“0§/13/94  11:57 5202 690 6562 - DHHS/ASPE/HSP - ., ooz

SUMMARY OF ADMINISTRATION’S WELFARE REFORM |
- COST ESTIMATES
(in billions)

T FveYear -
. Federal Costs

. . 1 Transitiona! Assistance Followed by. Work

- oEe
. ..mﬂ—- ‘‘‘‘

] ’;’_':Addltlonal Educat:on Tl:almng and Placement Spendmg B 2 8

1 WORK'Spendmg (including Noncustodial Parents) . . 12
_ Addiiiopal Child Care Spendmg for Progtam Partlclpants - . -' 27 .

| - Investments in Automatmn ) - _ o . { '._3

© Subtotal” - = | 15

* Savings from Caselbad Reductioné ahd'Reducaﬂ'F’raudi L . (1. 5)

~ Subtotal, Trans1tmnal Assistance L - R 6.0
Makmg Work Pay - | l
Workmg Poor Chl!d Care Expenditures

. State Flexlbllny on Earned Income and
- Child Support Dmregards

State Demonstranons to Advance EITC
Subtotal Making Work Pay

‘Prevention!Parental Responslhllity
Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Grants
. Child Support Enforcement and Demonstratlons

 State Option to Liriit Additional Benefits to
" Additional Children/Minor Parents

- Subtotal, Prevention/Parental Respons:blhty

: Impruvmg chemment Assistance (IGA]
' Remove Two-Parem (UP) Restrlcuons

%

]DA/Mlcroenterprzse Demonstratlons
Conform Resom'ce Limit; Income Def‘ mt:ons and Other
Subtotal, IGA =~ - &7 =ec

* §- Net Medicaid Impact

| TOTAL
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- Costs gradually. i mcrease over-the ﬁve—year penod reachmg an- annual Jevel of° $3.3 biltion in 1999,
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. COSTS

" In any welfare reform plan, up-front investments i education, training and placement services, child

care, and the development of work’ opportunities and automation are requifed. "The-costs of welfare

' reform to the Federal government in our plan are estimated at $9.3 billion over five years The cost -

package is- modest and carefully matched to ﬁnancmg - _-~_- :

-,

- The program phases in over time in a focused and pragmatic Way that recognizes the need for States -
. 'to-develop infrastructure, train staff in the rew culture and ensure that the program will be well-

developed and implemented. In the second five-year period of welfare reform, annual costs range

-between $3 and-$4 billion, with increased investments in the new.program balanced by increased

savmgs from ‘child. support enforcement and caseload reductmns Dur fmancmg plan wﬂl covet these o

" costs'in thls penod as Well

" The package assimes that States. sha:e in the cast of welfare reform at a reasonable level; they will

“also share in the savings.~The Statés’ share of required expenditures on transitional assistance,
WORK and child support enforcement of $1.6 billion are more than balanced by estimated savings of
$1.7 billion from caseload reductions and child support enforcement. If States choose to enact the

. optional provisions of the proposal, which many States have already requested through waivers, our,

estimate is that the total ¢cost 10 tlle States’ would be about $1 bxllnon ‘

f | TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK

&,,dimmLEIB.S.in:DQLL The new JOBS spending of $2 8 billion over five. years is added o ‘
baseline spending under current law of $1 billion per year. -[n 1999, total spending allowed under the
JOBS program will be $1.9 billion. This will ensble the JOBS program to serve approximately
800,000 participants at any one time. Costs per participant were estimated from the experience of the
most effective current programs that provide edycation, training and” placement services to welfare
recipients. - -

W ORK K Spending, The WORK program, which begins serving participants in 1998 (when they begin
- hitting the two«-year time limit), costs $1.2 billion during the first five-year period. Costs of the

WORK program increase over time, as more slots need 1o be developed for'an expanded phased-in

- group, more of whom hit the time limit each year. By 1999, the WORK program is expected to be

servmg approxlmately 260,000 partu:xpams Costs per WORK slot were estimated based ‘on the

'- experience of operating worl: programs in fundmg matenals and equxpment supervlsmn _]Ob develop» _

; bllhon for JOBS and WORK particlpents is added to annual Federal 1 spending under current law of - -

ment, and other costs.-

el

hl] Spendi r JOB K parti “The estlmated chlld care spendmg of $2.7

* ~about $750 million.” This represents the cost of a guarantee of child care'to participants in both - “* -~

programs,_and of transitional child care for one year to those who'leave the rolls. The estimates.... - ‘ :
assume that in fiscal year 1999, 370,000 new slots will be created. The proposal guarantees parental R
.choice of child care arrangements and assumes the use of both formal and informal arrangements. In -
addition, Head Start is estlmated to serve many of the 3- and 4-year-old chlldren of welfare

recipients. - -
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MAKING WORK PAYICHILD CARE

ﬂg[k; ng Poor g: g Qa;g, The proposa.l expands the "At-msk" program of child care. for the. o
working poor from its current capped level of $300 million to an annual cap of $1-billion by 1999. L
- 'This. program supplements the Child Care and Development Block Grant’ (CCDBG), which is .
currently funded:at about $1 billion: with increases requested. - 'I‘ogether the two programs w1ll serve - )
S _appro:umately 1 1 million workmg-poor chxldren in ﬁscal year 1999 ) '

_ M@WMM@Q& The proposal requates States to dxsregard for o
. purposes of. calculatmg benefits. $120:pér ttionth of earned -income for work’ expenses. - States have the l v
: optxon of increasing dlsrega:ds both for earned i income and for child support. The cost estunates .

assume that States servmg half t.he caseload mcrease thelr dlsregards T P T

PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

L M;y_f_mtmﬁmu. The proposal wnli make ahout 1,000 grants over five years
. ...averaging $60,000 per year each, 10 school and commniunity-based orgamzatlons for teen pregnancy
. prevention projects. In addition, the proposal Wlll fund ﬁve to seven comprehenswe youth and
_ preventmn demonstratxons .

_ wﬁnmmmw Total net spendmg of SO S hllhon over five years _—

+ will increase computerization and enforcement staff, This new spending will generate modest AFDC
~savings and substantial improvements-in the economic well-being of children by 1999, Savmgs to
. State and Federal governments increase dramatically during the second five-year penod Much of the
'_ f‘mancm beneﬁt from the new provnsxons will accrue to the States : : -
Mm

Darent Requiremenits a are . . jldren These new -
provmons are estlmated to save $0 I billion over five yeass.. S

IMPROVING GOVERNIV[ENT ASSISTANCE

' ngyg ng-na;gm gg;: ctions, The proposa] a110ws States 0 remove the re.stnctnons that treat e
- two-parent families less favorably that one-parent familiés. Assuming that States’ servmg hajf the
~'..caseload choose thxs DptiOn results in esumated Federal costs of $0.2 bzmon S

. S MMM&D_@;M@ The proposal allows. rec1p1ents to accumulate assets in . .
- restricted accounts and fund demonstrations of subsxdlzed accnunts ancl programs The costs of these o
',_actwmes are estlmated to be $0.2 bxlhon A N . - - '

RS ni ’ £ eh The proposa.l takes 2 number of steps to
. .. conform the rules of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs, o unprove the efficiency, of program
-.operations-and to decrease fraud The total costs of these prov1swns are. estlmated t0.be $0.2 bllhon

e S

oo - ) S - S ! "~ - AT non
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- To: - Bruc:e Reed o . A
= .. ... vz Belle: Sawhlll

~ From: m;qGoldstein
Re: + - Attached table

_Dateﬁ,-: -April 13, 1994'.“27”;‘ L )

The attached- table corrects a couple of errors in one of the :
tables you recelved yesterday .
. (A
. - -':-!;;: . a.-\ y . ; Rt
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Pres:dent’s Table witk Full Phase-In in-Fy 1996 with Further Adjustments in 1GA, Workmg Poor
Child Care, and Demnnst.ratmns, ur Twn—Parent Prnvmon 1§ State Opunn ‘Eliminate. lncresse ‘

_in Territocies’ Cip; Cdnform Asset Rules t0. Food Stamps but no Inc rease m Lmuts

Note 1: -Parentheses denots’ savings.
Note 2;

Five Year and Ten Ycar Federal estimates represcnt 809’9 of sI. cxpenditu res excepl for
the following: benefils are st ¢urrent muteh rates; child support is malched al rates

specificd In the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are marched at 100%

" Source; HHS/ASPE eaff estinates.

These estimates have been shared wth staff within HHS and OMB but

have aot been officially revicwed by OMB, Thc polmu.a do nol represcit 3’ cansensus recommendation

of the Working Group Co-Chairs.

HHS: 05 ASPE 415F Boo2/002
] 04/13/94
TABLE Package I — DETAILED SUMMARY LOST ESTIMATES (FEDE RAL AND STATE] E
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
& {By fisca) year, io millidns of dollars)
" 5 Year S Year 10 Year 10 Year-
Total - Federat -  Total  Federal
mmluu - RN [N —r
Minor Mothers e T (88) sol. @ T @9
Mo Additional Benefits for Addiuona.l Chlldrcn (660) (220 {2,150) (810 .
Chiid Support Enforeement — : . A o
xPatemity Eutablishment {th} i sl - ooyl @080 400y -
“Bhaforcoment (Ner) . ! - . oeoefgesyle T ey [ (4,700)] | (1,555)
“Compuicr Costs Jresl . 488 CoL 3700 1,085 .., 870
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RhSPONSlB[L]TY T (1,220 (130) "{8,055’) {1,980 -
- fRANSlTIONAL ASSIS.TANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBS-Prep e o Q 0.
-Addltional JOBS. pr*.ndmg : .. 2870 2,295 ¢ 7,110 5,690
Addihona] Child C-u.m for JOBS . L2010 1,610 .. 4,910 3,930
ey . T
" WORK ngrarn . 1,660 1,330 11,450 9,190
© Additonal Child Care for WORK B o) &10 5,240 4,190
Sa-rmgs from Chijld Care and Othcr Exps.usmn i {183) {100) (1,480) (815)
Transitional Child Care ) 555 443 2.565-| . 2,050
Enhanced Teen Casc Managcmr.nl - 210 | . 170 . 598 478
Savings - Caseload Reduction (39 {215) o (6,070) (3.340)
ADP Fedcral and State Syutcmsm.dmm Efﬁcxc.ncy 630 - 545 825. 650
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK . . 8,170 §,650 25,185 22,03? '
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESD - 6,950 6,560.| 17,130 | 20,050
WORKING FOOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $900 million . ‘I
in net spending). 1,875 | - 1,500 €,930 5,545
- REMOVE TWO PARENT (Ul’} RESTR]CT]ONb %95 . . 495 2,875 1,580
Comprehensive Grants ' 200 00| 350! 350
Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK Programs ) 165 120 815 650
Accoss Grants and. Parenl.mg Dcmonstratwna 3% a0 75 80
Child Support Assurance Projects _ 150 120 415 330
1DA and M:cmcntcrpnse Projects - Coe N s 60 175 140
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 62§ 540 1,830 1,530
K lMPROVlNG GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE ﬂGA)
Staie Flcnb:hcy on Eamed Inccmc ' T . . : ) T
. and Child Support.Disregards it} . 385 2,225 850
- Gmcmlly Conform. (hut not 1ncrcna.e) : . . - T
" Assels o Food Stamps N Y N AR R i [ ol 7 D
~All Others {75} (5 - (163) (5)
v SUBTOTAL IGA 635 : 330 . 2,060_ . 8§48
“ GRAND TOTAL " ° 10,980 9,475 | 30,825 |
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EXECUTIVE. OFFICE OF THE “PRESIDE

23-Feb-1994 05:27pm
STo: {See Below)

FROM: - Richard B. Bavier . -
: Offlce of qut and Budget HRVL :

fSUBJEéT:'LReﬁbft'on'meetintho discuss STEWARD model

In attendance at the meetlng to discuss the STEWARD model were Dav1d
Ellwood and Wendell Prinus and ASPE staff, Harold Beebout from
Mathematica and staff, Robert Moffitt (by phone), and Ralph Smith
and John Tampogna from CBO. _

In an lnltlal staqe, Ellwood led a discussion’ w1th Beebout and

Moffitt ‘about the reliability of the estimates of the effects of'

universal health care, EITC increases, and welfare reform on the
AFDC caseload. . All three agreed that the .impacts wexe generally in
llne with. earller work by Moffitt, Ellwood and others. .

Wendell pressed about estimates of the combined effects. They are

" in the 40 perdent range. All agreed that they expected. a lower
- combined effect, “but speculated on reasons for the- apparent lack of
",.overlap. . -

After Ellwood had to 1eave, the.questione foeussed nore'on the model
itself. In the course of the discussion, it became evident that the
estimates of the- time-limit and work program had assumed CWEP

limited to 18 months. The model’s relative lack of external

validation was noted, and suggestions- for testing it were made. In

‘addition, at least. one quéstion of internal’ consxstency was

1dent1f1ed in table’ outputs , Mathematlca is going to look into 1t

After the meeting, Oellerich again stressed that: ASPE cost estimates

. were stlll preliminary. “We should expect to see a new tahle

tomorrow. - He thinks.the numbers w111 show progre581vely less change
with ‘each subsequent version. ‘ , o .

-

ZOn a-related point, T had asked Oellerlch to have™ STEWARD estimate”
“the. effects of JOBS, time-limits for all non-deferred (lncludlng

' part-timer workers), followed by CWEP. (They already had done this
package reflecting the HHS part-time poliecy.) With time-limits for
part-timers, measured combined costs for AFDC, food stamps, and EITC,
were lower than the no~time-limit option, while work and work exits

- from AFDC were up. David asserted that the number of WORK slots we.

: would have to find would be higher with time-limits for part-timers.

et
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The tables don’t appear to support -him, but he had to leave before

we could get very far intoc the problem. In any case, these

time-limit-then-CWEP tables will all have to be reproduced without
the CWEP time-limit before we. can get back to this discussion.
Distribution: .

iR

“TOTT Isabel Sawhill . - T RS o
TO: Stacy L. Dean = - o e :

- CC: Barbara S. Selfridge
CC: Keith J. Fontenot

. CC: + Lester D. Cash

CC: Michael E., Ruffner

- - -~ 'CC: " David K.-KIeinberq

. CC: Len M. Nichols
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Outline of Costs Paper

'The"purpose of this memo is to describe the vision for the cost

and findncing paper that will ultimately go to the President.
That paper will outline as simply as possible the different cost
and financing pieces. . Cost and financing should be described
together because the issues are intimately intertwined: To the
extent that one decides to go for a more costly set of provi-

.Sions, one will need additional financ¢ing. I believe strongly.
‘that it is meortant +0 le able to understand the interact; ) of

all of these declslons

The attached table lists the major cost items and financing

- options for fiscal years 1%95-39, a five-year total, arnd a steady

gtate number. All cost figures ;nclude the. total change in both
Federal and State costs. I have tried to accommodate OMB’s :
desire to see low-cost, mid-cost and higher-tost optlons Caa.well’
ag the lmpact of several free standlng proV15¢ona

The table is constructed falrly s_mply The low-cost.bgtion

consists o the child support enforcement provisions, an enhanced

JOBS funding stream (hopefully cons;stent_w;th one of the phase« .
‘in assumptions), the WORK program with one’ year of community

service work at minimum wage, the non-custcdial parent provisions
and child gupport assurance demonstrations already agreed upon,
child care to cover participants in the JOBS and WORK programs,

and 12 months of transitional care for averyone who leaves the '
AFDC program. F;nally, this option includes the budget impact of
the prevention items already agree upon. By itself, this option
is not a proposal that anyone should like, but it does illustrate -
the major components of a low-cost option. . When we actually see
the codt numbers, we may want to lnclude fewer or more provmslons
in this f;rst option. .

The next part of the table;‘labeled‘hh'the-mid-cosﬁ‘optionr
includes additional cost provisions which could be added to the.

low-¢cost option. The higher-cost option 'includes moxre expensive = " -*

provisions which could be combined with the low- and mid-cost
options. The addendum sectinn costs show the impact relative to
the mid-cost proposal of-various policies in which members of the

group . have expressed particular interest. Obviously, some

- provisions could be classified differently than they currently

0¥

appear, but T would hopz-we would not need a long discussion
about classification. Finally, under the f;nancan section, 10
to 12 options will be llatea , _ s : -

In the ‘paper for the Pres;dent each provision and the rationale’

for the provimion should be aeta;;ed I would suggest that the
Lnd;vxdual in the group of six who feels most strongly about each .
of the more expensive options should attempt to draft an

add;t;ona; paragraph detailing the rathnale for sich.
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¥ithin the f;ve-year budget window, one can’ lower costs by moving
the effective date. Costs should be estimated ¢onservativaly
assuming current budget scoring rules. One can only take credit
for provisions. actually contained in the welfare reform bill.

