0 0 0 
Medicaid 0 0 0 i 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 0 28 59 184 84 5 O. 



TABLE 3 
FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFiCIENCY ACT, Tl'TlE IV 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

06105195 
07:00 PM 

As reportad by the Senate Committee on Finance aI 
, 

(by fiscal ~ear, in millions of dollars) 
1996 1997 1998 

I 
,1999 2000 2001 2002 

AutomaI8d data processing operation and 
maintenance 

Family support payments 3 12 55 52 52 46 40 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 3 12 55 52 52 46 40 

Technical assistance to state programs 
Family support payments 36 47 51 55 60. 56 60 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 36 47 51 55 60 56 60 

State obligation to provide 
services 

Family support payments 0 0 0 3 11 22 39 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 0 0 0 3 11 22 39 

Federal and state reviews and audits 
Family support payments 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Performance-based incentives 
Family support payments ·0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0, 0 0 
Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grants to States for VISitation 
Family support payments 5 5 10 10 10 10 10 
Food stamp program 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Subtotal 5 5 10 10 10 10 10 

SUBTOTAl, OTHER PROVISIONS 44 95 176 ,208 220 143 152 

TOTAl TITLE IV, BY ACCOUNT 

I 
Family support payments (206) (189) (134) (194) 96 13 6 
Food stamp program 130 135 136 :139 61 63 60 
Medicaid 0 (4) (16) 1(36) (65) (96) (121 

TOTAl TITLE IV (76) (58) (12) , (93) 112 (20) (53 

Note: Numbers in parent.l1E!ses are. negative numbers. , 

aI Basad 00 discussions with Committee staff, this estimate assumes a technical eorrection will be made 


. I 
toSactioo 461 (Federal Tax Offset). : 

1 
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Welfare Reform Financing. possible Themes 

o option One: "Our welfare, reform saves money" (because it is 
overfinanced and includes mostly poor people's programs as 
offsets) . ' . I ' 

, ,I
I 

o Option Two: "Our welfare reform cut,s welfare for the wealthy 
to reform welfare for the poor" (would' need to include farm and 
corporate subsidies, etc.). ' 

o Option Three: "Our welfare reform is financed by eliminating 
fraud and abuse" (would 'need to include Medicare secondary payer 
extender,'EITC abuse, tightening up on i sponsor responsibility for 
aliens, and some smaller items). ! ' 

o Option Four: "Our welfare reform is! paid for" (set of ad hoc 
cuts; no theme; keeps financing out bf,picture as much as 
possible). 'I ' 

i 
I 



.' . ,.r :." 

. Welfare Bill Savings 
$ BIllion. (March 1996 CBO Ba.ellno Unle~. Otherwl.e Noted) 

Admin .}} HR 4 .'. Callie· .} Hou.e:'" Senate,-,.---:::=''''---_.....:--.. ".-'--: ".-,--,
Draft :-'''.:;./-=m=:e:.=d,-...:n:.:o;..;c;::·:l:P"",<{:___~~ :~~ :~:> : 

Me'mo entries in ilsliCI 7-yr 7.yr) 7.yr< 7.yr~~ 

Child Protection ............... : ............. :. :.> 	 +0.7 ".,:. +0.2 ,:: +0.1 

::::::: 

Child Care 	 +2.6 +0.3 { +3.S +3.S •••••• +3.S+:.6 11 -2.4 ",:,.AFDCI10BSIEA -6.3 ~.3 +2.3 -1.4-""" -1.0 
Food Stamp intemctiol1ll & mise ±Q.Q. :!:li/ ±.1.1.)} ~) :!:li~~:~ ••••!••.! ~.2 ".,.. 


AFDC·related Medicaid !i +2.0 +1.2 """.,. 


Medicaid capitation interaction :}: -0.9 

TmlllIitional Medicwd .",. 


Subtotal -3.7 	 +3.9 :{ +4.3 

:!:..L1. :. :.~::~ .! .•••••• +7.2 ;::::. +3.9 ./' +4.3 .subtotal.> . '-1.0 
......... 


CSE ........................... . +0.6 fO.71 ••••••• +0.7 ••••••••• +0.8
+0.6 ••!•••••• ~~:~ !•• !.:Related Medicaid """ -0.2 	 -0.2 .:.",." ~.24 .,.,.,: -0.2 .,.""., -0.2 
+0.4 :,.,..,., +0.47 ""'" +0.4 ,'"....+0.4 	 +0.6>' +0.6subtotal """ 

-1.7 ){SSBG.. .............". /} -1.7 .1.7> .1.7) .1.7' -3.3 


Subtotal without Medicaid.......... .......~ ,4.7 .4.7}{ . -0.4 ) +6.2 } +3.3 ). +1.9 

Subtotal with Medicaid ....................... ::::: '1.4 -2.2 / .0.7)' +6.0 )} +3.0 •• ,." +1.7 


c -:-:.;. 

Immigrants ....................................... ::} 
SSI •• ,:.: -12.9 •• :.::. -11.0 ••••••••. -13.3 •• :... -13.3 

Child Nubition .:< ~.3} . >.,." ~.3 :.: 
AFDC>:' 

-4.S 

::111-0.1 

Battere::ddi~~ •••••• 
.::: 

·O.S· :Q~~j i~:~, -2.9 } :ll :ll:ll 
Subtotal, excl. Medicaid ::::..' ·S.I .S.I/ .\3.4 -17.0 ':'::' -16.7-16.0 co::, 

Related MediCaid'} -0:6 ·S.9 ....... .4.~ •••••••.• :ill. :'.,.' -6.0 
Total with Medicaid }.: . ·S.7 :~:~i -21.9: ·17.S -28.9: -22.7 

:-:-::, .:-:-:

-6.7 • ::.,: -10.0 '.:,.,.:.,•..::•.•.SSI children's provisiol1ll wi adrnin:•. -6.7 -8.7 ) -7.2 ) -7.2 
Related Medicaid "",. ~.2 .0.2", ""1 .0.3 -0.2 <> -0.2~.2 :"'" 

-6.9 -6.9 .:,'\ -10.3 .""" -8.9 ."".,., 	 -7.4 ••,." -7.4 

.1.5 .! .••• 
Other SSI 	 ·O.S • 1.48S H -1.2

·O.S •.•. ! .••••••• 
:. 	 :. 

-I.S .".:·O.S .O.S>: -1.2 

Medicaid capitation intemction -0.8 
-"-I 

1 

.:".:".:".:"1 ' •••••••.
Total SSI, non·immigmnts......... ... -7.2 -7.2 .ID.O} -10.2 .8.7 .••··· -8.4
)): ~.3 .,:::::Related Medicaid ).: :1Q. -0.2 .,.,.,.» .0.2) ~.2 ":'" -0.2 
Subtotal with Medicaid -8.2 -7.4 }}, .10.3) -10.4 -8.9 ."". -8.6 

-"S",SI,..,,,,In.::c,,,/..:.I,,,m,,,m,,,igr=an:::u::...>.:;(n:::o,,,m:::e:::d.::lc:::al::d;:..2-4;..-....;:..1"'1"'.7'-_.:..:/..:./. ..:.]/:..]~..........
.:.7+·····f}c;.'-,.:!.]~]..:.9+;..--= 	 .]].o! .'~ 
Food Stamps, excl immigmnts .......... : •.•.•• -18.4 -18.4 ",,"'':1 -2S: I -20.1 -27.2 .,::: . -24.3 
Food Stamps, inclimmlg,ants.. ·/8.9 ·/8.9 \:)i ·]7.9 ']].S -30.6 \. ·]7.8 

Commodity Progranu ........................•• .."., .: •.:' .. ! +1.8) +1.8 \ +1.8 > +0.6 

Child Nutrition, excl immigmnts ............. !. -3:2 .3.2:/ .3.1:: .~.6/) .3.0/ -2.8 
Child Nutrition, incl. immigranu ·3.1 -3.1 f(:f -3.4 -3.6 -3.3 :'.' ·].8 

Food Subtotal (excl. immigmnts) -21.6 .21.6); .26.3H -21.9 •.••• ':.. ·28.4 ••:.'. -26.S 
Food Subtotal {incl. immigrant.Jj ·]].1 '·]].1 ,:"""" ·]9.S ·]4.3 -3].1 -30.0 

Welfare subtotal, No Medicaid -38.6 -38.6 .:.: .52.8) -39.3 .50.8> -49.7 
:-... 

