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Welfare Reform Finaﬁ_&iﬁg Op_tion‘s'

17-May-94  Possible. =

T(‘)lta,lz. Finér{cing Options

: 7 6/'?-’/9.4‘1‘4:4; | : ' | o Offset Table * @tcome

Summary: - |

A P'rogia@ s;wings_ T 6.3 . 59
B.I Enforceéjgnt Savings : | -. : '0.2.9 , 0.2?.
C %Ex.tend Exb.iriri‘g Provisions - _I | L - ' 201 i .1.82.

*  This column represents the numbers shared with the President in 3 memo from the Director,
sent on May 17, 1994. o T
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‘Welfare I{éfoxjm Financing Options .

17-May-94 . Possible ‘

6/7/941441 - . OffsetTable* Qutcome

A, Program Savings

LjnﬁtEmérgencyAséiséanoe S Co. 189 160

- Enforcement Sabing‘s

Limit SSI Medlca:d and AFDC Ass1stance to
some PRUCOLs and Col 1: Make Current 5 Year,

$51 Deeming Rules 10 Years and Permanent.

Extend 10 Year Deeming to AFDC and Food

- Stamps. Col 2: Make Current 5 Year Deenung

Permanent and Limit Ehglblhty thereafterto

+ Aliens Whose Sponsor s Income Falls Below

Median Famlly Income, . L 264, _3‘50'

Income Test Meal Relmbursements 10 Farml y

; DayCareHomes' : o S 052 - 052,

Graduated Interest Rates for Early Redemphon

ofSavmgsBonds . S b.30 - -'_"0.00

Time Lirnit SSI Benefits for Drug and Alcohot 1 : -
Adchcted Recipicnts . S 1591y 0.34 1/

Sub!om!_

EITC: . - ‘ . L - _

Deny to Non-Resident Aliens ' L s 013 - 013
Require Reporting for DOD Personf!el' o . 016 - 016 L
Subtotal

1/ The figure in Col. 1 isa staff estimate of CBP scoring OMB adopted CBO

scoring of the DAA proposal in-the memo to the President. The figure in Col. 2

-is OMB scoring of the leglslahon to be enacted w1th our support
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~ Welfare Reform 'lﬁina'h_cing Options

: . . : . 17-May-94 . Possible -
6/7/9414:41 . - - Offset Table *  Outcome

C. Extend Expiring Provisions;* -

e

* Hold Constant the Portion of Food Stamp
' Overpayment Recovenes that States May

‘Keep. oo _ : 0050 005 - e
-»  Fees for Passenger Processmg and other Customs : L

Services (savings in second Syears) ' 000 000
"« Extend Railroad Safety User Fees 01 . 016

.- ExtéﬁdCorpbfate Environmental Income . A . .
(Superfund) Tax and (Net of 20% corporate = . o .
income tax offset and Orphan Shares). " 1.79 1.60 1/

- Su’btot&l

Total: Financing Options -
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Welfare Reform Fiﬁancing Opﬁon‘s \

. 5‘ :f s - . B-]]- E D ]]
L : B o e 17-May-94 Possible -z
6/7/9414:41 - ' Offset Table ™  Qutcome

Tort:al: Financing Options

_llO'pn'_ons to Fil! thebap ._ | ' s ' ”‘
. .:.Incrgl*lase the émérgency Assj;tance Savings S ) _ 0.2§ N
. SupportaTqugher Policy o:n DAA. . - .- ) o
. 'lP.rqpose Other SSI Re%orms (e.g. Zebley c:hilare_r.\) | -' o ?
. | Propose a To'i:ghe.r \}érSi;)n of the Alien Deeming | ' 7 -l’0-4-0.' |

~» Reduce the Costs of the Program

- Subtotal

PRELIMINARY -
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‘,begun clalmlnq for serv1ces under EA.

\. .
-

Emergency Assistance

“option 1: 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 that have been speriding heavily on EA in and

before 1994 with the potentlal claims of states who have not yet

e

- Total cost in 1925: $418 mllllon

Five year savingé'from OMB baséline: $1;9ebiili0p_
Five states (Iowé, Maine, New. Jersey, New York, éklahoma) are
capped at in 1995 at less than thelr 1991 1ncurred expenditures.

Thlrty two states are capped 1n 1995 ‘at less than themr 1994
requested expendltures. . < S

Twelve states LConnectlcut, DC, Indiaﬁa, Massachusetts, Nevada,
New Jersey, New York, North Dakota,; Rhode Island, South Dakota,
Tennessee and Wyomlng)-have caps that decline between 1995 and

1999.

‘option 2: Basic Allocatlan from 1995 Level of $491 m11110n with
Heold Harmless to 1991 Incurred Levels .

Ratlonale: $501 mllllon is equal to 1994 requested expendltures.

‘adjusted for inflation plus the funds necessary to hold states

harmless at their 1991 incurred level. -Although this number is
considerably lower than what we expect the stateés.to claim for -’
1994 (perhaps $544 million), with this level we can 'still argue. -
that we are slowing the growth of the program rather than cutting '
it. 1In addltlon, this option protects those who made early
expendltures in EA. :

Total cost in 1995..$501 miliion”

'Flve year savings’ from the OMB basellne. $1. 4-b111i¢n

No states are capped in 1995 at less than thelr 1991 1ncurred
expendltures. :

Eleven states (Connecticut, DC, . Indiana, Massachusetts, Nevada, -
New Jersey, North. Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Tennessee,
Wyoming) are capped in 1995 at less then their 1994 requested
expenditures, but by very small amounts. (1n noe case more than |
5%) ' : -

. These same eleven states have caps that decllne between 1995 and

1999.



[/\'/Q\f.-* ﬁ?‘“""'_'mj' '
" DRAFT 6/4/94
= EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE: 'ALTERNATIVE CAPS B

‘All formulatlons assume the follow1ng base levels-:

1991 total lncurred expendltures {claimed for 1991 in 1991,
1992 and 1993): $281 mllllon

i993.tota1 61a1medrexpend1tures (claimed in 1993 for 1991,
1992 and 1993): $395 million L

1994 total requested expendltures (requested 1n 1994 for
1992 1993 and 1994) $476 mllllon ' .

1995 progected incurred expendltures (estlmated to be
.clalmed for 1995 in 1995, 1996 and 1997) $644 million"

" In all cases, the amount of the cap is assumed to be a cap on

‘ expendltures for the given year, which can be claimed 1n,that
year or in the subsequent two years. 'In'calculatlng savings,

. deferred clalmlnq is assumed to be equal to retrocactive claiming.:

The ba51c allocatlon formula 1s a combination of

Component 1: ‘allocation among - states proportlonal to their
requested expendltures in 1994 and

: Component 2. allocatlon aang states proportlonal to thelr
total AFDC spendlng 1n the previous year. :

‘The welghtlng of the components shlfts over time, with
increasingly more weight. being given. to Compunent 2, the.
component that is independent of the creat1v1ty and tlmlng
of state claiming. The components are weighted as follows:

19985: - 90 percent by Coﬁponent l:'lo'percent by
~ Component 2 ) S o

1996: 30 percent by Component 1; 20 percent by
Component 2 . . o o

1999::'50'percent by Component 1; 50 percent by -
Component 2 - S ‘ o N

.- wou

"20Q4: 100 perpéqteby Component-éL



opfion 1: Basic Allocation from 1995 Level of $418 million

Rationale: A level of $418 million eguals 1993 expenditures
inflated to 1995. The basic allocation formula balances the
need to protect states that have been 'spending heavily on EA
~ . in-and before 1994 with the potentlal claims of. states who
‘have not yet begun clalmlng for serVLCes under EA. : o

Total costlln 1995. $418 mllllon

Five vear savings from OMB basellne' $1.9 billion

Flve states (Iowa, Maihe, New Jersey, New York and Oklahoma)
are capped in 1995 at less than thelr 1991 incurred

expendltures.

‘Thirty-two states are capped 1n 1995 at less than thelr 1994
reguested expenditures. .

Twelve states (Connectlcut, DC, Indiana, Massachusetts,
Nevada, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Tennessee and Wyomlng) ~have caps that decline
between 1995 to 1999. . - : o

0pt10n 2: oOption 1 with Hold Harmless to 1991 Incurred Levels

Raticnale: The hold-~harmless to 1991 protects those states
who made early expenditures under the EA program for
homeless and to a lesser extent child welfare services.
Settlng the hold harmless level at 1991 prevents_gamlng,
since the w1ndow in whlch 1991 clalms can be submltted is
closed , :

.Total cogt in 1995: $454 million

Five year savings ffom 6MB baseline" $1 6 bllllon

-"No states are capped in 1995 at less than thelr 1991
incurred expenditures. : ,

' Thlrty—one states are capped in 1995 at less than their 1994
reguested expendltures. : . )

" Ten states (the states with declines under - Option 1, ﬁith
the exception of New Jersey and New York) have caps that
.degline between 1995 to 1999 ' :

Option 3:'-Basic«hllocatioh from 1995'Leve1 of $491 million

" Rationale: $491 is equal to 1994 requested expendltures
adjusted for 1nflat10n Although thls number is

2,


http:inflated.to

considerably lower that what we expect the states to claim
for 1994 (expected to be $544 mllllon), with this level we
could still argue that we were slow1ng the growth of the
program rather than cutting 1t.‘

jTotal cost. 1n 1995: $491 mllllon‘

Five-zear savings from OMB basellne- $1.5 billion;

‘One state- (New York) is capped in, 1995 at less than 1ts 1991?
_1ncurred exgendltures : . : _

Twelve states (Connectlcut,‘DC, Indiana; Massachusetts,
' Nevada, New Jersey, New:York, North Dakota,_Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Tennessee and. Wyomlng) are capped in 1995 at

less than thelr 1994 reguested expendltures. In no case is
" the difference.more than 5 percent.

Twelve states (same ‘as above) have caps that decllne between
1995 to 1999, :

Option 4: 0ptlon 3 w1th Hold Harmless to 1991 Incurred Levels

, Rationale' As in Optlon 2 above, thls optlon protects those
states who made early expendltures in EA.

Total cost in 1995' 5491 mllllon

'Five year savings from OMB baseline: $1.4 billion

+

No states -are capped in 1995 at less than their 1991
incurred expenditures. Co . o ,

Eleven states (same states as Option 3, minus New York) are
‘capped in 1995 at less than their 1994 requested
expenditures, but by very small amounts (in no case more
than 5 percent)

’.

Eleven states (same states as above) have caps that decllne
‘between 1995 to 1999 : .

Option 5: Hold Harmless at 1994 Requested Levels'

Rationale: Thls option ensures that no state goes lower in
any vear than the level of its 1994~ request. It does so at

the cost, however, of .very.small increases for the forty- one, .

" states who were. spendlng below their proportlonate share in
1994.

Total cost in 1995: $491 m_:i.llidh



P

Five vear savings from OMB baseline: $1.5 billion

One states (New York) is capped in 1995 aﬁ less than its
- 1991 incurreéd exgendltures, but less than a $1 milliop

dlfference.

" No states are capped in 1995 at less than thelr 1994
_reguested expendltures. S :

. No states have. caps that decllne between 1995 to 1999.-7

" Table 1 compares what states receive over the five year period

1995 to 1999 under the five options. It also shows the total
spending and the total 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 flve
options. . _



Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado
Connecticut

Delaware

D.C. .
Flonda
Georgia
“Guam
Hawaii
idaho
Nlinois
_Indiana
. lowa
Kansas
Kentucky .
Louisiana.
Maine
Maryiand.
Massachusetts
Michigan
‘Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

* New Hampshire

New Jersey
. Naw Mexico. '
New York
North Carolina
Nonth Dakota
Ohigp
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsyivania.
Puerto Rico
Rhode Island. -
South Carolina
South Dakota -
Tennessee
Texas
- Utah

Vermont - |
"Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
Wast Virginia
Wisconsin

-Wyoming

TOTAL

FYB5.88 SAVINGS

OPTION 1
" $418M; NO.HH

78

34

249

Y
4134
N o 144

1419
21

P .., 178
L ' 453
: 3e.1-

0.3
8.0

28
52.1

394"
79

10.1

7.1
X T

4.9

256
114.4

724
1Y)
27
200

21

4.2

130

44
105.6
3.7
B84
230

LA

73

T
" as
206

383 .

29
22.7
5.0
3y

29.3
242

32

52 .
-3 b

T2
318

88
208

58

2,234.0

" 1.8850 .

Tkl

OPTION 2

$418; 91 MH

"8
5.4

‘249
64 .

4134
‘144

1419

249

17.8
433
3
0.3
. 8.0
28
521,
38.¢
79
104
71
5.4
49
256

1182

721

388
L 27

1200
24

4.2..

© 130

44,
1169
_oar

‘pose -

23.0
7.3
41.7
155
208
383
29
227
5.0
a7
2.3
24.2
32
52
0.1
72
38
638
20,5

58
2480.2

1,628.0

. OPTION 3

84-BASE: NO HH

8.2

LA
283

189
186.7
24
207

53.2
44.6

03
a4

33

a1z
48,3
0.3
1o
a3
8.4
5.8
40.0
1344
847
421
3
“23.4
2.4
49
15.3
51
1241
4.3
785.0
27.0
3.6
40.0
1.2

242 |

eap
3.4
288
58
43
344
284

38.

8.1
0.1
as
3ar4
apo
240

88 .

2,624.0

1,493.0

75
4855

ORTION 4
94 BASE; '91 MK

92
- 40
. 283
75

4855
189
1887

24

20.7

3.2
4as

0.3
9.4
a3

‘B1.2

483
9.3
1.8

8.3 -

64

58
30.0

T 134.4
. 847
421

31
23.4

24
49
15.3
5.1
124.8
v 4.3
9058
27.0
‘8.8

48.0.

158
s4.2
Fv Y

3.4
26.6

50

43
344
28.4
3.8
8.1
a.t

85

‘374

- 80
240
6.8

2,749.4

1,369.0

" OPTIONS -
94 BASE; '94 HH
.88
18
20.4
78
a5

16.7
200.0

18

218
429
44.3
0.1
16
34’
50.8
50.0
67
114
4.0
25
3.7
264
1405
‘T4
‘424
12
213
1.5
43
179
4.8
137.1
1.7
0024
25.8
)
© 31.8
88
25.0
26.4
1.8
26.5
38
Y.
34.7
19.5.
2.4
5.7
0.0

-

C 55

289
64
168
.7

2.624.0

. 14830
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" Mississippi.

Wyoming

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES INCURRED (FEDERAL SHAFIE)

Alabarma
Alaska .

" . Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colarado

‘Connecticut -

Delawarg -

D.C.

Fiorida "~

- Georgia

Guam
Hawaii
ldahs

© linois’

Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
l.ovisiana
Maing
Maryland
Massachusatts
Michigan
Minnesota .

Missoun
Montana

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
Mew York

North Carolina

. North Dakota
. Chio

Oklahoma .

* . Oregon

Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Isiand
South Carclina ~
South Dakota
Tennesseo
Texas

Litah .
Vermant

Virgin Islands

- Virginia

Washington
Waest Virginia
Wisconsin

* L ess than $50,000.

1/ Data reflact State expenditure reports racawed to date, States have up to two years to seak

{$'sin Mnhons)

01

Fyises FY1900  EY.1991
00 0.0, 0.0
00 00 0.0
00 . .. 00 0.2
00 0.0 - 0.0
19.9 20.8 .
0.0- T 0.0 0.0

.00 0.0 . 0.0
SR 0.2 ,
05’ 3.6 32
1.0 - 44 4.1
43 2.5 14
0.0 . 0.0 0.0
‘00 00 0.0
00 . 00 . 0.0
0.3 1.5 ER
LS00 0.0 .00
0.0 0.0 - 1.0
02 03 0.3
0.0 ) 0.0
00 . 0.0 0.0
04 . 06 0.6
2.3 26 .. 29.
16.7 276 231
84 - 103 104
45 52 . 47
0o . .00 0:0
00 . -00 0.0
0.1 0.1
05 08 . 0.6
. 0.1 0.1
0.0 0.2 0.1
207 - 253 __ 234
0.0 00 % 00
341 . . 153.1 181.1
.15 . 20 2.8
00 - - 00 00
24 4.0 44
17 22 3.1
2.3 2.4 2.5
e 25 3.0
01 - 0.1 0.2
0.0 0.0 00
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
00 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.1 03
03" 07 0.7
* ] -
- - ‘ L]
1.2 12 1.6
0.7 0.8 0.8
13 14 1.9
03 o2 0.2
$126.1 $276.9

Federa] matchlng funds for previously incurred expenditures.

0.2

03-Jun—94

o
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31-May-94.

EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES !NCURHED (FEDERAL SHARE)

Atabam:a
Alaska

-Arizona

Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware .
Florida

‘Georgia

Guam

Hawaii

ldaho

Hlinois

indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana -
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetis
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Mantana
Nebraska
Nevada .
New Hampshire
New Jersey

" New Mexico ) -
New York (as submitted)}

New York {adjusted) 2/
North Caralina
Narth Dakota
Chio
Cklahoma
Cragon
Pennsylvania
Puarto Rico
Rhode island:
South Carolina
Sovth Dakota .
Tennaessee

Texas

thah

Vermont

Virgin Islandg’
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia - -
Wisconsin
Wyoming .

TOTAL. AS SUBMITTED

TOTAL. ADJUSTED
* Less than $50.000..

1/ Estimates for FY 1994 are based on State grant requests for the lirst three quarters.

(S sin Mnllons) a
- {Pralim.) (Prelim.} -~ (Est) 1/ ‘
FY 1988 FY 1990 .FY 1082 FY 1993 FY 1994 .
00 . 00 - 00 0o 14
0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 - 0.0 - 06 1.8 . 4.6
00 0.0 0.1 . 1.3 ' 1.3
19.9 208 - 0.0 0.0 120.0
0.0 - 0.0, 1.3 R 25
0.0 . 0.0 0.0 a.0 38.0
0.1 Qz 02 02 - 0.3
08 -\ .36 " . 57 . 108 . 4.1
1.0 4.4 B : | 18 6.2
43 25 21 - “am 77
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0
0.0 0.0, 04 6.2 -1
0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0 Q.0 0.3
03 15 - 24 2.1 53
a.0 a0 0.0 1.9 5.0
0.0 " 0.0 6.9 0.9 1.2
0.2 03 - 03 0.3 04 .
0.0 - o0 a.0 00 09 -
.00 0.0 - 00 Ta0 0.0
04 06 0.6 0.4 04
2.3 26 286 - 34 47
16.7 276 18.9 25.4 285
. 8.4 03" 8.8 9.9 17
45" 5.2 50 5.6 7.2
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.4 1.2 .24
0.1 01" 0.1 02 - - 02
- 05 0.8 0.6 0.7~ 07
- 0.1 0.0 ©:1 2.7
.00 0.2 0.4 0.6 B+ X:
207 26.3 26.3 26.6 277
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3a1 - 7. 15301 200.0 205.0 2100
a1 109 6: 146.7 205, 0 = 2100
15 2.0 2.7 e 5.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 o 1.8
24 4.0 4.1 4.0 35
1.7° 2.2 29 1.8 157
23 2.4 2.1 2.4 43
* 25 1.6 .29 ©34
0.1 0.1 0.1 o.t 02
0.0 0.0 - 0.0 36 53
0.0 6o . 0.0 0.3 0.4
0.0 0.0 "0.0 0.2 . 09
0.0 0.0 25 .35 6.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 50
0.0 0.1 0.2 02 0.2
03 0.7 0.7 o7 08
S - oo 0.0 0.0
' L e 0.0 ”
1.2 1.2 - 1.4 1.5 4
0.7 ba -0.9 S 09 . 1
1.3 1.4 1.6 . 1.8 2
0.3 0.2 c.1 10 15
$126.1 $276.9 '$300.4 $352.7 $544.9
$126.1 $233.3° $247.0 $352.7 3544 9

2{ A portion of the claims submitted are in disputle. For illustrative purposes, claims m d|s;3ute have
_ been allocaled aqually betwean the EA and IV-E Foster Care program.
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'STATE DISTRIBUTION OF EA AND AFDC EXPENDITURES

Alabama -
Alaske

- Anzona

California
Colorado
Connacticut -
Dalawaro
D.C.
Florida
Georgia
Guarm
Hawait -
Idaho
Minois
indiang .

" lowa

Kansas
Kentucky -
Louisiana .
Maine
Maryland

Massachusetts -

Michigan
Minnesota

. Mississippi -

Missouri

. Montana

Nebraska

' Nevada ,
New Hampshire -

New-Jersey
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina

North Dakota
Chio -
Cklahoma
Oregon
Pannsyivania
Puerto Rico

Rhode Island -
South Carolina

South Dakota
Tennessea

" Texas -

Wah
Vermont
Virgin Istands

.-Virginia
Washington
West Virginia -

Wisconsin -
Wyoming

TOTAL

——

-0
‘5,131

1,400

71,813

2.875

- 40,000

4,358

6,324

T 7,848
e
1,113

801
7,680

10,000
885

1,080

200
0
407

- 4,869
28,100 -
10,925
7,389
. [+}
3,456

170
675
3.589

810
27,410

0
180,470
3,724
1,976
'3,553
1,303
4423
3,096
153

. 5708
434

800

C 6944

2,410

¢ 259 ..

41
4,670

2,126

1,637 -
$476,539

(s's in Thousands)
. Fr1994 EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE -
FEDERAL
SHARE

© $1,500-

- 8TATE
DISTRIBUTION

0.3%
00%
1.1%

0.6%
8.4%
0.1%
C0.9%

1.3% -

1.6%
0.0%
0.2%
0.1%

1.6% .
2.1%

0.2%

. 04%
. 0.0%

0.0%
0.1%
1.0%
5.9%
23%

1.6%
0.0%
0_7% * o
0.0%
0.1% -

- 0.8%
0.2%
5.8%
0.0%

a7.9% -

0.8%

0.4%

©0.7%
- 0.3%
0.9%
0.6%
0.0%

2%
: 0.1%.

0.2%

- 0.5%
0.1%
C0.2%
0.0%

- 00%
- 0.9%

02% -
C0.4%
0.3% -
100.0% |

. 03%
151%

7.5% -

$22,285,959

Fy 1993 AFDC
STATE
TOTAL DISTRIBUTION
T $95.499 0.4%
110,589 0.5%
268,714 1.2%
- 58,765 . 0.3%
58584890 - 26.3%
163,957 0.7%
385,254 1.7%
. 3980 0.2%
12637 - 0.5%
BO4.663 . 3.6% -
432,100 . R R
2,228 0.0%
143,364 0.6%
T 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 S 1.4%
749,906 3.4%
1,190,051 5.3%
| 384,045 1.7%
ssen - 0.4%
283,800 1.3%
49,112 0.2%
65519, 0.3%
44015 - . 02%
" 56,045 S 0.3%
£38,247 C2.4%
119107 - 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 41%
, 75,754 0.3%
’ 134,179 0:6%
118,004 0.5%
- 25005 . 0.1%
218762 1.0% .
532,314 - 7 2.4%
77,059 0.3%
65,748 0.3%
3,461 0.0%
231,158 1.0%
605,531 27%
121,835 . 0.5%
' 441,153 © 2.0%
26,466 0.1%
100.0%



Alabama -
Alaska

" Arizona

Arkansas
Lalifornia
Colorado™
Connecticut

-Dalaware
0.C. -

Florida - -

“ Gaorgia .-

Guam -

Hawaii
ldaho -

© Ningis

- lowa

Indiana

Kansas .
Kentucky

- Louisiana

Maine

‘Maryland

Massachusetts

. Michigan

Minnesota
Mississippt
Misaguri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jarsay
New Mexico
New York

. North Carolina

North Dakota
Ohia.
Oklahome
Oragon ]
Pannsylvania
Puerto Rico
Rhode Istand
South Carolina
South Bakota -
Tennesses .
Texas, -

Utah

. Varmont

Virgin Isiands
Virginia '
Washington
Wast Virginid
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL

ILLUSTRATIVE ALLOCATION OF EA CAP, BY STATE 1/

FY 1895
{20110

~$1,363.283

| 207423

74,554,836
-~ 1,217,316
-~ 61,673,706
~ 2,577,169

© -32302,162

< 27773

~ 3651854
6.501,319." "
~ 6,848,614

17,309
1,147,151

~ 527,983 -

7,718,580
- 8,316,121
1,004,833

1.759,587 ..
551,801 .. «
331,722 -

- 541,008

| - 4,437,376 -

~23,589,870
10,856,743
_-8.553317

- 162,838

- 3,260,411

© 226,320

~ 655555

.- 2.915570
~ 744,212

. 22,648,518

- 223,400

© ~147 456,791 .

- 3.602.539
~ 1,612,361
14,543,534
1.351.474

-~ 3,871,630 -

4,165,590
264,778

- ~4,757,868
564,129
.~ 757520
* 5,893,841

2,800,721

350,979

~ 883,263
6,491
465,786
4,348,777
865,085
2.505,780
~1,263,353

" $418,000,000

FY 1996
180r20) -

$1,458,081
| 428,741
'4.763,200

1.247.023

74,779,757

S N e 2.720.873

30,506,636
342,588
3,597.230
7,705,606
7.222,217
.. 35,778
1,362,624

546,506 .
8,092,467
‘8,123,936
- 1,274,916

. $59,257.
- 685,664
-~ 749.310

4,758,184

- 23,286.241 7

12,536:818
6,847,435
336,700
3,606,454
213,690 -
743,563
2,773227

- 804,388 -

21,965,582
- 461,765
141,188,384

4,070,738

..1,541,679

1,887,577 ...

6377547

1,611,960
3,992,733
5,803,237
. 408,555
14,659,862,
772,403
© 749803
5,887.765
3,811,287
450,339
‘953,028

13418

25,772

' 5,290,254 -
1,148,565
3,252,134
1,217,595

$432.000,000

- FY 1897
{7Tor0)

$1.556,063
663,953
4,975,075

o 1276.014
82,199.476

2,867,854
28.524,610

408.867

. 3531351
8,973,834
7.605,168. .

55,406
1,588,571

565,082 -

10,232,153
7,801,241
1,560,324

2,020,042 - - -

1,301,925

1,061,827 .
969,937

5,090,153
22,911,722

14,302,219

. 7,148,399
521,587
3,957 869

406,230
- 835,852
2,615,320

T 866,849 .

- 21,189,218
715,085
134,193,589

4,561,465

1,462,914
8,213,670

1,886,398
4,113,280

© 7,537,986
561,075

. 4,545 175
962,950
739,941
5,866,500
4,774,574
637,971

1.025.397 ~

20,776
1,414,562

6301867 .
1,341,843 -

4,041,412
1,166,120

$446,000,000

FY 1998 -
e

$1,660,834
815,045 -

5,201,845

~ 1307922

90,128,371

3,026,379 - -

26,413.381
476,650
. 3,481,526
' 10,328.410°
8,014,852
T 76,359
. 1,831,968
| 584,882
. 11,763,167
7,664,863
1,865,102
. 2,961,673
1,853,825 -
1,463,385 -
1,205,506
5,445,003

- 22515154

16,188,081
7,466,382 .
718,788
4,354,071
505,038
$34.450
2,447,166
833,620

1 20,363591 -

985527
126,747,344
5,085,748
1,378.060
10,174,572
2,179,509
4,242,475
9,390,205
723,910
" 4,423403

1.228.438 . -

729517
5,848,738
5,803,170
795,549
1,102.763

2B.633
1,836,354
7,372,696
1,548.276
4,884,221

.1 111,365

$461,000.000

FY 1999..
(50/50)

$1.772.733
1,183,504

5,443,806 - -

1.240.272
98,600,049

- 3,193.531..