 Thus, we must assume that the Health Security Act bas not be

enacted and we must be realistic about how fast the proposal

could be phased in. . The steady state numbers would assume that
the proposal is fully implemented and. fully effective relative to -
the 1999 caseload. .The steady state figures would assume the
enactment. of the Health Security Act, .and they might also. assume'_.
full lmplamentabﬁon of ‘an -advance EITC proposal. o

For the moment,-I would. hope that we could avoid getting_into
lengthy discussions about other major options to cast out. I
believe it would be most useful to focus cur attention on gettlng

“one set of options completely done right f;rst.



(By fiscal year, in millions of doliars)

. WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

t ’
" Effective ) : . L o 5-Year ' 'Spaady‘ :
: Date 1995 - 1996 - 1997 1898 1998 - Total - State
LOW-COST OPTION
‘Child Support Enfarcement o
-Patemity Establishment (Net) _ Rante
Enforcament(Net) : -
"CompuleGCsw' ' I - o R S
JOBS Fundlng e )
' Associated Ghlld Gara S
WOF!K F’rogra.m (leilof cne yearJ — Fstlomi la\-\ -..L-Js"? .
o ‘Associated Chlid Carn
MNon-Custodial Parent vais‘iohs ’ _
T ' .
Child Support Demonstrations
: i

Chi'ld Care (Only trarisi;ionai' cars)

: Prevenhon Package (Mlnor parant damonstratlonsl

= Frmuy e
' SUBTDTAL

rgog0/ 20
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MID-COST OPTION
Simplification Package {Accounting pericd, asset rules)

. ‘. i;; B .
-Filing Unit Option .

" Disregard Packagq”_‘ -

PP

Child c;ana fer Wpr&iné Poor (Below poyeny)

" Additional Year cxt(;‘;r.lr‘n.muhityé S'awlo-o Jobs
SlUBT-C}_ITAE jCcmbiq,_e'd with Low-Cost 6?)&0#

oo
B

HIGHER-COST OPTION

-
wl

IL-JniimIlad Time in Comm'uh.ity Séwlco Jobs |

)_\Eldillunnl C‘h;i-ld Caa (félel;nw; ‘i:i.{-l% nfqov_;m?)
‘ -Mo‘ra.Ganerous‘_I?lsragards and éimblifip-allur; chk'age' :
T Less Ger%emus_&xampllo'n Pn.ck_lagé ) '
- Advance EITG ’ |

| TOTAL COST, Including Low-'and Mid-Cost Options

¥e/80/2¢0

Y
L
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3Sarings
. ADDENDUM (Coata ralative to Mid- Cost Opiinn)
. i '
‘ Tougher Patemity Estn_hllshment

. Up-Front Job Search’
Prevailing Wage Cammunity Service Jobs -
. Pan-Time Work Not Eiemplad ‘

A Dmerenl F‘hasc B Opuon
- Fm‘«tui CAP
HMANCING OPTIONS

; ""'“.nd‘bxu.‘ h::c_,
"C.nvv--j" E(_Tt,, a.; \m.CbM-a._

E ) £
i
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Income Maintenance Branch = February 24, 1994
Offlce of Management and Budget | T '
Executive Office of the PreSIdent

' Washmgton DC20503 '

N ._Sub'jec'.t: Possible L'e{-v, Medium and High

. From: Rlchard g:;er, Lester Cash,

19

Please route to: - Plose comonent 5
o For yourinformation  ___
- Keith Fontenot - Peryour request X

Take necessary action

g \‘u

Barbara Selfridge

'BEHEV._SaWhﬂl e e ‘Wlth-mfomahe_ml copies for: .

PFone: 202/395-4686
Fax:  202/395-3910

.. Welfare Reform Options -
| T Room: #7026 |

Stacy Dean and M1cheal Ruffner

Per’ your request we have developed the attached tables which represent

hypothetical low, medium and. high cost options for welfare reform. Our mtent was
not to suggest these combinations as policy options, but rather to illustrate that low.

-and medium cost options could be developed from the high cost opfion HHS sent

over yesterday. The preliminary five year costs associated with each option are:

_low, $3.1 billion, medmm 77 bllhon and high; $15 b1lhon

8.+

In order to create the low and medlum optlons we toolc variations of the HHS hlgh :
-‘cost optxon ' :

L. : Eliminated or lxm:ted certam elements For mstance, for the low cost optzon

we eliminated Child Support Assurance Demos and for the medlum cost
optlon we' capped the demos at $50 zrulhon per year ’ =

"+ Added some possible savings optxons For the low cost option we mduded C e

‘the Up Front ]ob Search Famﬂy Cap and Capped the DCTC

e

. " | Scaled back the Transmonal Assxstance and WORK programs Rlchard .
' developed some estimates for a less ambmous program _ '


http:SupPO.rt
http:IJledium",O.ptiO.ns
http:O.'ptiO.ns
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' have exther costs or savmgs but whach were’ not mc]uded on HHS's table R

In addmon we added hnes w1thout pncmg for those items wluch we beheve will

T Chlld Care Féedmg Costs o o R Z":'Q'“"- L

. Systems Cost_s for the Transitional Assistahcé and WORK programs.

o '- - Food 'Stdmp Interéction;- a : | o
5 . Medlcald Interac’uons

If you have any ques’nons or comments about the tables; please do not hesitate to

 contact us.

.'_l!‘ T

* February 24, 1994

e,



HHS PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

A HIGH OPTION
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} -

- T _ L. SYear .
L 1995 1996 1997 . "1998 1999 - Total

20 55 - 60 .70 . 205

JOBS Prep o
‘Additional JOBS 5pendmg .0 270 850 1020 1070 3210
WOR.KProgtam . .0 ‘0' 0 170 . 790I 90 |
- Additional Child Care for ]OBS/WORKParhapants L0 20 700 330 ;980| - 2,760
Transitional Child Care DR 0 8BS 250 35 340 1,000
Child Care Feeding Costs .~ . . NotYetEstimated _
~ Enhanced Teen Case Management .0 30 % 105 110 335
" Economic De\;re]opmen't P 0 100 - 100 100 300
| VS)’StemsCosts el - ; " Not Yet Estimatéq , )
~ Subtotal Transitional AssxstancelWORK .0 655 2,045 2610 3460 8770

" Prevention Package B 0 @e @ @S s a7

TwoParentProvision - . -~ -0 - 0 400 600  800. 1,800
Child Support Enforcernent 4/ R '_ S b ' o -
Paternity Establishment - . oy -0 (85  (200). (300) - (450) (1,035 - -
Enforcement(Net) £ 1300 . 700 60 (300} (500) | (540).
‘ComputerCosts .. ' : 100 - 150 200 250 - _399_ - L0000
Sib-total CSE -~ . S - 230 135 60 (350F - (650) {575) -
" OtherServices . | - - o S -
Non-custodial Parent Provisions =~ o 6 300 80 125 .0 195 440
“Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations - 20 B 30 30 0 30 .13
- Child Support Assurance Demgnstrations: - 9.7 0 - 100 200 25 550. -
Sub-total Other Services - o 20 551 220 355 475 1,125
Subtotal Parental Responsibility 250 150 640, 560 580 2,180

I N



HHS PRELIMINARY VVELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)
- A'HIGH OPTION
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

5 Year

1995 - 1996° 1997 1998 1999  Total

WorkingPoor Child Care " " " " 70 165 "1185 1310 1440 4100 .-

- Child Care Peediﬁg COStS _ S _ ~ . NotYet Esﬁmat;?d o
‘Advance EITC . . ~ . "~ R | LA i T 0 0 0 .0 "
. SubtotalMaking Work Pay .~ -~~~ | S0 165 1,385 1310 1440 4,100

Asset Rules, Filing Unit,

Simplification of Earnings

Disregards, Accounting and ; o S
Reporting Rules =~ = i ' 0 0. 0

' No additional benefits for ﬁdditional cl;\ilaren : “0 ,(1~00) (120). (160)  (160) (580)
Food Stamps Interactions = . . - Not Y,et_Est_iméIed

Medicaid Interactions ~ e ~ Not Yet Estimated

‘Other Interachons ol T | . - Not Yet Estimated
NOTES:

1 These are HHS prehmmary esnmtes dated Feb. 23, 1994. New eshmates may be avallable
.. asof Feb. 4. _ . -
. 2 Additional JOBS I’am;:lpants inthousands .~ © .0 123 374 435 444
'~ Additional WORK participants S 1) 0 0 33 147
3 HHS numbers for the same proposal show a caseload savings for the Transitional Assistance
- Followed By Work section. Over five years the savings represent $190 million. :
4 Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State shares of costs and collections,
Under current law, these prov:smns would mcrease costs to the Federal gcwemment while .
generanng savings to the State.~ Thus, the Grand Total cost would ihcrease, . - :
5 HHS assumes the Federal government will pay 100% of the added costs of welfare reform. If States.

- paid the same share of welfare reform costs as they do under current Jaw, costs could be reduced 45%. -



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
' A MEDIUM OPTION
(By fiscal year, in mllllons of doilars)

: .- SYear.
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999  Total

" Additional J ]OBSSpendmg . 0 2o s 100 1070 3m6
'WORK Program - . e ' 6 o 0 w %0 %60
Additional Child Care for}OBS/WORKParhapants ' 0‘ 250 700 . 330 960 3,740
‘Child Care Feeding Costs - o o ~ Not YetEstimated =~ - :
| SystemsCosts . - SRR B L '-IN'QertESﬁmt?d“f.”
Subtotal - o C 0 520 1550 2020 2820 6910

Prevention Package 0T e @o) 4 @S
Two Parent Provision ' N R £ 200 - 300 400 900 -
No additional benef1t5foraddlt10na1 chlldren @0) (100} (200 (180) - (160)  (580)
-' CkuldSupportEnforcement 3/ - o o . o '
- Paternity Establishment ": - . . | .- 0 (85) - (2000 . (300) (450) (1,035
Enforcement(Net) S L S0 70 60T (00 (G0 (540)
Computer Costs o . 100 . 150 200 250 300 L1000
 Sub-total CSE. * - : 230 135 60 (350)- (650)  (575)
K o 7 . . LL"'"S ol
‘Capped Chlld Support Assurance Demonstrahons iy 30 SO . .‘.?O 0 b
Subtotal - . ' 190 - 45 150 (208) @435 (275)

 Working Poor Child Care '. o S0 % S0 65 T T Zods

. Child CareFeedingCosts .~ - . .~ """ NotYetEstimated R
Advance EITC B 0o o 0 o o -0
Cap and Make- RefundableDependentCareTaxCredlt ¢ 0 0 S R 0 |

- Subtotal - T S L 80 590" 655 -.720"“. 1023 Zog s



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM cosr ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
) A MEDIUM OFTION

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

" 5 Year

1995 1996 - 1997 . 1998 1999  Total

* AssétRules, Filing Unit,
Simplification of Earnings
Disregards, Accountingand R - -
Reporting Rules o 0 0 -0 . 0 .0 0

Food'Stamps Interactions: o T : -NotYétEstimated

Medicaid Interactions - o B " Not Yet Estimated
. Othef Interactions - o . Not Yet Estimated
NOTES

1 These are HHS preliminary eshmates dated Feb. 23 1994. New estimates may be avaﬂable
as of Feb. 24. -

2 Additional JOBS Parhmpants in thousands 0 123 ° 374 435 444
WORK participants S 0 . 0 0 33 147

-3 Child Support estimates are comblned Federal and State shares of costs and collections. ‘ |
Under current law, these provisions would increase costs to the Federal government while ™,
generating savings to the State. Thus, the Grand Total cost would increase.

- 4 HHS assumes the Federal government will pay 100% of the added costs of welfare reform.

If States paid the same share of welfare reform costs as they do under current law, costs
could be reduced 45%. '

v
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PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
A LOW OPTION ' S
(By fiscal year, in mlllmns of dollus)

. VSYea'r‘\'
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999  Total

| -_'Apphcant]’obSearch/NoAFDCBAGdays 19 Q9 G -G8 @) (125

| Additioral JOBS Spending ... . 0 160 460 525 535 1,680
s~ .. WORKPfogram Y U0 e T 125 5653 e
| Additional Child CareforIOBS/WORKPamapants 0 180 . 540 665 840 225 |
" Child Care Feeding Costs SR - Nmi'eg Estimated o
 Systems Costs - o - - NotYetEstimated - .
" Subtotal Transistional Assis:mce/wolnx S 19 311 967 1277 189 4470

Prevention Package ‘ - O R 77 N 7 R 01 B VL R e b0y
Noaddmonal beneﬁts for additional c‘hzldren o {40y (100} (1200 (160) {160} (580}
ChidSupportEnforcement 1/ ..o
| Paternity Establishment .+ 0 (85 (00) (300 (450) (1035)
| Enforcement(Net) . . . 1300 7060 (300 (500) . (540)
Computer Costs . . 1000 150 200 - 250 300 1,000
Stb-total CSE o . 230 135 60 (350)  (650)  (575)
. SUBTOTAL Parental Responsibility - 190 (5 (100) (555 (855) - (1,325

Working Poor Child Care .~ o o Fuhdt-;d under the discretionary c:ap..

Child Care Feeding Programs © .~ NotYetEstimated
Ci.ip D-s.’pen‘dentCareTax Credit o o T Not Yet Es.tilmatéd

‘Food Smrﬁps Interactions o . - o Not Yet Estimated |

. Medicaid Interactions o © - . . 7 NotYet Eshmated
' Other Intemct:ons _ o | L . NotYet F.stxmated
) NOTES:

"1 These are HHS prehmmary eshmates New esbmates may be available Feb 24,
o 2 Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State shares of costs and collections. Under current
law, these provisions would increase ‘costs to the Federal govemment while generating s savmgs to the
State. Thus, the Grand Total cost would increase.
© 3 HHS assumes the Federal government wﬂl pay 100% of the added costs of welfare reforth. If States
paid the same share of welfare reform costs as t.hey do under current law, costs could be reduced 45%.
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OPTION © T pYIs Pvassé FYleer EXig8 Y1999 FY1995:9
7 25% Set.ésfdcf{;r]ob Placement and . : ) o . -
Work Supwport ) o S ¥ '
{OMB Staff Pricing) ’ Not Yet Estimated
8 No Mixing of Work and Weifare after = -‘ _' R
the thne limit .+ - IR o ‘ S
(OMB Staff Fricing) . - o  NotYotEstimated- S
S Set a percentage cap for the exempt A R T
“caseload ] o L S S
{OMB Stﬁff?rlchlg) . o o _. : E o cL |
' 0 O/L Not Yet Estimated T
. =0 ‘ '
§ 2 year JOBS, 2 year WORK, dyear - 7 T
AFDCwilh a declining mateh rate, =~ o . , : . L _
75% benefit package o ' ] ‘ '
(OMBStaff Pricingy < O/L Not Yet Dstimated :
NOTES: - o e | : " B
* Mestoptions are non-additive o e -
e Pricing is preliminary. - ' ' = S P |
* Assumptions used for pricing should beverified. . T




Comparlson of Alternative Ways 6! Traatiﬁg"Part-,Tima Worlf: for Phased-In Group

, |
¥

. Sy
[ R
:

No Provision, for Ailowing Part Time Work

Part-Time Waork Only Before the Time Limit; Slows the Clock by 1/2 Month
[Fart:Time Work Only Bafore the Time Cimit; Stops the Clock

Part-Tima Work Betora and After the Tima Limit; Stops the Clock

Total Difference
Parcant Raduction

FY 2004
No Prowsaon for Allowing Part-Tima Work
Part-Time Wark Only Belore the Tima Limit; Siows the Clook by 1/2 Month
Part-Time quk Only Betore the Time Limlt: Stops the Clock i
Part-Tima Work Bafore and Ater the Time Limlt; Stops the Clock
Total Diftarence RO
Parcant Reduction . e o

FY 2000

# Bayond
- Two Years

460
403
338
303

157
34.13%

Y2

- BR0
776
660

. 212

25.31'%_

% Reducuoh-

Provious .