.....-:.Medicaid ........................................ : >.: +0.9 -6.4 { -4.6 H> -12.3 ••,.,: -6.S 


Welfare subtotal, with Medicaid 	 -37.694 -36.908 i): -59.2 ) -43.9 Hi -63.1 -56.2 

Dependent Care Tax Credit 	 -:.;.:->; 

Tax on benefits )1
Adoption tax credit 
Math error extension to dep ded :.: -1.4 .1.4.; 
EITC ............................................... ,.,., 
 :U. :u""""'i-4.7 ..::: • ::,::'Subtotal tax 	 -4.7 iiii :::} 

Wefare & Tax, No Medicaid -43.2 -43.2 i<' -52.8 > -45.0 .52.4) -53.0 

Welfare, inc1 Medicaid, & Tax -42.4 .41.6i' -59.2 -49.6 -64.7 ) -59.5 

Public Housing 	 .1.8.·••••• •• 
Total With Public Housing 	 -51.4 

I, 
Food Stamps , -18 -18 I' -2S -20 -27 -24 
Immigrants -6 -6 -22 -18 -29 -23 
SSI Kids -7 -7 -10 -9 -7 -7 
Other -7 -6 -2 +1 +1 -2 
EITC ·S ·S -6 -2 ·S 
Adoption credit +2 
Total -42 -42 ).

! 
·S9 ·SI -6S -60 

Child Care & Perfonnance Bonus +3.4 +3.9 +4.2 
Adoption tax credit +1.7 
Gross cuts -4S.0 -68.6 -6S.4 
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E X E COT I V E OFF ICE o F T Ii E PRE SID E N T 

01-Apr-1996 06:Q2pm 

TO: 	 (See Below) 

FROM: 	 Stacy L. Dean 
Office of Mgmt and Budget,HRD 

I 
I 

SUBJECT: 	 Your Request 

The table below is based on your request for a highly preliminary 
read of what the year by year pricing, based on CBO's December 
baseline, would be for a welfare bill with the following 
components: 
1. The Administration's nutrition proposals 
-2. Deeming until citizenship for the AFDC, Food Stamp, SSI arid 
Medicaid programs. Exemptions for the disabled and those with 40 
quarters of coverage only. i 
3. The Administration's SSI proposa1;s which include $3.2 billion 
in. savings from two welfare reform pz.;ovisions already enacted in 
the Debt Limit/Earning Test legislation -- SSI benefits for drug 
addicts and alcoholics and continuing disability reviews. 
4. Use HR4 as a base for AFDC, Chilq Care and CSE and include the 
NGA addbacks for Child Care, Contingency Fund and Performance 
Bonus. : 
5. We asSumed the NGA Child Proteclhon Block Grant. 

The pricing for this proposal is under Alternative One. 

We ,would require additional time to review these estimates in 
order to give you a more accurate read of the pricing. 

Alternative One 
Savings in Billions 

'FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FY01 FY02 7yr 
-0.2 -2.2 ~3.7 -5.1 -6.5 -7.2 -9.6 ....:34.5 

.'2. - 2.. '" .. 43 -S.l( -1.5 -1(," -II. I 
In addition, you expressed interest i:n making sure the entire 
package reached a total seven year savings of $ 40 billion. Per 
your guidance, which was to focus on ;the NGA recommendations, 
below is one alternative. First, drop the NGA Child Protection 
Block Grant; this saves $2 billion. ;Second, de'crease funds set 
aside for the NGA Performance Bonus f·rom $1.5 billion to $0.8 
billlion (the level proposed in the A'dmi~istration' s bill). 



'I', 

I 
1 

"', 

',j. 

,,/' 

, i 
Third, reduce the NGA Child Care add:pack from $4 billion to $1 

'biilion. We did not reduce'theNGA Contingency Fund, which adds 
, ,$1.3 billion according to preliminary conversations with CBO. 

Alternative Two 
,:'"Savings in Billions 

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FYOO FYOl, FY02 7yr 

I 
! Altl -0.2 -2.2 -3.7 

i
-5.11 -6.5 -7'.2 -9.6 -34.5 

" 
I 

-0.3 -0.3 -0.3' CP 0 -0.3 -0.3, -0.31 -2.0 
'" PB 0 0 -0.1 -0.1 I -0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -0.7 

'.' . 
CC 0 -0.5 -0.5 ...,.0.51 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -3.0 

I 
i 

Total -0.2 -3.1 -4~7 :"'6.1 , -7.5 -8.2 -10.6, -40.0 

"CP - saving gained from dropping the ,NGA Child Protection Block 
'grant , 
PB - savings gained from reducing the' NGA Performance Bonus 
CC - savings gained from reducing the', NGA Child Care Add 'Back 

I ' 
, Please let us know if you have any qu~stions. 

, Distribution: 

TO: Bruce N~ Reed 

CC: 
" ,'CC: 
~::.' CC: 

'CC: 
CC: 
CC: 
CC: 

.",ct:
',' 'CC: ' 
:, CC: 

CC: 
CC: 

Kenneth S. Apfel 
Barry White 
Latry R. Matlack 
Keith J. Fontenot 
Deborah F. Kramer 
Mary I. Cassell, 
Jeffrey A. Farkas' 
Le'ster D. Cash, 
Jack 'A. Smalligan 
Christine B. Ellertson' 
Richard E. Green 
Stacy L. Dean 

'" ",' 

.. 
~ . 

" 

" 
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Welfare options -. 
;'. 

SAVINGS 

, 

CASH BENEFITS 
Conditional entitlement 
Block grant 
5 year time limit 
Hardship Exemption 

ISSUE 

Vouchers for children after 5 yr time limit is reached 

STATE ACCOUNTABILITY 

State accountability ** 

Maintenance of effort 

CONTINGENCY FUND 
lI!vel of funding 

100% Maintenance of effort required to draw fund 

EMERGENCY ACTION 
Action triggered if child poverty increases 

CHILDCARE 
Funding level ($9 billion baseline) 
Funds sufficient to meet work requirements per CBO , 
Retain health and safety standards 
Qualit ImpUlVements 

- -~~- --

ar I'J~~ "(.11' ".t.E-~~n'Mffr'~~.t;Iu-,.~ 

Pos5;bJ~ 
NGA ~~~~; 

$zJb.illion* Pq bi{liort 

no no 
yes yes 
yes yes· 

20% . 20% 

. optional mandatory 

some ' stronger 

75% 80% 

$2 . $2 (+) 
Trigger based-on-child poverty-rates- ~ - -. - ---~,-yes... -. _.- yes (+) __. 

no yes 

no yes 

$14.70 $14.70 
yes yes 
no yes 

$.7 billion $1.1 billion 

Senate passed President's plan 

$51.2 billion $40.6 billion 

no yes 

yes no 

yes yes _ c 

20% 20% 

no mandatory 

no yes 

80% n1a 
I 
i 

$1 n1a 
I--_._no' ___ n1a 

~ 

Diayes 

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

no n1a 
----------

$9.90 $12.80 , 

I 

no - , 

yes - yes 
$1 billion n1a ' 

\. 
'-

~ • ,-rPl' ~I_''te ovemors 1(1 not agree n any 1m Igran savmgs ..,. /lP"f!I I 


** State plan must be enforceable, state must treat similar populations similarly, and state must operate a statewide program. 


. ) r ~ I f)Page 1 



Welfare options 

ISSUE NGA NGA hftovv Senate passed President1s 

nla 
no-_ 

$24.7 billion $22 'billion $24.6 billion $20.8 bill 
no no 

no no [) no 
no 

no no 

. costs . no no 

no 

no no 

no 
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I TO REED P.02/06FEB-2121-1996 14:1217 FROM . 
1·-" --- --- --- .1 ' 

-. . , I 
I . 

To: 

FrOm: Paul CuJ1inaD i 

Budget Analysis Division 
Cougressioaal Budget 0LBc:8 . 

. Subject: Comparison of ConCereDce AgreemCDt aD HR. 41Dd. the NGA'WeIfara.RefOrm Proposal 

Tbi$ memorandum is in respoase to your iuquiry on the potendal budgetary dfecu ofthe 
NatioDaJ Goven:lors' Assoc:iasiOD welD.ra reform propoSAl. Specific:al\t. it addresses bow much 
the NG~s modi&catiODS to RR. 4 would affect the cost jmpact ofthe legislation. 