124,152,866 ©
555,308

3,386,528 o
11,776.183
8452272
88,761
2,091,044
606,211 -
13,292,558

7410834 ©-

2,190,862
2,312,948
2,347,650
1.882.716
1.457 338
5.824.201

22,088,941 &

18,203,485
7,807,837
©29.681
4,766,714
610,667
1,039,815
2,267,087 ¢
1,004,946
18.478.699 <.
1,274,665
118,771,822 ¢
5,648,003 °
1,289,250 -
12,270,617
2,492,794
" 4,380,257
11,370,208
BY7.097
4,252,758 ©
1,480,179

718302 @

8,827,088 &
6,902,725
864,110
1,185,404
37.034
2,454,236
8.517.242
. 1,768,914 .
5,785,158
1,052,683 »

$477,000,000

1fPrn%ected State aliccations for FY 1995-2004 repreaent wnlghlod- distibutions of estimated EA axpanditures for
FY 1994 and reported AFDC claims for the prior fiscal yoar,

- O3-Jun-94
FY 2000
{40/80)
$1,888,272
1.467.843"
5.690,073 -
1.372.603
107.430,205
. 3385920 -
21.670.410
634,626
3,298,430

627,502

" 14,897,162
7.122,336
12,534,194
2.468,338
2.870.307
2347447 -
1.723.257

| 6,216,064
21,581,712
20316425 "
. 8,155,010
1,153,039

' 5.196.90

792,207
1,150,072
2,088,251
1.078.883
18,487,028 -
1,580,808
. 109,966,141
" 6.232.002
1,160,204
14,483,586
2,822 021
4,517,405
13,461,363
1,082,076
. 4,183,049 ¢
1745049 .
704,635
5,760,303
8,062,532
1,142,073
1,271,011
45,831 |
3,085,005 .
9,721,405
- 2,000.749
8,735,164

987 468

$483,000,000



th

Alaba{'r_i_a -
A;'aska'

‘Arizona”
.Arkansas

Califomia

"Colorado

Connecticut
Detaware
D.C. -

~Florida - -

Georgia .
Guam -
Hawaii

: idaho
" {linois

indiana

" lowa

Kentucky

. Louistana -

Maing®’
Maryland
Massachusetts.
Michigan

.. Minnesata
- . Mississippi

Missouri

Montana "

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico

~ New York

North Carclina
North Dakota
Chio
Okiahoma
Cregon

" Pennsylvania

Puerto Rico
Rhoda island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennesses
Texas:

Ltah

Vermont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington -

. West Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL.

- FY 2001

(30/70)

$2,011,394
1,771,534
5,852,047
1,406,872
116,847,955
3,549,505
19,030,025
718,914

© 3,200,540

14920216
9,377,548

147,831

2,653,744

650,130
16,609,545

-6,812,228
2,900,698

2,636,012
3,428,489

2,833,126

2,007,199

65,633,688 '

21,034,711
22,571,136

. .B,524328 -

1,391,599

5,655,723 -
841,306 °

1,267,707
1,857,268
1,157,702
17,422,742
1,907,989

. 100,527,413
6,857,190

1,084,048
16,846,513
3,173,414
4,663,061

115,694,174,
1,278,656

3,962,084
2,029,726
689,870
5,749,752
9,300,829

1,332,100 -
1,362,286
55,434

. 3 Ne 08
11,006,767

12,248,189
| 7,749,432

217,575
$510,000,000

L

" reoE0)
$2,138,384

2,092,098
- 6,218,406

1,440,271

126,646,588

3,737,591
' 16,154,177
809,108

3,004,732 -
16,621,043

9,866,072

174,582 -

‘2,958,187

672,824

18,401,840
6,465,072
3,285,809
2,808,122
4,017,286

3,345,787
. 2,306,109 .

. 7.054,855
20,401,630

24,929,457
8.899,515
1,643,412

6,133,186
1,390,542

1,626,396
1,239,294
16,245,005

2,253,244
90,206,641 -

7,508,730
. 968,078
19,333,672
3,541,744

. 4,808,042
16,044,894
1,485,853
3,800,864
2,328,409
672,501

5,693,187 .

10,603,144
1,532,170
1,456,714
65,465
4,382,016
12,355,471
2,507,526
8,815,836
840,723

Y 2008
(10M0)

82273413

2,433,998

6,501,078

. 1,475,506

137,077,624

3,837,403

13,075,858

004,167
2,977,478
18,433,336

10,385,008
203,113 .

3,282,588
696,862

20,311,316

. 6,092,048 -
3,606,311 ' .
2,991,154 -

4,545,210
3,892,572

2,624,803
" 7,523,398

19,718,650

27,441,740
9,297,638

11,911,986

. 6,641,476

1,100,362

1501366

1,379,166
1,326,095
14,981,306

2,621,481
79,149,053

8,204,678

843,844
21,985,405
3,534,223
4,961,453
20,551,230

- 1,706,800
3,606,005
2,646,853

653,727

5,630,940
11,991,481
1,745,486

1,557,161

L 76,164

5,082,312 -
13,792,825

2,783,867

9,852,636
753,330‘- .

$527,000,000 . $545,000,000

3-Jun-94
FY 2004
{0/100)

82,416,822

2708727

" 5,800,449
1,512,501
148,174,670
T 4,145,338
8,775,086
1,005,463
. 2,850,551
20,363,948
10,935,341
: 233,549
< 3,820,177
"Te2.251
5,689,886
4,133,844
3,185,590
5,314,551
4,475,862
. 2,964,602

8,010,482

18,978,176
30,117,126
9,719,214
2,198,492
7,182,239

1,242,883 7

1,660,639
1,113,910
1,418,347 -

13,621,633 -
3,014,302 -
67,276,820
8,944,447
710,479
24,812,672
4,352,373
5,123,234,
23,223,588
1,942,434
3,395,721
2,986,373
633,318

5,561,557
13,471,488
1,972,384
1,663,907

81577
5,850,013 .

115,324,420
3,078,263
11,164,432

. 669,786

$564,000,000



3
: - o 03~Jur-94
FEDERAL SHARE COST/SAVINGS :
- {$'a In Mllllons})., : .
: : T . FY 19951999 ° FY 1095.2004

FY1995. . -FY 199" FY 1997 - FY 1908 FY 1999 TOTAL - TOTAL

ACF BASELINE o se4d . 87400 | $850 8910 . 8975 - $4119 © $0,025
_FY 1993 BASE ($395 mit) 418 . 432 . 446 a8t a7?" . . 2234 4872

SAVINGS - (226 (309) (404) - (a9 - - (498 - (1,885) - . (5,059)

CBO BASELINE . %s28" $se8 - © ge@2 $729 . - $778 - R $3812 0 NA,

" FY 1993 BASE (3395'mil) 418 432 a6 481 4m 2284 . agr2

. SAVINGS :<1on__" : (166) (08 . (@88 - - @) - (1,0?&)'   . NA
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. Alabama -0 TEL

Alaska
Arizona

 Arkensas
Califomia
Colorada -

- Connecticut ~
Detaware
DCr

" Florida R
Georgua coed i

" Guam -
Hawaii
- -ldaho
Hinois
“Indiana

T lowe

-

-

Kansms - - .. __'".

Maine -
Maryland

. Massachuseits -
Michigan
Minnesota |
Mississippi

- Missouri .

- Montana
Nebraska . -
Navada
New Hampshire

Neow Jarsay
Now Maxico’
Now York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Dhio

~ Oklahoma

- Oregon
Pannsyivania
Pusnio Rico .
Rhode Island

- Bauth Carolina

. South Dakota -

" _Tennessea °

- Toxas
Liah
‘Vermont

- Virgin Islapds
Virginia_ |

- -Washington

West Virginia - .-

Wyoming

_TOTAL

-

-uooKentueky L olo
Louisiana "¢

porhnd "'.w.i

o

ILLU STRATIVE ALLOCATION OF EA CAP BY STATE 1/
(WITH HOLD HARMLESS PROVISION)

FY 1995
© Ny

- 4,554,836
1.217.316

Lokt GEBTRT0E:

2,577,169
32,302,162

8501319
© . BB4BB14
.. 17309
1,147,151

. 527,883
7,718,590

. BA16,121 =~
1.024,608_.
1,759,587

" B61,801""

331,722
- 567,154

4,437376 -

23,589,870
10,856,743

162,938+
3,260,411
226,320
- 55,555 -
2,915,578
744,212

23,371,098

223,400

181110172 "

3,602,539
1,612,361
4.643.534

3,100,850

3,871,630
4,165,590

264,778 .
4.757.868
564,129 -

757,520

. 5,803,841 .
2,900,721

350,979
" B83,26%
5.451
465,786 -
4348777

2505,789 .
1,253 353

$454,181,358

$1,363.283.
207,423-.-

279073,
3,651,654

6,553,317 ...

. 965,085

FY1996

{B0/20)

$1,458,081

428,747
4,763,200

1,247,023
"74,779.757
2,720,678
30,506,636
342 588

7222217
35.778

- 1,362.624
.~ 546,508
B,952 467
8,123,936
1274916
1,887,577

~958,257 .

665,664

. 749,310
4,758,184
23:286,241
12,536,818
5,847,439

. 336,790
- 3,606,464 -

313,690

" 743563

2,773,227
804.388
23,371,098
461,765
181,110,172
- 4,070,739
1,541,678
6.377.547

2.992,733

5,803,237

408,555
. 4,659,862

772403,
749,803

5,887,765
3 811,287
490 339
953 028
13,416
28,772
5,299,254
1,148,565
3.252.134

) __.,_‘_'1217,595

$474.816.293

. 3,597,230,
7,705,606

- 3,100,950

FY 1997

{TOrX}

$1,556,063

663853 -
4,875,075 .

1,276,014

82,189,476 °

2,867,894

' 28,524,610
408,867
3.531.351

8,073,834 .
7.605,168 .

_ 55,408
T 1,589,511
- 565,082
10,332,153

7.901.241

1,560,324

. 2,020.042
1,391,825
1,081,827

069,097
5,090,153
23,106,377

14,302,218
7.146.399
521,557

" 3.967.869 -
406,230

835,852
2,615,320
866,840
23 371,098

715,085

181,110,172
4.561.465
1,462,914
8.213,870

3,100,950

4,113,280
°7.537,986
561,075

- 4,545,175
' 592,950
739,941
5,868,500

4774574

637,97
1.025,397

20,776
1.414,562
6.301,897
1.341,843
4,041,412
1,166,129

$496,507,574

FY FY 1098
" {40y

5,201,845
- 1,307,122
90 128,371

" 3,025379

-26,413,381

.. 479,650,
" 3,461,526

) 10,328 410
- 8,014,852

76350 -

1,831,968
. 5B4,982
11,763,167
" 7,664,663
o 1885102
. 2.161,673

1,882,718

~ 1,463,385
1,205.506

- 5,445,083

23,106,377
16.188.061

7.466,392
. 78798
- - 4,354,0M

505,038 -

934,450
2,447,168
| $33,620
23,371,008
- 085,527
181,110,172
- . 5,085,748

1,379,080
. 10,174,572

3,100,850

. 4,242,475
- 9,390,205

© 723910

" 4,423,403
1,228,438
729,517

" 5,848,735

' 5,803,170
795,599

1,102,763

28,633
- 1,838,254
7.372,696

1,548,276
4,884,221

1,111,365

[ S ALE A=A

$519,882,999

- $1,660.834 -
915,045

1

" om0y

ST
"i1183.504
5.443,896
1,340,272
- 88,600,049
2. 3,183,531
24,152,966 «
§55,308

¢ 33865280

* 11,776,183 ¢

8452272

. 88,761
2.091,04_4 '

;o eoB21n
13,292 558

7.410,834 o

..2,190,892
.2.347.658

1,457.338
5,824,201

23106377 &

18,203,485
7,807,807

. 920,881
4,766,714
610,667

-+ 1,038,815 .
2,267,097 ¢ -

_1.004,948
23,371,008
" 1,274,665
181,110,172
- 5,646,003

1,289,250
12,270,617

3,100,850
- 4,380,257
11,470,298
| 897,997

 a2m758e

1,480,179
7183020

-5 827,055 0

T 8,902,725
7 964,110
1,185,404
. 31.034

" 2,494,296
CL 8,517,242
1,768.914
5,785,158

; 1,952 693 o

3544' 856,341

i 1[Proyoctod State allocaﬁons for FY 1995-2004 represant weightad distributions of nshmatod EA axpondl‘tumn fur
FY 1994 and reported AFDC cleims for the pnor fiscal year. ) _

.

FY 1990

231248,

03-Jun-84

FY 2000 .
" (a0M0)

$1.888.272
1.467,843
5,690,073
1,372,603
107,430,205
3.,365.920
21,679,410
' 634,926
3,208,439
13.267.033
~ - 8,800,375
- 122,488
2,363,235

- 827,502
14,897,162
7.122,338
2,534,104

. 2,469,338
.2 B70.307
" 2,847,447
1,723,257

. 8.216,064
23,106,377
20316425
/8,155,010
. 3,153,008
5,198,801
722207

— 1,150,072
2,069,251
1,078,883
23.371,098
1,580,905
181,110,172
6,232,002
1,190.204
14,483,586
3.100,950

T 4,517,405
13,461,363
1,082,076
4,143,040
1,745,540
704,635

- 8,790, 33

8,062,532
1,142,073
1,271,021 -
- 45831, .
3.085.095 -
9,721,405
2,000,749
6.735,164
887,496 -

$570,831,864


http:2,494.23
http:795.5.99
http:634.SY.26

JAlabama _
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connegcticut
Daelaware
D.ec. -
Florida
Georgia
Guam

. Hawaii

Idaho
inois
Indiana
lowa .- .

‘Kentucky -

Louisiana
Maine -
Maryland

- Massachusetts

Michigan -
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

. New Hampshire

New Jersay
New Mexico
Now York -
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio ’
Oklahoma
Oregon -~

. Pennsylvania

Puetto Rico
Rhode istang
ScuthCarclina
South Dakota
Tennessee

* Texas
“hah

Vermont
Virgin Islands-

NVirginia

Washington

. West Virginia -

.o

Wisconsin
Wyoming -

" TOTAL

FY 2001
{E0/70)

$2,011,394
1,771,534
5,952,047
1,406,872

. 116,847,955
© 3,549,505

19,030,025

718,914
. 3,208,540
14,520,216

0,377,648

147,831

2.653,744
650,130
16,608,545
6,812,228

" 12,900,698
- 2636012

. 3,428,489 .

2,833,126

T 2,007.199

' 6,633,688
23,106,377

22,571,136

B,524,325

1,391,599'
5,655,723

841,306
1,267,707
1,857,268
1,157,702

23,371,008
. 1,907,989

181,110,172
- 6,857,180
1,084,048
16,846,513
3,173,414

4,663,061

15,694,174
1,278,656
3,982,084
2,029,726

689,870

Cosme7E2

9,300,829

1,332,100
1,362,286

55,434
3,716,038

11,006,767 -
2,248,189

7,749,432
917,575

$508,602,780

FY 2002

{20/80) .

$2,138.384
2,092,008
6,218,406

© 1,440,271

126,646,588
3,737,591

16,154,177

~ 509108 -

3,183,314
16,621,043
§,866,072

174,582

2,858,187
672,824
18,401,840

. 6465072
. 3,265,809
2,808,122
4,017,286

. 3,345,787

2,308,109

7,064,865

23,106,377 .

24,929,457
© 8,899,515
1,643,412

- 6,133,186
966,685
1,350,542
1,626,396

1,239,254

23,371,008
2,253,244

T 181,110,172

' 7,508,730
968,078
19,333,672

- 3,541,744
4,808,042

18,044,894
1,485,853
3,800,864

' 2328409 .

. 672,501
5,693,187
10,603,144

- 65465
4,382,016

2,507,526
© 8,815,835
840,723

$627,822 952

1,532,170
© 1456714

112,355,471 .

1

EY 2008
(10/90)

. §2,279.413
- 0433.995

© 6,501,078

1,475,506, .

137,077,624
3,937,403

13,075,858

804,167

3,183,314
18,433:336
10,385,003
208,113

. 3,262,588
. m'w

- 720,311,316

" 5,092,048

3,696,311
2,891,156
4,645,219

3,892,572

2,624,808
7,523,388

- 23,106,377
27,441,740
9,297,638
1,911,986
6,641,476
" 1,100,362
1,521,366
1,379,166
- 1,326,095
23,371,098
2,621,481
181,110,172
8,204,678
843,844
21,985,405

- .3.934.233

4,961,453

. 20,551,230
- 1,706,800

3,606,005
2,646,852
653,727

5,630,040

11,991,481
1,745,486
1,567,161

76,164

| 5,002,312

13,792,825

. 2,783,867

9,952,636

758,330 ]

$656,944,474

)

FY 2004°

_{0/100)
$2418,822 .

2,798,727

6,800,449

. 1,512,501

. 148,174,670

4,149,338
© 9,775,086 .
1,005,463
© 3,183,314
| 20,363,948
10,935,341
. 233,549
2,628,177
722,251
22,346,025
5,689,806
4,133,844

3,185,590 .

5314991
4 475 B62
2,964,602
8,010,482
. 23,106,377 -
30,117,126
9,710,214
2,198,492
7,182,239
1,242,893
1,660,639 -
1,113,810
1,418,347
23,371,008
3,014,302
181,110,172
8,944,447
710,479
24,812,672
4,352,373
5,123,234
23,223,588
1,942,434
3,395,721
. 2,986,373
. 633,318

5561507 1.

" 13,471,488
1,972,934
1,663,907

87.577.
' 5,850,013
15,324,420

S .-8,078,263

11,164,432
669,786

. $692,043,781
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FEDERAL SHARE COST/SAVINGS  Saur
($'s In Militons) )

. R R | . FY1995-1809  FY 1995-2004
FY 1995 FY1906' . EY1997 .  EY1998 - FY1899 . - TOTAL - - . TOTAL

. ACFBASELINE $644 Cs740 . 8850 ‘s910 075 . $4119 . $0,025

FY1995IBAS'E($4_18mi|.]"' S 44 475 4971 . s 545, 2,490 5,630
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© * WITH'HOLD HARMLESS PROVISION



-._‘.Alabam
- _Alagka ..

Arizona
Arkansas

.Cailfomla .'
“Colorado.

Connacticut .
Dolawara

“p.e.

Floridd’

. GGeorgia. .- e _ “ - _'
‘Guam

Hawail

" idaho

Hlinois
Indiana

-~ lowa - -

Kansas . -
Kentucky

; Louiéiana
Maine .

" Maryland
‘Massachusetts

Michigan, °
Minnesota
Mlss:551pp|

" Missouri k
“Montana. -

Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey -
New Mexico

. Mew York .
North Carolina . .
North Dakota |, . .. .~

Ohio °
Oktahoma
Oregon’
Pennsylvania

* Puerto Rico

Rhode island

‘South Carolina
" South Dakota
,Tennessee .
-Texas

- Vermont

Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming |

TOTAL

| C{"Li‘ t,, ..:

’(—f‘d

"J \ \h-"\/'\ -\J‘«'- ‘,L.,f,._. I

!LLUSTRATIVE ALLOCATION OF EA CAP BY STATE 1/

FY 1995
T w0r0)

$1 601 a56
" $243,648
$5 350,018
$1,420,898

. .$79,492.051-~ -
£3,027,225

. $37,943,128. -’__

$9,066,976

'$8,768,376 v ',

.. --$1,180,543
C - §2,067.028
" '$648,166
' $388,654
 $635, 501
| $5.212,407
$27,709,407
$12,752,690
-~ §7,697,969
$101,394
1$3,830,023
$265,844
'8770,500
$3.425,066
$874,593
$26,603,244
- $262,415
~$173,207,356 ~
$4,231,953
$1,804,2047
$5,454 820
-$1,587,180
$4,547.475
. 54,802,701
- 8310979
. $5,588,669 7
$662,434

- 3889708 -
1 $6,923370

$3.407,585
$411,929
$1,037,848

s7,624

. $547,303
~~$5,108,218.
$1,134,085
$2,943,386 -
$1,483,575

$491,000,000

- FY 1996
('WZOJ

31 711,208

“$508,175 -

SS 589,762
$1,463,510

.. $87,762,106 -
$3,192,996 -
$35,802,632
.. $402,063

: 54 21,717
89, 043, 728

$41,989

- $8,476,327 . -

81509607 .

. ~3641,30
$10,554,026
$9 534,268 _

- $1,496,462 -

-.$2,215,409

$1 125,794 -

e

$27,328,784
$14,713,269

"$8,036,389°

- .8395.261

$4,232,780

$368,148
$873,074
$3,254,972
$544,416
$25,778,466

. §541,833°
$1685,608,028 -
- 84,777,705

- $1,809,568

$7.485,066

- $1,891,523
$4,685,640
-$6,810,403

" . $479,448
ss 468,757
$906,302

FY 1997

(70730}

$1,828,190 ..
- 780,071

$5,844, 827

" $1,499,164
- $06,574,046
. $3.359.434

. $33,512,953

.. 48037

- 34,148,012

'$10,543,556 °

| $8,085,449

- $65,095

$1,867,945 .

- $663,904
$12,139,456

sgt283|m -
»1$2,373,439 -
oo $1,635,354
" seoaz03 ¢
e 58?9408

1,247,528
$1,139,576
$5,080,428
$26,918,518
$16,803,432

' $8,396,361

$612,771 .

'$4,661,976

$477.274
$982:413

$3,072,063
$1,018,792
$24,894,424

$840,157 -

$157,661.221
$5,359,427

" $1,718.974

$9,650,653

- $2,216,041
$4,832,393

. $6,855,980
. $659,167

$5,339,573

81,166,426

$6,910,150 - -

$4,473,225
$575,151

81,118,787

$15,745
" $1,086,654
$6,219,234

$1,348,388 .
$3,816,725

$1,428,606

$507,000,000

$870.879

- . $5,609,821

$749.258 <

$1,205,001

$24,410

$1,662,004
. $7,403,995

41,576,888 .
$4,748162 .

$1,369,730
$524,000,000

©$869,260 -
- $6,805,015 -

F'Y‘IQQB 5

- {80/40)

. $6,115,544
$1,536,782

-~ $108,964,177

$3,556,966
$31,054,108

-$563,925"

$4 069,708
7 $12,143,435

$88,775

$13,830,310
$5,011,324

$6,401,884
$26,471,013
$19,032,320
" $8,778,401

$1,098,975
$2,877,371.
$1,097,965
$23,041,107

. $1,156,689
$149,016,419
$5,979,533
$1,621,558
$11,962,541

$2,562,226

$4.987.677
$11,039,837

© $B51,075 .
$5,200,52¢
. $1,8a4 121
$857,619
- $6,876,551
' $6,823,021.
$935,136

- $1,208,767
~.$33,664 -

$2,276,707
- $8,668,092
$1,820,651
$5,742,390
= 7 $1,306,335

$542,000,000

$1,952,642
$1,075,828

$2,154,189. -
$687,763 -

.$2182,975 -
©$2541,592
- 82,178,550 -
“$1,720,50¢
- $1,417,328 - -

... 5845084
$5,119,258.
$583,775

 FYi%es
{50/50)

$2.081 ..188. e

£1,389,439" -~

. $6,390,906
$1,573,478

o $115;756,700: ... -

83,749,204

$28,355,481 v ;o

.S$E51,938 -~
$3,975776 v °

. $13.825822 . ..*
$9,423,305+ " :

$8,923,177 - .
$115846

$2,455,182 = -

- $711,601

_$15605774

$8,700416 .
$2,572,258 -
$2.7115,499 .
$2,756,161. " °
. §2,222,059 :
$1,710927 ..
. $6,837,689
$25,832,367 .
$21,370,913
$9,166,680
.. $1,091,450 .
/35,596,275
$716,925 .
$1,221,037
$2,661,776 v
$1,180,072
$22,867,670
$1,496,462
$139,437,700
$6,628,598
$1,513,;748 v .-
$14,405,967 . .
$2,926,350
$5,142,250
$13,348,542 ..
$1,054,226
$5,039,640 ¢
$1,737,600
$843,222

| $6,841,128 7 _-.
©_ $B,104,005 .

$1,131,650
$1,301,878
$43,478
2,928,352 ;- -
,$9,999,258"
$2,077,000
$6,701,789

o $1,235,605 ,/
$560,000,000
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crAlgbama i

- - Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas

~ Colorado
. Connecticut

__.Detaware TR

" p.C.
Floida'- - -, .
- Georgia ¢ T
Guam ‘
- Hawail
' |daho
) Ilhnons .
Indlana

Tlowa - Ty

.'.'.Kansas
"1 Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine .
“Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
.Mississippi
Missouri
. Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
‘Morth Carolina
North Dakota -
Ohio’
" Oklahoma
. Qregon
. Pennsylvania

. Puerto Rico, S

Rhode. Isiand
- South Carclina -
" 'South Dakota -~
- Tennessee
Texas
T . tah
[ Vermont ©
Virgin{slands ’
~ Virginia
~7 Washington
West Virginia _
Wisconsin
Wyoming -

~TOTAL

04-Jun-947.

FY 2000
{40/60)

$2,221,490
$1,726,874
$6,693,996
$1,614,821

*: <Galifornia oo $126,386,336

$3,959,893

$25,505,020
- $746,970 - -

- $37880,498

 $15.643.763 .
$10,471,174°

$144,104

- - $2,780:515

"$736,235

. $17,526,284
- 38379177

$2,981,523

<. .%2905177
- "$3376,830

$2,761,702

- $2,027,367.

7,313,060
$25,390,131
$23,901,630

1$9,594,219

$1,356.516 -

$6,114,112

-~ - $849,654
-+ §1,353,266

$2,434,573

$1,269,490
$21,749,111 -

$1,859,889
C$126,371,171 -
$7,331,905°

$1,400,375

- $17.039,688

$3,319,859

. $5,314,436
| $18.432811
$1,501.777

_$15,836,703
$1,273,009

$4,874,112
.. $2,053,944
' $828,926

$6,812,238
$9,485,478
$1,3432 434
$1,495,493
- $54,037
$3,620,543

. $11.438930

$2,354,062

“$TeR NI

$1,161,545

. .$580,000,000

. FY' FY 2001
(07 D)
$2,362,398

$2,080,684 -

$6,990,577
$1,652,381
$137,238,959

‘ 9.168,919

$22,350,821
| $845,545
$3,762,575

- $17.524,090
-$11,014,134
$173,629 -
' $3,117,033
' $763,582

' $19,508,237

$5,000.995

- $3/406,990
$3,096,079

$4,026,794 .
$3,327,534 .

- $2,357.479

$7.791,366-
$24,705,382

$26,509,965
$10,011,974
$11634.44ﬁ

$6,642,787 -
$988,121

$1,488,121

$2,181,504

" $1,355,899

| $20,462,928
$2,240,952 -
$118,069,844 °
-.$8,053,943 _

$1,273,330

'$19,786,530
$3,727,076

$5,476,688

$4.676,048
$2,383,846

ga10216
© - $6,753,231

$10,924,028

- $1,564 424 .

$1,600,153
- '$65,108
$4,364,503

$12,927 542

$2,640,706

£$9101,777 .
- '$1,077,534

$599,000,000

FY 2002
{20/80)

$2,515,743
$2.461,291

$7.315,661

$1,694,433 -
$148,995.:910
$4,397,159. -

$19,003,824
| $951,891
$3,640,852

$19,554,271. -
Tig1Teor2e2
$205,390
$3,480,348°

$791, 556

$3,865,721
$3,303,712

'$4,726,218 .

$3,936,219
$2,713,073

- 88,311,620

- $24,001,854
$29,328,749
$10,470,065

— - $1,833426 . .

' §7,215,572
$1,137,276
$1,636,060

-$1,913,493

"$1,458,109
" $19,111,59
$2,650,876

$106,125,054 * -

__\:1" 58.835.051
$1,138,988

| §22 745,590
| $4,166669 .

§5,656,436

. $21,229,183 .

$1,748,051
$4.471,571

$2,739.244 -
"$791,147.

" $6,697,930

$12,474,366 -

$1,802,456

$1,713,874 .
$77,018 .

$5,155,361

- $14,535,839
. $2,950,159
$10,371,567
/$988,970 -

$620,000,000

'$21,649,336 _ -
$7,605,945 -

FY FY 2003

. (10/99)

-'$2 673,866
$2,862;740
. $7.846,164
$1,735,410

$161,223,368

$4,630,960
$15,379,082
- $1,063,433

'$3,501,046
- $21,680363 ...
$12,214,328"

$238,890

§3,860,872

$819,612

$23,889,148
'$7,165,131

-$3,087,156
$8,848,632

$23,191,994 -

$32,275,502

$10,935,412

$2,248,777
$7.811,381

-$1,294,188 .

$1,789,416
$1,622,146
1,559,741

© $17,620,122 .
$3.083,247 -
" $93,090,694
" $0,649,944
$992,522
$25,858,112 -
$4,627,189 .
$5,835,354
$24,171,210
$2,007,442

$4.241,174

$3,113,056 -
$768,863

$6,622,844
$14,103,783

$2,052,898

- $1,631,498

$89,580

. $5,989,332
"$16,222,383
.$3,274,303
'$11,705,758
$6801,848

$641,000,000

E 04~;Jun-94‘

EY 2004
- {0/100)

.’§2,836766
' $3,285,030

$7,962,088 -
$1,775312

- ¢173921,382 "
' $4,870,322

311 473,594 -
= $1:180,171.