°/; Hedﬁctlon

i :
from No - : # Comblning ..
Stopping % of Total Wark and

‘ofthe Clock  Reductlon Wallare

12:39%

16.13%

10.36%

5.96%

537%
14.95%

: ‘ ‘ 0
12.39% .. . 36.31% - 174
| 26.52% 41.40% a191
34,13% 22.09% . . 23t

1
5.96% 2453% 195
1h.01% . .20.75% - 214

24.31%  54.72% © 339



SUMMARY PRICING - o -
Three Possible Options * o B _ ‘
By fiscal year, in millions of dol]a.rs) T B
. ‘ . - . . 5 Year . " 10 Year  Steady
3/10/94 12:45 - : . 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total = 2004 - Total State

N/A
N/A -
N/A

| A Subtotal Transitional Asmstance/WORK 0 60 1950 2,285 3,000
B - Option - T S -0 s 1595 1,780 2,265 .
(‘, Option : - : T 385 0 1,185 1,340 1,705

: A Subtota! Parental Responmbll:ty

C -0 - 460 4 : N/A}.
'$ Option. _ . w5 180 275 - 150 N/A™
¢ Option - .0 ; QD) (60 (180) . (295}  (635) ! N/A

A Subtotai Makmg Work I’ay
C, Ophon ' )

CN/A

A - Subtotal Remvenhng Government

B Option. o v 0 0 0 0 0 N/A ‘.
- C- Option ‘_ 3 : _ - o°. o 0 .0 0! N/A

A . SusrorAc

B Subtotal _ . 10 715, 2110 2555 3,080 | "N/A
" C  Subtotal . _ © 200 325 1,005 .1,045 1,070 N/A
- {“; - L N
WORKING DRAFT
4 I i



' DETAILED,OPTIONS .

i

PREL[MINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

I

‘Three Possible Options ,_ " Delta
{Byfiscal year, in millions of dollars) ST e o ' from L
S : _ _. . . 5Year. - - 10Year adjusted Steady
A S 1995 1996 1997 . 1998 1999  Total 2004  Total -~ State

A jDBS Prep: Casé Management for Deferrals
B Limited Case Management for JOBS Prep -
C No Case Management for JOBS Prep =

A Additional JOBS Spending: Aésduies everyone -
.in JOBS is'in an education or. tralmng actwll:y
or job search 9 months out of the year. _
{about 50% above the Jevel in a demo intended
< to achieve maximum part:cnpahonl

A techmcal reeshmate of Ophon A costs
- {excludes EITC, health care reform g_nd part time
work behavior changes)

'B'_ . More realistic parhapahon levels ifn =
, JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is in an
" education or training activity or job
_search 7 months oul of the year.

C o Upfront }OBS search for 30 days b A
: More realistic pnrhcrparion levelsin = -
o JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is in an
education or training activity or Job
: search 7 months out of the yenr ‘
C SUBTOTAL ;

WORKING DRAFT  310/9412:43 PM 1



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAIJSTATE)

Three Possible Options T _ © . Delta
' -'%:' o (By fiscal.year, in millions of doltars) R B ' from Aercccad
' ' B ' ' » R 5 Year ' 10 Yéar adjusted - Steady
1995 . 1996 1997  1998. 1999 - Total ~ 2004  Total - -  State

A WORK Program - T 0. 0 120 620 ' . 8005

A technical reestimate of Option A costs R
. (excludes EITC, health care reform and part hme
. work behavmr changcs)

B e

B SUBTOTAL

C ».

) é SUBTOTAL

Cap Gerhend af §3 500 joblyeartrs. $5,250)

_—GMEW@RH!oMumbML.Sm

3soo aém . i
This is approximalely the spending level Soc Sec fay Fea T
required for community service (work-for- - worle. txpeies “i-*/m -
welfare) rather than : ) ' |

.’E“.,

work-for-wages.

© Limit timé on WORK to 3 years
then 75% of AFDC.+ Food Stamps

Cap Overhead al §3,500fjoblyear(cs. $5,250)
Limit Time on WORK to 1.5 years

then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps

1/5 WORK Slots in Child Care{Momtormg

[

i . :' I | e i WORKING DRAFT 3“/10,’9412543}31\42



DETAILED OPTIONS

"~ PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

' Less Child Care Needed

Three Possnble Options Delta *
- (By fiscal year, in millions of dolla:s) . o - from
R i _ R . 5 Year ‘ 10 Year adjusted Steady
o : , 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total. - $tate
. OTHER WORK QOPTIONS T : '
_ Cap the Work Slot number at 4mand - 0 0 0 95 445 1,120 - (7830)
" WORK vverhead at $3,500 per slot I - | g
Cap the Work Slot number at 5m and 0 0. 0. 95 445 1,470 (6,640)
,WORK overhead at $3.500 per slot~ . - o e '
Cap the Work Slot number at Smand = 0 0 0 105 510 1,720 (5,490)
WORK overhead at $4,000 per slot T o . -
Cap the Work Slat number at .7m and - .00 0 105 . 510 2,520 (3,840)
- WORK overhead at $4,000 per slot : : ' : :
. Part- time workers not ehglbfe for . - - ‘ : o _
. AFDC aﬂer two years 0 0 0 - 110 - 560 3,170 23700, 4
“Savings in AFDC Benefits from Caseload Reduction : : Lo -
_ (Savings in JOBS/WORK are incorporated above) . 0~ (10} . (40) (90) | (100) (250)
Not Yet Estimated . o 0 (10y ~ (40) (90) . (100). (250)
Nof Yet Estimated % 0 a0 . (0. .00 (100 - (250)
Child Care for JOBS/WORK Pa:tu:lpants 0+ 240 1+ 680 . 750 870 2175
Less Child Care Needed : 0 -230 640 - 660 770 1,925 )
T 0 . 160 4300 450 . 540° 1,715

WORKING DRAFT

i

3/10/9412:43PM 3



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAIJSTATE)

1,185

1,340

- WORKING DRAFT

Three Possible Options Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions ofdollars) S : . from
. ‘ . ‘ . . 5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady -
L1995 1996 1997 : :1998. 1999 . Total 2004 Total __ State
A’ Transitional Child Care .. S0 85 250 300 350 b 600
- B. Alternative under review ] 0 8 250 300 350 600
C- . Alternative undér review 0 - 85 250 300 350 600
" A, Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 -3 %0 105 110 120
B Capcasemamgement admin costs at § 50 . 0 -30 50 50 50 - 50
c Defer ; 0 0 0 0: - -0 0.
A EconomicDevelobment'];.dicroiie'.rxterprisé loans’ _ o . &
-+ and Individual Development Accounts - -0 .0 100 100 . 100 -0
B Modest Economchevelopment 0 0 50 50 50 o
C . Defer : : 0~ .0 0 0 0 0
A. Subtotal Transitiorial Assistance/ WORK 0 6200 1950 2,285 3,000 6535
B . Subtotal - o 0 545 1595 1,780, 2,265 3,235
. C - Subtotal 0 . 385 1,705 2,140

3/10/9412:43 PM 4 |
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DETAILED OPTIONS, -

: PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST. ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

. "Delta

Oy >

Three Possible Options
n (By fiscal year, in mllhons of dollars) : _ L . from .
| % - , SR : 5Year 10 Year adjusted | Steady
: 1995 1996 - 1997 1998. 1999 - - Total 2004 Total. - .1 " ‘State.
‘A Requue Minor Moms to Live with Parents j: . 0 - @5 - (50) (50) (50) -
B - Nochange , 0 s B0 D) (500
oh Nochange o o0 s (500 (50 . (50)
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants . . 0 - 5% S0 S50 . 50
 Nochange - .. - 0 5 . 50 50 50
" Nochange SR 0 .50 50 50 50
A Two Parent vansmn Quartem of Work : _ . ; : :
~and 100 hourrule” - - : P00 440 - 680 945
B Qurersof WorkOnly * . . . 0. 0" 220 340 - 475 ;
C . Quartersof WorkOnmly " (" . v - 0 . 0 .20 340 475 .
' A No additional benefits for additional chiidren .
. (FamilyCapatState Option) . -~ - { (35 (1000 (110 - (140 (150
B No change o S @8 T e (140 (150
c MaudaforyFamlfyCap o o (65) (150)  (375)  (605) . (800)
 'WORKING DRAFT . 3/10/9412:43PM 5

o



DETAILED OPTIONS .

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAIJSTATE)

0w p

'I'hree Possible Options | De'ltag,
* (By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) _ i -, from "
R S . SYear . 10 Year .adjusted Steady’
1995 1996 - 1997 1998 1999  Total 2004 Total State
Child Support Eriforcement - 10 40 @D 65 (375) (1,270) ;
: . | . ’
Same as A, but higher computer cosls 45 85 . (25) (30) (3]0) (1,205) b
C  OPTIONB. N 585 025 6O (310) (1,205)
Non-custodial Parent Prm:isioIiS' | ' 0 30 85 l’_.'*HO 165 - 165
' Modest Non-custodial Parent Provisions 0 15 45 55 85 - 85
Defer S 0 o 0 0 0 0.
A Access Cranu and Pa.rentmg Demonstratmns‘ .20 25 230 30 .30 30 P
B Defer . P 0. 0 0 0 0 S0
C  Defer e 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
A Chid Support Assurance Demonstratlons ._ [ ' -0 ' o 1w 200 250 3
B Limit and Cap CSA Demos - 0 0 50 .50 50 0-
C . Defer. . 0 0. 0 0 0 0
. - “‘;i R L . . . L
N : . .- . ) 3 :- - ) . . g’; ’
A Subtotal Parental Responsibility LB 0. 460 795 . 865 G50)] '
B.  Subtotal .10 - 57 180 - 275 150 - (710}
C.  Subtotal e . (60) (180 (295) (635) (1,445) -
i . - - L ) : ]
WORKING DRAET

3/10/94 1243 PM 6



DETAILED OPTIONS
PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 7 . ) 7
Three Possible Optmns | ‘ = ‘Delta - ¥
~(By hsga}_year, in millions of dollars) . o o : from
' s : S 5 Year . 10Year adjusted Steady

1995 1996 1997 ‘1998 1999  Total - 2008  ‘Total - . _.State °

Workmgl’oor Child Care | - (
B . Target( Child Care at Parents 26 and under o0 165 335 500 665

¢ Defer R .. 00 0 0 0
A Advance_EITC" - o B ‘ B ."0 0
B NoChange E P N o 0 0
" ¢ NeChange = .- % ERT I R | S 0 .0
. - - . h:; . A: g . L1 . ' . ? .
A Subtotal MakmgWork Pay - 5 o R 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 7 b
R Subtotal o Lo . e . 165 335 - 500 665 .
€ Subtotal - L L0 o -0 . .0 0
% u : é E
N ' i
: i

WORKING DR'AFT' 3/10/9412:43 PM 7



DETAILED OPTIONS
PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) L
" Three Possible Options . : . .| Delta"
£ ; -+ i {By fiscal y!ea{, in millions of dollars) o oo " from '
B o - " BYear 10 Year ‘adjusted Steady
{1998 1999 Total 2004  Total - State

[

1995 1996 -~ 1997

E REINVE N‘I'ING

A Asset Rules, Fllmg Unit,
Simplification of Eamings
Disregards, Accounting and N . o ‘ .- :

" Reporting Rules . . 06 0 - 0 -0 0

'_ Subtotal Remvenlmg Govemment o a0 0 0 0 0
"B No Change SR ST e 0 T o
C. No Change T AR B 0 0 0

A TOTAL ) 1,120 3,410 4,580 5865

- N/A

A

B Totar 0 Tiqe Y715 2,120 - 2585 - 3,080 A NA

~C Total S ‘o) 325 " 1,005 SL,045 1,070 . N/A

WORKING DRAFT - 3/10/94 12:43 PM 3
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. [  DETAILED OPTIONS
PREL]MINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE) _ 4
‘ Three Possible Options. A . Delta
(By fiscal year,in millions of doltars) . o T froms .
S f : 5Year ., . 10Year adjusted Steady-
3 C - 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999  Total = 2004 - Total State -

JOBS/WORK Systems Costs 00 300 400
Includes estimates of Sfafe,’}-‘ea‘em! cosfs to adapt computer and other under the new program '
_'Chnd(:are Feeding Costs JOBS/WORK/TCC). *. - 0 ' '35~ '95 105 120 |
ﬂ:e CACFP costs assocmfed w:fh e.xpandea' child care " ' : K
Child, Care Feedmg Cosls(Wo;-kmg P(}or) ' o 50 100 156 . 200 .
The CACFP costs assocmied with-expanded child care I ‘ 3
" WORK Program- SN 0. .0 0 10 " £
Remove EITC and-Health Care Reform Behamoml Assumpt:ans ‘ : o .
IOBSProgram S . 0. a0 1100 130, 140 h
: Remove ErTC and Hmhh Care Refurm Behamorai Assumptrons L Co
. Subtotal . . . 100 425 605 - 795 820
Sanctions - BT P R - 'Not Yet Estimated : s e T e
Federal Match Rate effect on Statebehawor AT BT ' .o . ca .
* Food Stamps Interactions S " Not Yet Estimated PR )
Medicaid Interactions e S ‘ _ " Not Yet Estimated \
_ EITC Interactions ,» - o ; T Not Yet Estimated’ s
Other Interactions E e o . Not Yf:t Estimated
N P © WORKING DRAFT  3/10/9412:43 PM 9
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' . PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR

3-10-99 zorch

OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971

FY 1997

FY 1999

~ FY 2004

Projected Adult Ca.ses With Parent
Born After 1971 Without, Reform

) 1.43 m]:Jlion‘-

193 million

Oft<elfare with Reform
(Health reform ‘after- 1999 E[TC
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc. )

.'..' 118 itlion

.21 million

':_“Te’;' ki

.68 mitlion

i TAP Parncxpants

1,32 million

172 million |

2,66 million

Working While on Wclfa‘r,e .

16 niil[ion |

22 million: .

_ ._33 mﬂlxon'

'~ JOBS Participaits

~ .66 million

77 million’

88 million

"WORK Participants

.00 miltion

.15 million

.65 million

Pre-JOBS— disability/dge limits work

.13'mill_ion

.17 million

28 million |

Pre-j'OB S—severely. diéabled_ chﬂd

.07 miltion”

09 m_illion ¥

.12 million §

Pre-JOBS;Qéfiﬁg for child under one

’Notes'°

.30 million

.32 million |

.40‘ million

Numbers assume modcst bchavnoral effects that increase over t.lme Thcse behawora! effects
include a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipients working part-time, employment and

" training impacts similar to San Diego’s SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent of
recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the time limit.  Figures for 2004 are '
- .subject to considerable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or to determine I
~ ' the impact of WORK requirements.on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume. hehav;orai
effects from the lmplementation of health reform
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. PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR

T-10-5¢ 20:0c

'OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971 .. .

FY 1997

FY 1999

FY 2004

ijected Adult: Cases With Parent

~Born After 1971 Without Reform o

' 1.43 millio.

1.93 million

" 3.34 milion |

- Off welfare with Reform .
(Health reform-after 1999 EITC
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc. )

.11 million |

.22 million |~

71 million

“TAP Part:lcmants

1.32 million |

'1.72 million |

2.63 million

" Working While on Welfare

~ .16 million | -

22 mﬂllon

33 million

JOBS Participaiits

.66 million

77 mﬂhon |

" 88 million

_WOR.K Participants

.00 million |

.14 million

.40 million

Pre-JOBS— disability/age limits work -

13 million

.17 million

50 million’

‘Pre-JOBS--severely disabled child

. -.07 million

.09 million

12 million

Pre-JOBS--caring for child undef one

.Notes:

730 million.|

.32 million'| .

.40 miilion

Numbers assume modest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects
include a 50 percent increase in the, percent of recipients working part-time, employment and
training impacts similar to San Diego’s SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent of
recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the time limit. . Figurés for 2004 -are -

" subject to considerable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or to determine

the impact of WORK requirements on behavior,
effects from the implementation of health reform. - -

P

Figures for FY 2004 also assumeé behavioral

Ry
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y PROJ ECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR ' .
OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERS()NS BORN AFTER 1971

FY 2004
3.'34__'mi11_iou

FY 1997
1.43 tﬂj]lion

FY 1999
1.93 million

Pro_lected Adult Cases With Parent__
Bom After 1971 Without Reform -

Off welfare with Reform ' ) o e .
- (Health reform-after-1999, EITC;: 1 .11 million .22 million
Chlld Care JOBS WORK efc. ) : .