We lave DOt bad sutBciem details to·e:sd:tnate pre\c:ise!y the impaet ofthe NGA proposal 
What fOnows is aroup gUideline ofwhat portions of~NGA proposal are likely to have 
sigaifbnt budgetary effects. This is not aD official Congressional Budset OfIiea ei;tixr:tate. 

sev.Year Estimated Savings From KR. 4 S64.l billion 

<as passed by tbe Congress. based on the CBCYI 

December 1995 baseline) 

Less: Medicaid savin&s in Hll 4 .s 4.0 bilIioa 

Total NOD-Medicaid :Effects ofHll 4 S60.2 billioc 


NGA proposed ohaDges: 

Contingency fund mcreasc(cost) ...$ 1.3 billion 


, 55! disabled cbildRu -$ 5.1 billion 

AdditioDal Child Care fim<fs ..s 4.0 biUiOl1 

Maximum effects ofpcrformanee boauses -S 4.1 bBlion
I 

~etain Foster Care as o~ed eatitlemem -$ 0.4 billion " 

State Option within Child Protection 

Block Grmt(guess Ofmaxjmum effect) . :$ 2.0 billion 


Subtotal. speci5c ehaDges -516.9 billion 

$43.3 billion 

lD additioA to the specific policy cMnses. d:te Gov:emors also proposed ,sbiftiag 
approximatdy $2.9 biLIiOA ofspend;. 00 child welf'are seMces'fi'om the discretioaary pordOD of 
the federal budpc to,the mandatory or pay-u-YOU"lo catesOly. 1."bus. while the discretiouary 
1iP8"dina totals would be lessened. msndatoty spm=awOuld be iftcreased. by $2.9 biJliOlL This 

"woWd lower the direct spending saviJ2p tom the ~ce-passed versiOD ofH.1l4J adjusted 
for Medicaid and for the speciSc policy proposals ofthe NG" to about $40.4 bDliOD. r 
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"FStt-ls-eS t 5. 17 FROM. CBO.lBAD.lHRCEU 
~:/ 

The NGA proposal also eKpe.wed SlUppart for ~ food stamp inmme deduction ebazzges 
in the Seoato-pused vaiioa ofH.lt 4. In staffdiscussicms with NGA and Congressional 
cOmmittees. there seemed to be a· c:onsensus thai the dlIuaes in food stamp inc:ome deductions 
recomaicDded by tile GovenlOtS 'WOUld cou1cl reduce the H.ll. 4 saYIngs by pedu&ps BIIOtbcc $1.0. 
L~_ . I 
U'~. I 

i 

The governors did DOt take a position with repnS to thO alic provisions in Hll 4. Itdle a!icD 
ptOViIiODS hi H.lt 4 were exeluded for the pacb.ge, ~.9biDion ofthe estimatec1 savings (about 
$19.4 bWioJ1 in Ilorrmedicaicl sa'filr&S) in the bID. would ~ out. . ' 

i 
. '. I 

ttwe can be of'iUrt.ber assistance,. please call us at 226-2820. 

! 




TO REED P.04/06
~;', ' 

Comparison of H.R. 4 and Govemors' PropoSlil on Welfare 
, 	 I

February 1996 ;. 

H,&,'4 	 g~' I!rqpgsal 

, Child care $18 billion\7 years ($2 billion . S22 billion\7 years (56 billion 
fuDding above cUlTent law); 3% cap on " above current law); S% cap on 

administration . admini,Stration 
I 

Family cap 	 State opt-out (national policy; State Opt-in (no national policy) 

$tatc can ovenide) 

I 


Work States are credited ,With net Families leaving welfare for 

requirements caseload reductions work ~ for· 1 year 


Work hoW'S 	 Must work 35 hours\week Must -work 2S hours\week . 
i 

Work if have· No special treatment for Families With Children under 6 

under·6 chilu families with young children can wOrk IS few &$ 20 hours 


Job search 	 Maximum job search: 4 weeks Maximwn job search: 12 weeks 

Contingency 	 S I billion fund; states must 52 billion fUnd; more liberal 
fund- continue clUTent level of tri. based on food stamps 

spending and have high and no requir'c:ment that states 
unemployment continue current spending

'I 
" 

Child Maintain entitlement to foster Retain all cu.rrent open-ended 

protection care ,and adoption maintenance entitlements; end 14 current 


Ipayments; end 18 CUI'm1t pro~s and create 2 block 
programs and create 2 block ~; give states option of 

. ifarlts 	 rep]a~ing all open-ended 
entitlements with single capped, 
entitlemem block grant

: ' 	 .. 
'::~;~:':;;... 

Performance 	 States can reduce state spending .States can tap S3 billion In new 
~: ','bonus 	 .beJow lhe 75% floor required fed~ funds . 

i 
:: ,.:, 

Two-tiered Some kids get 100% of full . All cbildret1 receive 1000.4. of 

SSI for kids benefit. orhers 75% bene~ts 


t 

sst changes 	 'Children's reforms effective Children's reforms effective 
, 1-1-97 1:'1-98 1',1e 2.~f. e.,t 

Hardsbip States can exempt 1S% of Stat~ can exempt 20% of 
exemption families from the S-ycar limit families from theS-year limit 

Exp~cit guarantee of "fair and 
eq~" ltcAtI'n-:nt 

Savings 	 $60 billion\? years 543, bilIion\7.years 
1 ':~J1.... 

: '~' '. 



, i 

Compari.Bon of Direct Spending On Fa~ilies VVith Children Under 
, CurrentLawand H.R. 4 Conference Agreement 

Under ceoDec6mi:H3r 1995 BaSeli~! dollars in millions 
. , I , 

Projected Federarand State Spend1r:'9 Under Current Law 
, i . Total 

1995 1996 1997 " 1998 1999 2000 , 2001 2002 1997·200" 

Fainily support payments 16,956 16,841 1'7,143 : 17,462 17.939 18,483 19,082 19,704 109.813 
Child Care .1,130 1,145 1,200 : 1.245 1.295 1,345 1,395 1,445 7,925 
Food Stamp Program 25,554 26,233 27,784 ;29,214 30.565 32,048 33,390 34,834 187,835 
SSI-Disabled Children Only 4,900 4.900 5,900 i 6,500 7,100 8,400 7,700 9,000 44,600 
Child Nutrition 7.899 8,395 8,895 , 9,427 9.972 . 10,529 11,106 11,694 • 61,623 
Foster Care 3,282 . 3,950 4,393 : 4,781 5,160 5,557 5,929 6,385 32,205 
Social Services Block Grant 2,797 3,190 , 3,100 , 2,945 2,840 i,805 2,800 2,800 17,290 

Projected State Spending " 16;872 , 17,096 17,765 : 18,367, 19,023 19,749 20~492 21,317 116,713 
welfare-related , , 14,187 13,864 14,170 : 14,456 14,801 15.202 15,641 16,093 90,3~ 

foster care 2,685 '3,232 3,594 : 3,912 4,222. 4,547 4,851 5,224 26.350 

Total Federal and State 
Percent Change from 1995 

79,390 
na 

81,750 
3.0% 

86,180 
8.6% ' 

;89.941 
I 1'3.3% 

93,894 
18.3% 

98,916 
24.6'% 

101,894 
28.3% 

107,179 
35.0% 

578,004 

Totals deflated by child population 
and inflation 
Percent Change from 1995 

79,390 
na 

78,348 
-1.3% 

79,248 
-0.2% 

: 79,503 
0.1% 

80,067 
0.9% 

81,408 
2.5% 

81,023 
2.10/0 

82,374 
3.8% 

•t:'rojected Faderal and Required State: Spending Under H.R.4 

1995. 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001. 2002 
Total 

1997. 200; 

Family support payments 16,956 16,995 17,953 : 18,150 18,287 18,354 16.250 18,017 109.011 
Child Care . 1,130 1,145 1,170 ! 1,390 1,490 1,680 1,880 2,035 9.645 
Food Stamp Program 25,554 25.794 24,639 :25,318 ·26,265 ,27.523 28,572 29.775 162,112 
SSI - Disabled Children Only 4,900 4,800 4,800 · 4,700 4,800 5.400 .4,900 5.700 3O.30e
Child Nutrition 7,899 8,305 8,499' 8,931 9.400." 9,824 10,376 10,924 57,~ 
Foster Care 3.282 3,961 .4,598 4.708, 5.031 ' 5,442 5,833 6,301 31,913 

, Social Services Block Grant 2;797 3,190 2,848 2,665 2;560 2,525 2,520 2,520 15,6313 

Required State Spending . 16,~72 17.105 7,890 7.840 7,116 7,110 (3.324) (3,320) 23,313 
welfanHelated 
reduction equivalent to 3()Ok of 

14,187 13,864 10,480 .10,480, 
I 

10,480 10,480 ° o 41,91£ 

cash assistance block grant 
foster care o 

2,685 
o 

3,241 
(5,369) 
2.780 

: (5,420) 
2.780 

(5.449) 
2,085 

(5A55) 
2,085 

(5,409) 
2,085 

(5.405) 
2,065 

(32,507 
13,900 

Additional State Foster Care Spending o o 982 I 1,072 2.031. 2.368. 2,687 3,070 12,211 

Total Federal and State 
Perce~t Change from 1995 

79,390 
na 

81,295 
2:4% 

73,379 
-7.6% 

174,774 
-5.8% 

77,001 
-3.0% 

80,225 
1.1% 

71,694 
-9.7% 

75,022 
-5.5% 

452.096 

TetaIs deflat~ QY child population 
and inflation 
Percent Change from 1995 

79,390 
na 

77,912 
-1.9% 

67.478 : 66,096 
-15.0%' -16.7% 

65,661 
-17.3% 

66,026 
-16.8% 

57.009 
-28.2%' 

57,659 
-27.4% 

Reduction in Total Spending from Current Law 
Percentage Reduction In Spending 

125,908 
21.8% 

Reduction 1:1 AFDC-Re1ilted Spending from Current Law 
Percentage ReductJon in Spending , 

80,033 
38.5% ' 

I 
, ' .' I 

Note: Federal spending figures in !tIia'tab4e are IlUpplied by the Cong",»lonlll Budget OffICI!, State spending IigURIS Bre calculated using ma\ch rates derived 'roin HHS data. 