$12.835,453
$274,130
$4,258,605 -
$847,749

o $26,227 671
D7l .$6,676,554
" 34,347,437
7$3,518,057 .
.-$5.463459

"'$4,578,236

94,852,137

..83,730,114 .

" -§8238,518

. .. $5,253,583
“$3,479,728

$9,402,375
$22,275,802

. $35,350,244

$11,408,013
- $2,580,500
$8,430,216
$1,458,857
~ $1,948,189
$1,307 462
$1,664,797 .
$15,988,512

;- $3,538,064
' $78,966,764
" $10,498,624

$833,981.

" $29,124,094

85,108,636

$6,013,441

$27,258.802 ..
$2,279,949 -

. $3,985,757

$3,505,262.

- $743,363

' $6,527.974

- $18812,278

$2,315,749
$1,953,026
$102,794
_ $6,866,505
$17,987,174
$3,613,138
$13,104,351
$786,167

$662,000,000
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FY1094 BASE; NO HOLD HARMLESS
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' ACF BASELINE

+

FY 1995 BASE -

{
3

- SAVINGS

‘CHO BASELINE ™

EY 1885 BASE ($418 fn .

SAVINGS

EY 19981 FY 1998

$64a  $740°

| s07

(153) (233)

i~ . FY1997

$850 -

524

{325)

seaz

524

. (58

£Y 1908

$910
542

(308)

'éns

sz
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: TOTAL.,
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$4.119

2,828
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et
T

T FY 19952004
il - TOTAL.
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- 8,727 -
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)

v e

Alabama’

‘Alaska
" ‘Adfizoha

California
Colorado
“-Cofinecticut”
‘ Delaware
D’Q.?

k ., ‘:_,Fllo',.i"d’a.f .L.L...___.: i

Georgia,
Guam-—_
‘Hawaii~-

{daho
Altinois
- indiana

lowa

" Kentucky |

" _Louisiana .’
< Maife - .

T Maryland :

- Massachusetts ;...

Michigan
Minnesota

- Mississippi

M:ssoun

- Montana

Nebraska - -

. Nevada.. ..."-

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York |
North Carolina
Noerth Dakota
Chio
Oklahoma
Oregon .

- Pennsylvania

. Puerto Rico

. Rhode Island

South.Carofina

South Dakota

- Tennessee

Téi(as

Utah .
Vermont
Virgin Islands

< Virginia.

Washington =

West Virginia
““Wisconsin
"~ Wyoming

TOTAL

99 b, qr ol MWM

FY 1995
, (80/30)

| $1,601,356

243,648
--5,350,019
1,429,898
79,492,051
3,027,225

37.943,128°

328,631
4,280,348
7,637,086

8,044,940

20,332

1,847,946

620,186
9,066,976
8,768,378
1,180,543

e 2067.023.

. 648,166

7,697,969
191,394
3,830,023
265,844
770,500

© 8,425,066
874,593
. 26,603,244
262,415

181,110,172

4,231,953
1,894,204

5,454,820 '

3,100,950
4,547,475

4,892,701

310,979

5,588,669 .

| 852,434
. - B89,708
.6,823,370

411,020

1,037,848

_ 7,624
- 547,303

5108219 -

1,134,085
2,943,386

$500,416,576

‘580,654
635,501

' 5212,407
27,709,407
12,752,690,

. 3,407,585

EY 1996

(80720)

- 508,175

L §1,711,200

. 5589782

© 1,463,510

87,762,106

3,192,906

35,802,632

- 402,063

421,117

8,043,723
. 8,476,327
" 41,989
1,599,607

641,381

FY. 1997

om0

' $1,628,190
7800711
. 5,844,827

1,480,184
08,574,946

3'369?434; B

33,512,958

CLo4148912°
0,543,556 .

10,554,028 - -

9,534,268
1,496,462

- 2,215,409-
01,125,794
804,703 -

L 1aa3am
S 2373439
- 1,635,354

" 879,408 -

5,684,334
27,328,784
14,713,269 -

8,036,389
395,261,
4,232, 780

368,148 -

873,074

. 3,254,972

944,416

25,778,466

541,833

181,110,172

4,777,705 .

1,800,568
7,485,068
.3,100,950
4,685,640
6,810,403
. 479,448
5,468,757

906,302
873,876

6,910,150
4,473,225
575,151
1,118,787
15,745

480,371

8,935,449

- 85095 o

663,904
12,139,456

. 9,263,008

1,247,528

1,139,576 - -

‘5,980,428

- 26,918,518

16,803,432

8,396,361

- 12,71
4,661,976

- 477,274
982,413

3,072,963

1,018,792

| 24,804,424
840,157

181,110,172
5,359,427
1,718,974

9,650,653 -

3,100,950
4,832,393

7 8,855,980

1,086,654 -

6,219,234
1,348,388

B 3,816,725
1,483,575 -

$523,620.671

659,167
5,339,973
1,166,426
- 869,260

' 6,895,015

= 5,600,821
749,258
1,205,001
24,410

7,408,995

1,576,803 -

v 4,748,192
1,428,606 -

1 ,369,730

$548,333,860

" Fy 1908
{60/40)

- $1,952,642
1,075,823
L6115,544

7,636,782

105,064,177

. 3,556,936
31,054,108 ~

4.069.708

- 9,423,305
89, T75.

2,154,189 -

687,763
13,830,310
0,011,324

1,417,328
-6,401,884

i 26,471,013

189,032,320

8,776,401 .

845,094
5,119,258
' 593,775

~ 1,088,975

- 2,877,311
1,007,965
. 23,841,107
. 1,158,689
181,110,172
5,979,633
1,621,558
© 11,962,541
3,100,950
4,587,677
11,039,837

- 851,075

5,200,529

12,143,435 -

2,541,582,
- 2,179,550
1,720,509

!

1444121

857,619

.. 6,823,021

. 935,136 -

| 1,206,767
| 33,664
. 2278707
8,668,092
1,820,651

V5742350

1,306,335
$574,632,477

Ehatd

- 6,876,551 "

©FY 1999
(50/50)

$2,081,188
1,380,439
~-6,380,906
1,573,478
115,756,700

3,749,204

28,365,4810
651,933

3,975,776 0
18,825,522
9,923,177
115,046
2,455,182
711,691

15,605,774

8,700,416

2,715,493

2,756,161 . -

. 2,222,059

170827 -

6,837,689

- 25,932 367
21,370,913
. 8,166,660
1,091,450

5,596,275

© 716,825

1,221,037

2,861,776

1,180,072

23,371,098
1,496,462

~181,110,172
6,628,508

1,513,748

14,405,967

3,100,950

5,142,250

13,348,542

1,054,226

- 5,039,640
1,737,600
T B43,222
6,841,128

.. 8,104,005
1,131,650

1,391,878

43,478

2908352

9,999,258
2,077,001
6,791,789

$602,350,500-

1,235,605 ..



Alabama
Alaska.
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado

- Connecticut

Delaware
D.C.
Florida

" Georgia

-Guam
Hawaii
Idaha
Hlinois
indiana
lowa
Kansas

- -Kentucky

L:ouisiana™"

= Maine. -

‘Maryland

Michigan .

- Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana.
Nebraska
‘Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York

1 R

. Massachusetts * ° ..o

North Carolina '

North Dakota
Ohio
Cklanoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico
"Rhode island

Tennessee

'f'""'I'éx'as‘
Utah

Vermont

© Virgin Istands
. Virginia

Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

., TOTAL

u

" 'South Carclina
. South Dakota

. i B - . L r <
CI F\- %L_'/f-_g'“?-- , Al o Vs

_EY 2000
T (40/80}

| $2,201,490

1,726,874
1,614,821
126,388,336
3,959,833
25,505,020
746,970
3,880,498

15,643,763
10,471,174

144,104 .
2,780,615 "

738,235
. 17,526,284
© 8,379,177
2,081,523
2,905,177

1 3,376,830

2,761,702

2,027,367
7,313,060
25,390,131
23,801,630 .
9,504,219
1,356,516
6,114,112

. 849,654

1,353,266
2,434,573
1,269,490

123,371,098
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

T 4874112

2,053,844
" 828,926

6,812,238

9,485,478
1,343,434
1,495,493
. 54,087
3,629,543
11,436,930
- 2,354,062

..7.923,718 -

1,161,545

$633,360,989 $664,948,503  $609,244,624

CEEm T,

£Y 2001 FY 2002 FY2003 .
{30/70}) {20/80} {10/00)
$2,362,398- $2,515,743 $2,673,866
- 2,080,684 2,461,291 2,862,740
6,990,577 7,315,661 - 7,848,164 -
1,652,381 1,604,433 1,735,410
137,238,959 148,995,910 161,223,368
4,168,918 4,397,158 . 4,630,960
| 223508217 7 - 19,004,824 T 15,370,082
| 845,545 . 951,891 " 1,063,433
3,762,575 3,640,852 3,501,946
-17,524,080 " 10,554,271 21,680,363
11,014,134 770 11,607,222 12,214,328
.. 1736287 205,390 238,890
8,117,033 © 3,480,348 3,860,872
763,582 - 791,556 819,612
19,508,237 ™ 21,649,336 . 23,889,148
8,000,995 . " 7,605,845 7,165,131
3,406,950 3,865,721 4,347,437
3,006,079 - 3,303,712 ~ 3,518,057
14026794 4726218 ~ ~ 5463459 . .
"3,327,5347" 73836219 - 4,578,236 .
2,357,479 L2 713,073 - - 3,087,1567
" 7,791,366 8,311,629 8,848,632
24,705,382 " 24,001,854 123,191,994
. 26,509,985 20,328,748 32,275,502
© U 10,011:974 10,470,066 10,935,412
1,634,446 1,833,426 2248777
6,642,787 . 7,215,572 7,811,381
.. 988,121 1,137,216 1,294,188
. 1,489,121 - 1,636,060 1,789,416
02,181,504 . 1,913,483 T 1,622,146
1,359,809 1,458,108 1,559,741
23,371,096 . 23,371,008 23,371,008
2,240,952 2,650,876 3,083,247
181,110,172 181,110,172 181,110,172
8,053,943 - 8,835,051 - 9,649,944
1,273,330 1,138,988 992,522
18,786,530 22,745,590 25,858,112
- 3.727,076 4,166,669, 4,627,189
' 5,476,688 . 5,656,436 - 5,835,354
- 18,432,811 21,229,183 24,171,210
1,501,777 - 1,748,051 2,007,442
© 4,676,948 . 4,471,5M 4,241,174
2,383,846 - - 2,739,244 3,113,056
810,216 - $791,147 © 768,863
. 6,753,231 6,697,830 - . 6622844
10,924,028 ¢ 12,474,366 - 14,103,783~
1,564,424 1,802,456 ' 2,052,898 .
' 1,600,153 1,713,874 1,831,498
65,108 77,018 89,580
4,364,583 5,155,361 - 5,989,332
12,927,542% 14,535,839 18,222,383
2,640,706 2,950,159 - 3,274,303 ..
- 9,101,777 10,371,567 11,705,758
1,077,534 988,970 $91,848

FY 2004
.(DH 00}

$2,836,766
. 3,285,030

" -7.982.088

1,775,312
173,921,332
4,870,322

11,473,594

1,180,171 -
3,345,860

239023684

+12,835,453

274,130
'4,258,605
B47,749
26,227,671
6,678,554 .
-4,852,137
3,739,114
6,238,518 ..
5,253,583
- 2,479,728 -

" - 9,402,375
23,106,377

35,350,244

- 11,408,013

2,580,500 .

8,430,216

©17458,857
1,949,189
1,307 462
1,664,797 .
23,371,008
3,538,064
181,110,172
10,498,624
833,931
29,124,094
' 5,108,636 -
6,013,441
27,258,892
2,279,949
3,985,757
3,505,282
743,363
6,527,974
15,812,279
2,315,749
1,953,026
102,794
6,866,505
17,987,174
3,613,138
13,104,351
" 786,167

-, $734,770454 . $772,356,569
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3 , : . \ - ‘
4JU~E1994 1984'BASE; 1951 HOLD HARMLESS - " : ) ! . . '
o g FY196 = FY1997 . FY 1998  FY 1998 = FY2000 - FY2001 © FY2002,  FY 2009 FY 2004
HOLD HARMLESS VALUE ] i - T -
! i \ L i
Alabama. Lo, T 0E 10 L0l 0 0 AL ey o "t g ¢ 0
Alaska "o o e o, 0 0 B o cid o
Arizona ' ‘o 0 ) 0 o o, 0 o 0 o
Arkansas ] 0 i"o. .0 o 0 L0 PRI | TR ]
Califania o E "0 0 o 0 L0 o: ;8. o
Coloradn 0 e, .0 o o o 0 o 0 7 d
Connecticut’ o 0 o 0 o o ;0 ‘o S o
Dalaware 0 - o 0 ] 0. o 0 I T 0 0
b.C. o 0 " 0 o - o, 0 e, e o
fFlorida- ! 0. 0. -0 0 0 0 Q. o - ¢
Georgias 0 i~ 10 0 0 6 o o TG :
Quam . o Y. L] 0 S0 o C 0 -0 C o - o
Hawall ‘o o o .0 o UEERE [ A 0
Itaho o <, 0 to’ - 0 o 0 0 LR - I o
© Hlinols To 0 e 0 0 "0 o 0 0 o
thalana o [ 0 "0 o 0 .0 o o T
iowa ’ 0 - 0 io- 0 B o o 0 o 0
Kanaax T o o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Kentucky- L .6 .0 0. o o Lo 0 L0 o
toulslaria - 0 . o . 0 0 0. 0 S0 o 0. 0
© Maine ] o 0 0 [+ 0. S 0: 0. o
Marytand .8 0 - a 0 ] o o S0 0y o
Massachusetts AT} S 0 0 0 0 ) Q 0 BOOSTS,
Mictigan : ‘o° ) ¢ o K 0 "0 ] [ T o
Minnescta i .0 ‘o . .o ) o - [ ‘o o P o
Misainsigpi i 0 o 9 0 o 0 L0 0 i .0, ]
Minsourn 0 o’ 0 -, ] [ 3 LI .0 , O .0 4]
Montana - 0 .0 0 .0 o 0. ‘o a Q B
Nebraska o, 0. Q. 0 o 0 0 Q. ) 0.
Nevada . 0 .0 0" o o ., .0 o 0 '3 0
New Hampshirs * 3 0 .0 0 [/ B 0 .0 0 4} 0
Naw Jorney o o o 0 503,426 1,821,887 . 2006175 4256500 750076 7,382,568
New Maxico, 0 e a ‘o [ : o' [V o 0. - .0
New York 702808 15,411,244 20440651 320M.7TEI 41672472 51,739,001 83,040,526 . 74,685,118 aaonura 102,143,408 ' .
North Careting, . 0 ;0 o - 0 L0 p .0 0 o. o
North Dakots 0. o, B 0 S0y 0 o ‘g.o, : 0-
Ohla S0, o- 0 . a ] o 0 o - Y N o
Oklahoma 1513770 4,200,427 . 884900 - 538,724 174,800 o o 6 .o 0
" Oregon S0 e, 0 0 o [ Yo e . 0. RN
Pennsylvania 3o .z o o 0. 0 Poo o LR ¢
Puerto Rico 0 ) .0 i 0 0 D . -0 [ L 0’
Rhode Isand ] o 1o "0 o e i o o , 0y Q.
South Carofing a o 0 . 0 o o e .0 U SO 0
South Dekota 0 o 0 o o lo o .0 et 0
Torneanes 0 o T .o o o ‘o o} : o
Taxas 0, o fa . a o- 0 ‘o [ T o o
Utah o, .0 e o .0 0 0 o ¢, isley 0
Vermont o' o ; 0 0 ¢ 0 o 0o - L0 oo
Virgin lalands | 0 . _-’. .o .o /] /] ) I 1] B o
Virginia 0 0y 0 0 K] o [ I 0 SO e
Washinglon ] a, ) 0 2 0 LI 0 10 Lo
west Virginia. 1 0 I B ] o ¢ o ' .o , ¢ tioh o
" Wisconsing o -0y , 0 e 0 ° ‘0. 0 L °
Wyoming ] g o .0 n o a9 2 B I M)
o 280 0 T ) 0 ‘0 0 o ]
TOTAL 9,418,578 16,620,671 :waoaeo azmzdn 42,050,500 53960600 08,040,603 75,244,024 03,770,454 noasom
: RN
. { )
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i

7

P A P

Alabamia’ -
Alaska
Arizona

" Arkansas ¢
California
Colorado
-Gonnecticut
Delaware
D.C. '

2~ Florda.

I

Georgia
- Guam
-Hawaii -
Idaho .
Mingis™ . T
Indiana "
lowa. -~

- Kansas

" Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigaii™* -

" Minnesota

Mississippi
Missouri

. Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshir
New Jersey
New Maxico
New York

North Carolina -

North Dakota
- Ohio ‘
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Puerto Rico.
Rhode lsland
- Bouth Cardlin
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas =
Utah
Vermaont
Virgin Islands
Virginia
Washington

Wes! Virginia®™

Wisconsin -
Wyoring

TOTAL

1994 BASE; 1094 HOLD HARMLESS {6/4/94)

_1995

" 1,580,558
93,288
5,957,675

1, 450415
76,752,007
3,013,307
40,000,000 -
293,514

4,356,000

. 7.002,778
8,013,500
7.785
1,233,938

- 628,074

8424 812
- 10,000,000

- 0R2, 79T
~ 2,036,183

ALY

146,191

505,817
5,136,008
28,100,000

11,928,874 -

C 712,964
. 73,281

- 3,895,401
211,820
730,353
3,588,000
857,277

27,410,000

100,474

180,470,000

4,022,139
1,976,000
_ 4,380,084
1,448,075

4,593,760,
3,870,098

217,748
25,708,000

T 533,543

. 800,000
| 6,944,000
2,850,036
324,762
1,018,482
. 2,919

" 2385058

4,580,799

1,038,600 .
= 2,488,137

1,537,000

491,000,000

, 1888

1,669.715

198,533 .

5,808,543

1,506,211

82,219,158

3,186,376.
40,000,000 R

o
4,358,000
7,754,002
8,416,904

168,400

1,387,779

51,718

9,249,118
10,000,000

1,175,288
| 2,153,699
573,281 .
314,305
815,181 -

5431,514
28,100,000

13,036,802
8,071,505 ..
154,383
3,960,353

257219
791,614

3 588,000
908,580
27,410,000
211,671
180,470,000
. 4252.009
1,576,000
5,295,401

. 1,608,833

4762785
473882
269,402

5,708,000
—. 643 70
900,000

. 6,944,000

3,355.008

397544
1,079,843
8150 °
451,801

5,146,115

1,180,162 -
2,900,991

1,537,000

507,000,000 h

1007

‘ 1.784;“5;' K

308,230
5.875,080

- 1565,4887
. 88,025,939

3.329,011 -

' 40,000,000 .

370,018
4,358,000

8,552,177~
" 8,645,520
25554
+,500,987
660,027
10,124,942

10,000,000
1,357,318
2,278,580 -

781,554
489,739
721,380
5,745,489
28,100,000

. 14,220,348

8,452,455
240,554
4,241,884

| 305,908

858,703
2,568,000
965,192
27,410,000

320,818

180,470,000

4,702,881
1,978,000
6287947
1,778,227
4,983,573
5,637,073
/365,537
-5,708,000
760,782
$00,000°
8,944,000
3,884,020
474,874
1,145,081
" psss
881,008

. T
5,746,764

1,270,817
‘3,347 587
1,527,000

524,000,000

1908 . 1908
1,8647744 " © 1,965:045
422,381 538,531
6,157,318 8,439,543
1,628,265 101,038
94,175,357 . 100,324,774
3,501,213 2,673,416
- 40,000, qpq 0,00
411,743 — T
4,358,000, 4,358,000
© 9,397,304 10,242:431..
9,268,350 9,753,179
| 85247 44938
1,660,560 1811134
710,001 730,970
52,21 11,879,630
5 10,000,000""
11,508:875 - -.1,680,434"
znamx‘ -2542911
1,002,133, ... 7.1,222, 711
- §75,492 861,246
854,415 877,449
6,077,933 8410377
28,100,000 28,100,000
+18,470,243 18,720,138
8,855,813 9,259,171
3,4 423,034
4,539,635 - 4,838,007
357,576 409,157
O es.622 994 540
*'3,589,000 3,560,000
1,024,055 1,082,916
27,410,000 27,410,000
454,915 580,012
180,470,000 180,470,000
5,073,888 5,445,001
1878000 1,876,000
7,207,701 8,327,455
1,950,888 2,140,484
$,196,103 -5,408, s13
6600878, 7584, aas
446,150 526,763
%,708,000 . 5,708,000
884,700 7 _ 1,008,638
£00,000 . '800,000 °
(6944000 . 8,044,000
4443102 5,002,184
856,753 | 7 ' 638,632
1,214,115 4,283,169
13, 217 16,852 .
823877 1,166,880
8,382,744 ' 7,018,725
1,398,568 1,526,319
3,810,924 4,274,280
1,537,000 1,537,000
542,000,000 580,000,000

e

e

o




Alabama: -

Alaska .
Arij.ona
Arkansas

- Galifornia

Colorado-

.Connecticut

Delaware

DB~

Florida

‘Georgia

Guam
Hawaii

“|ldaho

llinois
lndnana

Kansas
Kentucky ™
Louisiana
Mairie'
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan- -
Minnesota -
Mississippi
Missoun ~
Montana
Nebraska

‘Nevada

New Hampshir
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina

North Dakota ~

Chio .

Oklahéma -
.Oregon’

Pennsylvanié
Puerto Rico™

" Rhedelsland -
Soiuth Carolin -

South Dakota
Tennessee

-Fexas

Utah -
Vermont
Virgin' Islands
Virginia
Washington ~
Wast Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

- TOTAL

2000

" 2,078,490

667,587 -

6,753,128

1,780,781
107,157,481

. 3,864,752
;40,000,000
495,838
4,358,000
1, 131 461
10,257,433
- 55,709
1,978,438
773,280
13,010,013
-10,000,000°

el 4,871,088

2,689,866

1,467,798

1,067,838

1,114,158
6,779,760

28,100,000
18,108,911
2,707,347

824,412
" 5,180,197
486,470

1,071,118
© 3,589,000
1,148,322

27.410,000

718,009
180,470,000
5,857,540
1,978,000
9.471,626
2,341,182

" 5.845,057
|, 8,635,578
" 618,333

5,708,000

1,148,347
00,000
6,844,000

- 5,622,988

728,609
1,359,898
20,800
1438418
7.725,371

1,688,265

4,789,079

1,537,000

' 580,000,000

2,182,363

790,160 |
7,051,033
1,827,088 -

113,848,512 °
4,048,521

10,736,475
85040

2,137,376 -

804,920
13,988,678
-"10;000,000 -
2052146

: 2.029.417._
1,700,630 _
1,283,711

71,244,023
7.130,673

28,100,000

19,428,244

- 10,133,915
820,720° "
5483627, °

. 5208917
1,143,863

© 3,589,000
1,210,455
27.410,000°
851,056
180,470,000

' 6,249,368 -,

'1,976,000
10,558,589
2,531,845
5,888,400
9,652,928
701,425
5,708,000

1.2?7,170 ‘e

800,000

6,844,000

8,213,528

816,037

11,432,788

24,726
1,802,686
6,396,854
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'fSUBJECT-A g C e ' “7-5%_

“opposes taxing gambllng establishments to fund welfare reform:

cc: _Marcia- Hale SR F

'MEMORANDUM | .

.............
R S L = S S P S ———

TO: - 'MACK MCLARTY
FROM: - " [‘KEITH’MASONA"j R e

APRIL 19, 1994

- Slnce you met Wlth Governor Bob Mlller (D NV} on the gamlng L
tax 'issue- when ‘he "wag+in- Washlngton last month I wanted tc make’ “""kﬁﬁw?

1wyou aware, that he is- seeklng support for. the attached letter froml
'governors expressing dppositidn ‘to a federal gamlng excise tax as

- fundlng source for welfare: reform. 'You “shelild “also know that :

“ he is personally calllng governors to ask them to- 51gn this o L

letter.
In the'lettef Governor Mlller offers several- reasons why he =

1) taxing would set a new. precedent whereby the federal
government intrudes into an area that has historically been left
to the States; 2) the federal government would be relying on one-
industry to finance the overhaul of the éntire welfare systen

though there is no correlation between the two; 3) taxing

gambling establishments would decrease state revenues that are
depended upon to pay for unfunded federal mandates.

At this t;me, it is unclear as to how many governors will
sign this letter. Please let Marcia or I know if you have any

- particular thoughts on this matter. Thank you.

3

_Carol Rasco - : o
.Bruce Reed o o SRS L . _
‘Rahm Emanuel. = . o e - e

‘Attachment - - .- . o o070 o
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et -v”:“T-'f*?‘“““ STATE OF NEVADA .
: - EXECLHTVE'CHJJGBER o '
: . s o e TELEPHONE -
BOSMILLEK 2. Tl ¢ T Cephel Comples T

SR Y S (702) 687-5670 -
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< <FOR mmf;s;mmmm IMMEDIATE Ar'rsmoN-> >

Cre T L XA e RECEIVED :

ot e e APR 130994

g:: " ALl covnngn:s' o SN - - -
| GOVERNWOR H0B XILLER | -- < OFF

DT: APRIL 13, 15904 __-_QOVERNQRSQF e

‘REt LEITER TO PREEIDEHT re: ?EDKRAL GANING TBX ' ' '

, Pursuant to our- cenVEzsaticn, b appreciate your support in
opposing a federal gaming tax to fund welfare raform. Attachad
is a letter to President Clinton for your review and signature.

I believe it is fmperative that we act promptly if ve are to
defeat this prnpoaa.l ' : :

o It you would 1iXka to dliscusg this furthar, plsasa :all ne
. @irectly or have your gtaff contact any of the £011091ng people
- on my staff at 702/687-5670,
. Chiaf of Staff - Patty Beckar: L SR
~Legal Coungel - Margaret Springgate o T
Executiva*&ﬁsistant - Nicnle ‘Lamboley - = -

. Your immediate raspcnse ;s greatly appreciated. Time is of
. the essence. -
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Ve, the unders;gned fimly oppoae the imposz.non o: a federal‘
gaminq excise tax as 'a tunding sou:ce “for velfara reform. '

The raqulation, legality. and taxation of gaming has alwaysff'

been 1eft to eacn individual state. The federal goﬁ'r‘é”rnment should

.,mot int:ude in an area that historically and constltutlonally has

bean delegated to the States. We oppose federal intervention into”

~an issue which. l!fects the policmg povars of sach stat:e. orf equal el
" conearn.is. the. gcverment's ‘relianceron’one industry €6 rmance the =7 7

proposal would set . precedent. which would allow the fe.dexai
government to target a spac;fic industry as a primax'y fxnanciar of

- an unrelated federal program. We bel;ave that thiﬂ constitutea bad
publie poliay. L T -

-ﬂ\a.—‘ j-" . )

-

ovuhaul ofthe’ United. States' welfire system whefi “there is"no
ccrtelata.on hetwean the industry and the problem. . In effect, this

In u&dition, you are well avare of our opposition to unfundad o

federal mandates. Many of the past unfunded mandates have bsan in
the arsa of welfare refpm Recently, additional forme of gam.ng
have been iegalizgd' in nuperous states. It ig ¢lear that one
reason legalized gaming is expanding is that it g‘enerataé ravenue
for States -- ravenue we have relmd upon and utihzed in. part te
pay :cr past unfunded federal mandates. The 1mposa.tion of a

fedaral tax on gaming only di:cects a’ revenue su'eam or potentzal

ravaﬁue source from the. States. -

Ve aadure you that we a"re committed"to reforning the welfare

- .ay.at'an;, ..hwever, we are un:xfied J.n -“our " poszt;on that tarqetinq a

pew tax. o a single mdustry, not associated with the problen and.