'TAP Part:cnpants

. --._'74',.mlillion

1.32 million |~ 1.72 million

2.60 million

Workmg While on Welfare

16 million

.22 million

.33, million

.- JOBS Participants

.66 million

- '.-77 million

.88 million

.WORK Partlcipants :

. 00 million. ‘

.14 million

48 million

" .13 million

.17 million

Pre-JOBS~ disabillity/age limits work

Pre-JOBS—severely disabled child

.07 million

.09 million

© 39 milliod
.12 million

'..30 'million

.40 million

. Pre-JOBS—caring for child under one 32 million

Notes:

- Numbers assume modest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects
include a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipients working part-time, employmcnt and

' training impacts similar to San Diego’s SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent of
recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the time limit. Figures for 2004 are -
subject to considerable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or to determine’
the impact of WORK requirements on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume. behaworal
effects from the 1mplementat10n of health reform
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: SUMMARY PRICING
' HHS Esfimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Altematlves !
-(By hscal year, in millions of dollars} - ' T : o
. : . - : R 5Year -~ " 10Year Steady
3/9/9414:15 . 1995 1996 1997 1998° 1999 = Total 2004 Total State

Subtotal Transitional Assistance/WORK ~ * 0 620 19 2285 3,000 N/A
~ Option A - . o 0 605 1,870. 2170 . 2,690 N/A
Option B L - ' ‘ 435 1,260 1,420 1,790 N/A

Subtotal Parental Responmblhty ' : ® - 0 460 . 795 865 CNYA
Option A - S C - 10 5 180 275 . 150 - N/A
Option B ' - (180) N/A

Subtotal Making Work' Pay
OptionA
, Option B

N/A

HHS Subtotal Reinventing Government .
COption A
Option B

N/A
N/A

HHS Proposal | _ _ . : _
A Subtotal 5 T 10 775 . 2385 2945 . 3,505
-B  Subtotal T S 200 375 01,080 1,125 1,155

N/A
N/A



DETAILED OPTIONS

‘ PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM. COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and.Two Possible Altematwes L  Delta
g/ (By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) o D from . :
L ST - . 5 Year R loi;ear adjusted * Steady
3/9/94 1444 . o ‘ 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total - HHS ' . State

|+ JOBSPrep: Case Management for Deferrals 0 5 - .5 & 70
'A  Limited Case Management for JOBS Prep 0 0 2 3 0 35
B No Case Management for JOBS Prep : 0 0 0 - 0 0

* Additional JOBS Spending: Assumes everyone
in JOBS is in an education or training acmnty '
or pb search 9 months out of the year. '
. (about 50% above the level dna demo intended o o ) o
to achieve maximum participation) 1/ 0 260 . .820. 940 980 - 1405
" A technical reestimate of HHS costs oL o
(excludes EITC, health care reform and part time - 0 30 - 930 1,070, 1,120

Leon’ 1,940
work behavior changes) Lo

A Up front JOBS search for 30 da_ys before ‘ A
 AFDC benefit S 0 250 855 990 1,035
B More renlistic participation levels in C -
. JOBS: Assumes everyone in ]OBS isinan
education or training activity or job } . . . . S
© search 7 months out of the year. - .0 - 200 620 -~ 690 710

(755

(31400 1,000 .

' "‘:rbln S-uvt.t..& ?“'J‘““‘t\;P‘ ‘I-ir,,.‘ '



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST. ESTIMATES (FEDERALISTATE)

HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives
" (By fiscal year, in mlllmns of dollars)

5 Year J

DETAILED OPTIONS

C
Delta
. from

560

o 10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 14:44 _ 1995 1996 _ 199‘7- 1998 1999  Total 2004 Total. HHS  State
-« WORK:-Program 2/ - . 0 0 - -0 120 620 : 3,040 . 8,005 .
A technical reestimate of HHS cf)sts ;
(excludes EITC, health care reform and part time . . . o
work behavior changes)’ -0 .0 0 . 130 680 - 3,820 110,050
A1 Cap Overhiead at $3,500fjobjyear(vs. $5250) |
This is approximately the spending level
required for community service (work-for-
welfare) rather than HHS's proposal for - : _ - : :
. workfor-wages. 0 0o 0 90 ' 400 2210 5715
A 2 'Limit time on WORK 0.3 years - | . L _ -
" then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps ) ¢ - 0 130 . 680 27260 7,380
Cost of Combined Option A1 and A2 L0 0 - 0 0 . 400 400 - '
B 1 Cap Overhead at $3,500/;ob/yem{vs 55,250; 0 .0 0. 90 400 2210 5715 .
- B 2 . Limit Time on Work to 1.5 years - , o ' . s -
_ then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps g 0 0 130 680 1370 T 4,970
B 3 1/5 WORK Slots in Child Care/Monitoring . .0 0 . 0 - 100 - 510 I_?.’,320f ,
Cost of Combined Option B1,B2 and B3 0 -0 0 70 290 (280)
C Cap the Work Slot number at 4m - 0 0 0 130 - 680 2570 4,120
D Part-time workers not eligible for ' o coo y , '
: AFDC after two years 0 o . 110 3,170




'DETAILED OPTIONS

' PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

B Subtotal

3

1,790

HHS Eshmate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives ' i . - Delia R
‘ - (By fiscal year, in mlilmnsofdollars)_ T T from . .
- : ' o . 5Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
3:/9/94 14:44 1995 1996 1997 - 1998 1999 - Total 2004  Totai HHS  State
Savmgs in AFDC Beneflts from Caseload Reduct10n L

(Savings in JOBS/WORK are mcarporaled above) 0 (10 - (40) (o0 - (00 {250
A Not Yet Estimated ' 0 a0 W G0 (10 (250)
B Not Yet Eshmated -0 {100 - (40) 90)  (100) (250
'.Cthd Care forJOBS/WORK Pamcxpants L0 240 - 680 750 . 870 2475
A Subject to Change 0 . 240 680 © 750 870 2,175
"B Subject to Change". 0 160 430 450 540 1,715
Transitional Child Care 3/ 0. 8 ~ 20 30 350 600
A Alternative under review 0 85 250 300 350 600 -

B Aitemafioeunderrwim. ‘ 0 8 250 300 350 600
| Enhanced Teen Case Management - -0 30 9% 105 110 120
A Capcasemanagementadmmcostsat$50m o0 30 50 - 50 50 50
"B Defer : : - 0 0 0 0 0 0

Economic Development: Mlcroenterpnse loans ‘ - : -

and Individual Development Accounts 4/ 0. 0 00 100 100 0 ;
A . Modest Economic Deve!opmeﬂf 0 0. 50 50 . 50 0 A
B Defer. 0 0.0 -0 0 0
"subtotal Transitional AsmstanceMORI( S0 60 1,950, 2285 3,000 6,535 X

" A Subtotal 0 -, 605 1,870 2,170 2,690 3,960
0 435 1,260 1,420 2,345
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" DETAILED OP’TIONS

PRELIM]NARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERALISTATE) _
' HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives o Delta’

(605)

(By fiscal year, in millions of doltars) - E A from .
o _ - - 5 Year .. 10Year adjusted Steady
3/9/9414:44 - 1995 1996 1997 1998. .:1999 - Total 2004 ° Total . HHS | State
* Require Minor Moms- to Lwe w:th Par!ents ‘ 0 43 50 (500 (50)
A No change s L0 5 (500 T (50 - (500
B No change oR L0 W5 ) (50 (50
* Comprehensive Demonshahon Grants ' Y 50 50 50
A " No change - 0 50 50 .50 50
B -Nochange o 50 50 50 50
s Two Paréht 'P‘rt‘)visioni' Qua_rteré of Work
and 100 hour rule 5/ : 0 - 0 440 - 680. = 945
A Quarters of Work Only : .0 . 0. 20 340 475
B Quan‘ersofWorkOnly ‘a i ' ;‘. 0 0 220 340 475
. No additional benefits for additional children - - : - L -
_ (Family Cap at State Option) 9/ o (35) (100): (110 (140 (150)
A Nd change -(35) (100) (110) ~ (1400 - (150) i
B MandatoryFamlfyCap (65)  {150).  (375). (800)
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‘DETAILED OPTIONS -

#

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (I-'EDERAIJSTATE)

{60)

HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives ] Delta -
G (By fiscal year, in millions of dellars) from :
_ . , 5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
_ 3/9/94 14:44 o . iooi T1995° 1996 . 1997 . 1998 . 1999  ‘Total 2004 -~ Total HHS  State
<. Chlld Support Enforcement 6/ e S ‘ ' : :
' Paternity Establishment .~ 5 20 Q1) (65 (215) - {355)
- Enforcement(Net) - (10) (20 (65 (8D) (3200 (1,015)
_ Computer Costs - . 15 - 40 90 160 160 . 100
Sub-total CSE 16 40 (8% - (85)  (375) (1,270)
A Includes added cost af proposed ‘match rate B S |
" Paternity Establishment % - : .5 20 (1100  (165)-  (215) (355)
" Enforcement(Nef) | (10 Qo). (65)  (80).  (320) (1,015) :
Computer Costs ('Staff re-estimate) 50 8 - 180 - 25 225 165
Sub-total CSE 45 -8 (25 (300 (310) (1,205)
B OphonA 45 8 25 GO (10 (1,205)
. Non-custod:a] Pamnt Prowsmns o 0 30 85 110 . . 165 165
A ModestNon-custod:a! Parent Prumszons 4] 15 45 - - 55 .85 . 85
B Defer - i 0 . 0 ., 0 0 0 0
. AccessGrantsand Parenhng Demonstrabons 20 25 30 30 ao - 30
A Defer - : 0 0 0 0 0 0
B Defer. a 0 0 0 0 0 0 Lo
_ : i
e Child Support Assurance Demonstrahons 11/ - 0 0 100 200 250 0 i
A Limit and Cap CSA Demios  # - - : [ 1] .50 @ 50 50 0
B Defer - O 0 0 0 0. 0 0
Subtotal Parental Responmbnhty 30 460 795 865 - (110)
A Subtotal . 10 5 ° 180 . 275 150 710
B Subtotal i (20) (180)  (295)  (635)°

(1,445)



' DETAILED OPTIONS
PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE) . _
_ HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives o S 7 Delta -
; (By fiscal year, in m:llmns of dollars) o T ' S S from .
_ SRR ... . 5Year " . 10Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 1444 - ¢ R . 1995_ - 1996 1997 1998 © 1999 . Total - 2004 Total HHS State

. Worklng Poor Child Care 10/ < o0 - _ .
‘A Target Child Care at Parents 26 and tmder 0 165 335 500 665

B Defer ) _ 0 o .0 - 0. -0
* Advance EITC 7/ o IR 0. 0 o0 0 o
A No Change o . R 0 0 0 . 0
B . No Change I " o 0o 0 0 R
Subtotal Ma.kmgWorkPay S - . 0 500 01,000 1,500 2,000
A Subtotal ) o .- 0 165 " 335 500 . 665
B Subtotal oL . o . ¢ . o o0 S

~ Asset Rules, Filing Unit,
Simplification of Earnings " '/
Disregards, Accounting and ©

Reporting Rules 8/ . .« 0 0 0 0 0

" Subtotal Reinventing Govemﬁxent - -0 ) o . 0o . -0

~A No Change - : . 0 6 - 0 0 - 0

‘B NoChange . . S S ) 0 IR | _
i 6.
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) . DETAILED OPTIONS

; 5‘ ; PRElﬁlMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

L HHS Estimate (Feb 24} and Two Possible Altematwes : ) . - Delta
. S 5 (By flsca] year, in millions of do]lars) . 2 ‘. Ce from -
. Lo o : - ' 5 Year " 10Year adjusted Steady -
L 3/9/9414:44 - Feo- w00 71995 1996 . 1997 . 1998 _ 1999 . . Total 2004 Total = HHS State

~ HHS Proposal ° (5 1120 3410 4580 5865 N/A
A Total - . 10 75 2385 2,945 3,505 /A
B Total . S .. e® 375 1080 1125 1,15 L NA

JOBS/WORK Systerns Costs 5/ . - b1 100 3000 300 - 400 . 300
Includes estimates of Sta!e/FedemI costs to adapt computer and other under the new program. ' i
Child Care Feeding Costs UOBS/WORK/TCC) 0 35 95 - 105 - 120 :
The CACFP costs associated with rzxpanded chlld care " ' S -
_Chlld Care Feedmg Costs(Workmg Poor) . .. 0 50 100 - 150 200
The CACFP costs assocmtm' uqth expanded ch:la' care. * e
WORKProgram S T ST, © 60
Remove EITC and Hm!th Care Reform Behmnom! Assumphons from HHS's estimates )
. ;
B . :
) 7



‘ . : *+ DETAILED OPTIONS
. | PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)
- HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Altematlves . _ ¢ Delta .
P (By flscal year, in nu]]mns of dollars) ' . . E , - from . :
LT - : . ‘. 5Year .. 10 Year adjusted Steady
. 3/9/9414:44 . 1995 1996 .4 1997 1998 1999 . - Total : 2004  Total : HHS  State
. JOBS Program - : 0 40 110 130 . 140 290
Remove EITC and Hmlfh Care Reform Be}mmomf Assumphons fmm HHS Estimates '
Subtotal o R L1006 . 425 6050 795 820 1,700
_ Sanctions | R | Not Yet Estimated:
" Federal Match Rate effect on State behav;or ' R . - ' . o .
" Food Stamps Interactions o . - Not Yet Estimated - o ' S, g
‘Medicaid Interactions” - : - : - Not Yet Estimated '
Other Interactions (Q ri,)j ' R . -+ 1 Not Yet Estimated.
[
bk i
N . 8I

LA



B - ' DETAILED OFTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST EST]MATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

b HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives o Delta.

¥ L (By hscal year, in millions of dollars) S T '  from '
: _ SR '- : . S 5Year . . 10 Year adjusted’ Steady
3/9/9414:44 . . o 1995 1996 1997 1998 199" Total 2004  Total HHS - State

1 HHS dollar estimates.were provided only through FY99. Subsequent estimates are based on HHS caseload tables, Two technical -
corrections were madeé: 1) the Budget baseline is assurhed, rather than the lower baseline HHS assumes; 2) the share of the caseload
working is held at current levels, rather than increasing 50 percent as in HHS's estimates. HHS and Technical Reestimates include
JOBS/WORK savings due to caseload reduction. Savings are for options considered independently. Combl ned effect have notbeen * .

. estimated yet Steady: State estimate uses 2004 caseload with no effects of EITC increases or health reform. Effects of applicant job. '
search extrapolated from Flonda FIP one-year 1mpacts :

Repeat Footnote 1- ‘ S : o o - : o

‘Working with HHS to undérstand TCC assumphons . o e -

Economic development is a 3 year demonstration pro;ect ' i oy ' o

HHS has determined 5 yr. cost, but stream of outlays is not set. 10 yrestimate is placeho]der '

These numbers were received verbally Feb.28. Child Support e¢stimates are combined Federal and State

‘shares of costs and collechon& Under current law, thesé provisions would have Federal ‘costs and savings
"7 HHS's current proposal assumes no scoreable costs for the Advanced EITC. A change in Jaw in order to mandate the.
advanced EITC could have SIgmflcant costs , : '
8 HHS's current proposal a55umes that the Reinventing Govemment items will have no net costs. Thismaybe - - IR o
- difficult to accomplish given the magmtude of the savings and costs within this category. ' )
.9 CBOQ estimates for a Fam:ly Cap are mgmf:canlly lower than HHS, _ LT
- CBO: Mandatory Family Cap " 40 (100) (120 -(160) ' (160 - (s . Lo
10 Place holder estimate - will'be revised’ shortly e o e S TR
11 HHS CSA based on outdated CBO pricing, HHS will reestimmate. o ' - P ‘ '

= RO I T &

SeUE



. TABLE 1- PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE}
i FCR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL .
By ﬂscal year, |I“I rnllllons of dollars)
{24 month WORK program foi[uwad by assessment Iaadlng toc 10% sanction, 50% WORK and 40'96 pre—JOBS)

{Wellare and Nonweliare Impacts)

Source: HHS/ASPE stnﬁ estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff wnrhin 'HHS and GMS but have not been
. officially reviewad by OMB. The policies do not represont a cansensus recommendation of lho Working Group cc»cha.frs