All spending figures are re-:estimeted ror!tle CBO 12195 baseline, except lor 1995 fall11y &upport and child car1Ilpending' which was IIpt awUable in time for this analysis. 
. • I . 

.Totals _e deflBllld by estimates rI chid popLiation under age 18 (Cun"l?nI Population Report. P25-1104), and by inflation, usng the cpr·u Index. ' . 

Figurl!& for food stamp spending n:present spending on all hour.eholdSIInd nat only on houaehold& with chilclran. 


Under H, R, 4. ibis analysis as.sumn that alBt8.S maintain fo&ter care spetlding for chidren receiving AFOC at CUTBn! law ma\ch rates deapile the bAl's lower 

r 

maintenance 01 effort requirument· ' 

! ' 
• 

I 




• 
TOTAL WELFARE REFORM SAVINGS IN 


THE ADMINISTRATION PLAN, H.R. 4, 

CURRENT POSITION AND OPTIONS 


'. 


Food Stamps 
(Excluding immigrants) 

-$19.0 -$21.7 
. i 

-$21.7 -$27.5 

Commodities $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 +$1.8 

Child Nutrition ......... -$3.4 
i 

-$3.4 -$3.9 -$3.4 
(Excluding immigrants) , 

Subtotal.;...Food Programs -$22.4 -$25.1 . -$25.6 -$29.1 

SSI Children ........... 
(including Medicaid changes) 

-$4.3 -$7.2 
I 
I 
i 
! 
I 

'. 

-$7.2 -$12.4 
(-12.6 with 
Medicaid) 

, 

Welfare reform issues in 
Earnings Limit bill 

1 , 

SSIDA&A 
SSI and DI CDRs 11 

Social Service Block 

-$2.9 
$0.0 

-$1.9· 

-$2.9 
. $0.0 

I 
, 

-$1.7 

-$2.9 
·$1.0 

-$2.6 

$0.0 
$0.0 

-$1.7 
Grant (Title XX).· ......... l 

AFDC/JOBS/ChildCarel 
Child ProtectionlCSE 
(including Medicaid changes) 

$0.0 +$3.7 
: 
! 
I 

+$3.7 +$2.8/2 
(+$2.5 with 
Medicaid) 

Immigrants 
(including Medicaid changes) . 

.:$5.4 -$5.0 

! 
I 

-$7.5 -$19.5 
(-$22.9 with 

Medicaid) 

Total -- Welfare 
Programs 

-$36.9 -$38.2 
: 

I 

-$43.1 -$59.9 
(-$63.8 with 
Medicaid) 

Earned Income Tax Credit -$1.6 -~1.6 -$'10 -$27.7 

TOTAL· -$38.5 -$39.8 -$53.1 -$87.6 
(-$91.5 with 
Medicaid) 

; 

; 

I 

Admin. Bill Curren~ Admin. KA H.R.4 
Position Option 

! 

7 year outlay savings in billions, CBO December baseline 
, 

I 115196
I 

11 Preliminary projection ofCBO's likely scoring . 
. 2/ Does not include effects ofending catagor,ical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients. 



Options to Achieve added Savings 

As noted above, painful choices would need to be made; to reach $58 billion in savings. The 
following is a run-down ofmy recommendations for increasing welfare reform and EITC savings 
above the current level of $40 billion to about $53 billion: . . 

• 	 Social Security Earnings Test -- The current Earnings Test bill increases the earnings 
limit from $11,520 to $30,000 in 2002., A more modest but still very sigmficant policy 
change--and one that doesn't use the SSI DA&A s,avings and continuing disability review 
(CDR) savings to pay for the earnings limit increase, but ~ use the other savings in the 
Earnings Test bill-- would be to increase the limit ;to $25,000 ~n 2002. This would reduce 
costs by approximately $600 million in 2002 alone. If the full earnings limit 'increas~ is 
provided, then we'lliose'our DA&A savings. ' $0 net 

• 	 Continuing Disability Review (CDR) Funding -:- We are developing with Senate Budget " 
Committee an alternative to the CDR revolving fund in the Earnings Test bilL It could '. 
save about $1 billion over 7 years if used in recon~iliation for deficit reduction, including -$1.0 B 
$500 million in 2002. ' i ' 

I, 
• 	 EITC -- If there is a $500' child tax credit, the EIT~ can be reduced somewhat for families 

above the poverty line who will benefit from the child tax credit. Some of the changes 
,proposed in reconciliation relating to families with capital gains, passive income, and 
certaintypesofinve~tment losses (and maybe so~ial security) could also be accepted. -$8.4 B 

i .. ChiJdNutrition -- Move 33% closer to the Recodciliation level ofcuts. This entails 
I 

. taking. some slightly d~eper cuts that didn't cause!any controversy. 

• 	 SSBG -- Increase Title XX cut from 10% to 15%1 

i $-0.9 B 
.. 	 Noncitizens -- Tougher deeming until citizenship:policy with exception for the disabled 

but not for elderly over 75 (Daschle's 8/95 proposal); adds $2.5 billion and increases by :-$2.5 B 
1OO~OOOthe'number oflegal immigrants who wo~ld lose SSI and Food Stamp benefits. 

, 	 ' j , 

BUDGET ITEMS WE SHOULD TRY VERY HARD TO OPPOSE: 

• 	 Food Stamps -- After 4 months of benefits, terinihate benefits for recipients aged 18-50 ' 
with no dependents-- without offering a work opportunity-- unless they are working part
time or participating in a specific training/workfare program. Approximately 700,000 
individuals would lose benefits. This is the next ~epublican proposal for added savings. -$4.1 B 

I 	 , ' 

,·Noncitizens.--To achieve savings beyond deemi~g requires moving to provisions that ban ' 
legal immigrants from programs. For example, aprospective SSI ban on new immigrants 
entering the U.S. with exemptions for the disabl~d (which is the least damaging banning 
.proposal) would increase savings by $1.5 billion; Any ban represents a major change in -$1.5 B 
policy-- eliminating benefits for people who have no sponsors to turn to. Vastly deeper 
cuts are. proposed by the Republicans.' . ' 



02/15/96 
i 
I 

Welfare Reform Key €oncerns 

AFDC: 
Maintenance of Effort - Biggest problem with NOA. 75%match, transferability options, 
no match for child care or contingency. ! 

Contingency - NGA made improvements (more money and food stamp trigger) but still 
no automaticity during recessions . 

. Equal Protections - NGA provides a modicum of equal protections. 
I . c 

Child Care/Work Requirements - Excellent movement from the governors; minor 
changes needed: 

Child Protection - NGA proposes optional block grant that we oppose. 
. . i 

Food Stamps: 

Good Features - NGA drops spending cap and shelter cut. 
! 

i . 
Negative Features - NGA still has optional blockgrantisimplified program. In addition, 
NGA includes mandatory work requirement for s~ngle adults. These amount to about $5 
billion in savings beyond our levels. : 

Immigrants: 

NGA is silent, but many governors express reserv.ations. We still won't go beyond 
deeming. Our highest priority restorations aimed'at protecting children, in order of 
importance, are in school lunch, Medicaid, food s~amps, and disabled SSI exemption. 

SSIIKids: 

NGA proposal consistent with our current positiop. 

Overall Savings Level: 

I . 

The Administration's bill saves $40 billion, the Conference $60 billion. NGA adds back 
too much (about $15 billion) in non-food stamp/irpmigrant areas. It will be very hard to 
split the difference with the Republicans on the savings number without doing the vast 
majority of their food stamp and immigrant cuts. : 



CHARTA DRAFT 
,I' CSO COST ESTIMATES OF THE HOUSE AND SENATE WELFARE SILLS 

AND THE WELFARE PROVISIONS IN THE RECONCILIATION CONFERENCE REPORT· 
(Direct Spending Reductions and Authorization of Appropriations, Outlays in billions) 

SEVEN YEAR TOTAL SPENDING REDUCTION 
House H.R. 4 . Senate H.R.4 Conference Coalition Substitute 

Cash Assistance Block Grant 

Child Care (increased spending in the Senate & Conference) 

Child Protection 

Child Nutrition Programs 

Food Stamp Program Changes 

Food Stamps Offsets (Increase in spending) 

Restrictil1g Welfare for Immigrants (S~l only). . 

Supplemental Security Income 

Child Support Enforcement 

Title XX Reductions 

Other Provisions . 

TOTAL REDUCTION Of.weLFARE BILL(aU am9unts) 
. . '.. f 

" 
Title XX • Reconciliation 

Earned Income Tax Credit - Reconciliation· 

Child Care Tax Credit 

Taxation of benefits 

GRAND TOTAL 

$14.9 

$0.7 

$4.0 

$11:3 

$38.7 

{f~~2). 

$11.4 

$28.2 

$0.1 

$0 . 

$0 

$104.1 

.$Q 

$23.3 

$0 

$0 

$12714 

$8.1 

($0.1) . 