~The. regula.tion of which haa been delegated %o the Stat‘.as, is m

tha solution.;ll.A-..._\. o : S L
o '-TSiﬁciraly,'”"?

am
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. L I, o v - yﬁ/\_r_,
April 22, 1994 . J[‘.V\
MEMORANDUM'FOR BRucE'REED. B | | | )

From: .Steve Hilton : .
, Chris Lin ™" 7 -l
Subject: Annuuty Insurancej; '

At your request, we are’ forwarding the 1nf0rmat10n that recelved
on ‘annuity insurance (see attached) after the N,¥, Times article.
Apparently, in 1992, when Bush proposed this in 1992, there was a
- political firestorm with a groundswell of opposition from both on
and off the Hill -- “the switchbcards lit up." . One individual
who strongly opposed, was then-Senator Bentsen, who.argued. that

this was a middle .class product which would negatlvely impact
retlrees and dlscourage long-term savlngs ' . :
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INTRO DUCTION

In October 1993, The Gallup Orgamzahon surveyed 1, 155 owners of nof- quahfled

. .annuities for thé Committee of Annuity Insurers, a diverse gmup of life insurance compames

- which sell annuities. The results of the survey are’ presented in this report (the 1993 Survey” ).
| Mathew Greenwald & Associates, Inc, consulted with the Committee'on this project. This is

the second time this survey has been conducted. In February, 1992, 1,007 non- quahﬁed

annuity owners were mtervnewed by Gallup (the “1992 Survey”). Findings from the- twc_)

suneys are compared i in this’ report where apphcable '

The principal purpose of the surveys was to obtain a profile of the demograp}uc
charactenshcs of owners of non-qualified annuities. Questions on owners' opinions on saving
for retirement, sources of funds for purchasmg annuities and reasons for purchasmg ansiuities
were also included. The questionnaire used in the 1993 survey was- developed by Greenwald
& Associates, The Gallup Organization and the Committee of Anmut} Insurers and it contams
‘many of the same questions asked in the 1992 Survey. ' '

To ensure that only owners of non—qualified'annuities Were interviewed in this survey, |
- 32lfe i msurance companies prov1ded the names of individuals who currently own non-
gualified annuities (i.e., annuities purchased with after-tax dollars). The companies used ;
specific sampling procedures, developed by The Gallup Organization and Greenwald &
Associates, to ensure that a representahve sample of non-qualified policyholders was _'
identified. The 32 companies are geogTapl'ucally diverse, represent a mix of large and small
companies, and account for over 3.2 million currently in force non-quallfled annulhes They

alsor represent a mix of the main systems for dlsmbuhng ahnuities.

. The people mterwewed were selected at random by The Gallup Orgamzahon from the
files of the 32 compames It is The Gallup Orgamzatlon s view (based on the samplmg

procedures used and other research that Gallup has conducted in this area) that the results of - -

th.ls survey represent the characteristics of non—quahhed annuity owners w1th a sampllng
‘error of plus or minus three percent, at the 95% conhdence level.
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1993 SURVEY-SUMMARY"
Demographic Profile

¢ Most non- qualitied annuity owners have moderate annual household incories, More than
~ 80% have total annual household incomes under $75; 000

+ The average age.of non-qualified annulty owners is 63. They are evenly- dmded between
males and females . | B . LA

’ Stightly more than half of the owners are rehred wlrule roughly three in ten are employed
- full- hme ‘ '

. More than one-third of non- qua11f1ed armulrv owners did not attend college. Two infive -

are col]ege graduates

" 's  Almost two-thirds of riofi- quallfred anmn'ry owners are- marned thIe twa in ten are

_ wrdowed

h Savmg For Retlrement

ro

¢+ Only eleven percent of non- quahfled anmnt‘v owners belleve that people in'the Umted
States save enough meney for retiremnent. Seventy—mne percent bel1eve that the g
government should give tax incentives to encourage peo pIe to save:

Prepanng Fmancxally For Retlrement

.+ Most non-qualified annuity-owners beheve they have done a very good job of savmg for o

retirement. However many also are concerned that they might run out of. money dunng
retirement, that inflation may affect their standard of living, and that the costs of '
' CataSt’rOpth iliness or nursing home care nught bankrupt them

Reasons For Purchasmg An Annuity

* Many owners purchased an annunry to cover the expense of unpredrctable events such as
- catastrophic 1llness or the need f0r nursmg home care.

Uses Of Annulty Savmgs

. Owners are most hkely to say the) will use thelr annmty savmgs for retirement.

‘ Attnbutes Of Annuities

¢ Nearly all non-quahfled annuity owners agree that keeping the current tax treatment of -
annuities-is a good way to encourage IOng term savmgs and that annuities.are an effective -
way to save for renrement '




PROFILE OF NON-QUALIFIED ANNUITY OWNERS-

Typical Non-Qualified Aﬁhuitv Owner

" The typical ncin-qualifiéd annuity owner is a high school graduate, has a moderate -
~ annual household i income, and is as likely to be.male as: fema]e The average age of non-
_Iqualeled armult'y ownersis 63, .. .

-

Income

Over 80% of no-n—qualif'ied annuirylowners have household incomes under $75,000.

- Two-thirds have annual household i incomes below $50;000 (66%). Half have household -
“.”incomes below $40, 000 (50%) and 16% ‘have annual household incomes of less than $20, 000.
Just nine percent have annual household incomes of $100 000 or more. As shown in Figure 1,/
these firdings are consistent with the findings of the 1992 Survey..

Figure I:  Annual Household Income

35%
30%
Clasw|
20% 4 6% 6%
15% ]
10%
5%

0%

Under 320,000 $40,000- 350000 $75.000-  $100,000
320,000 - $39.99% 549,599 174999, $59.999  ormore
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Age -
The average age of non: quahhed annulty owners is 63. Approximately one-quarter are .
,_ under age 54 (21%), between 54 and 63 (24%), 64 to 71 (25%) -or 72 or older (30%

e

L R : | - . Under 54 54t663 e SAO 7L 72 or older

| m1992 O1993|

Emplbvmen’t Status ‘ B

_ Slightly more€ than half of non-qualified annuity owners are retired (55%)-4up from 48%
in the 1992 Survey. Three in ten are employed full-time (30%) ‘while another e1ght percent are

a

employed part-time.

Figure 3; Em.p,.luyment- Status .

8% 8% C -g% 7'“%

Retired - Emplojed Emplloyed . Homemaker,
full-time  part-time  Disabled,
oo " Temporarily

E1992 01993 . Unemplayed




Educahon

ip T

"Gender

males (49%).

Non- quahfled annulty owners have diverse educanonal backgmunds Three in fwe are
not college graduates These fmdmgs are similar to the fmdmgs of the 1992 Sui rvey

0%

© MNotahigh Highschool

Figure 4: Level Qf_ Education

o

250/ (] :’ZS% . . ‘ kT

4% 4%

. Tradef

'Aﬂ!ndld
" school griduale college . techmical/ -
- vocational

graduate

23% 23%

" College
graduate

m1%92 01993 T

. work{_ degree '

L

Post.
graduate

'

Non quallfled annmty owners are, nearly equally dwlded between females (51%) and

60%

30% 4

© 10%

50"/11_‘-

0% {

20% 4

0%

58%

Male

Figure 5: Gender
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Marifaz sfeitﬁs :

A large ma]onty of non-qualified annmty owners are married (63%). One owner in fwe
is wldowed (21%), while only one in ten (10%) is smgle ' n -

" Figure 6: Marital Status

* Maried  Widowed  Single’  Divorced

81992 (11993]




SURVEY FINDINGS

Savmg For Retlrement

Only eleven percent of non- quahf:ed armulty owners beheve that people in the Umted
States save énough money for retirement. This proportion is similar to that found in the 1992 o
Survey (8%). Of note, as age increases, so does the proportion of respondents who 1nd1cate
they think people savé enough money for retirement. ' '

B
i o

A very large ma orlty of non-qualtfled annutty owners beheve the govemment should ~
- give tax incentives to encourage people to'save (79%)

Preparmg Fmanmallv For Rehrement

Whtle most non:qualified annmty owners are conhdent that they | have done a very

;.‘i;_m‘“go-od job of _preparing financially for Yétirement, many aré concerned about 1nﬂahon and

. rum‘ung out of money during retirement. Théy are also concerned about thelr ability to cover
.the costs of a catastropl*uc illness or nursing home care. - As shown in Table 1, 87% of non- ”
_‘quahhed annutty owners believe the statement you have done a very good job of preparmg
_financially for retirement” describes them “very” well or “somewhat” well. However, nearly

that many also feel the statement “you are concerned that 1nﬂahon will reduce.your standard

of living if retirement” describes them ” very well or ' sornewhat" well (79%).

Nearly two- thirds of non-quahhed annuxty owners express concern about being able to
cover the costs of catastropl'uc iliness or the need for nursing home care (63 %) and over half

(33%) are concerned about run_mng out of money during rettrement
\

.

Table 1: - S <
_ Agreement With Various Statements About Preparedness For Retirement - , o
1992 1993
. o L C e ) L TE (Percentage)
" They have done a very good job of saving for retirement = 84 : 87
They are concemed that inflation will reduce thelr standard . .
- of 1lv1ng mrehrement S . R Y 4
They are concérned that a catastroph.xc iliness or the need for _
" nursing home care mlght bankrupt them durmg retirement 66 - 63
They are concemed that they rmght run out of money . .
-durmg rehrement p ‘ : . %2 - 83
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As shown in F1gure 7, half of non- qualn‘aed annulty owners (48%) do not feel that the
money they will receive from pen51ons and other employment related retirement programs
will be enoiigh to'take care of their financial needs in retirement. One- tthd believe it w1]1 be
enough (33%) while just six percent say it W11] be more than enough ‘

-

| Figuré 7: Whether Money From Pension and
JEESTIT B Ret:rement Plans Wlll Cover Rehrement Ex‘penses

it
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[ m1992 D1993

Uses of Annultv Savmgs

Non- quahfled annulty owners were asked about the amount of savmgs they have
accumulated in their annuities and the mtended uses of these savings.. Nearly half of non-
quahﬁed anmnty owners report that the current value of all the annuities that they or the1r >
spouse own is between $25,000 and $100,000: (43%). One- -quarter say the value is under
$25,000 (26%), while a similar rumber & say it isover $100,000 (20%) These percentages are
nearly ldenhcal to those found in the 1992 Survey '

In an open{nded queshon, non- quahfled annult} owners were asked to name the
primary uses they mtend to-make of their annuity savmgs Of the many uses given, owners
are most likely to say they intend to ‘use'the savmgs for retirement incoine (53%) and/or to

- pay for daily living expen_ses (12%). (Of course, for non-qualified annuity owners who are

: retued living expenses are rehrement expenses )

Non-quahﬁed annulry owners were also asked in a separate quesnon if they intended

" to use their annuity savings in any of five specx.hc ways. Asshown'in Figure 8, nearly nine in

ten plan on using annuity savmgs for either of two aspects of retirement: for retirement
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_income (86%) or to aV01d bemg a fmanc1al burden on their children (86%) The other leadmg

uses of annuity savings identified were to have as part of an estate to be'passed on to children
or.grandchildren (82%) or to have as anemergency fund, in case of catastrophic 1llness or the

need for nursmg home care (76%)

Clearly, older people are. concernéd about unpredictable events which can have .

severely adverse finaricial consequences, such as catastrophic illness and the need for nursing -
home care. One of the ways they deal with these possﬂmhhes is saving through annuities,-
which bu1]d in value until needed. The fact that a lugh proporhon believe that some of the1r

non-qualified annuity savings will be’ part of their estate is, no doubt, a reflection of the fact

that the event they fear may not occur and some of their annmty savings w1ll be left for theu

heirs.

case of catastrophic.illness. -

‘ Age is a factor i in some of the ways in wh1ch owners mtend to use their armmtv savings. L
For example older respondents are more hkely to mdlcate that they W1ll use theu savmgs in.

Provide financial resources to avoid beinpg -
" finangral burden on children

Have as pant of an estate for Fhi!dren or
grandehildren, if not otherwise needed

"Emergency fund. in case of catascrophic
llness or the need for nursing home eare-

Lse for coltege education.coses for ‘Childrc-n

F\igur'e:B: Iminded Uses Of Annulir‘y Saving:.a ‘

Use for revirement income

-

ot grandchildren

- - - 0% 10% - 20%  30%  40% | 50% €0% ' 70%  80%  90% .

ﬁ‘a’ = Nm.askcd in 1992

%
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Reasons For Purchasing Annuities

The fact that earfings 6n annuity savings are riot taxed until the savings are used is a
strong motivation for purchasing a non-qualified annuity. Three-fourths of non-qualified

- .annuity-owners say-this was a “very” important'reason they purchased anon- qué]ified

‘ very " important in their

annuity (75%). As shown in Table 2, large proportions also indicate that “very” important |
reasons for purchasing an annuity were that it is a safe purchase (63%) and thatit hasa good
“ite of return (60%). Nearly that many say a “very” important reason for purchasmg anon-
quahf1ed anntiity was that they wanted a long termi savings plan (57%).

_..Roughly half of non—quahfred annuity owners report the followmg reasons.as béing__ ‘

-»--“fsay that havmg a.choice of methodsof 1 recelvmg payments from their armu:ty savmgs was -

“very” or somewhat 1mportant (68%)

Household income also plays some role in deterrmnmg the reasofis owners have
purchased annuities. For example, non-qualified annuity owners with lower incomes are

" more likely to say they purchased an annuity bécause it i$ an easy way to save. Additionally,

: non-dualified annuity owners who did not attend college are more likely to have purchased

annuities because they are an easy. way to save; they offer choices of methods of receiv 1ng

mcome, and for use in emergenc1es

10

_source of funds for emergencres (46%). and an easy way to save ( %) Seven in-ten owners -~ -
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Table 2:

lmportance Qf Varlous Reasons For Buymg ‘An Annurty

VeryImportant " Somewhat Important

1992 0 19937 . 1992 1993

| S | (Percentage) '

‘ _'Q_E_,armngs would not be taxed until the | L e e e
o funds were used e 7775 =18 18
‘Was'a safe_purchase - o 68 65 —~ 27 | Co27

Have a gbod‘-rarte of returr\ , _ o 60 0 T8 o 30. |
' -'T."f'\#\anted a Iong term savmgs plan B, 59 57 e og T g i
- -‘.Cou]d get an’ mr:orne guaranteed for - | ' ‘ r, S LT
; aslong as yOu hve B ST 49 7 a9 s 27
.Easy way to s'ave - - . | _ A .46 48 | o 32 - 31 -
...‘Wanted a source of funcis that could e R L
- be used to pay for emergencies, o _
" such as catastrophic illness durmg . T e
retrrement ‘ . : o 46 46 . 25 28
' Ha\ e a choice of methods of gettmg the ‘ o :
. money T 37 30 31

- (53%) and proceeds from an investment (35%)

" Sources Of Funds For Annuities

A typical non-qualified annulty owner uses more than one source of funds forthe

~purchase of his or her annuity. Many owners ‘buy annuities with the proceeds from “one

~ time” events, such as an inheritance (23%) the sale of a home, farm oF business (14%), a death R

: -benef;t froma life insurance polxcy (15%), & bonus (12%), or a grft from arelative (11%). .

. Overall, about half of the owners say they have ised 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

- that some of their annuity prermums come from their regular savmgs (66%) current income

EL


http:Buying.An

#

© Age and marital status play a role in determining sources of funds for many annuity

have used thelr current income to purchase annuities.

Tab]e 3 A
-Sources of Funds for @wners Annumes

“owners. Older respondents are: more lnkely to have used money from the sale of 2 family
~ ~home; farm, or business, and less likely to have-used money from current income. Those not
- married are more likely to have used money froma death benefit and less likely to say they - .

1992 1993
, - (Percentage) .
Regu]ar savmgs ' _ 66
| :Cunent income T - 55 " G
-ProceedS'from an im}é.s"ﬁnen;t"‘ L 3.5. ‘ h
_An,i.nh'e_'rit.ancel g 20 -. 23
" Sale of 2 family hor;m‘%{flgrm:ér_{l;gﬁsihés.s 16 Y
_Déath‘ be.nefit‘.from a‘llif;e msur;nce ﬁoliéy*-‘ . | 15 - 15
Gift from a _relalti;\re l 11 11
A bonus 1 Co12
Attxibutes Of Annuities -

Nearly all non~qua11f1ed annulty owners agree completely or agree somewhat” that :

“keeping the tax advantage of annuities-is a good way of encouraging long term savings” -
~(95%) and that “armumes arean effedwe way to save for rehrement" (95%). (See Table 4. )

Very large proporhons of non—qualmed annuity owners agree completely or agree
“somewhat” that aruitities “have attractive tax treatment” (89%), “are safe and secure’ (88%)'

“offer a good return” (87%), “are a good source of emergency funds in old age” (85%), “are an .

important source of retirement security” (83%), and “will prevent them from being a financial -

burden on their children in their later years” (7@3‘%). o

12




" Tabled:” L
. Agreement With Various Statements About Atmbutes Of Annmtles
S - o 1993
- . I (Percentage)
Keepmg the tax advantage of anmuities is a good way T R =
of encouragmg long term savmgs _ } - 96 . . _ 95 L
e Anhuities are ari effective wa\ t'_,t}‘ save 'f_ol'i'u-fetirémentm IR - - S 95 IR

Atﬁl}ﬁ-ﬁ-it,ieszhévea_&ractivé tax treatment . S92 R : AR

"A"ﬁx}ﬁiﬁéébfi‘eré goodrémrhf . : T Ty gy

_'Annmtles are a: good source of emergencv funds in- old age .-

m

3
& - . re——
B L -

Annumes are. an 1mportant source ot ret1rement securlt}

= “Annuities are safe and secure T L F .8 - - 88
- Annuities will prevent them from becommg a fmancnal o )
- H_burden on their chlldren in thelr later }ears _ B0 78
n e ’ t - . : . Boud
13
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WELFARE. FINANCING

-

(Contact Mellssa Skolfleld HHS}

The Adm;n;stratzon is committed to the introduction ©f a welfars
reform plan-whick will be deficit neutral. That means that new
‘investments in child care, ]obs, education and training programs
for AFDC reclplents will be paid for by other changes that will
sdve or raise money. -

We are commltted to the letter and the spzrxt of the 1990 budgat
“law, which:- requires paying for. any -new spending 1ncreases with
orrsetting tazxes or proqram reductions. o

"311 d:scuss;ons are very praliminnry, and ne declslons have been
made. 'The welfare reform working group appointed by the President
has not- yet reached any.final decisions, although they are working
very ‘hard to fulfill the . President's pledge to introduce
leglslatlon this spring. The Department of Health and Human

" Services, ‘thé Office of Management and Budget, and the Treasury
.Department are working cooperatlvely to develop a llSt of p0531b13-

‘flnanc1ng cptions. , L

To pay ror the investments in the plan, staff at HHS, OMB and
Treasury are axploring a nunber of entitlement reforms as well as
measures that would ralse revenuae. Bacause_d;s:uss;ans are in a
very preliminary phase, there are 40 or more options -currently on
the table. Neone of them have been presented to the Pres;dent, nona
.of - them can ba ruled in or out at thlB stage. o
The bulk of the fxnancing, howevar, would conme rram ent1tlament
reforms. (If asked: Social Security, Medicare and Medlcald 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 beneflts for
the poor.) :

hdd;tlonal aavzngs w111 come from within tha plan 1tself. ~For
example, money saved by streamlining program administration will be
used for job training. And stepped up child support enforcement‘
will" mean fewer women go on welfare’ in the flrst place.

It is not true that flnanczng is lxmiting the develcpment of tha'
plan or the way it is phased in. The welfare reform working group
is expected to recommend a gradual phase-in of the plan, but that

" decision is based on capacity issues and dlscu551ons with 10cal
welfare admlnlstrators. a ‘ ‘ '
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.lfy.
MEMORANDUM -
~ To: The Secretary
Frorn: ﬁnvid T. Ellwood e
o Re Entltlemems . "" . : R o PR
- Enclosed are a few ﬁlafe}iais"on-overai] entitlement levels and growth. ‘A fe\i' basic facte;
o Of the prqected growth in entltlements betweeleSS and 1998 70% 1s from: health costs.
In 1993 ARDC/ Food Stamsps and SSI accounted for Iess than 9% of entxtlements and
: Iess than 5% of the total- budget T . T e _
o Social Secunty remaing the largest enfitlement by far | accounting for over 40% of a]] ‘
entltlements and over 20% of Federal expendltures -
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FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY CATEGORIES FOR SELECTED YEARS

+

[Byf&caiyaaﬂ - -
oastmalad o ] : ; -oelimated * peojested
1960 1970 1680 1985 1990_ - 1983 1998
o n nomlnaldollars (bllllnns)
. . l:' j Il', P : ‘ } - - . :
7Dghnsadmcuﬂmnaw;m%mnﬁ¢”,qnwnm, 47.0 - B1.8 1346 Co 25313 ”’Spat‘i-?zgqo LA
_ Inte’rn’ational"discretionaly.‘;....'..-......'..,‘..;'.::.'..'..A L 40 40 128 174 . 181 - 210 ¢ A
Domestlc dlscretuonary - s 16.0 42.5 131.9 163.4 = .189.0 . 52450 _a_
' Subtotal dlscrellonary 670 1284 - 2793 .- 4339 5082 . 547.0 5560
Sogial Secuty. i 110 -~ 206 1174 1664 . 2465 . 3020 ;. 390
Medicare... 0 6.8 34.0 - 697 . 1074 1430 - 2390
Medicaid... SR SRR 0 27 . 140, 227 4t 760 . 1390
" AFDC, 39t Food Stamps ......... ety ‘ 30 47 .. 222 304 397 630 - 790
_ Otheramutlements andmandatones 120 214 1015 . 123t . 1268 : 1650 179.0
| ‘ Subtotal mandatory 260 7649 2808 423 561.0 7490, '1,027.0
Net|merest............;.'."...'...,.;,...-...)......;.-‘.i.?‘.‘i'.‘r.';‘.z,.""' 70 . 144 525 120, 5:"1 1842 4880 2530
Dmmmﬂnmﬂmw&me“WHNQ,TWEn;_V.;43-' 0.5 04 . 22 ;: 581 1:-260 - -10.0
- Offsetting receipls.........oooeciencniinioninbes 1.0 -11.5 -29.2 471 - -58.8 670! :_ -850
T e el $922  $1856 85009 $946.4;] $1.2§2.7 .5'1,416.6_‘?"' $1,747.0

‘a: not available.

Note.- Net Discretionary Outlays equais [)lscrettonary Outiays mlnus Olts-emng ﬂacslpts {he breakdown 01 Oﬂsemng Recelats which should have besn -
netted-against Mandatorv Outiays was not avalable) Agnou!ture pnoe supports have been included in Domeatlc Dsscrebona.ry Ouﬂays Ouﬁays have

bean ndlusted for Inﬁmjon using the C71-U,

The Eoonormc and Budget Outlook An Updata Septomber 1953

‘. é.«_.".' :
PR
R

1;%[)ec-9@

Sourco Ccngressnorlal Budgat 0"!09 The Economlc end Budget Outlook: Fiscal Yeam 1994-19&3 Januar,r 26 1990 aml

Page 1
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15:47

DEC-@7-1933

-
-

-
I

FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY CATEGOR[ES FOR SELECTED YEARS

[Bynscalyaad : ‘
salimabed : : st ] projeciod
1950 = 1970 1980 1935 1930 . ' 19937 1998 .
S ! in constant 1992 dollars- (Nlllbns} - :
Defense descranonary..:z.ﬁ.-..,.Q-..ﬁ...,....i‘.L-. 2087 2782 2005 13418 3221_ 2349 " a.
~ Internationa) discretionary.... i 178, 0 136 2L8'5‘ 235  205 203 a
. Domiestic discretionary.... - 71.0 1444 2249 2206 2029_ 238.4 * a
Subtotal, dnscretlonary...:..;..'.._.}"...._ 2075 }'_“3&2- | 4761 ' 5859 . 5455 5300 463.8
'-SOcnal Secumy g 488 1008 199.6 2517 2646 . 2026 3262
MEAICATD.....r. ol iereioers e ' ou- 231 - 580 - 941 1153 1386 1984
Medicaid.............. Mo, O - 9,20 - " 23.8 ..., 307 1 441 1738 ;‘ "~ 116:0
AEDC; SSi Food Siamp_,,...:....:.....'....i.“...".‘.J..,."‘ © 133 v 160 0 0 a8 T ala 7 4260 . 610 65.9
;Ommemmemswwmmwmmws REN 53.3 717 173.0 m&g"ﬁwssﬁx w&g wmaa
~ Subtotal, mandatory L 1154 2005 4923 5838 'GOzé" 47258 | 8568
~ NetInterest...... a1 48.9 895 1749"_' 1977 Toe18 2114
T Deposnlnsurance “ L 1.3 -7 -0.7 30 624 -. 252 83
. Oﬁsemng receipis =311 -39.1 -49.8 -636‘ .' 631 - 649 -70.9 h
- TotaI _$4095 $654.5" $1 007.3 ..$1 278’.0 $1 3447 31 3721 s1 A457.4

T anot avaﬂable

Sy

I'
e

- Note., Nat Discretionary Qutlays equals Discra:onwy Ou'days minus Gﬂseﬂmg Reoceipts {the braakdown of Ottsatting Reoepls \\hld’] shouid have been
' nattad against Mandatory Outlays was not avalabTe) Agriculture pnce supports have been mc!uded in Domastlc Dlscret}omry Outlays Ouriays have

- been admsted tor inflation usmg the CPI-U

' Sowce: CongresslonaJ Budgal Offioe, The Emnormc and Budget Outlook Fiscal Yearsm@mgse danuary 26 t999 and
The Eoonomrc and Budget Outlook: An Updaie Sepiembar 1993 .

Sl
i o
> i
10-Dec-93 SR S

fit

Page 2
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FROM

15:47

DEC-E7-1993

i’l‘fi JE
:"i' ‘

FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY CATEGORIES FOR SELECTED YEARS

. |By fiscal year]

uﬂma‘ko(_:l . ) -estimated 3 pfo}acted :

1960 - 1970 1980 "19_35' ;-.".1990 ~~-?f1993: 1998

 Asa parcenmge ol Total Foderal Outlays .

: . : i -
Defense dlscmuonary . G . 510%  41.9%  228%  26.7% . ;240%' C 208% 1 a p,
International discretionary............... Ml T 43% 0 2.0% 2.2%. 18% - - 18% . 15% - a
Domesttcdlscretmnary....; ................... e 173% - 21.7% |  223%  173% . 154% . 174% '~ -a =
Subtotai dlscretionary ...... e T26% 656% - A7.3% . --45.8%' . 406% | 386% | 31.8%
Social Secumy ..... oo 118% 0 16.4% T 19.8% - 197%’_,5-‘_._.} _1‘9‘.7% - 21 3%“ 224%
Medicars... i e e O | B8% T 58% .. 74%... 86% . 104%%  13.7%
Medicaid.., . 0 ;La%l‘_.;a4%-i ‘ 29%{ f‘”q3%_ ;- 5.4%  8.0%
AFDC, SSI, Food Stamps o 33% . 24% ' -38% ° 82%: . 32% - 44% - 45%
. Otharentnlements and mandalorsas.’.f: o 130% -~ 108% - 17.2% ) 13.0%.C ','?10.1%,- C1T7% 0 10.2%.
Subtolal mandmory ',-',232%‘-- 3% 489% - 457% 44.8% 52.?%-%- 58.6%
- Nenmerest...' .......... S S L 7% 4% 89%  187% ez 0% 145%
. DEPOSH INSUTANCE. ..ol 08% ¢ 0.3% 0% 02% , L 48% . :-18% . -06%
Oftsetting reoelp!s g 18% ' 59% . -4.9% 50% - -A4T% - -41%  -49%
' Total......j... 1000% - 100.0% '106.0% m _100.0% : 1‘015)‘.0% 100'.0%- 100.0%
8 not available. 1 T ST E T _
Note, Net Discrenonary Qutlays. equals Dls-:::rehonary Outlays minus Oﬂsettmg Rzceipls (the breakdown of Oﬂsettmg Reoelpts wh1d1 should hava been
- natfled agalnst Mandalory OQutays was not avaiable). Agncl.ﬂmre pnoa supports have been inciuded in Domestic Dlscratlonnry OuUa/s Ouﬁa)'s have
.beenad;ustedforlnllatlonumngmeC.:’IU . : o v
ST | AT S
‘Souroe Congresalonal Budgel Otﬁoa The Economlc and Budget Quttook: Fiscal Years 1994—1998 Januaryze 1093 and
‘ meEoonomlcandBudget Ouﬁook AnUpdam. Soptamber 1999 : .
10-Dec-9a’ P T T . 4. pagesc

1
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NT & MANDATORY OUTLAYS, FY 1960-1998

By category in constant 1992 dollars

i -
Ewwﬁu.-.._u
h =
. | #FDC, §5Y Food Stampt
T €= :
H ggnca
600~ :
-
m i
%

1964 .