-

- : ' 8EE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOCTES TO TABLE

1995 1896 - 1997 1992 1999 Total 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total
PARENTAL REBPONSIBILITY . .
Minor Mothers . . L o (45) {50} - (50} {s0) {195) (50) . (30} - {58}, (55 - {80} {485)
Comprehanzive Demanatration Grants 0 5 50 50 50 200 s~ 80 55 80 80 475
“Two-Parent Provisions’ . . .0 ¢ 440 ‘880 45 2085 [ . 980 - &70 - 580 90 1,005 8,570
No Additiona! Benefits for Additional Children (20 (59) (1258 (200} (265) (680} - {278) T . . {288). {300} (310) (320 (2,150}
Child Support Enforement : k s _ _ : - ‘ .
Patemity Estaklishment (Nat) B B 5 20 (140 (185} [215) (485) {240) {280) . (305} . {330) (355 . (1,875
Enforcemant (Net} (1} (20) (85) .. (89} {320) (495) {445) {sdsy sy (655) (1,015) - {4,855
Computer Costa ] 15 ¢ as . a5 180 ‘180 485 156 130 115 10 110. 1,085 |,
Non-Custodial Parant Provisions o 25 - 80 120 185 410 240 . o " 330 ars L 374 2,018
Access Granta and Parenting Demonstrations 20 25 3 - 30 R+ 135, 30 3 30 0. - 30 285
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations .0 )] © 100 200 250 - 550 . 250 ) 250 250 00 ) 4] 1,500
SUBTOTAL, CSE h 30 8s . 130 265 %0 600 (19 1415) {400} (570) (8s8) (1,741
- TRANSBITIONAL ASSI8TANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
: . . co - ’ 3
JOBS-Prep . o - 25. 80 85 100 300 15 145 180 225 280 1,245 [~
-Additional JOBS Spending : o 200: ° 720 920 880 | . 2720 780 780 770 820 880 6,730
Additionsl Child Cara for JOBS with Head Start i o . 1sa 555 720 700 2,126 815 625 . 815 850 830 sate | -
. - . R - ' ° o )
- : e 1. " H . i . -
.WORK Progrem ' 1 0 o0 o 110 . 660 70 1,380 . 1,810 2,010 2,370 2,580 . 10820
. Additional Child Care for WORK with Head Start 0 o ¢ 45 85 | 310 580 750 . 838 885 1060 |  asx
. . T . ’ T e :
Transitonal Child Cara with Head Stat | ‘ o I 185 - 250 aas 775 350 450 - 500 575 540 3,330
Enhanced Teon Case Manugemam To 20 55 -65 . 55 05 75 . 75 75 ‘BOI T a5 595
Economic Development o 4 100 100 o100 100 100 100 LY 0 L TR
Savings - Caseload Reduction o (220) ° (40 (480) 7. (800)| (C(1:810) :) (7a0) - (80Q) {1,090) (1,220).  -{1,800) TEEIS
. Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion Lo o ’ oo s . {35) {40) ’ {rs) (100} (120) {145) (170 {830}
ADP Federa! and Stata Systems [ L - L .} 130 . 250 320 830 220 100 4 ac 45 1,275
Enhanced Administrative Efficiency T o 2 o . {30 (35) (40) (45) (150y] - (50 - {55) 80) . (85).- (7a) {450) |-
© SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK | 50 . 280 1,395 2,070 2,590 6,385 [~ 3,430 " 3935 3,815 4,480 4,480 26,625
"MAKING WORK PAY . )
Working Poor Child Care (Cuppod at $2b) ‘ e s00 1,000 1,500 2,000 5,000 2,080 z,gés 2,250 2,340 2,433 16,266
Advence EITC ] L T e ¢ 0. . ©o| - .0 o 0 .0 0 0 ‘o
GRAND TOTAL : : 80 700 2,805 -4,275 5,315 13,245 8,135 8,313 8,205 = 8870 8,872 45530 | -
. ’ 13,245 ' 45,530
Note Pemrlrhasaﬂ denote sa\nngs i1 - 45 53
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March 9, 1994

Note to Wendell

l.From. ‘Steve Bartolomel-Hlll

Subjeét- Flllng Unlt Sav1ngs Optlons

Llsted below are the flllng unit optlons that save money’ that we
are simulating with® TRIM2. . -

cheg . ""

'0'5“‘Remove the prov151on that prevents SSI recxplents from belng

ln the AFDC unlt

“'0“'L'Reduce the maximum payment by 1/3 when a unit-meets -at least

one of the follow1ng condltlons
.
The unit receives a housing subsidy;'
" The unit is a ¢hild only unit; or, - R o
The unit lives with the grandparents of the Chlld and the
grandparent are not in any AFDC unlt : -

o ° 'Make the payment standard for child only unlts equal to the
“increment of the payment standard for a unit of one adult to
a unit of one.adult and one child (or, one adult and x
. children if there is more than.one child in the unit).

'o'f Make the AFDC unit'equal'to the'food‘Stamp unit.

0 'Apply an addltlonal ellglblllty test: -When the pre~AFDC
income of the food stamp unit is egual to or greater than
130 percent of poverty, then the AFDC unit is: not eligible.”

This is-similar to the option above, except that it does not -

add any people to the AFDC unit. By definition, this optiocn
would affect only those AFDC units that do not- currently
receive food stamps. : : _

Simulation results wlll not be avallable for most’ Of these
options prior to. your meetlng this. afternoon. However, lsing
available information I have done some back of the envelope

‘estimates. I will pass along s;mulatlon results as soon as I

recelve them

'Of note, all the savxngs below are AFDC sav;ngs only " A large

portion of these savings would be offset by increases in food
stamps (30 percent offset would be in the ballpark for most of

" the" estimates), and increases in housing assistance. “Further,
.-under current match rate pollcy, about half of the. AFDC'savings

would be accrued by states. As a result, unless changes in-
fedéral financing- are proposed, as well, these proposals won't

- 'save much ln terms of” federal dollars

.....


http:hous'i.ng

result in people losing eligibility.

Reducing the maximom.payment by 1/3'for child onlylunits:

" About 15 percent of units are child-only units. In 1992, it

appears these units received about $1.8 billion in benefrts
One-thlrd of thls amount would be $600 mllllon :

" Notes: In some cases, Chlld only unlts result from a parent
l'receiv1ng 8S1. TIf we include  $SI recipients in the unit,

the sav1ngs from thls option- Wlll be - reduced

Redu01ng the max imum payment bY 1/3 for unlts that recelve'mJ

housing ass;stance *nar. e _MJ_n_,

PR

In. 1991, 9.5% of unlts reported living in publlc housing;
another 13. 4% reported receiving another”rent subsidy.

Assumlng these 23 percent of units recelved an averagde

.benefit, 1/3 of their benefits would total $1.5 billion. If
" we wanted to exclude those: 1n publlc housing, the total - ’

would be $900 mxllxon

Notes:- RedUCLng the ‘average payment by 1/3 is not the same
as reducing the maximum payment by 1/3. The latter would
likely save more money, and for all of these options,'could.

Reduce maximum payment by 1/3 when- the unit lives with the

- grandparents of the Chlld and the grandperents'&re not im

ancther AFDC unit:

" An earlier 'simulation that included grandparents in the unit" -
affected 12.3 percent of units, Assuming these 12.3 percent

receive an average benefit, 1/3 of.- thelr beneflts would
total $800 million.

‘Notes: - From QC data, .it’ appears that - grandparents are

present more frequently than in TRIM2

Also ‘the cumulatlve 1mpact of the three options above would
be less than the -sums added together, because some AFDC
units may meet more than one of the 3 condltlons that result

“in a reductlon in' the maximum payment , :

~Make the AFDC’ unlt equal to the Food Stamp unit (slmulatlon

v2),

You received the simulation results for this. This
simulation was done in combination with .a change in the

. asset .limit and the two-parent family provisions. TRIM2

estimated that this combination would save ,3.3.percent of
baseline costs (roughly $670 million ln 1991) T

If we subtract out the asset increase and two-parent’ family -

provisions, it would appear from TRIM2 that thlS .option.



would save about 9 percent of baseline costs ($1. 8 bxlllon)

I belleve, however that thlS estlmate is ‘too, high.

,Apply an addltlonal ellglblllty test: When the pre-AFDC

income of the food stamp unit is egual to or greater than
130 percent of poverty, then the AFDC unit is not eligible.
This is similar to the optidn above, except that it does not .
add -any -people to the AFDC unit. -By deflnltlon, this option

,l'would affect only.those "AFDC-units.- that do not currently

receive food stamps {and only a subset of those) .

Accordlng to AFDC QC data,‘13 percent of AFDC wnits do not

~receive food stamps. - In rolghly a quartexr of those cases,
“there is no one else in the dwelling unit. In-the remaining

three quarters, there is some one else in the dwelling unit.
It is possible that these AFDC units do not receive food
stamps because the. additional person would be'in the food
stamp unit but has ‘income that makés the household

.-~ ineligible.: In 1991, thesefun;ts received $1.6 billion in -
. AFDC beneflts S S : o A

Notes This doesn t mean we would get $1.6 billion in
savings:* There may be a reason other than the presence of ~

_the additional person that the unit does not receive food

stamps. Also, if .this person s presence means the- ldss of

. AFDC for the unit, there may be some behavioral affects

{1 e. the person ox the AFDC unlt may move out).

I'did not do any back- of the- -envelope estlmates for
including SSI re01plents or changlng the payment standard
for chlldren ,
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DETAILED OPTIONS |

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

~ Three Possgible Options , - : ' Delta
y _(By fiscal year, in'millions of dolfars} . : ' B ' from . Annual
By - o _ © © 5Year . 10 Year adjusted Steady

1995 1996 1997 1998 ° 1999 - Total 2004 Total A ‘State

JOBS Prep: 'Case Management for Deferrals
Limited Case Mamgment fnr JOBS Prep
No Case Managment for JOBS Prep.

>”ﬁ_,'w,>

Addmonal JOBS Spendmg Assumes everyone
inJOBS is in an education or trairing activity
‘or job search 9 months out of the year.
(about 50% above the level i in a demo intended
to achieve maximum pa.rt1c1patlon)

-~ Using Budget Baselirie :

B More realistic participation levels in.
~ JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is in'an-
. education or training activity or job

search 7 months out of the year

| Up front }OBS sem'ch for 30 ays T e B— IR
& More realistic participation Ie'oefs in
" JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is in an
education or training activity or ;ob .
search 7 months out of the year. |
C SUBTOTAL o

L - .~ WORKING DRAFT 3/15/94 3:49 PM 1



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (PEDERAIJSTATE)

Three Possible Options -y Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dotlars) . ' o , © " from Annual
: : ] : . 5 Year : 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 . 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004  Total ¢ A © State-

" A WORK Program
Using Budget Baseline i

ey

*

B e Cap Querkead at $4 OOOj]ob/year(vs 55250)
.' Cap WORK slots at 5m.
.-BSUBTOTAL C/m ) core shokn)

B C . Cap Overhead at $3,500/job/year(vs, $5.250) ’
© s Limit Time on WORK to 1.5 years.
" then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps :
¢ 1/5 WORK Slots in Child Care/Mommnng Lo
¢ SUBTOTAL | . '

' _OTHER WORK OPTIONS

D . Cap'the Work Slof number at dm and "(7,830)

WORK overhead at $3,500 per slot

§
H

E  Capthe Work Slot mumber at Smiand - -0 0. 09 445 (6,640)
WORK overhead at $3,500 per slot S T o - .
F . Capthe Work Slot number at. 5m'and =~ - . = 0 0 0 105 510 (5,490)°
" WORK overhead at $4,000 per slot l - S o ' ;
G Cap the Work Slof number at 7mand 0.0 0 105 - 510, '(3.840)
 WORK overhead at $4,000 perslot - T
“H - Part-time workers not eligible for , _ _
AFDC after two years P : 0o 0 0 . . 110 560 (2,370)

P
H

. . . " WORKINGDRAFT 315/94343PM 2.



'_ DETAILED OPTIONS

- | PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERALISTATE)

Three Possible Options

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

Dellta.
y - from Annual
" 5Year

: _ _ 10 Year édjusted Steady
1995 ¢ 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total A State .
" A AFDC Savings from Behavior Effects o R ¥
_ (JOBS/WORK savings mcorporatecl above) - -0 o we G0 (160 (250)
B - Not Yet Estimated - 0 (10) (40) (50) - (100) - (250) 0
' C Not Yet Estimated o0 am - 60 90 (100 (250) 0
"A Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants 0 150. 55 765 965 1760 ¥
B - Less Child Care Needed 0 70 305 . 465 635 1,300 (2,900)
C ' Less Child Care Needed 0 70 305 - 465 635 1360 (2,900)
A Transitional Child Care . | 00 25 165 250 335 640 "ty
B Alternative under review 0 25 165 250. 335 - 640 0 edbre "
C  Alternative under review 0 725 165 250 . - 335 640 ‘0
A Enha.nced Teen Case Ma:nagement 5 0 20 55 65 65 - 85
B - Cap casemanagemenfadmm costs at § 50 m. 0 30 50 . 50 50 50 - 430 -
C Defer ' 0. 0. 0 0 0 0 (595)
A Economic Development: Microenterprise loans . S _ .
- and Individual Development Accounts 0 0 100 100 100 0 o .
' B‘ - Option A . 0 0 100 - 100 100 -0 (400)
C - ‘Modest Economic Development” ;' 0 0 50 50 50 o (150) -
. ) j ; o ‘ ) =}
. . .WORKING DRAFT  3/15/54 3:43 PM 3
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- AR o IR ,DETAILED:OPTIONS
PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERALISTATE) B
: - Three Possible Options L | Délta .
"(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) - : o " from Annual

: o "5 Year " .. 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total - A State

A jOBSMORK"Systems.Costs

. FederalandState = ., . 50 80 130 250 - 320 45
B Option A Lo e 1m0 300 . 300 . 400 300 100
C OptionA - - .. ... 100 300 300 400 300 100
" A Subtotal . N T R} 590 1,975 - 2,635 3,585 © 7,400
B Subtotal ' 100 - 630 1,520 2,020, 2,590 4,150
. C . Subtotal. LT < 100 585 1,400. 1,835 2,220 1,960

A Requu’e ‘Minor Moms to Live wlth Parents

L (50)

. 0 10 . -
B Nochange . . ... 0. @3 6D (500 (5O 0
C . Nochange R -0 @sy- (G0 . (50 “(50) 0

WORKING.DRAFT, 31594 3:49 PM #
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-, DETAILED OPTIONS
PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) L
Three Possible Options Delta o
{By fiscal year, in millions of dotlars) . fromt An.nual
L ' L " 5Year - 10 Year adjusted Steady
. , : 1995 1996 . . 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004~ - Total = A" State -
A Comprehensive Demonstration Grants - 0 50 50 50 50 . 2000 s - 60 755 ' '
B . Capai350m I 0 50 50 50 50 .50 (25)
C  Capat$s50m. 0 50 50° 50 50 50 (25)
Two Parent Provnsmn Quarters of Work . -
and 100 Hour Rule S 0 ) 400 680 945 1,005
Included in 'Rem_uenfmg,@overnmeﬂtr". 0 ] e 07 0 0
Included in "Reinventing Government” O 0 -0 0 0 0
R ' : : iy ' i
" A No additional benefits for additional children o ST .
{Family Cap at State Option) 20y (B0 . (125) (2000 - (265) -(320) b
B Nochange ' 20 GO . (125) (2000, (265) (320) 0
C Mandatory Fam:!y Cap 65 . (150) T (375)  (605)° " (800) - {800) (3.845)
C]'llld Support Enforcement 0 - 40 (85} (85) | (375) {1,270y .
Same as A, but higher computer cos!s o 45 85 (25) (30) . (310) (1,205) 550
OPTION B 450 85 (25). . (30) . (310)° (1,205) 550
A Nop-cqstodfal_ Parent Provisions- 0 25 .80 “12'0: 185, 375 L
B~ Mddest Non-custodial Parént Provisions 0 20 60 - %0 140 - © 280 (500) -
C Defer | 0 0 0 0 0 0 (2,020)
Access Grants and Pa.rentmg Demonstratxons. 200 25 .30 - 30 30 30 ¢
Defer IR 0 0 0 0 0 (285)
Defer .0 0 0 0 0 0 (285)

3/15/94 3:49 PM &



DETAILED OPTIONS

' PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST. ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE) A
~ Three Possible Dptlons - A _ " Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) oL ' " from Annual
. - : - oL 5Year. . 10 Year ad;usted Steady
b - 1995 1996 - 1997 . 1998 1999 ©  Total 2004 Total A State
A Child Suppdrt Assurance Demohstxé_tions' 7 -0 - 0 . 3000 200 - 250 0 "
B - Limitand Cap C5A Demos 0. 0 .50 7 50 50 0 (1350)
.C . Defer -, . A 0 0.0 0 (1,500)
A Subtotal Parental Responmbllxty. 1 45 40 745 N0 180) - -
B Subtetal - . T 25 60 - @l (0 . (385) (1,255) (B580)
“C- . Subtotal A S @D (6D 0m (635)  .(L,110) . (2,015) (14,095)

A Working Poor Child Care - : ' 00 ) o
B Target Child Cave -~ . . . 0. 0. 500 900 900 (8,970) -
C. Do - ' Lo : 0 - 0 0 g 0 (16,2700 .
A Advance EITC A . e 0 0 0 0
B - . NoChange RS T 00 0.0 0
C  NoChange . 0o - .0 R o
-A Subtotal Makmg Work Pay L _- -0 U500 1,000- 1,500 ) 2,000 S
B Subtotal - 0 0 500 900 . 900 (8,970)

- C Subtotal T o _ 7 0 0. 0 0 - 0 (16,270) .