$0 


$2.3 


$28.5 


(~~.8)._ 

$15.9 

$12.9 

$2.3· 

$0 - " 

$0.1' 

$63.2 

$3.3 

$43.2 


$0 


$0 


$109.7 

$5.8 

- ($0.7) 

$2.3 

$5.7 

$33.2 

($5'~l 

$15.8 

$16.0 

$0.5 

$3.3 

$0 

$76.7 

$0 

$32.4 

$0 

$0 

$109.1 

$1.5 

See Title XX 

$0.1 

$2.4 

$15.6 

.($4.1)_ 

$4.1 

$13.6 

$1.3 

$0.4 

$0 

$35.0 

$0.0 

$1.5 

$5.7 

$4.6 

$46.8 

DRAFT 


DRAFT 

Notes: 


The Congressional Budget Office's official seven year direct spending esUmale under nUe XII 01 the Reconciliation bill is $85.1 billion. The official 


estimate Is $75.1 billion after deducting for EITC and Medical Education. This analysis makes minor modificaUons to the cao esUmale: 1) it adjusls 

cao's Child prolec.tion esUmate, II corrects a technical error made by cao in which they assumed that obligations for child protection would not be DRAFTsubtracted from individual stales' block grants. We believe that this is a drafting error which will soon be corrected and 2) It adjusts CBO's child care 

esUmate. We assume that CCOBG will be reauthonzed through 2002 



NUV ~~ '95 05:27PM NGA 202 624 5825 , P.2/2 

NATIONAL 
GOVERNORS 

;Tommy G. Tlaompson 
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November 29, 1995 

,, 
The President i. 
The White House, 
WashingtOn. DC 20500 : 

I 
. ! 

Dear Mr. President: 

We commend the willingness of both you and the congresslonai leadership [0 negotiate a budget' 
package that is consistent with your agreement as specified. in HJ. Res. 122 .. 

As you begin these negotiations, the Executive Corqmiaee of the NaUonal Governors' Association has 

, adopted interim policy that recommends you ~pt a consumer price, index (CPI) that accurately 

reflects the real rate of inflation to United SWes ~tizens. An index that neither overestimates Dr 

underestimares inflation is important nOl only to federal spending. but also for state spending on many 

programs.' As aD illustration, a 0.5 ,percent adjus~t in ,~ cpr ,could reduce the deficit by about 

$}40 billion while a 1.0 percent adjusunent could ~uce the deficit by ,as much as $280 billion over 
.. ' 

seven years. 

The deficit savings from such an adjustment should, be used to reduce the budget reductions in the 
following four areas: Medicaid, child care, the Eam~ Income Tax Credit (EITC). and Medicare. 

I .• 

I 

We look forward to working with you as you negoti~te a major deficit reduction package. 

Sincerely, 

....--II'.~.....,yJ:~~s I BJ.·~~• 

. Oovemor Bob Miller 

oyRomer 

.. ~J(~ 

Oo;ern(George V.Voinovich _. 

f!6A-) ~ 

Governor Howard Dean, M.D. 



Proposed Changes in Welfare Reform Pr.ovisions 

Child Care 11 f 
Option 1: Adopt child care provisions from o,alition plan, which consolidate child care 
assistance in a single program while maintaining the guarantee of assistance'to all 
individuals who need child care assistance to participate in a work program or to obtain 

· and keep a job while on welfare and in the fim year ¥ter leaving welfare. 
I 

Option 2. Increase mandatory child care funding under the block grant in the conference 
agreement by $1.5 billion o....-e:r seven years. The incrrase in funding in each year should 
be proportional to the work participation rate in the bill 

Funding for work program 

Option 1: Adopt capped entitlement for w~rkprogrm;ns in the Coalition pian providing 
$9 billion ove:r seven ye.ars to states to meet work reqhirements. 

, , 

Option 2: Increase funding for welfare block grant bY an amount relative to increases in 
work participation rates. ' 

Personsl Responsibility Contract 

, Adopt provision in Coalition plan requirin8 all welfaic beneficiaries sign an individual 
responsDility contract which requires them to take actions to move toward wotk and act 
in a responsible llJ.3IIrier and provide sanctions for ind,ividuals who violated their contract. 

Contingency fund 

Increase contingency fund levels to $1.4 billion over seven years for stateS with 
. unCUWloymcnt over 6.5% for three months. 

Maintens.nce of effort 

Require states to continue to spa"d at least 80010 of 1995 spendIDg levels on block grarit 
for seven years.. instead ofthe 75% maintenance of effot;t requirement for five years itt 
the conference agreement. . -:;, 

.. .". ,.. ;.: 

r 
. ,I 

, ! 
I 

. .,,:. ~".,.. 

. " .. ~ .. ,:, :.... ". 



Penormance Bonus 

Provide $1 billion over seven years for high perfoIlIl2nce states instead ofthe reduction in 
maintenance of effort prm-isions in the conference agreement. 

i 
I 
I 

Child Nutrition 

Restore half of child nutrition savings by elirnjnating-;ail provisions except means-testing 
of child and adult ~y care food prognrm. . ' 

. I 
·1 

Foster Care 

Remove foster care admjnistrative expenses from bloCk grant
I 

,I 

I 
I 

I ,.;:,. 
1 

.•',.....,: .'_ ,j .. ;: •. ~~J • "","" • • ,. \ 

~. "'. .. ," ':', ' .. ':, ".' 
I 

i 
I 
 " .~, 
 -

I· 
i .. " ~': ~ #. :-,> . . ' ••• 

::;. 
1 

'. 
.' 
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The Impact of Budget Proposals on Low Income Programs 
(Direct Spending Reductions and Authorization of Appropriations, Outlays In Billions) 

Seven Year Total 

Senate Conference 
Coalition 

Substitute 

President's 
Revised 
BUdget 

Low Income Programs: 

AFDC 

Child Care 

Child Protection 

Child Support 

TltIeXX 

Food Stamps 


Immigrants 
Other 

Child Nl!trition 

Immigrants 

Other 


~_. ___ SSI 
Immigrants 
Disebled Children 
DA&A . 
Appropriation 

EITC 
Child Cere Tax Credit 
Taxation of Benefits 
Other (2) 

Medicaid Savings 

SSI 

Immigrants 

Other 


- Total Low Income Programs (without Medicaid) 

Total Low Income Programs (with Medicaid) 

Total without EITC or Medicaid 

-8.1 -5.8 
0.7 0.7 

0 -2.3 (1) 
-2.3 -0.5 
-3.3 -3.3 

-21.7 -28.0 
-1.0 --4.7 

-20.7 -23.3 
- -2.3 -5.7 

0 -0.5 
-2.3 -5.2 

-.-.-~ ";.28:8' --~32.5 

-15.9 	 -15.8 
-9.7 -14.2 
-3.1 -2.5 

0 0.7 
--43.2 -32.4 

0 0 
0 0 

-0.7 0 

-5.2 -5.2 
-0.7 -0.7 
--4.2 --4.2 
-0.3 -0.3 

-109.7 -109.1 

-114.8 -114.2 

-66.5 -76.7 

-0.6 
2.6 
0.1 
1.3 

(See CNIcI c..) 

-14.9 
-0.5 

-14.4 
-2.4 

0 
-2.4 

-17.7 
-4.1 
-9.7 
-5.6 
1.7 

-1.5 
-5.7 
--4.6 . 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

-1.9 
-19.0 

NA 
NA 

-3.7 
NA 
NA 

~18.5 
-11.0 

-4.1 
-3.4 

0 
-2.9 

0 
0 
0 

----. 

1.0 
-1.6 
-0.1 
2.7 

0 
0 
0 
0 

--43.4 --46.0 

--42;4 --46.0 

--41.9 --43.1 

NOIea: Senate. Confarance. and CoeIllJon SublItiMe columna are baaed on COlt ellimate. from the CongreaJcnel8udget Office. PntIldentalluclgat 
column is baaed on OMS bal~.~. differences in acorIng would not WIT'f aignifocanlly in Iheae pn:lgI'1Im areaa. For example. the $19.0 IIiIIIon 
f!\lure lot Food Stamps under the PreeIdanI'e RevIsacI Budget Is baaed on CeO acorIng. This analysle modlftee the ceo COlt ea1imatea by c:omICIInQ • tadncaI etrOf 

under child protection and by enumlnQ CCDBG will be I'88IIIhorizecI through 2002 in Ihe child care eatimate. Eatimatea do not Include 1lIIY IIIVInga from • IIIchnlcaI 
adjUltment 10 the CPt. 

(1 ) Under the OMS baseline. thi. number II $3.9 binion. Other numbers would WIT'f as well. 

(2) "Other" provlalona In the Senate bill Include those to reduce Federal govemmenI posltlonl. change. to the proIedian of baltared individuaill end IIdoptJon 8lIJI8I'IMI 
programs. and mlscellaneoua. 
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. . 

Recommended Proposal for the In~ome Assistance Programs 
. , 

,
! . 