Note: w.nc«oa axctude nuan..,.g”no «500 supports and depost insurance. . o .
Source: Congrassional Budget Office, The Economic and Budigat Outlook: Fiscal Years 1894-1898, -wanuary 28, 1993
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WALTER WILLIAMS

verybody Knows abaut those -
welfare queens for- whom
we t0il under.the congres-
storal threat of fines, im-
prisonmenm of. if we resist oo vehe-
mendy, death I you _dom't believe

" per capita share cfiqueen-support
maoney from your 1040 tax Jorm. You

may be surpns.ed to know that wel-
farism knows do X and, for. thal.
marter, no income: class. We have
wel[are Kings “whor put welrarc
- queeds w shame, &

The National Waol Act ot‘ 1954up-
dated_an earlier.World War 1T sub-

3

Woo! used fo be’ Lonsi ered a strate-
gic material” since5dMdiers ceeded
woualen clothing. Withshe end of the
war and the introduation of synv
thetic fibers; wool and ‘mohair fell
off the military's list of strategic ma-
terials. But no big thitg. Congress
tnstructs the U.S Deparument of Ag-,
ricuiture 10 continue. making wel-
fare payments. now af $180 mitlion a

Walter Williamis.” 4R_economics:
professor ot Gearge Mason Uttiver-
Sity. s ¢ nattongity. syndxcared dol-
umnist

CInT 1992,

sidy program ToriWoal and mohair-s

‘Welfare kings and queens

year, 1o sheep and angora ranchers.

tional Weekly -Edition' (April 12,

1993), Rocksprings™ top 10 recipi-’

ents coliected :bebween 590,000 and

-$340.000 apiece. Tun pereent of the

‘program’s “weifarees” recéive 54
percent of the handouts.

[nstead of eliminating this rich
man’s weifars, President Clintons

budget proposes only capping these

payments ar 350,000 per rancher
But sheepand mohair canchers, just
like the wetfare queens who use mul-

Liple names and addresses 1o get far -
ter checks. know the way arounc.
- caps. The fanchers. as they've donis

in the past, simply divide their ranch

" among family members, making’
- -each ¢ligible for r.he handout. In this

time of "concern” about budget defi-

. cits, why doesn't Mr. Clinton just

propuse elyminaring this costly use-

the Agriculture Depart- .
. ment's office in Rocksprings, Texas,
*issued $5.2 millioh @ checks -t
- sheep and mohair ranchers. Accord-
~ing to Sharon LaFraniere, stafl
writer for The Wa shington Post’'s Na-.

‘eeived $7 billion in federal handouts

less program? [t turns our that Rep.
E"Kika" de 2 Garza and Charles W,
Stenholm are powerfut Democrats
from Texas, o stote that receives 85
percent of mohair payments and 26
percent of wool payments. [f Me

{linton aliendtes these men, he won't
. - be able to count on their votes for tax .

increases, support for government-
sponsored . pornographic art or
homosexuals in the military.

It'd be unfair to give the impres-
sion that only ranchers are lteecing +

“us. Led by Archer-Daniel-Midland's

multimillionaire CEQ Wayne -An-
dreas, the gthane] industry has' re-

since 1988. Sen. Robert Dole. a Kan-

sas Republican. is the chief procurer -
‘billzan. That's 40 percent af itg out-

for this handout You say, “Clinmn.

-can’t count on Dole for support, how

come he dessn't ice the ethanol in-
dustry welfare?™ Thar” question
shows how little you understand the
inner—workings of Washingun -Mr. -
Clinton, Democrats and other Wash-
ington insiders, can count o Wayne
Andreas for political contriburions,

junkets am‘l |l‘ you're frnendly
enough, cheap condos.

Then there’s a bank you've never
hc.ard of that Congress created-for
oiher welfare kings — the E:xpnn
[mport Bank. Former Office of Man—
agement and Budget Director Dand

.Slockman calted it “{ood stamps for

“he rich™ Congress created it 1o.fun- -
nel our earnings into big hysinetses

+ 10 the Tune of $4 biltion a veat: fnthe

past decade,. 70 percent. of > E x5
[mpert loans hawe gone to fewer thag,

‘20 corporations, including Boeing.-
- Westinghouse and General Morgrs.

Just s you don't think college stu

 dents are the only givernment-loan-

deadbeats. in 1990, the Export-
Linport Bank swood ready w lgse $5

srand(ng loans and lvan guarantess

in this time of debt and deficir,
smergency, you ought o wmeorcau -
the president and your congressman
and ask why these wasteful pro:
grams exist. lguaranme that the lee-
ter cammg back wilt be a he or. Ll
won't be the ruth. -

PAUL GREENBERG ./

tip for the White House
‘pless corps: You could
- save yourselves a linte
-trouble by entering
this opening paragraph into your
lapaps, since 1t has become the stan-
dard beginning of stories out of
Washmgwn in the Age of Clinron:
“WASHINGTON — The Clinwon
administration has altered major
facetsof its pmpowd,,
to political pressures”
Then flli in the bank with :he
rapic of the day
© ! cant say \t's an original tech-

tact from a story in the New York
Times last month about the energy
tax; The subject may have been the

ven Greenhouse — could-just as well
have betn writing about the admin-
istration's approach_to 1axing and

sexuals 1 the military Or political
asylum. .Or foreign and “doimestic
policy in general

ranon is, it’s flexible, IT it Has a sin-
‘gle principle. appointee ar policy
that it will stick with when pressure
mounts, noone has vet discovered it
Nacturslty. the reporter will want
Ty some variatons afr that open-
ng to give the reader a Liftle vanety.
For_example. here is the opening of
a front-page swry by MicHael Wines
of the New York Tunes just the other

WASHINGTGN June 9 — Bare-
'y 2 day afrer giving up his demand
for a $71.5 billion tax en the heat
content of energy sources. Presi-

Pau! Greenberg is cditorial page
editor of the Arkansas Democrar Ga-
2eee (1 Lirfe Rock and & nnnom:lw
syndaca:cd co{umnm

i.nl’CSDDRR ’

“mique. The wording is bo: - quote a couple ‘of administration
energy tax but the nponer - Gte- -

spencing. Or health care. Or homo- -~

If there's anythmg u-us adrmnis- -

-in- an ABC interview:
"zgreed 1o any specific proposal

Dejavu.
all over
again

dent Clinmon seemed close today to
retreating f rom his fallback position
as well.,

To udd a Lirele suspense why not

sburces taking diametrically oppo-
site positions on amy issuve? A couple

"ol successive paragraphs from an

Associated Press story about the &n-

ergy tax would not be out of pl.ace in

many analher siory:

1t not the economy.
It political vzabilig’

“Democrane sources sajd the ad-
ministration had generally sigred
off on broad ootlines of the new
packnge .

“Drésigent Cl.\nbon. however, said
‘I've never

There's always somebody in ev-

ery outlit who pever gets the ward.

. Actually, anybody accustamed m

climonspeakc.m translate thar: The

President is- withdrawing his Btu
Taxin general — s only the specine
terms of the cetreat that haven't
been worked cut vet.

This is atl new 0 some l‘olks For-

example. the Democraric members

of Congress who stuck their necks —

cut and agreed to 2o alang with the

The mﬂﬂbil!gmn Times  MoNDAY. JUNE 21, 1993

- House v make that decision’ Hep

adminjstration’s Bru Tax. After all, -
they had been tld how important,
how integral, how crucial and in-
dispensable a part of the Clinion pro-
gram the ax was -— and doubtless -
how much in benelits their support
could mean for their districts. i
Not all the lawmakers seemed o
be taking the adminismration's cave-
in very well. Tb quote the AP story:
“Ar the same tne, Clinton came
under sharp criticism from some
House members for the way .in
which he abandoned the origiial Lax

" emphasizing the heat conienr of fu-

eis. 'There is reseniment with the
administration not allowing the

Billy Teuzin(D-La.} said. Tauzin said
many House DemocTats went along
with the unpopular tax only because

.. Clinton provised them it was an in-
cepral part of his package Now
- many are 'filted with nothing but an-

ger' and feel Clinton has pulled the
rug out from under them, he sard.”

They don’t understand. This may
be the first ome theyve seen Bl
Clinton step out boldly, then fade
away while explaining how decisive: -
he's eem. The Clnton two-step'is
stilf a novelty i Washingion, Few if
any in Congress may have spent the
lasr couple of decades in Arkansas,
where the Clinten admiristration
was always launching some ambi-
uous new inidative, often a good one,
preparatory to backing off. |

That's how Gne Arkansas indus-
Iry af ter another got exempted from.
sales 1axes while an administration
oh-so-dedicated 10 fairness was rais-
ing the sales tax on ordinary custom-
ers 50 percent. [t's how the stale
never got a civil rights or fair
housing staw during the ‘Clinten

Years. Or an environmental commis-

sion- that represented the public

+ rights aw

rather than various interests. e
Yes. there wasa lotof churning in -
all those areas — just nat fiuch
change. As governor, Bill Clinton
might 'start alnost any well-in-
tentipned program, then go off and

. leave it to twist in the wind — Like

some of his recent presidential ap-
pointees.

When he was givermor, M Clin-
ron would propose some comprehen-

. sive tax refottn, but when various’
. interests objected, he couid exempt

every one of them. Or maybe deposit
the whole idea with a study sommis-
sion for a couple of years and then
walk away. as hedid wu.ha stawe cwl.i)_,

Now the same uartzm repeats it-
self on the nadonal level. -

For anybady from Arkansas. lts
de;a vu ali over again. What SLAITS
ut as a brave new inttiatve some- .
‘how tums into a mainly paper re-”

. fortn. Then election year arrives, 3

arid it's ¢ited as one of the 100 Great .
Achieviments af ene Last Clmmn ad-..

: mmls[ranol\.

- Just waiL Na matter wm: king of
. energy-bill is passed, Bill Clinon -
will DK it and declare victory. Once -
the special interests have had their~
way, what began as a broadly' based
tax may emerge &s  Tegressive one
that could fall heaviest on those beast”
able 1o pay. Aad the administration
will rake cred.n fur another Great
Reform.

The solemn pundus who 'try to”
puzzle out the essence of the Clinen
adminisiration need wonder no
more, What, they ask, unites this
New Class of experts, politicos, spin__&
chiropractors and hangers-on? What |
is the organizing principle and one
mdrspensable abject of Clintonism?

No, i1's nol the economy;, stumd.

[1 s politcal viability L
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TABLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By ficel year, in millions of dollars) 3

“SYear | Yexr [ 10 Year [ IU Yoar |
Total | Pedersl Total | Pederal
PFARERTAL FESFUNSIBILIT Y
Minor Mothers . as (30 (210 (8
l&?nhdsdjtionnl gl;?aﬁts for Additions] Children { 60} (220; (2.150; (310
d Support Enforcment
Pmrmpt; Establishment (Net) : {53 (90; 080 (400
Enforcement (Net) - 405)| . (160 4,700 (1,55
Computer Costs 46 420 1,08 97,
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (1,220) @0 @085 @875
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBS-P : " 305 2715 1,225 1,108
Additiona] JOBS Spending 2,580 2,320 7.140 6,425
Additional Child (R_l.: for JOBS 1,805 1,625 4,900 4,410
WORK Pro _ 790 710| 10,150 | 9,135
Additional Child Care for WORK 365 310 4,585 4,125
Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion (50) 50y (1,275) (700)
Transitional Child Care 560 505 2,580 2,320
Enhanced Teen Cese Management - 210 190 595 . §35
Savinge - Caseload Reduction . (520) (28? (5.0912) (2.800)
ADP Federal and State Systemas/Admin Efficiency 630 66, 8 900
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 3,635 6,285 25,635 25,455
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 5,465 6,205 | 17,580 23,580
Working Poor Child Care (Capped at §2b
in net ding). 5,000 16,270 | 14,645
Remove Two Parent (UP) Restrictions | 2,210 1,160 8,260 4,355
/| Comprehensive Demenstrution Grants ‘ 200 2001 350 350
Non-Custodial Pareat JOBS/WORK 370 i35 1,855 1,670
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations ' 135 120 285 255 |
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations . ' 550 495 1,500 1,350
IDA aod Microcaterprise Demonstrations 300 210 700 630
SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS L,sss| 1.420] a6s0] 4,255
REINVENTING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
Stats Flexibility on Eamed Income and
and Child Support Disregards 1,720 945 4,895 2,695
Generall orm Assets to Food Stamps on Linait,

-Burial ce, Real Property, Transfers 255 100 655 240
Set Auto Exclusions 1o $4500 Equity Value 955 955 2,785 2,785
Double Territories' Caps/Adjust for Inflation . 370 275 1,060 790
All Others . 905 555 2,265 1,378

SUBTOTAL RGA 4,215 2,830 | 11,660 7,885
GRAND TOTAL 18,445 | 16,1151 58,460 | 54,720
QFTION 1 - No Child Care, 2 Pareat, Demos or RGA 5,465 6,205 17,580 23,580
QPFTION 2 - Na 2 Pareat, 50% Chiid Care, 50% Demos : _

and 50% RGA 10,850 10,580 | 33,890 34,973
QPTION 3 - 50% Child Care, 50% Demos, and S0% RGA 13,060 I 11,9405 42,150
OPTION 4 - 50% Demos and 50 % RGA 15380 | 13,990 | 50,285 | < 48,650
QOPTION § - TOTAL PLAN 184451 16,115 | 58,460 | 54,720

"Role'IT Paealbeses Genole snw.ngs. : - :
Note'2: Five Yiear and Teo Year Pederal estimates represeat 90% of all expenditures except for
tho. following: benefits s at current match rates; child support is matched at rates
specified in the hypothetical plag; and comprehieasive demonstration grants are matched at 100%.

Source: HIS/ASPE. oiaff estimites. These estimates have been shared with staff withis HHS and OMB but have not been
officially reviewed by OMB. The policies do not represent & consensus recommentdation of the Working €Group co-chairs.



TABLE 3 — FRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES gEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 5

J Year > rear | 10 Year | IO Yéar

Total | Federal| = Total | Federal
[FARENTAL RESPUNSIBILITY _
Minor Mathers (30 (z10 &
No Additional Benefits for Additicoal Children (égg (220; {2.150} {810
Child Suppart Enforcment
Paternify Establishment (Net) - . 553 (90; ,080} (400
Baforcement (Ned) (160} (4,700)| (1,55
Computer Costs 420 1,085 97
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (4,220) @o)| (8,055 (1,875)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK '
JOBS-P " 305 215 | 1,225 1,108
‘Additionsl JOBS Spending 2550 | 230] 700] 6425
Additions] Child Care for JOBS 1,805 1625 4.900] 4,410
'IWORK Progra 190 7no| 10,4501 9,135
Additionst Child Care for WORK 365 330 | 4.585{ 4128
Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion (50) S0 (1,275) (700}
Transitional Child Care s60| - sos| 2,580 2,320
Enhanced Teen Case Management 210 190 595 - 535
Savings - Casaloed Reduction : . {520) (28? (S,Og? (2,800}
ADP Foderal aad State Syslems/ Adcuin Efficiency 580 &6 g 500
SUBTOTAL, JORS/WORK 6685 | 6,285 25,6351 25,455
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 5465 | 6,205 17.5%80| 23,580
Working Poor Child Care (Capped at $2b :

in net speading). 5000 4,500| 16270 14,845
Remvaﬁ Parent (UP) Restrictions | 2,210 1,160 8,260 | - 4,355
Comprebensive Demonstration Grants S " 200 200 3s0| - '3s0
Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK Lo oye| o o3s| 1,858) 1,670
Access Gruats and Parenting Demonstrations 138 120 ‘285 255
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 550 495 1,506 1,350
IDA and Microcaterprise Demonstrations 300 pali 700 630

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS I 1sss| 1420] 4600|4255
REINVENTING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE
State Flexibility on Eamed Income zad -

and Child Support Disregards 1,720 345 4,895 2,695
Generally Conform Assets to Food Stamps on Limit,

Burial ce, Real Property, Transfers 285 100 655 40
Set Auto Exclusions to $4500 Equity Value 985 955 2,785 2,785
Double Territories® Ceps/Adjust for Inflation 30 275 1,060 790

| All Others _ : 908 555 | 2,265 1,375
SUBTOTAL RGA : 4,215 2,830 | 11,660 7,888
GRAND TOTAL 18,445 | 16,115 | 58,460 | 4,720
OPTION 1 - No Child Care, 2 Parest, Demos or RGA 5465 6205 17,580 23,580 |
QPTION 2 - No 2 Pareat, 50% Child Care, 50% Demos - - ' ’

and 50% RGA 10,850 | 10,580 33,890 | 36,973
OPTION 3 - 50% Child Care, 50% Demos, and 50% RGA T 13,060 | I780 | 42,50 | 41,378 |/
OPTION 4 - 50% Demos and 50% RGA 15,560°| 39907 50,285 | 48630
OPTION 5 - TQTAL PLAN 18,445 | 16,115 | 58,460 | 54,720

olé: 1y F 5e3 denote savings. ‘ ’
Noté'2; Five Year snd Ten Year Esadéral eatimates represent 0% of alf expeaditures except for
ths: following: benefits are at current match ratex; child support is matched at rates
specified in the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%.

Source: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. ‘Thesc estimates have been shured with staff within HHS and OMB but have not been
officially reviewed by OMB. The policies do niot represeat a consensus recommendation of the Working Group co-chairs.



Possible Offset Options for Welfare Reform -- Federal
Extrapolated to 2004

: : 5-year 10-year

. 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total
dofllars inbillions T

Cafeteria Plan Exemption | f& NA NA NA NA

NA NA NA NA

Subtotal /009 N 02 621 019 021 021 022 022 023

ML&M&MML f/
;-
Tax Compliance 4/ 5’[ : . : _ ' '
EITC info reporting for DOD personnel i1 000 0.01 0.06 0.06 . 0.07 007 008 0.08 008

|
Increase withholding on gambling - '\ i

winnings > $50,000 to 36% k 0.26
Withholdirig rate of 28% on keno, slots, \‘\‘

and bingo winners > $7,500 - 015 006 0.01 0.01 : 0.01 001 001 001 00

0:12 005 005 : 005 006 006 006 007

Require information reporting on
winnings of $10,000+ from gambling B _ _ 7
regardless of odds (except State lotteries) 001 - 004 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.08 008 009 (.10

| M Subtotal 042 023 016 017 0.9 20 0.2 023 024 026
- New Revenue | | .
cise tax on net receipts of- gambling _ . '
. tablishments (exceptState lotteries) 4/ 045 063 . 066  0.69 . 0.76 0.80 083 086 090
Reduce inappropriate EITC credits - NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA
TOTAL ALL ITEMS 217 259 335 392 44 476 507 540 576 621

321194 2:39 PM
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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: _
Decision needed —
Please comment o

Larry Haas . ' For your information ___
Per your request X

ThIOnghI . . ‘ ‘ See remarks below

Ken Aplel

Barry White

Keith Fontenot

Subjec‘[' “Fe]fa_re Budget Chapter With x'nformaliona! COPJ'E.!'IOI‘,'

Bw, IMB, HD
Ly
From: . Stacy Dean and Edwin Lau Phone: 202/393-4686
- Fax: 202/395-0851

Room: #8227

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.
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referencing the things that he will come back to fix. Use ellipses if you .
have to.] , o _

Pl;esident Clinton

Month¥-2), 1996
July 31,

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 of work and family,

~ The President made welfare reform a key goal of his first term -- reform that would
promote the basic goals of work, 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 Personal 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 of welfare 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 and 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 of bulldmg the new, work-
based system is underway in every State,

[Possible two-colump box: AFDC vs. TANF, WIW, WOTC]

. The new welfare law has laid the groundwork 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), 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 nud-December 1996, the Federal Govemment
already had certified 18 State plans as complete. '
enhances .
" The new welfare law@revide&nammums—feg child care and Medicaid — the heaith
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 & result of changes in
welfare reform, and reauthorizes the transitional Medicaid program that provides coverage for

those leaving welfare for work. nealt MSUYANC 'y

Finally, the welfare law gives States vast ﬂexibihty 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 of moving 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 50, the President proposes two new initiatives:

. a performance-based Welfare-To-Wark Jobs Challenge to help States and cities
' create job opportunities for the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients [policy
issue]; and '

s agreatly-enhanced and targeted Work Opportunity Tax Credit to provide
powerful new, private-sector financial incentives to create jobs for long-term
welfare recipients. | - }

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge: The jobs challenge is designed to help States and cities
move a million of the hardest-to-employ welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000. It
gives States and cities $3 billion in mandatory funding, of which 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 of job creation for this population that
hold the promise of success -~ including those that have proved successful.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 responsibmty and make their own choices ahout the

services they need to become employable,

_ Wark Opporm:uly Tax Credit. For States and cities, TANF 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 converting

the current Work Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC) into a much-enhanced credit that focuses on

those who most need help --long-term welfare recipients =

1 4 The new credit would let employers claim a 50

. percent credit on the first $10,000 a year of wages for up to two years for thear workers who
were long-term welfare recipients(or-we ' : L gbeve, The new

credit would cost $xxx million in lost revenue to the Federal Govemment from 1998 to 2002,

‘Related programs that help make work pay

Earned 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, helpmg 40 million Americans in 15 million lower-income working families. The welfare
law maintains these gains for hard-working, low-income famxhes

[Chart 2.1 — ETTC] bk 15

The Minimum Wage. President Clinton has consistently s pported an increase in the
‘minimum wage for all low-wage earners. Before 1996, the last such increase was in 18X, 114 |
Because of inflation, the value of the minimum wage had eroded by XX percent between Hxx 1941
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 stepsﬁ 45 cents eaclj’ 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
working Americans received an immediate pay raise. Another nine nnﬂxonlow—wage workers
with wages up to a dollar above the new minimum also may benefit if employers 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 of welfare reform -- moving people from welfare to work. Rather,
they were misguided cuts in federal support to vulnerable populations, including the elderly and
people with disabilities. To fix them, the President proposes changes to build on the sweeping -
work-based reform while better. protecting children, peop]e with disabilities, legal xmnugrants and
those who try to find work but cannot.

[Summary chart: Welfzre reform fixes]



The Nutrition Safety Net: Throughout its negotiations with Congress over welfare
reform, the Administration worked hard to maintain the nutritional safety net because it provides
an essential fool to enable lower-income families and individuals buy food and obtain nutritious

" meals for their school- age children.

Throughout their history, the Agnculture Department s Food Stamps and Child Nutrition
programs have produced significant, measurable benefits in the nutrition of children and families.

~ Food Stamps reach almost one in 10 Americans every month — over 13 million children 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 child and adult care feeding
program. [check numbers]

The welfare law cut Food Stamps too deeply; indeed, 40 percent of budgetary savings in
the law came from Food Stamps. Many of these cuts, however, have riothing to do with welfare
reform; they affect working families with children, the elderly, and people with disabilities.
Several types of cuts are not only overly harsh, they do not focus on the challenge of helpmg
move people from welfare to work.

Welfare reform should impose sanctions on those who refuse to work -~ nof those who
want to, but need more time to find a job. The welfare law limited Food Stamps for able-bodied
childless adults to three months of assistance 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 of all new participants in Food Stamps leave within six months. Only 13 percent of the
childless adults entering the program still receive benefits after 18 months. Once they leave, most
childless adults do not retumn: The President proposes to limit Food Stamps to six months out of
12, thus giving those out of work the transitory help they need to get back on their feet. [pelicy
issue]

The time limit also punishes those want to work, buf who cannot find a job at all.
Moving people from welfare to wark involves giving them real options, not.just cutting them off.
The budget proposes to restore Food Stamps for those who actively seek work but cannot firid 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 those who don’t

(7) ___ 4000005

‘supplementation

play by the mlwﬁ In addition, the budget would allow States to extend work WAj €
to alI chﬂd!ejs e}dults [policy issue] - L ot %&fo/é‘fmﬂ

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 Iiving 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 fall when working families and others secure a
means to get to work, [policy issue]
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'uﬂmm Equity in Benefits for Legal Inmugran e welfare law denjes most legal immigrants
m safety net programs untitthey become citizens — even though they are in the United

States legally and are making every effort to become productlve members of society ¥ia-faet,(th
elfare law affected legal immugrants ~ including \g children, the elderly, and people with disabilities
-~ more adversely than any other group. K&umshes those who have worked, but who no longer _ The
can through no fault of their own, It makes short-sighted cuts by barring cash and medical Wl
assistance to d15abled immigrant chﬂdren ;@pmhw&nmszm

o,
L] ol T bl its St o s UG B oens

, The President proposes that legal immigrants have the same opportunity, and bear the w\g
same responsibility, as other members of society. Thus, the budget proposes to revise the law 50 | :
" . that legal immigrants who become disabled after entering our country can 8k Supplemental - ?9 e,nq}uﬂ (
s 9'.(‘, Secunity Income (SS1) and Medicaid. The Nation should protect Jegal immigrants and their |,m e .
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VG&&?:] they suffer accidents or crippling illnesses that prevent them from earning a living. Sirmlarly, btfﬂ& oA
legal immigrant children should be eligible for SSI if they become disabled, and for Medicaid if ae Able &j
their family is impoverished JFinally, the budget would lengthen the exemption for refugees hivak :
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financial support to the needy elderly, blind, and people thh dlsabxhnes To its credit, the new allow S
welfare law helps to ensure that SSI continues to support only those people who are eligible for

‘benefits, (But-the-taw-is-too-harsh-on-children-thew2). Y To ensure that only needy children with.

severe disabilities can get SSI, the law called for a tighter 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., [policy :ssue] '
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The Admixﬁstration proposes a new initiative to move children more quickly 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 sét annual targets for increases in the number .
of children adopted or permanently placed, and establish a financial bonus to States for increasing
_adoption while stressing permanent placement and the safety of children. This initiative would
COSt ceenns (2} [ offset by the savings in Federal foster care programs as a result of the
increased rate of permanent adoptions'.] : ’
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2, IMPLEMENTING WELFARE REFOBM . RAFT

| think the objective of welfare reform should be to break the cycle of
dependency in a way that promotes responsibility, work, and parenthood. |
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 peaple 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 warked on an acceptable hill, 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 mxllion persons -- the biggest drop in
the welfare rolls m history.

~ {Chart here on deéclines 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 refarming 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 TANF
plus the new WTW and WOTC initiatives) '

The welfare reform law has set the stage for moving thase 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
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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 1986, 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 faw requires a sustained State
financial contribution, but also recognizes that State welfare bureaucracies need a
positive incentive 1o focus on the central goal of moving pecple 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-ta-empioy welfare
recipients [policy issue]; and a greatly enhanced and targeted Work Qpportunity 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-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
abave 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 subsidies
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.

TANF 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
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individuals most in need of assistance: long term welfare recipients and childless
adults age 18-50 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 1933, 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-woarking, low-income families.

[Chart 2.1. EICI]

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 in 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,

- Anather nine million low-wage workers with wages up to a dollar above the new
mintmum aisc 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 retorm while better

~ protecting children, the disabled, legal immigrants, and those who try to find work
but cannot. '
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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 schooi-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_hélping 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 pericd. This time limit dces 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 childiess 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 an
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. |n addition, States would be
allowed to extend work supplementation to all childless adults. [policy issue]
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The new law also made deep cuts in food stamp benefit amounts that
disproportionately affect thase 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 issuel]

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 those 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 ilinesses 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 legisiation was too harsh
and should be corrected.

Reforming Supplemental Security Income {SSl}. The SSI program provides critical
financia! support to needy aged, blind, and disabled persons. The new welfare law
supports key reforms to ensure that SS| 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

DRAFT
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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 sc 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
increased rate of permanent adoptions.]
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ' , , June E. O'Neiil
U.$. CONGRESS o Director
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 : :

June 9, 1995

Honorable Bob Packwood
Chairman

Committee on Finance
United States Senate ,
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chainman:

The Congressional Budget Office has prepared the enclosed estimate of H.R. 4, the Family
Scif-Sufficiency Act of 1995, as ordercd reported by the Senate Committee on Finance on
May 26, 1995. ' '
Enaciment 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 provide therm.