WORKING DRAFT . 3/15/34 349 PM 6
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A Asset Rules, Filing Unit, Simpliﬁcafion of

- DETAILED OFTIONS

I’RELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERALISTATE)

‘Three Poss1ble Options o ‘Delta
By flscal year, in millions of dollars) S o o from Annual -
) ' : - 5 Year o 10 Year adjusted’ Steady
1995 . 1996 1997 . 199§ 1999 Total | 2004  Total . A State

- Eamings Dlsregards, Accountmg, Repomng

Rules : P S0 ] ] 0 0
.. B Include Two Parent'Promsions ‘ R 0 0 0. 0
C OptionB - . P : ) -0 0 0o 0 0.
L Subtotal Remventmg Govemment A 0. 0 H A+ IR ¢ B
B -  No Change . B R R S g
C.. NoChange -~ S e e 0. 0 0 0

CATOTAL - g0 1135 - 3415 4880 6355 . N/A

B Total Lo - 125 . 690 2,000 2,830 3,105 'N/A

C Total o : 80 525 1000 1,200, 1,110 N/A
N = . WORKINGDRAFT . 3/15/043:49PM 7
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DETAILED OPTIONS

- PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options - _— : Delta __

“a - (By fiscal year, in millions of doltars} h - from_- Annuai
P DR _ o o " " 5Year. " 10 Year ad]usted1 Steady
1995 1396 1997 1998 - 1999 Total - = 2004 _Total’ A State -

" Child Care Feedmg Costs (]OBSIW()RKH‘CC) '

"B Basedon OptionBChildCare =+ . " ‘0. 10 45 .. 70 95
€ Based on Option C Child Care - © . 0 10 45 70 95
A Child Care Peedmg Costs{Workmg Poor) . 0 50 . 100 150 - 200
B ' Based on Option B Child Care .~ . 00 .50 . 90 90
C BasedonOptionCChildCare .~~~ 0 - 0 '~ 0 -0 0
‘A Subtotal .- o 5 .0 e 70 . 250 - 330
U B:Subtotal . ¢ Lo -0 10 - 9% 160 - 185 9 )
C Subtotal SR bR 0. .10 ¢5 70 95 iaza0 195 10200
: Sanctlons L o ) o Not Yet Estimated
Federal Match Rate effecton State bc-ha\nor o T - Not Yet Estimated
[Food Stamps Interachons ' . ; A Not Yet Estimated -
Medicaid Interactions L L - " Not Yet Estimated
~ EITC Interactions SR Do S Not Yet Estimated '
Other Interactions L : - - &+ 7 Not Yet Estimated '

P L . WORKING DRAFT  3/15/94 349 PM 8



.DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)

- ‘ - Three Possible Optlons - S : : Delta -
, {By fiscal year, in m11]mn5 ofdollars)y . .~ - _' : . © - from  Ahnual
- ' 5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 . Total . 2004 . Total - A = State

. HHS doliar estimates were provided only through FY99 Subsequent estimates are based on HHS caseload tablcs, Two techmcal»

. corrections were made 1) the Budget baseline is assumed, rather than the lower paseline HHS assumes; 2) the share of the caseload
working is held at current levels, rather than increasing 50 percent, as in HHS's estimates. HHS and Technical Reestimates include
JOBS/WORK savings due to caseload reduction. Savings are for options: cons1dered independently. Combmed effect have not been.
estimated yet. Steady State estimate uses 2004 ¢aseload with no effects of EITC increases or health reform. Effects of applicant job -
search extrapolated from Florida FIP one-year impacts. - o ,

Working with HHS to understand TCC assumptions. ' : T o - AR "
* . Economic development is a 3 year demonstration project. ' - ' : S
" HHS has determined 5 yr. cost, but stream of out]ays is not sel 10 yr estimate is p]aceholder C O
- These numbers were received verbally Feb. 28.. Child Support eshmates are combined Federal and State T l\
" shares of costs and collections. Under Current law, these provisions would have Federal costs and savings ' ' 7
HHS's current proposal assumes no s-coreable costs for the Advanced EITC. A change inlaw in order to mandate the L '
advanced EITC could have s:gm?lcant costs o T - S
HHS's current proposal assumes that the Remvenhng Government items will have no net costs This may be - o
difficult to accomplish given the magnitude of the savmgs and costs within this category
CBO estimates for a Family Cap are s:gmflcantly lower than HHS: : o
 CBO: Mandatory Family Cap : ' 40 (100) (1200 160y " (160) (580}
Place holder estimate —~ will be revised shortly. . ' - T L
HHS CSA based on outdated CBO pricing,’ HHS will reestimate. :
'12‘ The net effect of Job Search exc]udmg behav1ora1 effecls is roughly zero [t is unclear whether or ot the : o o
' 'behaworal effect would be scoreable Savmgs frorn behavior are ds follows: o - T
@30 (235) {40y - 40 (245) (1,190) o ‘

, WORKING DRAFT “3/15{'94 3:49PM 9
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N _ : 5 Yoar ‘ _ 10 Year
N 199% 1996 1997 1098 19659 Tolal 2000 . 2001 2002 2003 2004 § - Tetal
PARENTAL REGPONSIBILITY | . R ’ -
Minor Mothers : 0 @ 50 (0 (5] (e 0 (50 (55) . (55) ()] (405
Comprehenaive Darnonetreton Giants s} 25 25 - 5 2 100 25 5 - 28 ) 0] -, 38
 Two-Parent Provialona | 0 .0 250 - A50 500 1,200 510 Sea - 530 £35 545 3,840
No Addlticnal Benofits for Additional C-‘thren (20) {50} (125) (200) {205) (860) (275) {285)’ {300} {a1o) (320)] (2,150
Chilg Support Enforcment . l t . . ’
Patamity Establishmant {Net) ' 5 T2 0 {110) {165} (2718) {468) (240) . (280 (305) 1330) (ass)| 1978}
Enforcement (Nat) {10 (20} (65) {80} (320) (495) - (445)’ (835) @10y 9855 (1.018)] - (4.855)
Corfputer Costs 15 a5 85 180 160 488 155 10 s 110 110 1,085
Nen-Cuglocial Parent Provisions o 18 05 - 195 430 255 265 3065 338 355 §,065
Accesr Grants and Parenting Demonstations .0 25 0 30 a0 135 30 a0 30 30 0| 285
Child Suppert Assurance Demonstrations o 0 100 200 250 550 ;250 250 - %0 00 4] 1,500
SUBTOTAL, CSE a0 75 145 - 270 100 520 5 {420} (51%) . (61D} (grs)] a.mes)|
TRANSITIONAL ABBISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK ‘ )
JOBS-Frep T . 0 5 g0 100 1g ats 120 145 185 225 275 | 1.z08
Additional JOBS Spending Y o 120, 850 1,040 1,090 3,100 850 750 660 690 680 8,750
Addmona.i Child Care tor JOBS : ‘o 120 810 750 i) 2,250 ' 560 515 450 . 435 410 4,850
WORK Progru.m 0 0- o =) 760 550 "1.580 1970 2,180 2,430 2570 1540
Addiional Ghilg Care for WORK - 0 0 o 40 325 365 | 870 850 530 1,035 1,080 4,930
Savings trom Child Care and Cther Expansion [+} 0 0 {10) {80} {80) (185} {220) (280) (305) (3403 (1,380}
~ Tranaltionad Child Care 0 10 160 235 a0 725’ 360 400 af - 40 530 [ 2005
Enhanced Teen Case Management ! 0 20 s - €5 70 210 75 5 75 80 80| - 505
Econdmic Development 0. 0 100 100 100 | . 300 100 100 . 100 100 o 790
Snvings - Cassload Raduction. D o {80) (250) {190) {520} (250) g20) (11000 (1360} L (1.440)|  (5.080)
".ADP Faderal and State SystemazAdmin EHicIaﬁcy 50 50 5. 210 278 880 170 45 (20} {25} (25 825
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK ) ) 50 335 1,880 2,970 3530 | 8,185 4,080 4,010 2630 T 2,885 T 3B 27T
MAKING WORK PAY ’ _ o . . ‘
Working Poor Child Care (Cnppod at $2b) o #8007 1,000 . 1500 2,000 5,000 2,080 2,183 2,250 2,340 2433 { 180268
Advancs EITC o S0 @ o o o ] ] . -0 el ¢
. Assets, Coordination, dlareguds 100 200 200 250 - 250 1,000 260 270 280 260 300 | . 2,400
GRAND TQTAL - OPTION A i 60 1,040 3,325 4815 6110 15250 8635 0.3 5,847 8,218 5873 | 44,053 |
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B {UP provision costs 0) . - 160 1040 (2,075 1 4,185 5810 { 14,050 8,125 5,713 57 5880 | 5328 42213
GAAND TOTAL - OPTION C (UP provislon costa 0, Cs : ‘ :
Workdng Poor Child Care at $1bIn 59, . . : , . - - : '
Demonstrations cut by 25%). 185 T8 2,511 3,326 4500 | 11,279 4,684 4530 4,000 4,420 4,097 | 33,400
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION D (UP provision costs 0. S ’ : '
Working Poor Chifd Careat 0, L ) L
Damonstratlons cut by 5OK}. 150 515, 1,848 . 2,408 3,408 8,508 3,843 3,348 2,684 9,160 2,885 | 24588

TABLE 1 ~ PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES {FEOERAL AND STATE)

. FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROFOSAL
{By fiscai yoar, In millions of doliars)
[24 monm WORK program followaed by sazeasment laadlnq 10 10% sancion, 50% WOR?( end 40% pro-dOBS)

[Weltare and Nahwaltare Impar:u) - OPTION A

Note: Pnrmmese's dencta savings.

Source: HHE/ASPE stalf estimatea. These estimatas have been zharad with ataff within HHS and OMB but have not been
officlally reviewed by OME. The palicies da not rapr-mt a cmunsua roccmrnmd.aﬁm af the Working Group co-chairs,

" SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES YO TAALE
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REINVENTING GOVERNMENT PROPOSALS:

Ten Year

Proposal .. 1985 1996 1997 1998 . 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 TOTAL
130% Gross Inoome Test AFDC +1305 -1350 <1385 1440 -1500 1545 -1605 -1665 1725 -1785 «15315
C HFS 0 0 0 a 0 0 0 o . .0 ofl.- - |
Limit Essential Parsons AFDC -25 -26 -27 -28 29 =30 . 31 32 - 33 34 293
Limit Type of Cara. |FS . 7 7 8 8 -8 ] 9 P8 10 10 85
‘| State Flex. on Earned Income AFDC. o 600 609 618 - 628 639 | 649 660 671 - 682 5756
& Child Supp. Disregards FSp- - Q -174 -176 -~179 . =182 -185 -188 . -19% - -195 -198 1669
FS Accounting Precedures/. - AFDC” 0 243 250 258 - 266 77 286 298 3086, b 2] 2498
Rapt. $75 Changes . .. |Fsp -0 10 N 11 12 L 12 13 137 14| o 108
= QHW /TREDC 0408 416 425 _,,_-,.—433\ 442 . 450 — - 459 468 478, 488 |
pplicatignProcess\ " / FSP~ . " g | A18~_ 122 '__-128 133 138 0143 49 <154 160 |~——186"
‘|Generally Confrmto FS - Lo T . T - ' S l '
on fimit, burtial, (nsur. AFDC - 886 89 g2 . .95 g9 102 106 . 110 “114 117 1010 | -
real property, transters. FSP. -25 -26 -27 -28 -29 -30 -31 -32 - -33 -34 -293
_ |Excluds T o o ' _
11 Automoblle* FSP 0 293 - 304 319 331 342 354 366 379 392 3081
.1$10,000 Asset Demos far . T _ - . : ' S . o
Ed., Train., Busin,, etc, |AFDC " neg, neg. " neg, nedy. neg. ' neg. nag, nag, neg. neg. | " nag.
IDA Ascounts- AFDC neg. - . neg. " neg. .. ‘neg. nag. neg. neg. nag. neg. neg. nag.
- |Gonfrm Underpayment Pol. AFDC - 24 -25 26 - . -27 -27 .28 .29 -30 "-31 -32 279 |
C ) ) . FSP 7 7 8 .- 8 8 8 bl g 9 10 84
Double Teritories Caps : " : _ , I . . ) ‘
Adjust for Inflation AFDC -~ 118 122 1286 130 135 140 145 150 156 . 160 1382
Exclude lump sum lnel. AFDC 2 2 2 2 2 2 -2 2 2 2| 20 |
EITC FSP nag. sav. neg, sav. neq. sav. - heg. sav. neg. sav. nheg. sav. nag, sav. - neg. sav, neg. say, ' neg. sav,
Disrgd. od assist AFDC neg. . neg.’ nag. neg. neg. Cneg. neg, neg. nag, neg.:
'R . FSP 5. 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 - 5 50
Remove provis, requir. States ‘ o ' ’ )
to provide Chid Supp. supp. . o . o )
‘| paymnt whn incm, -deduct fr. NS AFDC 45 48 48 -49 51~ - 52 -54 - 55 -56 -58° 514
Simplity Verification - - |AFDC 2 -2 2 2 -2 -2 -2 2 -2 -2 20
o " [FaP -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 a1 <30 |.
Genorally. Conform ' AFDC 7 7 7 T 7 7 7 .7 7 T 70
Treatment of Income FSP , 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 -2 2 -2 -20
TOTAL. -1199° 22 i 1 ' -24 - 29 -114 -15857

" All AFDC Costs include Both Federal and State' Funding
Assume One Aute Excluded by Regulations-in AFDC

“

£




TABLE 1= PﬂEIJMlNARY cosT EBTIMATEB (FEDERAL AND BTATE)
. . _FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PHOPOSAL :
i N {By flscal yaar, In mitllonw of dollare)
8 . (:4mwom<pmgmn fallowed by assessmant imnding ta’ 10% sanction, mwommmpcwcm]
(Weltars Impacts) - OPTION A
P

* . . X i

L - [ Evew : S 10 Yeur
’ . 188 1904 . 19497 1996 1998 Totsl | 2000 2001 20027 003 - 2004 Totd |

PAALH TAL HEBPONBIBILITY . R i R ' . L e

Minar Mothers ’ o ©0 - (45): (50) = (30 ’ AL - (50} {50} (5%) ) (80} {ees)y

cnmmmﬂmmmﬂm&mh ! o 50 s . s S0 200 5] 50 8% a0 o . 4TS

Two-Parnt Provisions ' , o o .20 %1 . 0 1,200 | 510 520 530 7538 sas{ ama|.

Mo Addional Benafits for Addiionsd Chidru-l . {20) (50} tz8) . (20 {205) {800} 27s) - (205) {300) M0 (320)) {2,950}

Chig Bugport Enforcment ‘ o . - . . Co v
Patwrity Eatabiithment (Neg i ) s . .0- . g ey o @m| ees {240) {200) (30%) +{000) Q) (17|
Erforcamant (Net) - . o . (o - (¥ (85) (80) | (3% {49} {848) {838) - 0q) (@85} {1.018)}  (4855) ;

 Computer Conhy : . 15 - a8 [ 100 100 ans [ 155 130 1s 1o . no| . v0es #
Non-Custodial Parert Provisians ' o b 15 2.1 k) 05 A% 205 ny -’ 5 it ] 458 23001
Access Cronts ancd Parenticg Dwnonstrations -0 o - . ml 135 0 20 0 . » L. i ms
Child Support Aszurance Demonsirations 0 4] 100 - B 550 250 250 250 ) 00 - [} 1,600
‘BUBTOTAL, CSE ; . 30 TS 145 s e | eas » Cramm) . (ess) | (sx0) (| teey -

TRANSITIONAL A0 RISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK - . . ' - ' S

JOBS-Prep 0 15 . 80 . 100 110 s 1% 1% . mo 260 3251 - 1,400

Additona JOBS Spending ] 148 880. 1400 - 1,080 30| 1mee 102 1,000 1,100 1,490} 68

Mmu«umcmwuoas . ’ ] 140 oas ™%  wes | 2008 ns G oos 10 - rsa|  sess

. WORX Prnomm o 0 o 'S 100 rao sag | - 1800 210 | 2a% 20 302 f!ﬂ.li?é)

Additionsl Child Care kﬂWOﬂK . . a B ] . 1] A5 35 380 e w05 21,050 1100 1.27% 8,550

Baviide kom Child Cars and Other Expanslon. . 0. 0 B {16y (80) (o0} - nrg {240) (200) - (350) . (400} (1.845)

"Transitional Child Care L i o 10 188 40 a0 15| a8 445 w 800, x| 8258 |

N - - ! || :: N ’ ) B

Enhanced Tesn Case Marmgement ' o 20 8 s . m 240 #0 (- I 00 o a0 [

. Economic Development ’ ".( 0 o~ too 100 100 200 T100 100 - 100 we a 00

Bavings - Capalond Recducton ] 0 (B} | (2%0) {1e0} {520) {270) (Be0)  (.230) 0,3 (1.080)] (8,730

_ ADF Fedeml and State amm EMmcy %0 B0 o4 A1 _2?‘5 880 . 17 - 45 . (20) (25) {5 .3
' BUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK . n) ars 1,640 2,48% NS & 505 Tasos o470 4,508 5,108 17D ] 32870

MAKING WORK PAY - , : ' .