The recommendation is $ 41.5 to $43.0 billion in savings I over seven years ($35.1b in spend.ing 
and $6.4 to $7.9 in taxes, including the EIrC.) This is1about the level of the Administration's 
proposal and $4.5 to $7b below the Coalition. Key' cO~ponents are as follows: . . 	 . 

• 	 Food Stamps -- Recommended the Administration's policy, which $4.0b deeper in cuts 
than the Coalition proposal. Includes increases :for the Puerto Rico Nutrition Assistance 
Program at the CBO baseline .. -$19b ... 

) 

• 	 Child Nutrition -- Recommended the Administration's policy, which is $0.9 billion 
. - - I 	 • 

deeper in cuts than the Coalition proposal. -$3.~b. 	 . 
, 	 , 

• 	 SS! Kids -- Recommended the Coalition plan with modifications. New eligibility for SSI 
children begins as soon as possible for new bembficiaries. For children no"!N on the rolls, a 
one year transition period woUld be, granted with reviews beginning in 1997, to be ' 

, completed by'1998. 	, . . . . . 
SSI Adults .- Recommended the Coalition plan ~>n eligibility restrictions for drug addicts and 
alcoholics. Coalition reductions in the unearned: income exclusion is dropped. Coalition 
provisions on reapplication for benefits is modified; the new proposal increases Continuing 
Disability Reviews for 88! (savings not yet calc¥atedor included in budget estimates) -$9.Sb 

• 	 i 

• 	 Social Services Block Grant .. Recommended the Coalition plan. ~ ·$1.9 . 
. I 	 , 

• 	 AFDC/JOBS/Child Care _. Recommended $0.5b above the Coalition plan, witbstructural 
modifications. AFDC cash benefits retained. No changes in child protection programs . 

. Increases provided for child care, with welfare reCipients moving to work recei ....'ing child care 
and no sanctions if child care is not av~lable. Consolidation ofEmergency Assistance and 
WORK funding. +$3.7b. ! 

, 	 I 

• 	 Immigrants -- Recommended the Coalition plan. : -$S.Ob. 

• 	 EITC -- Recommended the Coalition plan. -$2.4~. 
, 

• 	 Other Tax Provisions - Recommended the Coali#on proposal on modifying the Dependent 
Care Tax Credit (DCrC)., Dropped tax.on welfare benefits, but tax on SS! still undecided: 
(-$4.0 DCTC only. Up to -$55 ifS81 is taxed.) , 

.. 
," 

1 These estimates are based on old CBO assumptions. 
. 
N~ 

! 
estimates not yet available. 

I 
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SAVINGS IN LOW INCOME AREAS IN ADMINISTRATION BILL, HOUSE COALITION, 

SENATE DEMOCRA TJC WELFARE PLAN, AND PRELIMINARY PROPOSAL 


Administration 
Bill 

House Coalition 
Plan 

Senate 
Democratic 
Welfare Bill 

Preliminary 
Proposal 

. '. I 7-year savings, OMB I: 7-year. CBO, 10/25 I 7.ytar,'CBO,819 I Pro;, 7.)'1 CBO' 
..............................................................................·.. ·.. ··· ......·.. ·....····.. ·_..·..·....·....1.... ·........··· .. ··· ......·.. ·....·.. ·.... ··· .. ·1· ..·.. ·....·.... ····...... ········....·.. ··· .. ·, ..·.... ·.... ··· ..;........·.... ···..·..·.. _·_·..t ....·········· ..··· ..·.... ····· ....·.......... 

Food Stamps .............. '.... , ........ 1 $-19.0! $-IS.1 I. $-16.6 i $-19.0 
._.,' .............a .••••• a .••••••• , ............_••••••_......._••••_•..• _•• ' '.0-' ._................... ~••~.._. ' ••_.....~._••_.... '":! ••..._. _•..•_...._._...•_._..••_..•._.._...•_...or ......_.......................... _, .......... '..... 'I"~ e........ e" .a..... _.a, .a.a._ ........ -•••• _.__•",............. _ ............_ ........... _. 0........... ~ 

ChildNutrition ............ : .. . .. .. . ... ! . $-3.7 I' $-2.4 I . ". $-2.4 t $-3.4 

:.:~ ..... :::.~ .. :~:::: ..:.::.~:::.:::.:.:.::.:.:~~~:~:~·:·:!~!;i~-.~;;~-.!;;~~..~;;:~~I~~:~.:.·:.:~:::~~:.:~~~}~i~~:~:l:~::.::.~::.·:.~.:.·~:~:ii:;:~::::::.].·::::·: ·::·::·::~·~.:·:~.::~.~.~.~;.?:.::.::I:·:::::::·::·::~::.::.:::~;~~~~.::::: 
. ~ i i 

SSI.. .. .. . .. . . . . ..... .. ............ ! $-7.5 i 0$-14.5! $-9.8 . $-9.5 
_.-_...........................................-........................:................................................{ ..................................~ ........... -I- .................. ......._.. _...:........ j....._......................-......................... M ....................................... .. 

Social Service Block Grant". ............... ! . $-1.9 i $-1.9 I . --- $-1.9 
··· ..~~~/;;~·~~~·i~~·~·~·~~~~;~ldr.;~~~~~~~·~;:;~~~..·l·............................:$~:.~..~....~ ·:··~~··· .. ··· ..~·· ......;ii:;.. ·:···l·····.. ~....·~·=~.. ·;$;~·:~~~··~~I··""·~"·"···~"~~~~$;".·;~····· .. 
.....,..,........ "'..........."........................ _............-........-·..·····......·..:....·..·......·....·..-··r..··;··=·~;·· .. =-·....··.. ·............................:.............................j.................................·· ..·....·....··..1··......·....·..·....···_·..·..·...._-

,.. !tnt~ig!.~~I~··:·:·:·:·:·:·~·~~~~l.:~~t;~~~~;;~~~~;~~,+......:..... $~;::~"'·I·'···'········'···'$:;;:;···j"'··· ············$:;;::·1·················....,s:~~:;.,·· 
...-... --.................................................................................................................-r......... ................. ..... ..... ........... .......................................-.....1"..:.............................................. ·1 .................................................. 

Earned Income Tax Credit ................ ! $-2.9 $-2.4 ! --- $-2.4 
0"' _ .... __ ._... 0"."........ " ......... _.", _ •••• _. n, _ ............... __ ••••••• 0 .........._ ••• o•• _." .~••_ ••••_ ••• ,_._ ......., .~, ....., •••• : 0 •••• 0 ••• 0 •••• ~......... _ ••••~. o•••••••• _ ••••••••••• _ ..........._ ........._ .....~ _~_.........._._•••••••••_ ... _ ••• ~•••• "••_ ••••_ ......_ ••• 0 ......... 0 •• _ ••••••~••• wo ... '"' _. _ .........'" 

OtherTaxProvisions .................... 1 --- .. $-10.3, I .' --- '1 $-4.0 to $-5.5 
... _ . __ ._ ....................................... _ .......................................... '_" .......................... i. ............ ......... ............ ........ ...... __._ ........ _........................ _ ........................................................ , .... _ ....................................... .. 

Total, Tax Provisions I $-2.9 $-12.7 ! ----! $-6.4 to $-7.9 

II-I~'~'---------'-~~:;AL' $-41.8 . $-4;;-r&'~-"--'''W7; i $-~1.5tO$-43.0 

, 
'0 

'II 

·trJ 
0 

.. "1 

CD 
I 

(D 
(11 

lSI 
(D 

lli 
~ 

'11 
;0 
0 
:3: 

0 
:3: 
ID 

o 

I Using old CBO technical and economics. New estimates not yet available. 	 'tI 
}:I 
rJ

December 17, 1995 trJ 

,c.J 

c.J 



. r KEY ITEMS TO DISCUSS ON WELFARE REFORM 

I 
:, 

(1) Overall savings target: The Administration plan saves about $42B ($39B in spending and 
$3B in EITC). The House Coalition (HC) plan saves l3:bout $48B using old economic 
assumptions ($35B in'spending and about $13B in EITjC and other revenues). The Senate 
Democratic (SD) welfare bill saves about $21B in spending. The big question is this: what is our 
target? Ifit's about $48B (using old assumptions, and about $44B using new assumptions), then 
anything that comes out ofthe.HC plan will need offsets. 

I 
(2) Two key revenue differences: (a) The HC plan includes AFDC, Food Stamps and SSI in 
taxable income, raising $6B. There are significant implementation issues on taxing food stamps 
and AFDC. (b) The HC plan makes the Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable for low income 
workers ahd reduces it for higher income workers, raisipg $4B. What do we do about these two 
proposals? I 

(3) Child care: The biggest dollar difference between t~e HC and SD welfare bills relates to 
, child care. The SD bill adds about $8 to $9B above current services for child care, the HC bill, 

about $2 to $3B. The Administration is closer to the HD levels.. How much child care? 

(4) SSI changes: The HC plan saves about $4B by requ~ring disabled adults to reapply every 3 
years and by reducing the unearned income exclusion from $20 to $15. These provisions are not 
in the SD or Administration plan. . : . 