Slncercly,

QM f 0' 4&0@ |

Junc E. O’Ncl

cc:  Honorable Daniel P. Moynihan
Ranking Minority. Member
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CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
COST  ESTIMATE

June 9, 1995

" BILL NUMBER: HR. 4

BILL TITLE: Family Self-Sufficiency Act-of 1995
BILL STATUS: As ordered reported by the Committee on Finance on May 26, 1995
BILL PURPOSE:

To enhance support and work opportumtlcs for farmhcs wlth children, reduce welfare
dependence and control welfare spendmg

ESTIMATED CO_ST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT:

DIRECT SPENDING

The bill would affect federal outlays in the fcjllowing 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 prmccted outlays for each
program if the bill were enacted. :

{Outlays by {iscal year, in millions of dotlars)

1995 199 1997 1998 1599 2000 2001 2002

PROJECTED SPENDING UNDER CURRENT LAW

Family Support Payments ' _ 18223 18544 19.048 19,534 20,132 20,793 21477 2184

Food Stamp Program ‘ 25120 25930 27400 28900 30390 32030 33,600 35,100
Supplemental Sccurity lncome - 24322 24,497 29894 31967 36,109 42749 239,481 44,807
Medicaid 89,216 99,292 110,021 122,060 134830 148,116 162,600 177,800
Foster Care , 3540 4146 _4.508 4930 _S5356 _S809 _6290 6798
Total o ‘ C . 160,421 172409 190,871 208391 226817 249,497 263,448 288,689
{continued} -
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(Qutiays by fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000  200] 2002

PROPOSED CHANGES '

729 41,192 -1,603 -2,207 2,559 3,234 3,842

" Family Support Payments® ]
Food Stamps Q. 238 . 745 993 1,274 1,511 1,818 2,155
Supplemental Securty lncome Q 441 3,554 4,482 4,674 5218 4,646 -5,331
" Medicald N 220 375 545 606 682 L <17
Foster Carc 0 0 [ 10 25 s 45
Total 4] 934 4376 -5,637 6,203 65903 -$,718 -1,750
PROJECTED SPENDING UNDER HR, 4
Family Support Paymeats . L 18223 17,815 17,856 17,931 17,925 18234 18243 18342
Food Stamps © 28120 26,168° 28,145 29993 31,664 33,541 35,418 37255
Supplemental Secunty Income ) ‘ 24,322 24056 26340 28485 31,435 37,531 34,835 41,476
Medicaid ) o 89,216 99,270 109,646 121,515 134,224 147454 141,889 177,023
Foster Care ) 3540 4,146 4 508 4,930 5,366 5834 6,325 65843

Total ‘ ; 160,421 171,455 186,495 202,754 220,614 242594 236,710 280,939

MNotes:  Dretails may not add to totals because of rounding.

*  Under current law, Family Support Payments includes spending on Aid to Families. with Dependent Children’
(AFDC), AFDC-rclated child care, administrative costs for child suppont enforcemeat, act federal savings from
child support colicctions, and the Job Opportunitics and Basic Skills Training program (JOBS). Uander proposed -
law, Family Support Payments would include spending on the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block

_Grant, administrative costs {or child suppart enforcement, and'net fcdcral savmgs from child support collections,

H.R. 4 would crcau: a new Tcmporary ‘Assistance for Nc.c,dy Farmhcs block grant and spt:czfcs ﬁundmg levels
.through fiscal year 2000. CBO's estimates for 200t and 2002 assume that the lcvc! of the block gran( will remain
“the same as in 2000.

The dxrt:ct spcndmg costs of thls blll fall ‘within budgct functions 500, 550 and 600.

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

The bill would increase the administrative costs of the Su]ﬁplemcntal Security Income
(SSI) program, which are funded by an annual appropriation. Those extra costs stem

- from provisions of Title IIT that would require program .administrators to verify the
citizenship of all SSI recipients and conduct reviews of some disabled recipients.

BASIS OF ESTIMATE °
CBO estimates the enactméent of HLR. 4, as amended by the'Co'nim.ittcc on Finance,
would reducé outlays for direct spending programs by $1.0 billion in 1996 and

- §7.8 billion in 2002, The bill would <1|\D lllCl’C:l\L the administrative costs of the




Supplemental Security Income (SSI) program, which are funded by an annual
appropriation. These estimates incorporate the economic and technical assumptions
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
‘dttachcd tables detail the estimates for each title of the bill.

Titles I and II: Tcmgoragy Assistance for Ncedy Families Blotk- Grant and JOBS
Modification

Title T of H.R. 4 would alter the method by which the federal government shares in
the cost of providing cash and training-assistance to low-income families with children.
It would combine current entitlement programswAnd to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training program (JOBS),
and related child care programs--into a single block grant with a fixed funding level.
In addition, Title I would require that a sponsor’s income be counted in determining
an alien’s eligibility for the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant,
Supplemental Security Income, and Medicaid for five years after arrival in the U.S..

Title IT 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 participat’ion for

AFDC benefit payments, AFDC administrative costs, AFDC emergency assistance

benefits, the JOBS program, and three related child care programs. The bill would

fix the base level of the block grant at $16.8 billion anmually through 2000, CBO

assumes the block grant would continue at the same level in 2001 and 2002, although

the levels are not specified in the bill. Each state would be entitled to a portion of

the grant based on its recent spcndlng in the AFDC, JOBS, and related child care .
programs. In addition, the bill would authorize a loan fund (called the Supplemental .
Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund) with an initial balance of $1.7 billion’
from which states could borrow during economic downtums - States would repay.
borrowed amounts, with 1ntercst, vnthm three years.! ST

CBO estimates federai saVings in Title I by comparing current law projections of
AFDC, JOBS, and child care spending with the block grant levels. In 1996, CBO
projects that under curtent law the federal govcmment would spend $17.2 billion on
AFDC benefits, AFDC admmlstratlon AFDC emiergency assistance, the JOBS
program, and related child care, or $06 billion mare than the federal government :

. i

CHO estimaies the creation of the Supplcmcntal Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund would not generate additional”
cuttays. Although up 1o $1.7 billion would bé made available w ststes tor Loans, G130 assumes that cvery slate borromng '
funds would rejury its loans witluinterest. Therefore, the program wald invaive no fonp-run loss 1o the fcdu‘a| gowrnuu,m

amd under the credit eeform provisions of the (“ong:c-,.-.mnal Budpel At it would duwve no cost.




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, 1993. 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 1, 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. CBQO estimates that the full, potential effect of such a limit would not
be realized until 2003 or later. Eventually, under current demographic assumptions,
this provision could reduce cash assistance rolls by QQ_Qg;gent to 40 percent. 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 would 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

would require states to provide work and training 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 aver time. CBO estimates that by 2000 most
states would have difficulty satisfying the requireinents. 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.’) 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

Il

2, The CHO wtiminte assumes The work pacticipadion requiréments would apply 10 all familics assisted ubder the state plan for ocedy
Cumilics and would not be limited 1o thosg wha receive fedesak dotlars. Given the Tack of a mainteranee of c.fl'm_x_'n:quircmr:r::
in thee bill, however, it unciene whether (he federad government would have the authoriy Lo impose wark requirguents on
Individusls whe receive tete i Teinhed widh stade or ksead cesourees.
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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 difficuit 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 AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-UP) program. By 2000,
H.R. 4 would require that 90 percent of such families participate in a narrow set of
work-related activities, States attempted to implement a similar 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 par’nmpat;on
requirement.

Finally, states would alsoc have to ensure that all parents who- have received cash
assistance for more than two 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 requ:rcment is well
outside the states’ abllmcs 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;would 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 thc 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
conscqucntly, higher food stamp benefits. Under current rules, each-dollar lost in cash
would increase a partlcxpatmg family’s food stamp benefits by an estimated 33 cents.
CBO estimates the incomes of AFDC families. would decline relative to current
projections by $2.2 billion in 2000, gencrating a food stamp cost in that year of
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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 Employment and
Training program, which is not altered by this bill and would remain an uncapped
entitlement with the federal povernment matching SO 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 (approx]mately $1.0 billion
in 1994) to draw an equal amount of federal funding. .CBO assumes it would take a
number of years before states would turn to this alternative and estimates federal costs
would rise from $100 million in 1999 to $400 million in 2002.

Effect of Title [ 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 uvltimate 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 sfate 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, a state-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 thcrcforc
has not estimated any change in MCdlC-ald spending,.

Title I also includes “a provision requiring counting a sponsor’s income (termed
deeming) for 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: Sincé other
provisions of the bill would replace AFDC with a program of block grants to the states
and would make most aliens ineligible for SS], however, the new deeming Tule would
_ affect only the Medicaid program. CBO estimates that savings in Medicaid would be




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 to have
financial sponsors. CBQO assumes that, in the absence of more specific instructions,
deeming regulations like those currently used in SSI would apply to Medicaid. CBO
also assumes that about 25 percent of the individuals that have financial sponsors
would still be able ta obtain Medicaid benefits because their medical expenditures are
high enough that they could 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. Nthough'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 AFDC payments in the home from which the child is removed.
- Because this bill would repeal the sections of the Social Security Act upon which
AFDC eligibility is based, the effect of the bill on foster care payments is unclear.
Should states adopt AFDC 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 AFDC children who
also are eligible for foster care benefits into the foster care program. AFDC
administrative data for 1993 suggest that roughly 500,000 children (5 percent of all
children on AFDC) fall into this category because they live in a household withouta
‘parent. 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 ITL: Supplemental Security Income

Title I 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 peneral, legal aliens are now eligible for SSI and other benefits
administered by the federal government. Most aliens, other than refugees, do nat
collect benefits during their first few years in the U.S,, because administrators must
deem a portion of a sponsor’s income to the alien during that period when
determining the alien’s ehgiblllty H.R. 4 would eliminate SSI benefits altogether for
most legal aliens. Exceptions would be made for groups that make up about one-fifth
of aliens on the SSI rolls: refugees who have been in the country for less than five
years, aliens who receive a Social Security benefit based on their own earnings, and
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veterans of the 1.S. military. All other legal aliens now on SSI would be removed
from the rolls on January 1, 1997.

CBO bases its estimate of savings on administrative recards for the SSI program.
Those data suggested that there were about 700,000 non-citizen beneficiaries in 1994,
or 12 percent of all recipients of federal SSI payments in that year, and that their
numbers might be expected to cantinue 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 10 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 remainder 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 1997--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 explicitly 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 551 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 undér 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 -
faod stamps, food stamp benefits are estimated to increase by about 33 cents for each
dollar of cash ingome lost. .Extra food stamp costs would be approximately
$300 million a year. ' '




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 been naturalized may be
attributable, in part, to the lack of a strong financial incentive. Heretofore, all legal
immigrants have not been barred from most jabs, 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 material 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 receive 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 sample of 1994 awards with a primary
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 DA&A recipients would be permanently
terminated from the program; the rest could requahfy by documenting that they have -
another sufficiently disabling condition. Multiplying the number of recipients

terminated times an average benefit yields savings of $200 million to $300 million a

year in SSI benefits.

9



http:prima.ry

Besides saving on benefits, the Social Security Administration would 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’
treatment 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 uncertain, as SSA will likely have to pay cance]lanon 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 functional assessment
(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 severity" to impairments that would disable adults. ~

H.R. 4 would eliminate childhood IFAs and their statutory underpinning, the
“comparable severity" rule, as-a basis for receipt. Many children on the rolls as-a -
result of an [FA (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 demain 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 of childhood disability. It states that a child would be considered -
disabled if he or she has "a medically determninable physical or mental_impairment

which results in marked, pervasive and severe functional limitations [and-can be-

expected to last 12 months or lead to déath]." That language appears to be intended -
to preserve SSI eligibility for some of the most severely invpaired children who now -
qualify by way of an [FA. The exact implications of this language would remain to be
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clanified 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.
Approxmately 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 behavior would bar a small percentage 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 1s 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 lJaw 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 ineligible. 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 have followed that plan. Noncompliance
. would 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 cutlays 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 Josing 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 remaoved from SSI would 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 III 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 venfy their continued eligibility for
benefits. CBO estimates the one-time cost of that effort at about $50 million; some
savings would materialize in later vears, though, as SSA would need to sift through
fewer applications from legal aliens. The disability-related provisions would, in CBO’s
judgment, involve approximately 3300 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 1V: Child Support Enforcement

Title IV would change many aspects of the operation and financing of the federal and
state child support enforcement system. CBO estimates 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 authonze new spending on automated
systems. Similar to current law, the.bill would require that states share with the
federal government child support collected-an behalf of families who receive cash
assistance through the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families Block Grant.




New enforcement techpigues. Using . reports on the performancc of various
enfarcement 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 (from $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 noncustadial
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 coliections, as well as rcduccd spendmg 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 coflect 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 wauld take effect
in fiscal year 2000, 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 3$0.3 billion in 2000 and $0.4 billion in 2001 and 2002.

Additional provisions with budgetary implications. A nurmber 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

would change federal cost sharing in enforcing child support.. Although individual
states would see the1r share of federal funds change rclatwc to current law, CBO
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estimates that the new funding formula would be cost neutral from the federal
standpoint. "

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

Qutlays -0 954 -4376  -5,637
Receipts 0 0 o 0

ESTIMATED COST TO STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS:

In general, H.R. 4 mandates no new or additional spending by state and local
povernments 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 bill would repeal the federal
entitlernent 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 eligibility 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 IH’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,'might turn to
state- and locally-funded general assistance (GA) and general medical assistance
(GMA) programs instead, raising the demand for such benefits. . 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 rcstructured by Title I in a way that
affords states great latitude.

Title I'V 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.

ESTIMATE COMPARISON: None.
PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE:

On March 31, 1995, CBO issued an estimaie 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 modlf cations to the
House bill made by the Committee on Finance.

Titles I and II: Temporary Assistance for Nécdy 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-proposed adjustments to the -
block grant, dropping the population adjustment and eliminating..the adjustments
based on the so-called illegitimacy. ratlo The federal loan fund is increased. from $1 0
billion 1o $1.7 bllIlOl‘l
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Finally, the Finance Committee struck a number of requirements in the House-passed
version that would prohibit states from providing: cash assistance to children bormn
while their mothers were receiving welfare and to families headed by a mother who
. is under age 18 and who gave birth outside of marriage.

Title IHI: Supplemental Security Income

Restricting benefits for aliens. H.R. 4, as reported by the Committee on Finance,
would save more money by restricting SSI bcncﬁts for aliens than would its
counterpart passed by the House. That is chiefly because the House bill contains two
significant exemptions—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 own record} that would not be spared
by the House. Although that is a large group, its average SSI benefit is much jower
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 clderly aliens could simply wait until age 75;to claim SSI benefits. Since that
possibility is blocked in the Senate bill, naturahzatlon would be the only way to obtam
benefits. - : E

H.R. 4, as passed by the House, would bar most legal aliens from the Medicaid and
food stamp programs as well as from SSI. Those provisions are absent in the Finance
Committee-reported bill.

Restrcting 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. ,

Restricting benefits for certain disabled children. Both the House- passed and Finance
Committee-reported bills would iimit the provision of SSI benefits to disabled children
by repealing IFAs and tightening Cllglblllty The greatest contrast lies in the two bills™
emphasis on cash payments versus services. The House bill would steer most children
seeking SS1 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 Social Security) to disabled children. All qualified children would *
be entitled to_an evaluation of their need for, services, but no child would be entitled
1o a specific level or value of services! The total 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 childrc[n.

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. CBO’s estimate of this
substitute differs from that of the House bill because CBO 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

suggested that the policy would result in only ; .modest federal and state costs.
Subsequent analyses by states m 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 billion in Child Protection programs
annually. The Finance Committee’s bill does not amend Child Protection programs.

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:

John Tapogna and Sheila Dacey (Titles I, II and IV) Kathy Ruffing (Tltlc III) and
Robin Rudowitz (Medicaid) at 226-2820.

ESTIMATE APPROVED BY:

Paul N. Van de Water |
Assistant Director
for Budget Analysis
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SUMMARY TABLE

FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

06/08/95
As reportad by the Senate Committee o Finance ! 12:51 PM
(by ﬁscal yoar, in millions of dollars) ‘

) - T956- 199
: L 2000 | 2002
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 . 2002 Total Total
) . b .
TITLE t: TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE i
FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK |
GRANT : :
Direct Spending : ‘ ; | . -
Budget Authority (557) (998} {1.429) (1.713) . (2,065) (2.355) (2.680) (6.762) (11,767
Outiays (473) (943)  (1.384) (1,678) | (2.030) (2.212) (2,615 (6508) (11,435)
. 1
TITLE I JOBS PROGRAM
Direct Spanding
Budgat Authority 0 0 0 0 ) 0 0 0 0
Outiays . o} 0 0 o - 0 0 0 0 0
II
!
|
TITLE {H: SUPPLEMENTAL |.
SECURITY INCOME ' i
. |
Direct Spending ;
Budget Authority . (547)  (3.419)  (A.221)  (4,459) ' (5.008) (4427) (5,102) (17.652) (27.181)
Outiays (405) - (3.375) (4,241} (4,432) | {4.985) (4.406) (5082) (17.438) ' (26.926)
Authorizations of Appropriations - _ :
Budget Authority 300 125 100 . 100 100 100 100 NA NA
Outlays 300 125 © 100 100 100 100 100 NA NA
TITLE IV: CHILD SUPPORT P
i
Direct Spending oo oo ] _ : :
Budget Authority 76) (58) . (12) ®3) | 112 (20) (53y. (120 (200)
Outlays (76) (38} (12) 83+ 112 (20) & a2 (200}
: ,1,
TOTALS: TITLES [ - tV ‘
Direct Spending ‘ ‘ . o
Budget Authority C(1.180) (4.475) (5.662) (6265) . (6.959) (6.802) (7.805) (24,541) (39,148
- Outlays ©(954) (4376) (5637) (6200) ' (6,903) (6,738) (7.750) (24,073) (38,561)
- Authorizations of Appropriations o ! . .
T Budget Authayity - 300 125 100 100 | 100 100 100 NA NA
‘Outtays - 300 125 400 100 1 100 100 100 NA NA
. N - I

Notes. Numbers in parentheses are negalive numbers.
Rows and colurmns may not add because of rounding.

NA = not available

NOTE: HR. 4 cr-_e:ates‘:i:‘rllew block grant of temporary assistance for needy families and specifies funding levels through
fiscat year 2000. CBO's estimates for 2001 and 2002 assume that the lavel of the block g';aii'mt will femain the same as in 2000.
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* TABLE 1 '
FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACTl“ﬂTLES TAND 0
TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT AND JOBS . .
As raported by the Senate Committes on Finance . 06107135

{by fiscal year, in millions of dollars) : i
: 1996 = 1997 1598 - 1595 2000 2001 2002

Repeal AFDC | Emergency Assistance,

JOBS, and Child Care Programs - . o }

Famiy Support Payments
Budget Authority (17.454) (17.855) (18,311} (18.845) (19,437) (20,027) (20,622)
Outiays (17,194) '(17,800) (18,266} (18,810) (19,402) ({19,952) (20,587}
Food Stamp Program &/ i
Budget Authority S50 175 300 ¢ 450 62% 825 1,025
Cutiays . 50 175 300 450 625 - B25S 01,025
Medicaid . , ) ' :
Budget Authority b bf bl b bs oo bf
Outlays . b/ . bl bi bi b/ b bf

Authorize Temporary Family '
Assistance Block Grant -~ '
Family Support Payments . :
Budget Authority 16,787  16,787. 16,787 | 16,787 16,787 18787 16,787
Outlays 16,618 16,787 16787 | 16,787 16,787 16787 16,787

Evaluation of Block Grant . ' ‘ 5
Family Support Payments . )
Budget Authority 10 10 10 . 10 10 0 ) 0
Outlays - 2 10 10 10 10 8 :

Penalties for State Failure to . i
Meet Work Requirements ' ’
Family Support Payments
Budget Authority. 0 . 0 G

o . {;30} (50) (50}
Outfays 0 0 0

0 (S0} (50) (50}

incentive far States to Pay Foster Care
rather than AFDC Benefits
Foster Care Program ' ;
Budget Authority ' 0 0 o' 10 25 35 45
Outlays 0 ' 0 0 10 25 s 45

Incentive for States to Fund Training
through the Food Statmp Employment
and Training Program
Food Stamp Program a/ i ) '
Budget Authority _ o 0 o 100 200 300 400
Outlays -0 0 g | 100 200 3060 400

{continued)




TABLE 1 (cont'd}.

FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT TITLES TAND Y

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES BLOCK GRANT AND JOBS '

As reported by the Senate Comrmuee on Finance 0GMTa5

. L

{by fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 5
1996 1997 . 1998] 1999 2000 2001 2002

t
}
i
Denial of Benefits to Persons i

who Misrepresent Residence
Food Stamp Program af

Budget Authority 0 {5} () {5) (9) {5) (5)
Outiays 0 (%) (5) (5) (%) {5} 6]
I .
Hold States Harmless for ' o |
Cost-Neutrality Liabilites | )
Family Support Payments - - ‘
Budget Authority ' 50 0 0; 0 0 - 0 0
Outiays ' , 50 : a a! 0 0 Q D
Impose Five-Year Deeming of i
Sponsors’ income and Resources i
" Medicaid ; ‘
Budget Authority 0 {110) (210} (220) {220) (220) {230)
Outlays 0 (110 (210)°  (220)  (220)  (220) (230)
TOTAL TITLES | AND il, BY ACCOUNT ;
Family Suppotrt Payments ) i
Budget Authority {607y (1.058) (1,514) (2,048} (2,680) (3,290) ({3,885)
Outlays (523) (1,003) (1,469); ({2013} (2,655) (3,247) (3,850
Food Stamp Program : .
Budget Authonty 50 170 285 545 820 1,120 1,420
Outlays ) 50 170 295 545 820 1,120 1,420
Medicaid bf ;
Budget Authority : 1] {(110) (210) ! {220} (220) {220y (230
Outlays - 0 (110} (210) (220} (220) (220} (230
Foster Care Program . i .
Budget Autharity 0 0 0 0. 2% 3% 45
Outlays L ‘ 0 0 0 10 25 as 45
TOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS
Budget Authority ' (557) (998)  (1.429) | (1.713) (2.065) (2,355} (2,650
Qutlays (473) (943) (1,384) | (1678) (2.030) (2312} (2815)

NOTE: H.R. 4 creates a new block grant of ternporary assistance for needy fémmes and specifies funding levels

tiwough fescal year 2000. CBO's estimates for 2001 and 2002 assume that the levet of the block grant will remain the
same as in 2000. !

& Estimate assumes the Food Stamp program is an epen-ended entitement. i ] : noeT

b/ Medicaid savings shown for Title | reflect ordy the effect of imposing a 5- yean sponsor-le-alien deeming requ:rement
Other language in Tile §, intended to hold Medicaid beneficiaries harmless from the switch lo temporary assistance
for needy families, has unclear effects on the Medicaid program. States may implement such provisions in
a number of ways potentially resutting in small costs, small savings, or budget neutrality. The
impact of the legislation would be largely determined by the implementing regulations.
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TABLE 2

FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT, TITLE il l

- 06Mares
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 12:50 PM
JAs repocted by the Senate Cominittee on Flinance
]
(by ficcal year, in millions of dollars) . ; '
1896 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
|
Restricting Benelits for Legal Aliens :
Supplemental Security Imome ! ]
Budget Authority 70y (21900 (2.710) (2,110) - (2,900) 2,470 (2.760)
Outiays (170 (2,490} (7100 (2.710)  (2,900) (2:470) (2,750
Medicald af . '
Budget Authority {10y~ (180) (230) (240} (260) 270) (290)
Outlays {10} (160} (230} (240} {260 (270) (290)
Food Stampe b/ . j
Budget Authority 20 270 335 335 330 335 340
Outlays 20 270 335 335 330 335 340
[l
Drug Addicls and Alcotwlics ¢f :
Supplemental Secunity Income-Benefits I )
Budget Authority (29 (200} (215} (249} (260} (230Q) (280)
Outlays - (29) (200} (215} {249) (260} (230} (280)
Supplemental Security Income-Referral
and Monitaring Costs i :
Budget Authority {142) {185) {166} (193) (z214) (235) {255)
Critlays 0 (142) {186} (168 " (193) (214) {235)
Medicaid :
Budget Authority (12) (81} (89} (108) (i17) (125) (136)
Outlays (12 (81) (89} {108) (17 {125) (136)
Food Stamps b/ ’
Budget Authority 3 - 25 25 30 30 3Q 35
Outlays - 3 25 25 30 30 30 35
Digabled Children ¢/ P
Supplemental Security Income Benelds . !
Budgel Autherity (242) (1022} (1371} (1,549 {1,885 (1,732) (2.0%6)
Outlays (242)  (1022) (1,371} (1,548) (1,865) (1,732) {(2.0%6)
Food Stamps b/ '
Budget Autharity ' 35 145 200 225 250 270 300
Outlays 35 145 200 225 250 270 300
Additional admintstrative costs i ‘
(authorization of appropriations) |
Supplemental Security income i
Budget Authority 30Q 125 100 100 100 100 100
Cullays 300 125 100 100 100 | 100 100
TOTAL TITLE Ill, BY ACCOUNT g
Supplemental Security Income : '
Budget Authorlty (383) {(3,398) (4.462) (4701} (5.239) (4.667) (5351)
Outlays (441)  (3554) (4.482) (4,674) (5218) (4.645) (5331
Medicakd . ! ' _
Budget Authority . {22} (261} (319) (348) QA7) (395) (426
Qutlaye ‘ (22) (261} (319} (348) N (395) (426}
Food Stamps b/ '
Budget Authority 53 440 - 560 590 610 635 675
Outiays 58 440 560 590 610 - 635 €75
ITOTAL, ALL ACCOUNTS (DIRECT SPENDING) '
i Budget Authority . (547)  (.419)  (4221) @&450) (5008) (4,427) (5,102
Qutlays - (4058} (3.37S)  (4.241) (4432) - (4.985) (4,406) (5082
Authorization of appropriations '
" . Supplemenial Security Income ,
Budget Authority 300 125 100 C 100 100 100 100
Qutlays . 300 125 100 100 100 100 100

'al The proposal would nol bar aliens explicitly from Medicaid. However, some aliens would lose Medicaid

coverage by vidue of Losmg their $SSI cligibiity.

b Estimate assumes the Food Stamg program is an open-endcd enlitlement..

o Proposal could mcrease number of individuals panticipaling i the Temporary Assssr.ance for Ncedy Fa d:es
i uc "an mcrease would not aftect federal spending. R :

block grani; hOW'C:V
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TABLE3 ;
FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT, TITLE IV 06/0G5
- CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT - ‘ - 07:00 PM
As reported by the Senata Committee on Finance a/ :

(by fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

1956 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
New Eof Techni . _ . '
Stata directory of new hires : . .
Family support payments a o 11 . (8) {(13) (18) {19}
Food etamp program 0 0 (2 L)) (15} (22} (23)
Medicaid 0 o (8) L {18) (31) (48} - (52}
Subtotal o .0 2 L (58} (88} (93}
. , ‘ 1
State laws providing expedited : '
enforcement of child support : b
Family suppodt payments o 0 o (18) {38) {60} - (84)
Food stamp program 0 0 0 ()] (14) (22) (30)
Modicaid (] 0 .0 i) (14) (24) (37)
Subtotal o 0 0 i {31) (66) (106} (152)
State laws concaming patelrn‘rtf C ‘
Family support payments o an (18} o {20) (22 (24) {26}
Food stamp program 0 (3) 3) o4 (4) {4) 5)
Medicaid 0 (2) {2) (3} (3 (4} (3)
Subtotal 1] (22) (24) ; (26} - (29) (32) (36)
Suspend Drivers’ Licenses ‘ - ' ,
. Family support payments ) (@) (17) (27 an 39y (41
Food stamp program 0 2) (5) L@ (12) 12 (13
Medicaid o 2y . {4} L (8) (10 (1) (12)
Subtotat o -(12) (26) i n (59) (62) .(68)
Adoption of uniform state laws : : '.
Family support payments o 10 2 . (8 - {(13) (18} {24)
Food stamp program 0 0 M N {5y {7 9)
Medicaid ¢ 0 {2) (4} (T4] {11} (16}
Subtotal o - 0 () - (15) (25) (35} {49},
SUBTOTAL, ! ' '
NEW ENFORCEMENT - o (23) 49 5(151) {29 (323) (396)
. : ‘
Eliminate $50 Passthrough | .
Family support payments (Z50) 270y . (290) (320 (360) (380} (420)
Food stamp program 130 140 150 170 190 200 220
Medicaid 0 0 ] a 0 . 4] ¢]
Sublotal . {120 {(130) {140) {150) (170} (190 (200}
Distii Child S : |F ' :
to Former AFDC Families First :
Family suppert payrments 1 0 0 1, ) 360 420 470
Food stamp program 0 0 O 0 {60) {T0) (80}
Madicaid 0 0 0 G o 0 0 -
Subtotat o 0 Q 0 300 350 390
’ mOther Provisions with Budgetary - !
Automated data proces&ng deveiopment. :
Family support payments 0 28 56 84 &84 5 g
Food stamp program 4} c. 0 0 a 0 0
Medicaid ' ¢ ¢ 0 .0 4] 0 0
Subtotal 0 28 59 i B4 84 5 0. '
(continued) - l. .
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TABLE 3
. FEDERAL BUDGET EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT, TITLE v DG/05/95
" CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT . O07:00 PM
As reportad by tha Senate Committea on Finance o/ f