Working Poor Child Care (Capped &t m} . 0 500 1,000 t,500 2,000 8,000 . 2,080 2,183 | 22%0 2.340 2433 | 18,208

Advance EIYG s ] o 0. o R 0 ] o9 Q. o ~al . 0.

Assete, Coordination, isreoarde o 100 a0 200 . 25) 250 1,000 . 2 - 200 200 00 2,400

GRAND TOTAL - OPTION A ] 100 t0s 3410 4,760 80 | t574S 7,205 7,078 4B\C 1438 Yasy [ st 878

GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B {UP provision coste 0) 180 1,105 ERE. ) 4310 5810 14,548 5,085 8,508 0200 - ep00 - asos| arTe

GRAND TOTAL - OPTION C (UP pravision costs @, - ) : . o : K
Working Poor Chiid Care a2 $1b In 08, B : ' S N S E , ‘ Y
Demonstrafions cut by 25%). 158 &3 | 2500 34087 AMa| 11748 8,548 5318 - 8048 5832 ' 558 | 3sas

GRARD TOTAL - OPTION O (UP proviston couts o. o o : ’ : ) ’
Working Poor Child Carmat g, - o : . . Iy : - )
Demonstretons cut by 50%). : .- 150 s6h 2020 2,820 3,505 8,043 4,400 4,130 3413 4,505 4,3% 20,000

Nots: Parentheows dencte lmuo i . ] . . - . .

: Bowrcw: HHS/ASPE stalt astimates, Thrm estimaten have besn sharwd with etaff vd!hln HHS and OMB but haes rot bewn ) A . S ‘L- .
tticialty revierved Dy OME. The policies do nok repressnt 4 conssnsuy recammenidation of the Working Group co-chalrs. o B B ] . % D‘ =

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE ' ' ' S
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TABLE 2w PREL.IMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PRCPOBAL.
(By flacal year, In millions of dollars) ‘
{24 montt WORK program followsd by Assessment.)

" (Weitare impacts) - CPTION A

Note:. Parentheses denote aavings

a

" Source: HHS/ASPE stah‘ nsttrnatas Those esﬂmaies have beer- shated with stafl within HHS and OMB but ha\ae not'bean ]
officially reviewed by OMB. The pollcles do not reprasent a consensus recommendahon of ‘tha Warking Group co-chalrs,

. T 5 Yaar
: " 1995 - 19686 18987 1998 1898 Total
. |PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY ) : T
Minar Mothere o @5 (50) {50} (50) {185)
Comprehanaive Demonstration Grants - 1] " 50 50 50 50 2040 o ;
Two-Parant Proviglons : o 0 260 450 500 200 |, / PR
.|No Additional Benefits for Additional Chifdren {20} {50) (125) (200) {265) g0y
Child Suppart Enforement i L S -
Paternity Estabiishment {Net) 5. 20 (410) {165 {215) {465)
Enforcemant (Nof) i {10} 20) " (65). (80) {320) {495)
Compute: Costs . - 15 35 " 85 1680 i60 465 }
Non-Custodial Parent Provislons 0 15 RO 125 200 430 | - noy DLy
Access Grants and Parenting Damomtratmna 20 i a5 30 . 30 30 135
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 0. o 00 200 250 .. 550
SUBTOTAL, CSE - ‘ 30 75- . 140 270 105 620
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK -
JOBS-Prep ' 0 15 . 85 100 110 310
' Addmnnal JOBS Spendlng 1] 130 K 830 " 1,070 1,130 3,160
Adqunal Chl!d Cara tor JOBS . 0 as 580 750 780 2,205
WORK Program ' ) Q v} 0 . B0 780 870
Additianal Child Care for WORK 0 ‘o - 0 R 330 . a7
Savings from Child Ca.re and Other Expansmn . D I 0 R I (10} [(10)] ey
Transitional Chiid Care 0 10 155 . 235 " 320 720
Enhanced Teen Case Mmagomenl S0 20 . '55 8% 70 210
Ecpndmic Development i e 100 100 100 . 300
Savings - Caseload Reduction . (k1] ' (300} {3a0) (280) {1,080)
ADP Faderal and State Systemqudmln Eﬂieimv 50 50 L 210, 275 680
B SUBTOTAL JOBS/WORK - 50 - 286 . 1,800 2,270 3,445 7,645
MAKING WORIC PAY B} " B
Workmg Poor Child Care (Cnpped at $2b) 0’ 500 1,000 1,500 ) 2000 5,000
Advance EITC ’ S0 .0 0 0. -0 & ;
] Assets, Coordination, State Fiexlbifrty . . oo o«
on Dtsreqards 0 0 100 150 200 450 | ) E““H *
\ : ‘ R
~|Child Cara Feeding Progrsuﬁs -0 160 200 300 300 200
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION A . 80 910 3,165 4740 6,285 | 15160
| GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B (UP provision costs 0). . 60. 810" 2915 4,200 5785 |  13.560
GRAND TOTAL < OPTION C (UP provislon costs 0, : ’
Working Poor Child Care at $1b in 16986, . ) . : ]
Demonstrations cut by 25% relative to Option A). 55 615 - 2,295 3,370 4,580 10,818
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION D (UP provision costa 0, ' :
" Working Poor Child Cara at.0, ) Lo . o,
Demonstrations cut by 50% relative 1o Option A} 50 325 - 1,675 2,450 3,370 ?.8?0


http:Provislo.ns

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
. {By flacal yoar, in millions of dollars}
(24 month WORK program foliowed by assssament leading to 10% umcnm, &0% WORK am: A% purJOBS}

{(WelTare | Impacta) ~QPFTION A

" TABLE 1 .. PRELIMINARY CQST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

3,545

- 5 Yoar } 10 Yeur
C 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Yotal 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total
PARENTAL RESPQNSIBILITY__ : -
Miner Mothers o {as} (50) {50} {50) (195)|. (50) {50) (55 (55) o (488
Campretiensive Demonstration Grants 0 £0 50 50 50 200 50 s0 55 &0 80 478
Two-Parent Provisions o ) 250 450 500 1,200 510 520 530 535 si5s| 3840
No Additional Benefits for Additional Chilgren {20) {50) {125) {200) (265) (650 {275) (288) {300 M10) ey (2,150)
" Child Support Enracmm: . ; . oo .
~ " Patemity Estanllshment (Net} 3 20 {10y . (188) (215) (468) (240) (280) ".(305) (33¢0) (ass]  (em
" Enforcenient {Net} . i {10) {20} " (68) (80} (320 (£65) (445) (83as) - g1ty (@s5) (o5 (4,858
Comptrter Coats ' 15 a5 95 S 180 © 160 465 156 150 316 1104, 110 1.085 |
Nen-Custodial Parent Provisicns . Q 15 9% 199 7 20 ‘245 285 335 s as - 455 2,300
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 20 . 25 0 3 Bt 135 ) el 3 . 30 285
Child Support Asaurance Demonatrations 0 4] 100 ) 200 250 + 550 250 250 250 200 -0 11,500
SUBTOTAL, CSE - o 30 7% 145 275 e : 635 . (ano) Mss (5%0) sy (1.460)
THANSITIONAL Asals‘mnca FOLLOWED BY womt: ® '
JOBS-Prep o .- 15 80 .. 100 10 s 130 180 210 200 | 326 1,400
Additional JOBS Spending o 140 880 1100 160 " 3,280 1,040 1,020 1,010 1100 1190 | B.g40
Additional Chilg Care for JOBS o 140 T 835 785 826 | . 2385 735 700 665 720 750 5855
WORK F'rogram 0 "o 0 00, 780 880 1,680 L2470 2,430 2790 ao20| 125870
Additional Child Care for WORK : o 0 0 a5 235 380 720, B35 1,050 1950 1,278 5,550
" Savings_from Child Care and Other Expansion’ o 0 0 {10) {80) (80) (175) (240) (290)  ~(350) . (a00y| (1.548)
Transiional Child Gare: i & . 185 . 240 2% 145 385 a5 < 490" 560 60| 226
Enhanced Teen Case Managernenl W T 0 20 855 8s 70 20| . eo. - 85 ‘% 90 ¢ 95 ,650
" Economic Development ' o 0 100 100 100, 300 T10¢ 100 100 100 R 700
Savings - Caseload Reduction . 0 0 (80) - (290) (184 saoy|. 2Ty (650  (+200) (1,330)  (Leeq)| (5730
ADP Foderal and State Systems/Admin Emclency 50 50 o8 210 275 680 170 s @0 {25) (25) 825 |.
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK - 56 ars 1,640 2485 . 375 | 8565 4505 4730 - 4505 5105 5170 [ 32670
MAKING WORK PAY ; . _ .
Wirking Poor Child Cera (Capped a1 820) & om0 1000 1,500 2000 | 5000 2,080 2163 2,250 2,30 2,433 | 16,266
Advance EITC A o .0 o .0 0 o T 20 S0 e . ol o
Assets, Coordination, disregards ) 100 200 200 253 250 1,000 280- 270 280 . 200 0 2,400
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION A 160 1105 341G . #.760 6.210.| 15,745 7,208 7.028 6,810 7435 7353 | 61,576
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B (UFP provl-lnﬂ coats 0) 160 1,108 3,188 4310 5810 | 14,545 6,695 6,508 6200  BO0C 6808 | 47.736
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION C (UP provislon costs 0, : - o . : .
" Werkng:Poce Child Care at 816 in 88, : : I - . o o .
Demenstrations cut by 25%). 155 B36. 2,590 3.465 4703 ] 11,740 5,548 5919 S48 5632 © 5569 | 35,863,
GRAND TOTAL - OFPTION D (UP provisien conta 0, - i ) ' : : ' |
Wak:lng Pocr Crild Gare at 0, . . .
Demeonstrations cut by 50%). 150 558 2,020 2,620 8,953 4,400 4,130 4,365 . 4330 | 20950

Note: Paronthades dundle savings. T

Scutce: HHS/ASPE siaff estimates. These satimates have besn shared with atatf within HHS and GMB but have nat baen

officially reviewed by GMB. The policies dp not repressnt & consensys recommendation of the Working Group co-chairs.

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTEE TQ TABLE
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TABLE 1 — PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDE_H.AL AND STATE}

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
) (By flscal year, in millions of dollars)
{24 mcnlh WORK program ioliowad by assessment leading to 10% sanction, 50% WORK and d0% erOBS)
(Waltare and Nonwelfara Impacts) - OPTION A

-

10 Year

?7_

SburCB: HHE/ASPE siaf! estimatas. These ‘eshmairns have been shared wnh staft within HHS and OMB but have not been-

officially raviewsd by OMB. The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation of the Warking Group wo-chajrs.

SEE AbPEND,IX FOR ENDNCTES TC TABLE

- S Year
: 1985 1996 1997 1998° 1999 Total 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Total
PARENTAL HESPONSIBILITY , . . . . '
Minoe Mothars - : . Do 0 (45) (50) (50) {56} {195) 150 50 (85) 55 (50) (485)
Comprehansive Demonstration Grants R 25 25 2% = 100 25 25 28 .30, 30 238
Two-Parent Previsions " t 0 0 250 450 500 1,200 510 520 530 535 - b4s 3,840
No Additional Benafits tor Additional Childrert 12 {50) {125} (200). {265} (660} (275) (2685) (300) 310 . (@20 (2 '.50)
Al :‘ .i . - o . ' : '
Child Suppent Enforement : o .
Paternity Eatablishment (Neat) D : 5 20 {110y {165) {215) {a65) (240} (280) (305) {330) (355| {1.975)
Entorcernent (Nat) ' {16) (20) {65} (60) {320) {485} {445} (835) (810)  (855) (1,015)] "(4.655)
.Computor Costs - ) _ 15 a5 65 160 160 465 155 130 115 190 10 1,085
Non-Custodial Parent Prcmmms R 16 ° a5 125 195 430 285 205 305 338 355 1,965 | -
Access Grants and Parenting Dernonstrations Fa 25 30 - 30 30 138 30 30 30 30 0 285
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations i L @ 100 200 250 550 250 255 - 250 200 ol 1500 |,
. SUBTQTAL, CSE 30 75 145 270 100 620 5 {420) (515) ig10) . ersy|  (1,788)].
TRANStTIONAL ASSIETANCE FOLLOWED l'f WORK L ) .
JOBS-Prap o 15 @ 100 110 a1s 120 145 185 ez - 25| 15
Additional JORS Spendmg L] 120 850 A.049 1,080 3,100 B50 750 . 68D 690 680 _6.750
Additional Child Gara for JOBS - 0 120 &10. B TR 225 560 515 450 L 435 410 4,850
WORK Program v o o o e 760 | 50 1,560 1670 2460 2430 2,570 11,540
Additionat Child Tara for WORK R o ¢ o @ 325" 388 670 ‘850 830 1035 - 1,080 4,900’
Savings from cm\u Cara and Other Expansion [+} ¢} 0 {19} T (80) @) (165) 2200 (260) (3085) (340)) (1,380}
Tranair.imal Child Care o i 160 235 320 725 380 400 - 430 a8 - 530 2,935
Enhenced Teen Case Managoment "o 20 55 "85 70 210 5 75 75 80 80 595
Economic Development ol 0 100 100 100 300 100 100 100 o s 0 OO
Savings - Caseload Reduction - o s (80} {250) (180) -{529) {25Q) . (620} (1,100)  {1,150)  (1,440}| (5,090)
ADP Fodoral and State SystamafAdmin Efficiency 50 50 55 210 275 680 170 . 45 20y - (28) (285} B2S
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 50 a3 ' 1,880 2,370 3,850 8,185 4,080 4,000 830 3.895. 382 22720
: Cs
MAKING WORK PAY -
Working Poor Child Care (Capped a1 szn) - N o 500 1,000 . 1,500 2,000 5,000 2,080 2,63 2250 . 230 2433 | 18,268
“Advance EITC N . il o o o 0 0 oo Q 0 -0 Q Q
Assats, Ceoordination, disregards . L 106 200 200 250 . 250 1, D00 ‘260 i 280 230 300 2,400
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION A ] . 180 1,040 | 3325 4615 £,110 15,250 8,635 6,233 5,847 6,25 s.qra 48053
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B (UP provision costs D) © 160 1,040 . 3075 4,165 . 5610 | 14050 8,125 V5,713 5317 5880, 5328 | 42219
GRAND TCTAL - OPTION C [UP provision caste 0, - - ‘ : ) : : : o
Working Foor Child Care st 316 in 89, . . ) - .
- Damonsirations cut by 25%}. ' 155 T8 2,511 3,926 4,509 1,279 4,884 4,530 4,000 4,420 4,067 33,400
GRAND TOTAL - DPTION D (UP provigion costs 0, : , ’
. wmnng Pgor Child Cara at 0, .
‘Damonstrations cut by S0%). - o 150 515 1,548 2,464 3,808 8,508 3,843 3,348 2,864 3,160 2,865 24,588
. Note: Parentheses daencte savings. H : : ’
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TABLE 1 - PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

", FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By flacal year, In milllonas of dallare)
(24 month WORK program followed by assessment leading to 10% sanction, 50% WORK and 40% pmJOBS}