, 
(5) Other differences: On the spending side, there are nbt big differences between the 
Administration plan and the HC plan (in aggregate or by area). The SD plan saves considerably 
less. Differences worth discussing are the following: : 

• 	 Title XX- The Administration and the HC's saVe $2B by cutting Title XX by 10%. The 
SD's didn't touch Title XX. The Reconciliation bill cuts 20% .. On Friday, the 
Republicans proposed to accept the Administration's cut. 

I, 
• 	 Child Nutrition- The Administration saves $3.7.8. Plan is similar to HC and SD but 

I 

Administration has a few more cuts. On Friday, the Republicans proposed to accept the 
Administration's savings number. Both HC and~ SD plans cut $1.3B less. 

I 

• 	 Immigrants- The SD plan cuts almost $3B deeper than the HC plan. The Administration 
savings figure is closer to the Senate, but this appears to be primarily the, difference 
·between CBO and OMB scoring; by CBO scoring, the Administration bill's savings is 
closer to the HC proposal. All three proposals deem until citizenship with different 
exclusions. The Administration plan excludes tliose with sponsors below median income, 
the HC plan excludes those over 'age 75. The SD plan provides neither exemption: 

December 17, 1995 
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• 	 Food Stamps- The Administration saves $3-4B , more than the Democratic proposals, 
1primarily in the standard deduction. I. . . . . 

• 	 Medicaid- The Congressional proposals provide transitional Medicaid at a cost of $2B, 
" 	 I " 

, the Administration does not. 	 j, 

• 	 SSI Kids,:, The HC plan saves about $7B by changing eligibility prospectively and 
retroactively. There is some confusion over the implementation date ofkids currently on 
the rolls. The Administration bill only saves $4;B, since all the kids now on the rolls are 
grand fathered. : ' , I 

• 	 EITC- The HC plan counts capital gains as income toward the $2,350 eligibility limit, 
,I 	 , 

" saving about $1B. The Administration bill does not. 

i' 

December 17. 1995 
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KEY ITEMSrO DISCUSS ON WELFARE REFORM 

Overall Savings Target: -$41.8 billion total 

Welfare Related: -$39 b including Medicaid 
(-$36b excluding Medicaid) 

Tax Provisions: -$3 EITC 

SSI Adults (non-DAA): 

No Provision. 

Title XX: 
Cut Title XX by 10%. (-$1.9b) 

Welfare Related: -$37 b including Medicaid 
(~$36 b excluding Medicaid) 

Tax Provisions: -$13 EITC and other Revenues 

-$21.6 billion total 

·Welfare Related: -$21.6 b including Medicaid 
. (-$25.3 b excluding M~icaid) 

"Fax Provisions: $ OElTC 

SSI Adults (non-DAA): ~ SSI Adults (non-DAA): 
Requires many disabled adults to reapply every 3 years. 
and reduces the unearned income exclusion from $20 to i No provision 
$15. (-$3.7b) 

Title XX: Title XX: 
Cut Title XX by 10%. (-$1.9b) No Provision. 

Non-EITC Revenue: 

No Provision 

Child Care: 

No~-EITC Revenl)e: 
Includes AFDC,Food Stamps and SSI ih taxable 

income. (-$6b) 

Makes the DCTC refundable,. while reducing its cost. 

(-$4 b) 


Child Care: "- - -~, -, ~- .-
+$3 b in AFDC related child care (open ended) 
At-Risk Program made discretionary. 

Non-EITC Revenue: 

No provision 

child car~ (capped) 
Main difference from the Coalition is the child care 
program structure. See additional paper. 

G:IRECONC96\TRACKJNG\COMPARBSIDXSIDX.WPD 
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Reduces Child Nutrition spending without threatening 
the nutritional safety net. 
(-$3.7b) 

Cuts in Child Nutrition similar but not as deep as those 
in the Administration plan. (-$2.4b) 

Nutrition similar but not as deep as those in 
the Administration plan. (-$2.4b) 

Immigrants: 
Makes sponsors of immigrants more responsible for 
those they bring in the country. Deeming until 
Citizenship with main exemption: immigrants whose 
sponsor's income is below the medi,an (-$6.7b) 

Immigrants: 
Similar to the Administration. Main Difference is 
exemptions: immigrants who have worked and those . 
over,age 75. (-$5b CBO) 

Immigrants: 
Similar to the Administration. Main Difference is 
exemptions: those immigrants who have worked. No 
exemption for those ove05. (-$7.7b) 

Food Stamps: 
Reduces Food Stamps spending without threatening 
the nutritional safety net. 
(-$19b)" 

Food Stamps: 
Cuts in Food Stamps similar to those in the 
Administration plan. Main difference: treatment of the 
standard d.eduction (-$15.1b). 

Food Stamps: 
Cuts in Food Stamps similar to those in the 
Administration plan. Main difference: treatment of the 
standard deduction (-$ I 6.6b) 

Medicaid: 
No provision 

Medicaid: 
Provide transitional Medicaid. (-$2b) 

Medicaid: 
Provide transitional Medicaid. (-$2b) 

SSI Kids: 
Reforms SSI without cutting off assistance to children 
currently receiving help or reducing assistance to 
severely disabled children. (-$4.lb) 

SSI Kids: 
Similar to Administration, except limits eligibility for 
current recipients as well as future applicants. (-$ 8b) 
Some confusion over the date of implementation for· 
future applicants vs. current recipients. 

SSI Kids: 
Same as Coalition. (-$8b) 

EITC: 
Strengthens EITC compliance provisions and makes 
undocumented and temporary aliens ineligible (-$3 
billion in tax savings) 

EITC: 
Includes the Administration's EITC provision and one 
other small change. (-$1.6b) . 
Counts capital gains as income toward the $2,350 
eligibility limit. (-$.8b) 

EITC: 

No Provision: 

G:IRECONC96ITRACKINGICOMPAREISIDXSIDX.WPD 
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SA VINGS IN LOW INCOME AREAS IN ADMINISTRATION BILL, HOUSE 

COALITION, AND SENATE DEMOCRATIC WELFARE PLAN 


Administration 
Bill 

House Coalition 
Plan 

Senate 
Democratic 
Welfare Bill 

, 7-year savings, OMB 7-year, CBO, 10/25 7-year, CBO, 8/9 

Food Stamps. . . ...... . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . $-19.0 $-15.1 $-16.6 
. . 

Child Nutrition. . . . .. .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $-3.7 $-2.4· $-2.4 

Total-- Food Programs $-22:7 $-17.5 $-19.0 

SSI. .............................. ,. $-7.5. $-14.5 $-9.8 

II._.SociaISerVice,Block Grant ..-.-.- ..-.'. '.--... ,..... -  --$-1:9 i~ --. $ ...-1:9-

AFDC/JOBS/Child Care/Child Protection/CSE $0.0 +$3.2 +$14.9 

Immigrants. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . '$-6.8 $-5.0 . $-7.7 

Earned Income Tax Credit. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . $-2.9$-2.4 

Other Low Income Tax Provisions. . . . . . . . . ----. $-10.3 . ---

TOTAL $-41.8 _ . $-48.4 $-21.6 

A~'- ~J 
Y"Z-~l(.,..1 'b...."I:. 

\l~/QC 

c... Ce-r-t- . 
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE June Eo· O'Neill 
U.s. CONGRESS Director 
WASHINGTON. nc. 20515 . : 

Deceinber 13,1~9S 
. 1 

Honorable Pete V. Domenici 

Chairman 

~ommittee on the Budget I. 


United States Senate 
I 
I 

I 

Washington, D.C. 20510 . ; 
I 

i· 

. Dear'Mr. Chainnan: 
! 
i 

At your request, the Congressional Budget ·Office (CSO) has prepared the enclosed, 
preliminary analysis ofthe Administration's budgemrj, proposals using our updated economic 
and teclmical estimating assumptions. In the time ayailable, CSO staffhave not been able' 
to complete a thorough evaluation ofevery element.ofthe Administration's plan. Although 
the estimates would likely change if the proposals w~e subject to further review, we believe 
that llu:y provide a g09d approximation ~fthe budgei,ary effects ofthe Administration's plan. 

0: .. 1 . , 

Sincerely,i . 

~E.~ 
e E. OiNeill· 

cc: Honorable J. James Exon ., 


Ranking 1-1inority Member 
! . 


Honorable John R. Kasich 
I . 