{by fiscal ysar, in milions 01‘ dollars) |

1996 1597 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
Auttomated data prooas:mg operation and . ! ]
maintananca ' '
Farnily support payments 3 12 55 52 52 46 40
Food stamp program 0 0 0 P ¢ o 0 0
Madicaid : 0 0 a ¢ 4] 4] 0
Subtotal 3 12 85 | 62 52 46 40
Technical assistancs o stata programs .
Family support payments 36 47 1 &5 60 . 56 60
Food stamp program 0 0 ) -0 a g (v
Medicaid 0 0 Qg 0 0 0
Subtotal % 47 51 L 55 60 56 60
State obligation to provide :
sarvices ‘ '
Family support payments o] 4 0 i3 11 ) 39
Food stamp program Q 0 g 0 Q 0 4}
Medicaid 0 0 0 .0 0 a 0
Subtotal 0 Q. 0 3 1" 2 39
. f
Fedaral and state reviews and audits :
Family support payments 0 3 3 boa 3 3 3
Food stamp program 0 0 Q 0 v} 0 0
Medicaid 0 - 0 Q o Q 0 0
Subtotal 0 3 3 . 3 3 3 3
Performance-based incentives o . i
. Family support payments - .G 0 Q ¢ 0 0 0 0
Food stamp prograrm e} 0 0 ;a Q Q 0
Medicaid ’ 0 0 Q 5 0. 0 g
Subtotal 4] 0 0 . 0 0 0 0
Grants to States for Visitation - :
Family support payments -5 & 10 10 10 10 10
Food stamp program Q 0 Q- Q a a a
Medicaid 0 0 0 o 0 Q 0
Sublotal S5 5 10 110 10 10 10
SUBTOTAL, OTHER PROVISIONS 44 o5 178 208 220 143 152
TOTAL TITLE IV, BY ACCOUNT
i
Family support paymants (205) (189) (134) (194) 96 13 B
Food stamp program 130 136 138 139 81 ix) . (=4
Medicaid ¢ (4 (16) (38) (65) (56) {121%
TOTAL TITLE IV (76) C{58) (12} (93) 112 (20 (53%

Nota: Numbers in parentheses are negative rurbers,
o/ Based on discussions with Comimittee staff, this estimate assumes a technical correcton will be made
to Section 4-61 {Faderal Tax Offset).
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Welfare Reform Financing. Possible Themes
| i

Te) Optlon One: "Our welfare reform saves money” {because it is
overfinanced and includes mostly poor people 8 programs as

offsets) |
I

o Option Two: "Our welfare reform cuts welfare for the wealthy
to reform welfare for the poor" (would need to include farm and
corporate subsidies, etc.). : : '

o Qption Three: "Our welfare reform iz financed by eliminating
fraud and abuse® (would need to include Medicare secondary payer

extender, EITC abuse, tightening up on sponsor respon51b111ty for
allens, and some smaller items).

o] Optlon Fodr: "Our welfare reform is?paid for" (set of ad hoc
cuts; no theme; keeps financing out of picture as much as
possible). : ' ' '

1]



' - Welfare Bill Savings
) S Bllllony {(March 1936 CBO Baseline Unless Otherwise Noted)
' Admin HR 457 Cartle-

Draft ) w med nocap Tanner
Memo entries in itatics J-yr Ty
Child Protection. ... .c..cccaluue - -
Child Care. +26 3.5
AFDCAOBS/EA 6.3
Food Stamp interactions & mise +0.0 +l.4
Subtetal -3.7 +72
. AFDC-related Medicaid +10 -
Medicaid capitation interaction 0.8
Transitiona! Medicaid . 418
subtotal I -10 +7.2
. Related Medicaid 02 02
subtotal +0.4 .4
Subetal without Medicaid. ... ....... -4.7 +6.2
Sublotal with Medicaid........ .. =14 6.0
-4.5 -1t.0
Child Nutrition - -
AFDC o1 -
Baitered Individuals .
Food Stamps 03 =23
Subtotal, excl. Medicaid - =51 -134
Related Medicaid 08 4.2
Total with Medicaid -5.7 -17.3
351 children’s provisiona w/ admin 6.7 8.7
Related Medicaid 52 £0.2
6.9 -8.9
Other 8581 -0.5 -1.485%
related Medicad = : -
0.5 -1.%
Meédicaid capitation interaction T-DB
Total S8I, non-immigrants.............. =12 -10.2
Related Medicaid «1.0 £.2
Subtetal with Medicaid ’ -32 ~10.4
S88Y, inct, Immigrants fno medicaidi =1L7 -31.2
Food Stamps, excl immigrants........ -18.4 -20.1
Foed Stamps, incl immigranis....... -18.9 -iz5
Commodity Programs.................. - +1.8
Child Nutntion, excl immigrants. =32 -36 }
Child Nutrition, incl, immigramsts -3.2 =36
Food Subtatal {excl. immigrants) 116 | 218
Food Subtosal (inel. immigrants) -22.1 -i4.3
Welfare subtotal, No Medicaid -38.6 -IBS . -39.3
Medicaid. .. +0.9 -4.6
Wellare subtotal, with Medicaid 37694 -36.908 . -43.9
Dependent Care Tax Credit - -
Tax on benefits . -
Adcption tax credit
Math error cxiemibn to dep ded -1.4 -1.4
1 1 (o NN 233 43
Subtotal tax X ' =47 5.7
Welare & Tax, No Medicaid -43.2 -45.0
Welfare, incl Medicaid, & Tax -42.4 -49.6
" Public Housing -18
Tatal With Public Housing -51.4
. : ; ; |
. " ¢
Food Stampa y 1R _‘ <18 - - 25 # =20 - =27 =24
Immigrants ) -5 -5 - -n # -18 - -2% -23
SSI Kids ’ 1 A U 9 - -7 -7
Cther o : -7 L 2 0# +1 . +1 -2
EITC -3 S - 6 - -2 5
Adoption credit L. - - - # .- - +2
Total . ’ 12 42 -+ 59 # -51 - -65 -60
Child Care & Performance Bonus I Y ) U418 a2
Adoption tax eredit i I +1.7
Gross cuts -43.0 . -68.6 -65.4

GAWELFARE\FYS7BUDUULY_BIL.XLS ' [ S N6 LAZPM Page)
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

01-Apr-1996 06:02pm

TO: - (See Below)

FROM: Stacy L. Dean
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRD

1
il
.

SUBJECT: Your Request

The table below is based on your reguest 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 and
Medicaid programs. Exemptions for the disabled and those with 40
guarters of coverage only.

3. The Administration's SSI proposals which include §3.2 billion
in savings from two welfare reform provisions already énactéed 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, Child Care and CSE and include the
NGA addbacks for Child Care, Contlngency Fund and Performance
Bonus.

5. We assumed the NGA Child Protection Block Grant.

The pricing for this proposal is undgr 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 FYO1 FY02 = 7yr
~0.2 -2.2 -3.7 -5.1 . -6.5 ~7.2 ~9.6 -34.5
- 22 -l .43 ~-59 . 75 - ¥4 N

In addition, you expressed interest in 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, decrease funds set
aside for the NGA Performance Bonus from $1.5 billion to $0.8
billlion (the level proposed in the Administration's bill).



i
|

1

rTﬁird,lreduce the NGA Child Care addbéék from $4 billion to,Sl
'billion. We did not reduce the NGA Contingency Fund, which adds
-$1.3 billion according to preliminary conversations with CBO.

i
"Alternative Two '

_Savings in Billions

FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 . FYOO FYOl  FY02 7yr

. Altl -0.2 ~2.2  -3.7  -5.1, -6.5 -7.2  -9.6 -34.5
. P 0 0.3  -0.3  -0.3] -0.3  -0.3 ~0.3 -2.0
' PB 0 0 0.1 -0.1: -0.1 0.1 ~0.1 -0.7
ce 0 -0.5 -0.5  -0.5. -0.5  -0.5 ~0.5 -3.0
Total -0.2 -3.1 _4.7  =6.1. =7.% -8.2 ~10.6 -40.0

_CP - saving gained from dropping the NGA Child Protection Block
grant o .

-PB - savings gained from reducing thé‘NGA Performance Bonus
CC - savings gained from reducing the NGA Child Care Add Back

Please let us know if you have any questions.

E
i

3Distribution:

Bruce N. Reed \
Kenneth §. Apfel

Barry wWhite

Larry R. Matlack

Keith J. Fontenot

Deborah ¥. Kramer \
Mary I. Cassell. :

Jeffrey A. Farkas !
Lester D. Cash
JackA. Smalligan _ ‘ :
Christine B. Ellertson - R T Tt
Richard E. Green S B :
Stacy L. Dean
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Weifare options

ISSUE NGA Ah avﬁ Senate passed President's plan

|SAVINGS $2@biltion* | $3A9 bilfioq| $51.2 billion $40.6 billion

CASH BENEFITS

Conditional entitlement no no no yes

[Block grant yes - yes yes ne

5 year time limit yes yes- yes yes

Hardship Exemption 20% - 20% 20% - 20%

Vouchers for children after 5 yr time limit is reached - optional mandatory no mandatory

STATE ACCOUNTABILITY

State accountability ** some strohger no yes

Maintenance of effort 75% 80% 80% n/a

CONTINGENCY FUND -

Lzvel of funding $2 - 32(+) s n/a

Trigger based on child povertyrates - -~ - oo e yes. . |- yes(+). .. fj___.no . _|___ . na

100% Maintenance of effort requlred to draw fund no yes yes’ ' _n/a

EMERGENCY ACTION

Action triggered if child poverty increases no yes ~no _n/a

CHILD CARE _ , _
-\Funding level (39 billion baseline) _ $14.70 $14.70 $9.90 $12.80

Funds sufficient to meet work requirements per CBO yes - yes no _

Retain health and safety standards no _ yes yes yes
_|Qualily Improvements $.7 billion | $1.1 billion $1 billion na -

a Ii Ee Eovemors (ﬂl not agrce on any Wik ra"! savmgs ' =Ny ' '

** State plan must be enforceable, state must treat similar populations similarly, and state musl operate a statewide program.

Page 1
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Welfare optfons

Page 2

ISSUE NGA NGA heavy | Senate passed | President's plan

WORK PROGRAM _ : | ' ' _
Separale fund to reward states [or attaining job placement goals yes yes no n/a
100% maintenance of effort if work goals not met no yes no .. n/a
FOOD STAMPS i
Savings level $24.7 billion | $22'billion | $24.6 billion $20.8 billion
Block grant option ‘ yes no yes no
Overall spending cap : no’ no K8 AD no
Work required for recipients w/o dependents if jobs no yes no yes

-|Work required for recipients w/o dependents even if no jobs . yes no yes no
CHILD NUTRITION
Optional school lunch block grant demo admin. costs no no no
§SU DISABLED ADULTS i
Ends benefits for drug addicts and alcoholics 1o yes yes yes

[implements continuing disability reviews no yes yes’ yes

" |Increase age eligibilily to 67 yrs - . yes no yes no -
Ends state supplement maintenance of effort yes no yes no
SSI/ DISABLED CHILDREN

" [Current recipients affected January 1998 yes' yes no yes
Increase parent-child income deeming “no no no yes
MEDICAID L
Guaranieed coverage for those now eligible option option (+} yes . yes

e o —




Welfare Opti-ons

NGA heavy

ISSUE. 'NGA Senale passed President’s plan
Savings n/a $5.40 518 $5.40
Denies SSI benefits to all noncitizens with exemptions n/a no yes no
Exempt over age 75 from SS1 ban n/a n/a no . n/a
Exempt those disabled alter entry from SS1 benefits n/a n/a no n/a
Exempt over age 75 from deeming : n/a. -7 no yes
Exempt those disabled after entry from deeming n/a yes 1o
CHILD PROTECTION
Block Grant : yes no no - no
Retain entitlement to foster care and adoption assistance yes yes yes yes
MISC. _
Social Services Block Grant cul i0% cut 10% no cuts

cut 10%

Page 3
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February 16, 1995

To: Ron Haskins
From: Payl Cullican ‘
Budget Analysis Division
" Congressional Budget Office

 Subject: Comparison of ConfamAQreementonHRhndtheNGAWdﬁmRtﬁumposa!

| Tﬁsm«normidumisinr&pometoyomhqnﬁmmthepomﬁﬂbudgewye&moﬂhe
National Governars' Association welfare reform proposal. Specifically, it sddressas how mush
the NGA's modifications to H.R. 4 would affect the cost impact of the legisiation.

We biave not had sufficient details to- mpmsdymm of the NGA proposal.
What follows is a rough guideline of what portions of the NGA proposal are likely 1o have
significant budgetary effects. Thxsmmtanoﬂicml(:ongmsmoml Budget Office estimate.

Séven-an Estimated Savings From HR. 4 . $64.1 bilion
(aspussedbytbccongrmbesedondmcGBO's , i
December 1995 baséline) |
Less: Medicaid savings in HR. 4 | <8 4.0 billion
Total Noa-Madicaid Effects of HR. 4 . $60.2 billion
NGA proposed changes: : - o '
Contingency fund increase{cost) + -3 1.3 dillion
SS! disabled children ' » =$ 5.1 billion
Additional Child Care funds - -3 4.0 bilion
Maximum effects of performance bonuses - <$4.1 billon
Retain Foster Care 3 openvended entitiement | -§ 0.4 billliom
State Option WIthm C!uld Protmon : -
. -$16.9 billion
HR. 4 pet of Medicaid and Specific NGA changes . $43.3 billion

In addition to the specific policy changes, the Govemnors also proposed shifting
appmmmdySﬂbﬂhoao&pm&ngmdﬂdwﬁfmmﬁmthe&scm&mpomonof
the federsl budget to the mandatory or pay-zs-you-go megmy Thus, while the discretionary
spending tatals would be lessened, mndasoryspendmgwouldbemmmdbyn?bdhon This

- would lower the direct spending savings from the conference-passed version of H.R 4, adjusted

for Medicaid and for the specific poﬁcy proposals of the NGA, to about $40.4 b:Ihon

ot REED P.@2/26
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The NGA proposal aiso expressed support for the food stamp income deduction changes
in the Senate-passed version of HR. 4. In staff discussions with NGA and Congressional _
committees, there seemed 10 be a consensus that the changes in fo0d stamp income deductions
recommended by the Governors would could reduce the HR. 4 savings by perhaps another $1.0.
billion, _l

lhegovernorsd:dnomkeaposnonwuhregudtntheaﬁmpromnsmHk.4 If the ghen
provisions in HR. 4 were exchuded for the package, $22.9 billion of the estimated savings (about
$15.4 billion in non-medicaid savings) in the bill would drop out.

Tf we can be of further assistance, please call us at 226-2820.
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Companson of H.R. 4 and Governors’ Proposal on Weifare

[ssue

- Child care

Family cap

Work
requirements

Work hours

Work if have
‘unger-6 child

Job search

Contingency
fund-~

Child

_protection

Performance

bonus

Two-tiered
SSI for kids

SS! changes

Hardship

exemption

Taiv treatment

Savings

February 1996

HR.4 |

$18 billion\7 years (82 billion

above surrent faw); 3% cap on .

administration

State opt-out (national polxcy‘

state can ovemde)

States are credited with net
caseload reductions

Must work 35 hours\week -

No special treatment for
farnilies with young children

~ Maximum job search: 4 weeks

$£1 billion fund; states must
continue current level of
spending and have high
unempioyment

. Maintain entitiement to foster ,

care and adoption maintenance
payments: end 18 curent
programs and create 2 block
grams

States can reduce state spending
“below the 75% floor required

Some kids get 100% of full
benefit, others 7§% |

- Children’s reforms effective
- 1-1-97

' States can exempt 15% of
families from the 5-year limit -

No provision

$60 billion\? years

~ $22 billion\? years (36 billion

above current law); 5% cap on.

administration
|

State opt-in (no national policy)

Families leaving welfare for
work courrt for 1 year :

'Must work 25 hours\week

Families with children under &
can work as few as 20 hours

 Maximum job search: 12 weeks

$2 billion fund; more liberal
trigger based on food stamps
and no requirement that states
continue current spending

Retain all current open-ended
etitlements; end 14 current
progams and create 2 block
grants; give states option of
replacing all open-ended
entitlements with single capped,
enmlemem block gmm

Statcs ¢an tap 33 b:lhon In new
| fedeta! funds .

~All chﬂdrcn reccwe 100%.0of
benefits

Children's reforms effective
11498 o Mo 25 et

States can exempt 20% of

families from the S-year limit

Explicit guarantee of “fair and
equal” ucatmens

$43 Pillion\? years

!
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Cémpéﬁ_son of Direct Spending On Families With Children Under
- Current Law.and H.R. 4 Conference Agreement
5 . - Under CBO Decamber 1995 Basetine, dollars in miliions

Projected Federal and State Smhdh:'ng Under Current Law

. o Total
. _ 1995 1986 1997 © 1998 . 1999 2000 2001 2002 19a7 - 200,
Famity support payments _ - 16,95 16,541 17,143 17,462 17,939 18,483 . 19,082 18,704 109,813
Child Care ) 1,130 1.145 1,200 1 1,245 1,295 1,345 1,395 1,445 7,925
Food Stamp Program ’ 25554 26,233 27,764 129,214 30,565 32,048 33,390 34,834 187,835
%51 - Disabled Children Only 4,800 4,900 5,800 i 6,500 7,100 8,400 7.700 9,000 44 600
Child Nutrition : - 7,899 8,385 8,895 ‘ 9427 8,972 . 10,5249 11,108 11,694 . 61,623
Foster Care ' 3,282 3950 . 4393 , AT - 5,160 5,557 5929 6,385 32,205
Social Services Block Grant * . . 2787 3190 . 3100 2,945 2,840 . 2805 2800 2800 17,290
Projected State Spending - T cigE72. 17,088 17,765  1B3B7. 19023 19740 20,482 21,317 116,713
: welfererelated | " . 14,187 13,854 14,170 514,456 14,801 15,202 15,641 16,083 890,364
foster care - Co 2 885 3,232 3594 - . 3912 4222 4547 4 851 5,224_ 26,350
Total Federal and State ' . 79,380 © 81750 86,180 89941 63,8094 98,916 101,894 107,179 576,004
Percent Change fram 1995 | na 30%  86% | 13.3%  183%  246% - 283%  35.0%
Totals deflated by child populallon . : - ‘ - :
and infiation . 78,390 78,348 = 79,248 76,503 80,067 81,408 81023 82374
Percent Change from 1995 ~ ‘hRa -1.3% 0.2% . 0.1% 0.6% 2.5% 2.1% 38%
. . - ) I . . :
Projected Federal and Required State Spending Under H.R.4
: . ' Total
oL 1585, 1996 1997 - 1998 1999 . 2000 2001 2002 1997 - 2o0:
Family support payments _ 16,956 16,995 17,953 18,150 18,287 18,354 18250 18017 109,011
Child Care ' T - 130 1,145 1170 1,390 1,490 1,680 1.880 2,035 9.64%
Faod Stamp Program - . 25554 25794 24,639 25318 26285 27,523 28,572 29775 162,112
§5I - Disabted Children Only - 4,900 4800 4800 i 4700 4,800 5,400 - 4,900 5,700 30,30¢
- Child Nutrition . _ 7,899 8,305 B499- - 8,93t . 9400 - 8,824 10,376 10,824 . 57.95¢
Foster Care - © 3282 . 3,961 . 4,598 ;4708 5031 5442 5833 . 63 31,812
'Social Services Block Grant . | 2,787 3190 2848 | 2B65 2860 2525 = 2520 2520 1563t
Regquired State Spending . . 16,_872' S 171056 7,890 : 7.840° 7,116 7.110 (3,324) {3.320) 23,313
~ waifare-related 14,187 | 13,864 10.4BG { 10,480 10,480 10,480 ; 0 - 0 41.51¢
r_educunn equivalent to 30% uf . ) ! ’ )
cash asstslance block grant ' 0 D {5,369) . (5.420) {5,449) {5,455} (5,409) (5.405) {32,507
foster care . 2685 3241 2,780 I 2,780 2085 2,085 2,085 2,085 13,80¢
Additional State Foster Care Spending D 0 g2z | 1,072 2,031 2368 2687 . 3,070 12211
Taotal Federal and State 79,380 81,285 - 73,379 . '74,774 77,001 80,225 71,694 75022 452,006
Percent Change from 1995 : na 2:4% 76% | -58% -3.0% 1.1% -8.7% 5.5%
Totals defiated by child populatxon - . 3 : :
ard inflation - 79,380 77912 . 67,478 66,096 65,661 66,026 57.009 57,655
Percent_Change from 1995 ) na -1.6% -15.0% : -16.7% -17.3% -16.8% ~28.2% -27.4%
Reduction In Total Spending from Current Law o 1se0s
Percentage Reduction in Spending . o 2.9%
Reduction in AFDC-Related Speriding from Current Law : 80,033 l o . ) c ' , R ‘
Percentage Reducﬂon in Spend!ng o . COIEA - ' C ' ' . ‘

I . . 4
Note: Federal spending figures in this table are suppdnﬂ by the C‘.ongmsslonﬂ Budget Office. State spendlm figures sre cakuloied using match mles derived from HHS data,
Al spending figuros are m-estimeted for the CBO 12/85 buseline, axcept for 1995 tamily suppad and t.hdﬁ cam lpendmg which was not available in time for this analysie.
Totdle were deflaind by estimatos of child population under age 18 [Cument Population Report, P25—11D4) and by nﬂabon using the CP-U Ixdex, :
Figures for food stamp spending represant spending on &/ househakds.and not only on hpusehalds with chiliren.
Under H.R. 4, this analysis assurnes that sitatas maintain foster care spending for chidren recaiving AFDC at current law match rates despite the bll's Lkower
maintenance of effort requirement



TOTAL WELFARE REFORM SAVINGS IN
THE ADMINISTRATION PLAN, H.R. 4,
CURRENT PPOSITION AND OFTIONS

. T
1/ Preliminary projection of CBO's likely scoring.
~ 2/ Does not include effects of ending catagorical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients.

!

Admin. hill C.urrent; Admin. KA HR. 4
Position Option
7 year outlay savings in billions, CBO December baseline
l|Food Stamps $19.0 $21.7 $21.7 ~$27.5
1| {Excluding immigrants) ' _ '
Commodities . $00 $00 $0.0 +$1.8
| chitd Nutrition ... . . ... .. $3.4 $34 $3.9 .$34
Il -(Exctuding immigrants) 7 ,
|l Subtotal-~Food Programs -$224 -$25.1 -$25.6 -$29.1°
| sst chitdren. ........... $4.3 $7.2 $7.2 $124
(including Medicaid changes) ! {-12.6 with
. - i Medicaid)
1| Welfare reform issues in ‘
Earnings Limit bill . :
SSI DA&A -$2.9 -$2.9 -$2.9 $0.0
SSI and DI CDRs 1/ $0.0 ' $p.0 -$1.0 $0.0
Social Service Block - $19 -$1.7 $2.6 -81.7
Grant (Title XX)...oo.. ; . |
|| AFDC/JOBS/ChildCare/ $0.0 +$3.7 +$3.7 +$2.8 12
Child Protection/CSE : . (+52.5 with
|| ¢including Medicaid changes) i Medicaid)
Nl tmmigrants | -$5.4 -$5.0 $7.5 -$19.5
1| Gincluding Medicaid changes) ‘ L i {-$22.9 \x.rith
! ‘ Medicaid)
Total - Welfare | _$36.9 -$38.2 -$43.1 .$39.9
- W Programs f _ : (-863.8 with
_ . Medicaid)
Earned Income Tax Credit -$1.6 —$1 6 -$10 -$27.7
A 5385 -539.8 -853.1 | .$87.6
| : - (.891.5 with
_ - | Medicaid)
- T ) 1/5/96

|
f
i
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Options to -Ac ieve added Savin . ‘

As noted above, painful choices would need to be made to reach $58 billion in savings. The
following is a run-down of my recommendations for in¢reasing 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 stilf very significant policy
change--and one that doesn’t use the SSI DA&A savings and continuing disability review
(CDR) savings to pay for the earnings limit increase, but does s use the other savings in the
Earnings Test bill-- would be to increase the limit to $25,000 in 2002. This would reduce
costs by approximately $600 million in 2002 a]one If the full eammgs limit increase is .
-provided, then we’ll lose our DA&A savings. : . - $0net

« Continuing Disghlhty Review (CDR) Funding -- We are developlng with Senate Budget -

Committee an alternative to the CDR revolving fulnd in the Earnings Test bill. It could
. save about 31 billion over 7 years if used in reconcnllatlon for deficit reduction, including -$1.0B
$500 million in 2002 | : '

+  EITC -~ If there is a $500 child tax credit, the EITC 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
certain types of investment iosses (and maybe somal securlty) could aiso be acccpted . -$84B

.« Child Nutrition -- Move 33% closer to the Reconcmatxon level of cuts. This entails
-taking some slightly deeper cuts that didn’t causc:any controversy. .

: $-05B
¢ SSBG -- Increase Title XX cut from 10% to 15%. ‘
. f | $-09B
» 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 -32.5B
" 100,000 the number of legal immigrants who wolld lose SSI and Food Stamp benefits.

i

BUDGET ITEMS WE SHOULD TRY VERY HARD TO OPPOSE:

» Food Stamps -- After 4 months of benefits, terminate 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 Republican pfOposal for added savings. -$4.1B

-Noncitizens ~- To achieve savings beyond deemihg requires moving to provisions that ban

legal immigrants from programs. For example, 4 prospective SSI ban on new immigrants

-entering the U.S. with exemptions for the disabled (which is the least damaging banning

proposal) would increase savings by $1.5 billion: Any ban represents a major change in -$1.5B
policy-~ eliminating benefits for people who have no sponsots to turn to. Vastly deeper

cuts are proposed by the Republicans.
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Welfare Referm Key Concerns

AFDC:
Maintenance of Effort - Biggest problem w1th NGA. 75% match, transferabllxty 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.

Child Care/Work Requirements - Excellent movemcnt from the governors; minor
changes needed.

Child Protection - NGA proposes optional block grant that we oppose.

Food Stamps: ;
Good Features - NGA drops spending cap and shf:lter cut.

Negative Features - NGA still has optional block!grant]simpliﬁcd program. In addition,
NGA includes mandatory work requirement for smgle adults. These amount to about $3
billion in savings beyond our levels, i

i

Immigrants:
NGA is silent, but many governors express reservations. We still won’t go beyond
deeming. Qur highest priority restorations aimed at protecting children, in order of
importance; are in school lunch, Medicaid, food stamps, and disabled SSI exemption.

SSI/Kids:

NGA proposal consistent with our current position.

’ i

- - 1
Overall Savings Level:

The -Administration’s bill saves $40 billion, the Conference $60 billion. NGA adds back
too much {about $15 billion) in non-food stamp/immigrant 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.