Chainnan ,. I 
I 


House Committee on the Budget 

Honorable Martin·Olav Sabo 

Ranking Minority Member 

House Committee on the Budget 


i 
I 

'. 1 
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
I,

I ,!If
. 
; 

. PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF .. 
THE ADMINISTRATION'S BUDGETARY PROPOSALS 

I 

~cember 13, 1995 

, The Congression8I Budget Office (CBO) has, prePared a preliminary' analysis of the 
Administration's December budgetaIy proposaJs,the Balanced,Budget Act of199S for 
Economic Growth and Faimess. The analysis employs CBO's updated economic and 
techniCal estimating assumptions~ which include the economic effects of balancing the ' 
federal budget by 2002. It is based on draft legislative language, where available, or on other 
deScriptive material provided to CBO by the Office orl\1anagem~ and Budget (OMB). The 
estimate assmnes that ,the proposals would be enacti:d by Febrwuy 1, 1996. In the time 
available, staffofCBOand tfte Joint Committee on Taxation have not been able to complete 
a thorough analysis ofevery element of the Administration's plan. ' Although the estimates 

,would likely change if the proposals were subject tci further review, they provide a good 
approximation of the budgetary effects ofthe Administration's plan. 

, U~derCBO's December asswnptions~ thc Adm~nistration's proposals would result in 
deficits of$148 billion in 1996, $162 billion in 1997, and $115 billion in 2002 (see Table 
I). These figures, however, include the full fiscal divi~end from balancing the budget, even ' 
though CBO estimates ibat the Administ(ation's pIan ~Quld fall short of thatgoal. ,Over the 
1996~2002 period, the Administration's proposals would reduce the projected deficit by a 
total of$385 billion compared to CBO's December bas¢line. In contrast, the Administration 
esti'mates that its proposals would save a total of $500 biUion over seven years and produce 

1

a small swplus in 2002. ' 	 'i,,'. ' 
, .", J . ' 

,", ",." ". J ' 

, 'CBO's estimate of the cumulative savings fro~ithe Administration's proposals is less 
than OMB's estimate by $115 billion (see Table 2). The major differences are as follows: 

o $27 billion less savings in Medicare. In ~ost instan'ces, CBO finds that the 
Administration's Medicare proposals would save less or cost more ~ the 
,Administration has' estimated. ' 

• 	 I 

i' 

o 	 $17 billion less savings in Medicaid. The Administration's proposal directs the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services to: achieve $54 billion in savings from 

" Medicaid. 	CBO estimates that $37 billion ofthis amount would come from reducing 
disproportionate share payments. CBO believ~s that Administration's proposal does 
not adequately specify how the additional savings woUld be achieved. 

, .' '" 
I ' 

t 
,I 

! 
I 

I 

I 
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. . 	 .... 

o 	 $10 billion less s~vings'in ~etionaty appropriations. CBO has not rees!iJnated the 
level ofdiscretiOll81)'01¢ays proposed by the AdJninistration.However, since CBO's 
baseline for discretionary appropriations is lower than OMS's because of slightly 
lower inflation,. .CBO's estimate of the savings from 'limiting discretionary 
appropriations is correspon~yJess.. 

. " ' 	 '" I' . 

o 	 $9 billion more in net tax reductions. The Joint;Committee onTaxation estimates that 
the Administration's proposal to expandIndivi~ua1 Retirement Accounts would cost 
$6 billion more than estimated by the Administration.· . 

,I 
. i 

.0 $8 billion less savings from auctioning the )analog television spectrum. CBOts 
'. estimate of lower receipts reflects an assumption that as more spectrum is made 

.available th~ough auctions, the average price paid·will declfue.·· 

o 	 . $7 billioriJess savings from imposing a one-t~e special assessment on memlJers of . 
the Savmgs Association InsUrance Fund (SAIF). CBO assumes that SAIF would be 
recapitalized by late 2001 and that'the proPQsed special assesSment would largely . 

. represent an acceleration·ofannual premium payments by thrifts. 	 ' 
. . I 	 . . 

o 	 $4 billion less savings from poverty program~. Most of the diff~ence involves the 
provisions ~ting benefits to legal aliens. .1 . 

o 	. $7 billion less savings from remaining mandatory programs, inCluding lower savings 
for agriculture and energy privatization proposals. . 
.' .. . , , . . 	 ~ 

. .... .' . . ... ,j . . . \ .. .' . 
In 2002, CBOts estimate of the deficit under th,e Administrationts plan exceed.'i the 
Administration's estimate by $117 billion. Of this difference, $78 billion reflects CBO's 
higher baseline deficit, and $39 billion reflects lower, estimated savings from the proposals.. 

The Balanced Budget Act of 1995, cleared by the Congress on November 20 and 

vetoed by the President on December 6,. proVides an alternative approach to reducing the 

federal deficit. CBO estimates that if the Balanced Budget Act had been enacted by 

November 15, it would have reduced the budget deficit by a total of $750 billion over the 


.	next seven years and would have produced a swplus'ofS3 billion in 2002..Over the 1996- . 
2002 period, the Balanced Budget Act wou1d reduce the deficit by $365 billion more than 
the Administration's proposal (see Table 3). ' 

2 

i 

I 
I 
'I . 
j 

j 
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TABLE 1.··· .	PRELIMINARY CBOESTIMATE' OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S DECEMBER' 
BUDGETARY PROPOSALS 
(By fiscalyaar, in billions of dollars) . : ' " 

. "'[ 
I. Totaf, 

'1996 . 19971998; 1999 2000 2001 2002 1996-2Q02 

Adjusted Coo'Basellne Deficit 

Proposed Changes 

. 
Discretionary Spendirig 

MecflCare 


, Medicaid 
Poveltf Programs 

Other Mandatory Spending 

Revenues& 

OebtSeMce 


Total Changes 

Deficit Under Administration's Proposal 
as Estimated by ceo 

173 

.18 
·1 
.~ 

·1 
-6 
2 

-=l 

-2tS 

148 

183' 

·18 
·3 
·3 
-5 
2 
8 

-=.2 

-21 

'162 

185 , 
I 
I
I . 

, 
-20 \ 
-'6 1 

-5
-6 '. 

' .. 2; 
8 J ' 
-3: 

I 
·30 . 

" ' 

. 155 i 
! . 

197 206 

-32 , . -37 
.;.12 .19 
..a ..a 
·7 -7 
2 a 

10 16 
·5 -=:§. 

~,-49 

148 145 

213 

-51 
·24 
·1 
-7 
1 

18 
...:1! 

..a3 

130 

231 

-67 
·31 
~ 
..s 
-5 
19 

.18 

-'16 

·115 

1,388 

·240 
·97 

,·37 
-41 
-4 
81 
~ 

-385 

1.002' 

SOURCES: Congressional Budgel ontce, Joint CommJtteeon TUauon. 
, 

B. Less than S5CX) million. 	 I. 

b. Revenue deenlllsoS are &hown withll positive sign because tiler Increa~ the deficit. 

1 
.l· 

! 



TABLE 2. 'COMPARISON OF CBO AND ADMINISTRATION ESTIMATES OF 
ADMINISTRATION'S DECEMBER BUDG~ARY PROPOSALS 
(Cumulative totats for 1996-2002, in ,billions of dollars) , 

. I . 

AdministnNon ceo 
" Estimate Estirnite Difference 

Proposed Changes 

Discretionary Spendiog 
Medicare ' 

Medicaid 

Poverty Programs. 

Other Manaatory Spending 
Revenues 
DebtSel'llfc8 

Total Changes 
" 

Deficit under 
Adminl$tration's Proposal , 

1.198 

-250 
·124 
·54 
-45 
·27 
72 
~ 

-500, 

69B 

1,388 

-240i 
I -97 

-37 
, -41 

-4 
81 

-46! 
.385 

,1,002 

189 

10' 
27 
17 

4 
22 

26 " 

115 

304 

SOURces: Ot't1ce ofManagement lind Budget. cQ,gnJSsionaJ Budglit OffICe. Joint Committee 01'1 TaxatlOl'l. 

I 
. I 

i 
! 

I ' 
'I 

I 
i 
! ' 

.'/~ '1 
I 

.1 

" 



" 

, 	 . . 

TABLE 3. 	 COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATION'siPROPOSAL AND THE CONFERENCE 
AGREEMENT ON THE BALANCED BUDGET ACT 
(Cumulative totals for 1996-2002, inbillio",s of donars) 

Conference' , Administration . Difference " 
. i" , 

Proposed Changes 

Discretionary SpendlrJg 
Med'K:are 
Medicaid 
Poverty Programs 
Other Mandatory Spending 

'Revonuea . 
, OebtSeNice 

,TotBI Changes 

" -4Oa ' 
-228 
·133 

-t47 
::35 
218 
:§Q 

-750 

-240 
-97 
~37 
-41 

, '-4 
B1 
'~ 

.-385. 

168 
129 
96 
46 
31 

~137 

M 
365 

SOURCES: CorlQrBS&ionai Budget Omce. Jornt ColT\lTllftee Oll TloXllItion. 

NOTE: ' 	 CBO's estlmalas of the budgetary effects of the BalanC8d Budget Act lint,Dlustra~ because the legislation WIIS not enacted by , 
the NO'oI9I'rlber 15, 1 ;95, date 8eaumed by Its draftel'lJ. Leglslatlve modlflC8tions required to renac:l 8 tater enactinant date would 
delllflTllne the actual budgetary effects of the bill. ! 

I, 

l' 
I 

I , ' 

,i 