' : CHART A ' ‘ DR A F T
T ¢BO COST ESTIMATES OF THE HOUSE AND SENATE WELFARE BILLS '

AND THE WELFARE PROVISIONS IN THE RECONCILIATION CONFERENCE REPORT
{Direct Spending Reductions and Authotization of Approprsa{mns Outlays in blumns)

1
' 4

SEVEN YEAR TOTAL SPENDING REDUCTION
House H.R. 4 - Senata H.R.4 Conference Coalition Substitute

Cash Assistance Block Grant : . $14.9 $8.1 ‘ $5.8 $1.5
Child Care (increased spending In the Senate & Conference) - 0.7 (50.7) - T {$0.7). " 5ee Title XX DR AF T
Child Protection : . 340 $0 $2.3 . 804
Child Nutrition Programs $113 %23 : $5.7 _ $2.4
Food Stamp Pragram Changes ) $38.7 §285 $33.2 ) - $15.6
Food Stamps Oﬁsets (increase in spending) . (8%2) . ($6.8)_ (55.2) . L5 C e e
Restﬂcting Welfare for immigrants (SS] only} S $11.4 . 5159 $158 $4.1
Supp]ementa[ Security Income $28.2 $12.9 - $16.0 T 8136
~ Child Support Enforcement . $0.1 o523 $0.5 . $1.3 . .-
Titte XX Reductions 0 Cos0T $3.3 $0.4
Dther Provislons - : $0 . s0.7 - $0 $0 .
TOTAL REDUGTION OF WELFARE BILL(all amounts) : $104.1 $63.2 . $76T $35.0
A o i . ‘ . .o . - -
Titte XX - Reconciliation . _ $9 $3.3 %0 $0.0
Earned Income Tax Credit - Recondiliation - : 323.3 5432 $32.4 $1.5
Child Care Tax Credit | L i $0 $0 $0 557 C
“Taxation of benefits o : 1 %0 30 ‘50 : §4.6 DR ﬁ F
GRAND TOTAL ’ . $1274 - 3087 $109.1 : $46.8 T
Notes: : ) -
The Congrassional Budget Office’s official seven year direct spending estimate under Tile Xl of the Reconciliation bill is §85.1 billion. The official .
eslimate is $75.1 billion after deductmg 1&r EITC and Medical Education. This analysic makes mingt modifications to the CBO estimate: 1) it adjusts , .
CBO's child protecucn estimalte, it comrects a technical aror made by C80Q in which they agsumed that obligalions for child pratection would nol be
subbacted from individual stales’ block grants. We believa that this is o drafling error which will soon be correcled and 2V |t adjusts GBO's child care

astimate. We assume lhat CCORG will be reauthorized through 2002
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GGVERNO“ ‘ 3G:m;yor of W:u':np:::: EIWJI:F: Directar
: Chai
WION ‘ - : ‘ Hall of the Sres
: o S : o BobMiller | ) 444 Norch Capito] Steeer
' " Governor of Nevada Wahingron, D.C. 20001-1512
- " Vice Chairman Telephane (202) 624-5300
**‘K* :
X % |
* ® | o
ﬁ*ﬁ* o November 29, 1995
The President - : i
The White Honse - : |

Washingron, DC 20500 |
Dear Mr. President:

Wc commcnd the w:llmgmss of both you and the congress:mal lcadersh:p to negotiaie a budget-
package that i 1s conpsistent with your agrecment as specxﬁed in HJ. Res. 122 :

As you begm these negotlauon.s, the Executive Comrmu:ee of the National Governors’ Association has
- - adopted interim policy that recommensls you gdoi:t a consurner price index (CPI) that accurately

reflects the real rate of inflation to United States citizens. An index that neither overestirates or

undereétimatzs inflation is important not only to federal spending, but also for state spending on many

programs.  As an illustration, a 0.5 percent adjustment in the CPI could redace the deficit by about

$140 billion while a 1.0 percent ad_]usmlem could mdm:e the deﬁcﬂ by as much as 5280 billion over
_ seven years .

The deficit savings from such an adjustment shoulti‘] be us;ed to reduce the budget reductions in the :
following four areas: Medicaid, child care, the Earned Incorne Tax Credit (EITC), and Medicare.
. | . '

|
We look forward to working with you as you negotiate a major deficit reduction package.

Bk Ml

~ Governor Bob Miller

Govemn Gcorch Voinovich - ﬁ Govemoerchasl Q. Leaviu

GovemurHowardDean MD. ‘ . ’ivcmor Gaston Cmn e



Proposed Changés“in Welfare Reform Provisions
Cuitd Care ,&(

Option 1: Adopt child care provisions fiom Coalition plan, which consolidate child care
assistance in a single program while maintaining the guarantee of assistance'to all
mdividuals who ne=d child care assistance to participate in 4 work program or to obtain
-and keep a job while on welfare and in the first year after leaving welfare.

E .
Option 2. Increase mandatory child care funding under the block grant in the conference
agreement by $1.5 billion over seven years. The increase in funding in each vear should
be propomcnal 1o the wcrk participation rate in the bﬂl

Funding for work program _ |'
Option 1: Adopt capped entitlement for work - programs in the Coahtxon pian providing
$9 billion OVET SEVET years to states to mest work reqmrements

Optmn 2: Increase ﬁmdmg for welfare block grant by an amount relative to mcreases m
work pammpanon rates. ' '

}

l
FPersonzl Responsibility Contract l

Adopt provision in Coalition plan requiring all welfare beneficiaries sign an individual
responsib:lny contract whick requires them to take actions to mmove toward work and act
in a responsible manner and pmvldc sa.ncuons for individuals who violated theu' contract.

| | |
Contingency fund . y | ‘ l | oz
Increase contingeney fund levels to 51 4 bﬂhon over seven years for states 'mth o
unemployment over 6.5% fcr thres months '

Maintenance of effort o
Require states to continue to spend at least 80% of 1995 spending levels on block grant
for seven years, instead of the 75% maintenance of effort requirement for five years m
the conference a.g:te:ment. |

BT




Performance Bom;s

Provide $1 billion over seven years for high performance states instead of the reduction in
maintenasce of effort provisions in the conference agreement.
|
Child Nutrition |
Restore half of child nutrition savings by ehmmztmg ail provisions except means-tesnng

of child and adult day care food program. |

Foster Care

Remove foster care administrative expenses from blo'f:k grant.

|
i

.

it

xR




The Impact of Budget Proposals on Low Income Programs
(Direct Spending Reductlons and Authorization of Appropriations, Outlays in Billions)

Seven Year Total

Presldent's
Coalltion Rovised
Senate Confarence Substitute Budpet
Low Income Programs:
AFDC -8.1 -58 -0.8 0
Child Care ) 0.7 07 . 28 0
Child Protaction 0 2.3 (1) 0.1 a
Child Support : -2.3 -0.5 1.3 0
Title XX ] - <33 -33 (Sea Chixi Core) -1.8
Faod Stamps -21.7 -28.0 ~14.9 -19.6
Immigrants -1.0 -4.7 0.5 NA,
Qther ) -20.7 -23.3 -14.4 NA
Child Nutrition -2.3 5.7 -2.4 A7
Immigrants . a 0.5 0 NA
Other : -2.3 -5.2 -24 e Na ——
- - A et { - 1 It - I Y -18.5
immigrants -159 -15.8 41 «11.0
Disabled Children -9.7 «14.2 -9.7 4.1
DALA . -3.1 -2.5 -5.6 -3.4
Appropriation Q a7 1.7 o
EITC -41.2 -32.4 -1.5 -2.8 .
Chils Care Tax Credit : ‘ 0 0 -57 0
Taxation of Benefils - -0 0. -4.8 - 0
Cther (2} o 0.7 0 o 0
Medicaid Savings 8.2 5.2 1.0 0
53) : -0.7 .7 -1.8 0
immigrants 4.2 -4.2 ' 0.1 0
OCther -0.3 -0.3 27 0
Total Low Income Programs (withoul Medicaid) -10%.7 -108,1 -43.4 48.0
Tolal Low Income Programs {wiih Medicaks) -114.8 ) -114.2 ) ~42.4 -48.0
Tatal without EITC or Medicaid £8.5 -78.7 ~41.8 ’ -43.1

Notes: Senate, Conferance, and Coalilion Subatitiis columna are basgd on ot astimates from the Congrassionsl Budget Office. Prasidant’s Budget

column i based on OMB baselires, Howover, differences i sconing wousd ol vary significantly in thesa program aress. For axamphe. the $18.0 biion

figurs for Food Starmps uncie’ Yt Prasidant's Revised Budgst it based on CED scoring. This analysis mocdifies the CBO cos! estimustes by coreting s tachnical smor
under chikd protection end by aseuming CCDBG will ba resuthorized through 2002 in the child care estimete. Estimates do nal includs any savings from a technicel
adjusiment 1o the CPI, - :

{1) Undar the OMB baseline, this number 1 $3.8 billlon. Cther numbera wourld vary as wall.

{2} "Other” provisionn i tha Senata bill-inciuce thoss to reduce Fedara) government positiona, changes 1o the protection of battared individuals snd adopiion expensas
PrOgIams, and miscallanaous.

Docembar 12, 1995
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Recommended Proposal for the Income Assistance Programs

The recommendation is § 41.5 to $43.0 billion in savirigs‘ over seven years ($35.1b in épendi-ng
and $6.4 to $7.9 in taxes, including the EITC.) This isabout the level of the Administration’s
proposal and $4.5 to $7b below the Coalition. Key coriiponents 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 Nutnnon Assnstance
Program at the CBO baseline. -$19b..- !

Child Nutrition -- Recommended the Adnumstratmn s pohcy, wh1ch is $0.9 billion
deeper in cuts tb.an the Coalition proposal. -$3. 3b.

$S1 Kids — Recommended the Coalition plan with modifications, New eligibility for SSI
children begins as soon as possible for new beneficiaries. For children now on the rolls,a
one year transition period would be granted Witli reviews beginning in 1997, to be

~ completed by 1998.

SST Adults ~ Recommended the Coalition plan on ehg1b111t§ 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 $SI (savings not yet calculated or included in budget estimates) -$9.5b

Social Services Block Grant -- Recommended the Coalition plan. -$1.9.

, o _ _
AFDC/JOBS/Child Care -- Recommended $0.5b above the Coalition plan, with structural
modifications. AFDC cash benefits retained. No changes in child protection programs.
Increases provided for child care, with welfare recipients moving to work recetving child care

and no sanctions if child care is not available. Consolldanon of Emergency Assistance and
WORK funding. +$3.7b.

~ Immigrants -- Recommended the Coalition plan. ';—$5.0b.

EITC -- Recommended the Coalition plan. -$2.4i;>.

Other Tax Provisions — Recommended the Coalifion proposal on modifying the Dcpendcnt |
Care Tax Credit (DCTC). Dropped tax on welfare benefits, but tax on SSI still undecided.

(-$4.0 DCTC only. Upto-$5.51£SS11s taxed)

! These estimates are based on 0ld CBO assumptions. New estimates not yet available.

I
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SAVINGS IN LOW INCOME AREAS IN ADMINISTRATION BILL, HOUSE COALITION,
SENATE DEMOCRATIC WELFARE PLAN, AND PRELIMINARY PROPOSAL

Administration
Bill

House Coalition
Plan

Senate
Democratic
Welfare Bill

Preliminary
Proposal

P 7 year snvmgs, oMmB 1 7. )e'sr CBRO, 10/25 T-yeas, CBO, 89 - pm,, 7. )w CBO
Food Stamps ............................ $-l90 $ IS 1 $-16.6 $ 19 0
- [ p—— - . aima®an bbb e s aar et spamn s S —— i I P et B e 1o e o

Chtld Nulnnon ...... '

AF DC/I OBSfChJIcl C archInld Prolecl:onf CSE

Immlgrants .........

Other 'I‘ax Prowsaons

..................

..................

..................

....................

’l otal Tax Prows:ons

Totai Non—Tax Prowsnons _

Eamed Income Tnx Credn ........ R _

$-3.7

A P (D

$227
8T L
RN
$0 0 AT e
. N

.fsif_?.?r_?_._..A
$-29 |

$-29

$-14.5

_$357
$-24

$-12.7

$-24- .
$175- I

_$-_1_0.3_ - |

+$32 0
$~S.0_‘_“_ .

$34.

$-22.4

- 395

$-5.0
3435.1 '

$-19 |f
BT % 2

$24 ‘
$-40lo$55

$-6.4 Lo $-7.9

_TOTAL

$-41.8

$-48.4

$-21.6 | $-41.5 10 $-43.0 |

' Using old CBO technical and economics. New estitates not yet available.

Decernber 17, 1995
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i - KEY ITEMS TO DISCUSS ON WELFARE REFORM

|
(1) Overall savings target: The Administration plan saves about $42B ($39B in spending and
$3B in EITC). The House Coalition (HC) plan saves about $48B using old economic
assumptions ($35B inspending and about $13B in EITiC and other revenues). The Senate
Democratic (SD) welfare bill saves about $21B in spending. The big question is this: what is our
target? If it’s about $48B (using old assumptions, and about $44B using new assumpuons) then
anything that comes out of the HC plan will need offsets.

| |

(2) Two key revenue differences: (a) The HC plan includes AFDC, Food Stamps and SSIin
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 and reduces it for higher income workers ralsmg $4B. What do we do about these two
proposals?

(3) Child care: The biggest dollar difference between ti‘xe 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 10 $3B. The Administration is closer 1o the HD levels. How much child care?

{4) SSI changes The HC plan saves about $4B by reqmrmg disabled adults to reapply every 3
years and by reducing the unearned income excluswn frorn $20 t0 $15. These prov151ons are not
in the SD or Administration plan.

(5) Other dlfferences On thc spending side, there are mi)t big differences between the
Administration plan and the HC plan (in-aggregate or by area). The SD plan saves con31derab1y
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 Fr1day, the
Repubhcans proposed to accept the Administration’s cut.
| :
. Child Nutrition- The Administration saves $3.7]$. Plan is similar to HC and SD but
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.

. [mmigrants- The SD plan cuts almost $3B deepei,r 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 those with sponsors below median income,
the HC plan excludes those over age 75. The SD plan provides neither exemption.

December 17, 19095
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Food Stamps- The Administration saves §3- 4BI more than the Democratlc proposals,
primarily in the standard deduction. |r :

|
Medicaid- The Congressional proposals provxde transitional Medlcald at a cost of $2B
-the Administration does not, |

SSI Kidsv The HC plan saves about $7B by changing eligibility prospectively and
retroactively. There is some confusion over the implementation date of kids currently on
the rolls. The Administration bill only saves $4|B since all the kids now on the rolls are
‘grand fathered. ' . i' '

t
EITC- The I:-IC plan counts capital gams as income toward the $2 350 eli glblllty limit,
“saving about $1B. The Administration bill does not.

December 17, 1995



KEY ITEMS TO DISCUSS ON WELFARE REFORM

Overall Savings Target: -$41.8 billion total Overall Savings Target: -$48.4 billion total Dverall Savings Target: -$21.6 billion total

Welfare Related: -339 b including Medicaid ' Welfare Related: -$37 b including Medicaid ) Welfare Related: -$21.6b mcludmg Medicaid
- {-$36b excluding Medicaid) {-536 b excluding Medicaid) ! {-$25.3 b exchiding Medicaid)
M Tax Provisions: -$3 EITC : i Tax Provisions: -$13 EITC and other Revenues : Tax Provisions: $ 0.EITC

e

I D A N B R R4 8 03 A1 0157 A A AR 0 g» e A R A A L AN AL 001 A 8 AR A A A S b P b 55

4

Non EITC Revenue: ) B ’ : Nun EITC Revenue ' Non—ElTC Revenue
. . E Includes AFDC, Food Stamps and SS81 in taxable : )
No Provision - - ¢ income. (-$6b) i No provision
' : | | Makes the DCTC refundable, while reducing its cost.
L ($4b)
AU, . ...‘.H.‘%. . B Oy NN PP P VTPV RS N BT
Child Care; o : Chlld Care . e Lo Cl'uld Care.____-._.. U P
T omee o T +$3 b in AFDC related child care (open ended) : +$9 b in child care (capped)
; At-Risk Program made discretionary. - : Main difference from the Coalition is the child care
: . : ! program structure. See additional paper.

SSI Adults (non DAA) ; SSI Adulls (nun~DAA) . i SS1 Adults (non-DAA):
: Requires many disabled adults to reapply every 3 years

and reduces the uneamed income exclusion from $20to i No provision

| $15. (-$3.70) :

Ne Provision.

itle XX: | ! Title XX:

Title XX: T
| Cut Title XX by 10%. (-51.9b) No Provision.

Cut Title XX by 10%. (-$1.9b)

AR e e

GIARECONCIS\TRACKINGICOMPARBSIDXSIDX. WPD : :
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Child Nutrition:
Reduces Child Nutrition spending without threatening
the nutritional safety net.
: ( 53 7b) '

-------------------- e e

Immlgrants

Makes sponsors of 1mm|grants more responsible for
those they bring in the country. Deeming until
citizenship with main exemption: immigrants whose
sponsor 3 income is below the medlan ( $6 7b)

Food Stamps

Reduces Food Stamps spending wnhout threatening
the nutritional safety net.

(-$19b) -

Medicaid:

No provisien

SS1 Kids:

currently receiving help or reducing assistance to -
severely disabled children. (-34.1b)

A A LA A St it e B A AR R e e

A,

$SI Kids:
Reforms SS1 without cutting off assistance to children
" & current recipients as well as future applicants, (-$ 8b)

| Child Nutrition: |
! Cuts in Child Nutrition similar but not as deep as those
. in the Administration plan. (-$2.4b)

]mmlgrams

Similar to the Administration. Main Difference is
exemptions: immigrants who have worked and those .
over.age 75. (-$5b CBQ)

RS TRPRNTRRTXRUERFARERN

AN

Food Stamps:

Cuts in Food Stamps similar to those in the
Administration plan. Main difference: tréatment of the
+ standard deduction (-$15.1b)

R RN

Provide transitional Medicaid. ( £2b)

et Al bbb el A b e -:-. i s

Medicaid:

Similar to Administration, except limits eligibility for

Some confusion over the date of implementation for- .

‘t future applicants vs. current recipients.

e b e e e e e e R A S

Chlld Nutrition:
Cuts in Child Nutrition 51mllar but not as deep as those in
: : the Administration plan. (-$2.4b)

lmmlgrants.

i Similar to the Administration. Main leference is

: exemptions: those immigrants who have worked. No
: exemption for those over'75. (-$7.7b)

Food Stamps

Cuts in Food Stamps similar to those in the
Admlmsrratmn plan. Main difference: treatment of the
standard deduction (-$16.6b)

{ Medlcald
Provxde transnt:onal Medlca1d (~$2b)

| SSI Kids:
: Same as Coalition, (-$8b)

RETRVETRTELES

EITC: _

Strengthens EITC compliance provisions and makes
undocumented and temporary aliens 1nehg|ble ( %3
billion in tax savings)

i

EITC:

Includes the Administration’s EITC provision and one
other small change. (-$1.6b)

Counts capital gains as incomne toward the $2,350
eligibility limit. (-8.8b)

A

| EITC:

: No Provision,

GARECONCIS\TRACKINGUCOMPARE\SIDXSIDX, WFD
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COALITION, AND SENATE DEMOCRATIC WELFARE PLAN

SAVINGS IN LOW INCOME AREAS IN ADMINISTRATION BILL, HOUSE

DCTe -4-.0

Administration | House Coalition Senate
Bill Plan . Pemocratic
_ Welfare Bill
T-year savings, OMDB 7-year, CBO, 1025 7-year, C]_E’-O, 8/9
Food Stamps . . ................ .... I $-19.0 $-15.1 $-16.6
Child Nuteition . ORI $37 $2.4 $24
| Total - Food Programs |  $-22.7 $-17.5 $-19.0
SSL.. .o o $75 | 8145 3-0.8
.- Social Service-Block Grant. .. - s e 1 - e = $-129- §-~ - 819 b -
AFDC/JOBS/Child Care/Child Protection/CSE | 560 | +$32 +$14.9
Immigrants ... ............. ... 00000 $-6.8 S $-5.0 | - $-7.7
FEarned Income Tax Credit . ... ......... ... $29 | - $-2.4 e
Other Low Income Tax Provisions . . ... ... . e _ o %103 ——
' TOTAL | $418 | 3484 $~21.6JI
Adoie Td 223 |
Yy BbifCot ©VE
e KX - Lq !
C.Core. ' +32
G:\R.ECONCQS\TRACKING\COMPARE\AD_CO_SD.WPD Decernber 17, 1995
T -5.© '
B . -2.4
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. CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE R .} 7 wneE.ONall
' U.S. CONGRESS .. .. . Director |

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515

" December 13;, -1295

Honorable Pete V. Domenici
Chaijrman -
Committee on the Budget
United States Senate S
Washington, D.C. 20510 D

‘Deaer Chairman: T :

| At your request, the Con gressnonal Bud get OfﬁcF (CBO) has preparcd the enclosed,
preliminary analysis of the Administration's budgetary proposals using our updated economic
" and technical estimating assumptions. In the time available, CBO staff have not been able:
to complete a thorough evaluation of every elemerit of the Administration's plan. Although
the estimates would likely change if the proposals were subject to further review, we believe
that they provide a good approximation of the budgetary effects of the Administration's plan.

cc: HonorableJ James Exon
leung Mmonty Member _

Honorable John R. Kasich
Chairman
House Committee on the Budget

|
1
i -
!
&
i

" Honorable Martin Olav Sabo o i.
Ranking Minority Member oo
House Committee on the Budget
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CONGRES SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

. PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS OF
THE ADMINISTRATION'S BUDGETARY PROPOSALS

December 13, 1995

" The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has prepared a preliminary analysis of the
Administration's December budgetary proposals, the Balanced Budget Act of 1955 for
Economic Growth and Faimmess. The analysis employs CBO's updated economic and
technical estimating assumptions, which include the economic effécts of balancing the -
federal budget by 2002. Ttis based on drafl legislative language, where available, or on other
descriptive material provided to CBO by the Olice of Management and Budget (OMB). The
estimate asswmes that the proposals would be enacted by February 1, 1996, In the time
available, staff of CBO and the Joint Committee on Taxation have not been able 1o complete
a thorough analysis of every element of the Administration's plan. Although the estimates

~would likely change if the proposals were subject to further review, they provide a good
approximation of the budgetary effects of the Administration’s plan.

.. Under CBO's December assumptions, the Adm:inistmtion‘s proposals would result in
deficits of $148 billion in 1996, $162 billion in 1997, and $115 billicn in 2002 (see Table
1). These figures, however, include the full fiscal dividend from balancing the budget, even
though CBO estimates that the Administration's plan would fall short of that goal. Over the
1996-2002 period, the Administration's proposals wpuld reduce the projected deficit by 2
total of $385 billion compared to CBQ's December baseline. In contrast, the Administration
estimates that its proposals would save a total of SSOO billion over seven years aud produce
a sma]l suxplus in 2002 : :

|

_ CBO's estimate Df the cumulanve savings from‘the Administration's proposals is less .
' t]'um OMB's estimate by $115 billion (see Table 2). The major differences are as follows

0 $27 billion Iess savings in Medicare. In most instances, CBO finds that the
Admimnistration's Medicare proposals would save less or cost more than the
__Ad:mmstra’non has estimated. - S

o $17 billion less savings in Mf:dlcmd The Admxmstranons proposal dxrects the
Secretary of Health and Human Services to:achieve $54 billion in savings from
- Medicaid. CBO estimates that $37 billion of this amount would come from reducing
disproportionate share payments. CBO believes that Administration's proposal does

not adequately specify how the additional savings would be achieved. -



o  $10 billion less savings in discretionary appropriations. CBO has not reestimated the
level of discretionary outlays proposed by the Administration. However, since CBO's
baseline for discretionary appropriations is Iower than OMB's because of slightly
lower mﬂauon, CBO's estimate of the smrmgs from limiting dlscretlonary
appropnatlons is correspondmgly lcss .

o $9 bﬂhon more in net tax reductions. The Jomt Comnuttcc on Taxatmn estzmates that
| the Administration's proposal t6 éxpand Individual Retirement Accounts would cost
$6 billion more than estlmatcd by the Admnm3trah0n.

o $8 billion less savmgs from auctioning the analog televlsmn spectmm CBO's
. estimate of lower receipts reflects an assumption that as more spectrum is made
available through auctions, the 'average price iaaid will decline. |

o $§7 bﬂhon less savings from imposing a cmc-nme special assessment on members of

the Savings Association Insurance Fund (SAIF). CBO assumes that SAIF would be

recapitalized by late 2001 and that the proposcd special assessment would largely
represent an acceleration of annual prermum paymcnts by thofts.

0 34 billion less savings from poverty programs Most of the dlﬂ‘crence involves the
provisions limiting benefits to lcgal aliens. . |

o  $7billion less savmgs from remmmng mandatory programs, mcludmg lower savmgs
| for agnculmre and encrgy privatization proposals ~

In 2002, CBO's estimate of the deficit ‘under the Adxmmstranons plan exceeds the
Administrations 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 185, it would have reduced the budget deficit by a total of $750 billion over the
_next seven years and would have produced a surplus'of $3 billion in 2002. Over the 1996-
2002 period, the Balanced Budget Act would reduce the deficit by $3 65 billien more than
the Admuu.stranon 5 proposal (sec Table 3). : -



TABLE 1.” 'PRELIMINARY CBO ESTIMATE OF THE ADMINISTRATIDNS DECEMBER'
' ' BUDGETARY PROPOSALS i
(By fi s;al_ year, in billions of dollar:.)

o T o Total,
-1886 1897  10B8, 1999 2000 2001 2002 1886-2002

Adjustad CBO Boseline Deficit ‘ 173 183 - 189 197 208 213 23 1,388
. Prapased Chsnges | |

" Discretionary Spending -18 8 20 32 37 51 €7 .-240'
Medicare : T 3 6 A2 -19 -24 -3 -g7

- Madicaid . 2 -3 -5 -8 -6 - -8 37
Paverty Programs o -1 . -5 £ - <7 -7 -7 8 - 41 .
Other Mandatory Spanding o o 2 2 2 8 -1 - : -4
Revenues™ ) 2 8 8, 10 16 18 18 81
Debt Service o 1 2 8 5 8 a1 8. 48
~ Total Changes = - T 26 21 . {

oo
1a)
=

49 61 .83 116 -385

Deficit Under Administration’s Piuposal . ) ‘
as Estimated by CRO 7 148 182 o

i
th-
e

148 145 130 415 - 1002

SOURCES:  Congressional Budget GMice, Joint Commitiee on Taxation.

5. Less than 3500 milion. S
b.  Revenue dncmnr.as arp shown with 4 postuva ﬂgn t:uacau-ac thcylncrmse lha dafich,




TABLE2. ~'COMPARISON OF CBO AND ADMINISTRATION ESTIMATES OF
SR ADMINISTRATION'S DECEMBER BUDGETARY PROPOSALS |
{Cumulative totals for 1998-2002, in billions of dollars) .

Administration - c80

. Estimate N Esimate Difference
Bameine Defick S 1188 . . 1388 189
Proposed Changes | ‘ ' ' '

Discretionary Spanding ' <250 ' | ' -240 : 10
. Medicare -124 , ! 97 7
Medicaid ‘ - 54 o a7 o 17
Poverty Piograms g L -45 o — - 41 4
Other Mandatory Spendmg , o 27 [ - -4 2
Revenues - T2 P a1 8
Debt Service , S 7~ R i 48 26
Total Changes: -500 - : 0 ~385 : 15

Defict under o o - v : ' o
Admmisirauons Prapasal : &98 . f 1002 ’ : 304

. . - . |

i

SQURCES: Otfice of Management und Budget, Congressionsl Budget Office, Joint Commitiee on Taxation,




TABLE 3. COMPARISON OF ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL AND THE CONFERENCE
AGREEMENT ON THE BALANCED BUDGET ACT
{Cumulative totals for 1996-2002, in bll!loqs of dollars)

Conference o Administration Difference -

Praposad Changes i
Discretionary Spending - 408 l 240 168
Medicars ' =228 : I 87 128
Medicaid ] -133 U ~37 96
Povarty Programs 8 . - 41 . _ . 4B
Other Mandataty Spanding ' 35 o " IR o n

* Revenues o 218 - ‘ ) A37
Dabt Service : : . -80 o - 48 . 33
T . ‘ ; ' ’

Tetal Changes o 50 . -385 o 365

SOURCES: Congrﬁssiorﬂ Budpet Offlce, Jolnt Committee on Taxstion. ’

NOTE: ' CBO's esfimates of the budgétary affects af the Baldncad Budge! Act are Ilustrative becausa the I:glsllatlan weg not enacted by -
the November 15, 1985, date asaumed by its draflevs. Legislative rmdiﬁcations roquhed to rellact a later enactmant date wouid
) dalannlne the actual budpstary erfects of the 111,

|

————— .o