[Wellare and Nonwelfare Impacts) - OPTION A

2,500

3,420

2678

5 Yoar . - .- 10 Yeoor
- 1995 1996 1997 1998 1853 Total 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 )  Total
PARENTAL RESPONEIBILITY ‘
Minor Mothers o o’ (43) (50) (50) (50 {1o5) 150 50 (55) (58) (8] (485)
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants. ! V . 0 25 ) 25 25 100 25 25 28, " 3 30 238
TworParent Provisions ) 0 = 0. 250 - 450 500 1,200 510 520 530 T 535 545 13,840
No Additional Bensfits for Addlhonsl Children . {20) (50) {125} (200} (265) {650} (27%) (285) {300} {310) (3e0y| (2,150}
Child SUpport Enforement e . : : , " N u
Paternity Establisnment {Net) ‘ . 20 (110) " (1es} (215)  {485)] (2a0) sy {305y | (330) (3s8)|  (1.875))
Enforcerent (Net) : o) {20} (85) . (80} (3z0) {495) {445) -~ (B35) (510) (956)  (1,015)|  (4,855)
Computer Costs | . N 15 .as ) 160 160 485 156 130 145 110 1o 1,085
Non-Custodial Parant Provisions o ¢ 15 o5 126 185 430 255 285 305 335 355 1,085
Access Grants and Paronting Demonstrations x 25 30 &) 20 135 k] 3. 30 30 aa 285
Child Suppon Assurance Demonsirations o 0’ BT 3] 200 . 250 580 250 250 250 200 ol . 1,50
SUBTOTAL, CSE ' T 30 <75 145 270- 100 520 5 - {420) (515 :  (84Q) ' (878)| - (1,788)
TRANGITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY ngoriK ' . .
X [ . .
JOBS-Prop i ' o 15 .80 100 140 ME 10 145 185 . 228 275 1,265
Additional JOBS Spending 0 120 650 1,040 1,090 3,900 850 T80 660 " 650 880 8,750
Additional Child Care for JOBS 0 120 610 750 770 | | 2,250 590 515 50 435 410 4,850
WORK Program S o o 0 80 760 850 1560 - 1,870 2,180 2430 25| 150
Additonal Chitd Care for WORK, ) Ter 0 0 40 35 365 .67 850 , 830 1,035 1,080 4,030
Sevings frorr} Crild Care and Other Expansion - @ o i 0 [§E4) B8) {90} {188) [220) (260} (305) . (340) {1,360)
Transitional Child Care R Q 10 1580 - 35 320 725 360 400 4300 . 490 530 2,635
" Enhanced Teen Case Managemaent oy 0 P 55 65 201 210 s 5 .75 . sp 80 595
Economic Davelopmaent ! [+ ¢ 100 100 100, 300 100 100 100 100 0 700
Savinge - Casaload Reduction ¢ 0 . {80) (2503 (80| - (e (250) - {520) (1,900} -, (1,160} © {1,440§| (5,000)
ADP Federal and State Systems/Acmin El'ﬁcwncy 50 L) 95 210 275 640 170 - 48 @) ‘(29 (35| e
SUBTOTAL, JOBSANORK. .~ = - * 50 338 1,880 2376 3gs0|  aass 4,080 4,010 3,630 3005 - a8 | 2720
MAKING WORK PAY ' _ : , - : R
“Warking Pocr Child Gare (Capped ot szb) - ¢ " ‘spo 1000 1500 zo0o|  s000 2,680 2,183 2850 2340 2433 | 16288
Advance EITC . . : ¢ T 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 [ Coon 0
Assats, Coordination, disregards . . N 100 200 . 200 50 250 1,000 - 260 . 270 280 280 - 300 2,400
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION A - i 160 1,040 3395 4615 6,110 | . 1525 8,635 6,230 5,647 6,215 5873 [ 456,053
GRAND TOTAL + OPTION B (UP provlldon voets O} 160 1,065 3,100 4180 5836 | 14,150 €,150 §,738 5,045 5,710 . . 5,388 | 42,451
GRAND TOTAL « OFTION C (UP pravision cowte 0, h : : ' '
Working Poer Child Care at $10 in 98, . . S .
Demenstrations out by 25%). : S 188 - 787 2,531 3346 4528 | 11,357 . 5,003 6,068 4131 8027 . 4027 | 38613
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION [} (UP provision couts O, ' 3
Working Poor Child Care at 0, . ' .
Demonstrations cut by 50%). 150 528 19860 B 5548 - 3,858 3.360 3178 2880

24,708

Note: Parentheses dencte savings.

¢

Source: HMS/ASPE staff astmates. Thesa estimates have bean shared with St within HHE and OMB but nave not been
| afficially reviewad by OMB. . The policies do nat represant a conaensus recommendation of the Worklng Group go-chairs.

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE
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TABLE 1 -- PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By flscal year, In millions of dollare} "
(24 month WORK program followed Dy assasament leading to 10% sanction, 50% WORK u.nd 40% prNOBS)

(Welfare and Nonwslfare Impacta} - GPTION A

‘ 5 Yoar . . - 10 Yoor
- 1995 1896. . 1967 1508 199¢ Tatal 2000 2001 002 2003 2004 Tatnl
PARENTAL RESPONEIBILITY ‘ T g _ : ] j :
Minor Mcthers : oo o 145) {50) {50) (50) e . (s (50) {55) (55) (o|”  (sas)|
Comprehensive Dmmst@ﬁm Grants ] 507 50 50 50 200 s .50 55 a0 80 475
Two-Parent Provislons ‘ .o 0 - a4D 880 -7 14 2,085 260 870 880 990 1,005 8,070
No Additional Benefits for Additional Children {20) (503 (128) (200) {285) (680} -(278) {265} {300) (310} {320)| {2,150}
L Child Support Enforement . : '
‘Patemity Establishimant (Net) s 20 (110) {185} 215) {485) (240), {280) {308} {230) (s8] (1675
Entorcement (Nety {10} (200 (85) (80) {320 {405) (£45) (83s) . {010} (@58) - (1,018)|  (4,658)
Compurisr Coata 15 as o5 180 180 485 155 130 118 1o 1o 1088
Non-Custodial Parent Provisions o 25 80 15 185 s 225 275 285 40 75 1.885
Acceas Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 20 s " 30 30 30 138 0 0. 30 30 30 285
“Ghild Suppot Assurance Demmatruﬂona o .0 100 200 .25 5501 | 250 250 250 00 e 1,500
SUBTOTAL, CSE 30 s 130 260 o s (25) {430) (525) (805) ' (855)|. (1,885)
TRANBITIONAL AS8I8TANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK - - ' Lo .
. JOBS-Prop T L. 0 25 80 a5 wo| . so00 1185 . 145 180 - 225 wmo [ 1248
. Addlionat JOBS Spending : . 0 200 720 920 &80 2,720 TBO 780 [LCHN © I 080 8,720
Additional Child Cere tor JOBS ° 150 555 720 700 2125 . 815 625 815 T ese | 880 5,310
WORK Program - i o ) 1o’ gs0 | 70 1380 1810 20100 237 2580 | 16820
Adgitional Child Care for WORK o ] o 0 - 45 " 285 ce0]| o ss0 150 836 e85 1080 | 4,520
Savings from Child Care and Othar Expansion - ) 0 0 {8) @5 40 (75) {100} (120} (1485} frey| - (es0)
Tranaitional Chlld Gare with Head Start o 28 “es 250 335 7rs| - meo . as0 T 640 3ta30
Enhanced Teen Cane angement o : 20 85 05 as] . ' 205 7% s .75 C 80 85 5685
Economic Davelopment b B 0 100 00 10 300 100 100, 100 100 & o0 |
. $avings - Cassload Rediction. ) {220) (410} {480) (goo)]  (1.910) (730) - (800} {1.060) (12200 (1600 (7,950
ADP Federn) and State Systems/Admin Erﬁclancy 50 50 g5 . 210 275 680 | - 170 45 (20 (25) . (28) 825
SUBTDTAk JDBS{WORK \ Lo = 250 1,360 2,030 2,545 €,235 3..380 " 5,880 055 - 4415 4,419 28175,
LF " ! . : s 7 ’ ’ ) ’
. MAKING WORK PAY | P ;
Working Poor Ghild Care (Capped at $2b) ° 56 . 1000 T 1500 .- 2000 | 5000 2,000 2,183 . 2,250 2,340 2,493 | 16,206
Advance EITC ’ o v} o [ 0 0 ¢ 9 ] o -0 -0
GAAND TOTAL - OPTION A 60 Teo 2805 4270 55es T 13.250 6120 - 6,298 8,260 8635 - 6,673 | 45406
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B (UP provision costs 0) . BO 790 2,385 - 3590 4350 | 11,155 5,160 5,328 " 5,200 5845 5,688 | 38,438
GAAND TQTAL - OPTION C (UP provision cowta 0, : ' L
Waorking Poee Child Cara at $19 in 89, e B . )
Demonstrations cut by 25%). 55 s 1,820 .77 3268 8,434 4,039, 4,154 4,0M1 4602, 4420 | 20,70
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION D (UP provhian couta 0, - ’ .
Working Poor Child Care at 0, ) o . . .
- emonatrations cut by 50%). 50 253 1275 1950 2185 | - 518 2,915 3,000 2,883 3,280 3,190 | 21,041

Note Parenthesos denote savings.

Source; HHS/ASPE siaff estimales. Thesa satimatés have bean shared with sizff within HHS and OMB but have not been
officially reviewed by OMB. The pdllcles do not represent & conaensus recommendation of the Working Group co-chairs,

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDHOTES TO TABLE
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. TADLE 3 PRELIWNARY QUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (F‘FDFRAL AND STA T'E)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) :

, S Year - 10.‘““
S Year  Federal 10 Year ~ Federal
- . Total at 80% Tatal at80%
PAKENTALHESTUNSTBILITY ’ E _
'Minor Mothers ' - —o@sl o pol w65
No Additional Benefits (or Addluonal Ch:ldrcn L {660) {220) (2,150) (810}
Child Support Enforeement - ‘ _ - . N .

- Patermty Establishment (th) - - (535) = {90)[. (2.080Q) (400)
Enlorcement (Net) . e (405) {160y (4,700) {1,555)
Gompuler Costs o © 465 4 ... 370 | 1,085 | .. 870

. SUBTOTAL, PARFNTA[ RFSPONSIIHLITY " (1,220) -~ (130)| - (8 055) D (1,980
‘ 'l'RANS'ITlONALASS]STANCI:. tOl,l,OWED BY WORK
" JOBS-Prep : o ses | 4l 1,255 1,005
Additional JOBS Spu\dmg e o . . 2,670 2,135 [ 7.220 5,773
Addmonal Child Caru. for JOBS . o ’ 1,880 1,505 4995 | 3,995
WORK Program o C 790 630 | 10,890 8,710
Additional Child Care for WORK o 365|290 4985 3,990
Savings l'mm Child Care and Othér Expansmn LT - {907 . (50) (1,375) T(755) -
Transitional Child Care : . . C - 560 450" 2.580 |- 77-?.,065
Enhanced Teen Case Managcmcnl . ; 210 170 595 475
Savings - Casclead Reduction - {520} {285} {5,000} {2,800) -
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Eﬂ'ucncy - 680 C 580 | ‘825 | 7S
' SUBTOTAL, ]O?ISIWORK -6,850, 5,6 26,880.| 23,235
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL Rl-.'-?[‘ ‘5,630 5,540 18,825 | 21,255
WORKING POOR CHILI CARE (Capped at $2h - 1T '
" in net spending). 5000 4,000 |0 16,270 13,015
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UPy RESTRICTIONS : - 1,505 | R3 | - 5618 3100 -
Comprehensive Demanstration Grams- : C200 ¢ - 200 o 350 30
Non-Custodial Parent J_OBSJWORK R . . 378 <300 (" 1,940 ‘ 1,550
Ageess Grants and Parenting Demonstrations e : ©o135 ] 110 285 230
Child Suppon Assurance Demonstrutions . ' 556 T 440 0 1,500 1,200
IDA and Microcnterprise Demonstrations, - . ol a00. 0 T00) . 560
SUBTOTAL I)EMON‘\"I'R:\TI()NQ J 1,560 1 290 M- 4,775 ) . 1,R90
IMPROVING C()VFRNMI* NT ASQIS’]‘ANLF {IGA)
State Flexihilily on Earnéd Income ‘ T ) , ) .
and Child Su{ppmt Disregards ' : ol . 385 2,225 7 850
Generally Conform Assets to Feod Stamps . . 265 100 ~B55 1 240
Increase Territgrics' Caps ’ s B 185 | - 185 . 835 | . 535 ..
"All Others _ _ T : 275 310 [ . - 605 680
SURTOTAL IGA ' - 1,435 . . 980 4,020 2,305
GRAND TOTAL e ‘ 15,030 | 12,640 |- 49,505 | . 43,565
OPTION I - N Child Care, 2 Parent, Demos or IGA - 5,630 5,540 | 18,825 | 21,255
" OPTION 2 - No 2 Parent, $0% Child Care, 50% Demos o C ‘
“and 80% 1GA - ' 9,628 L 8,675 31,3581 -30,860
" OPTION 3 -50% (.lnld (.,.:ire. 50% Dewmos,.and 50% IGA 1,033 0 7 9,505 " 36,973 | 33,960
OPTION 4 - 50% Dermos and -50% 1GA 13,633 =-11,505°| 45,108 |. 40,468
-OPTION § - TOTAL PLAN , i 15,0300 12, 640 49,505 | 43,565

NG T Parenlhescs donale savings. . .
Now 20 Five Year amd Tea Year Federal u:ttm s errLsuu 50% of all cxputdnurm cxeepl far

the fullotwing: benefs arc at current match rates; child suppast is matehed at rules

wspecified in the Bypothetical plan; and CUII\PT‘LhLH‘-IVL demonstration granls are matched al 100%,
sobree: HHSIASPE stallestimates. These estimates have bueen shared with staff within HHS and OM A bul
have ol becn officielly reviewed by OMB, The polmu da nnl TERFCSENLA CONSLINUS FeCu: nnulddutm
of the Wnrkm Group Co-C Imtrt.



. TABLE3} - PRELIMINARY ‘CUMMARY ‘COST ESTIMATE'? (FEDERAL AND STATF)
* FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) '

(Mary Jo Bane Option) -

5 Year _ "10 Year

... Souree: HHS/ASPE staif

5Year Federal. 10 Year Federal
. ) Total at80% . Tetal . ai 80%
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY T — .
Minor Mothers ‘ I . : (35) “(30) (21b) (85)
No Additional Benefits for Additional Chlldrcn o ’ (660) To(220) (2,150 (810)
Child Support Enforcement el ' : . e
Paternity Establishment (Net)- ‘ B C535)] . - (9O (2,080)] . (400
Enforeement {Netl) . B I (403 [+ (16| . (4,700) {1,555)
Computer Costs et 465 0 .- 3707 . 1,085 870
bBTOTAL PARENTAL RI‘SP()NSIB[LITY S (L2200 (13D | - (8,055) (1,980)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWEDBY WORK |~ | © - | | 0
JOBS-Prep o oo a0s 2450 1258 | 1,005 -
Addlllonal JOBS Spcndmg ' e e e 2,670 2,135 . 7220 5,775 .
Additional Child Caie for JOBS - C : - 1,880 " 1,505 4995 |7 3,995
WORK Program - ot 70| e30| -108%0 | 8,710
Additional Child Care I'or WORK o I - 365 |. - 290 4 985 3,990
Savings.{rom Child Care and Other Expansion : SO0 - Oy - (1,375) - (755)
Transitional Child Care’ T ' o T I 560 450 "2,580 1 . 2,065
. Enhanced Teen Case Management - T C210) - - 170 595 - 475 -
Savings - Caseload Reduction - o (520 (285) . (5,090)| - (2,800)
ADP Federal and Stale Systems/Admin Efﬁcwncy o ] 680 580 | | B25: 75
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK |- 6850 (. 5,670 26,880 23,235
SUBTOTAL JOBS/WORK AND PARFNTAL RESP . 5,630 5,540 18,825 21,255
| WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $2b ' R N
in net spending). : 5,000 4,000 | 16,270 13,055
Rl< MOVIE TWO PARENT (UP) RhSTR[CTlONS . - 895 498 2,875 1,580
Comprchcnsivc Dumonslration Grams T " 1 200 200 | 350 - 350
Non-Custodial Parcnt JOBS/IWORK .~ : e o1e|1so 970 775
Access Grants-and Parenting Demonstrations “ : N 70 7 55 T o145 115
Child Support Assuranae Demonstialions R o215 220 ©750 ' 600 .
IDA and Microentlerprise Demonétfaliori_s : . ' 150 |~ - 120 350 . 280
SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS ~ =~ - | 885 745 |, 2,565 | 2,120
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT. ASSISTANCE (IGA) '
State Flexibility on Earncd Income D : Sl oo
and Child Su|ppon Disregards ) 71000 © 0 385 | ¢ 2,225 850
" ‘Generally Conform Asscls to Food Stamps - o 135 . S50 330 120
 Incrcasc Tl..rnlorlcs Caps . - - 185 185 535 .535
All Others -~ - N . L ' 275 . 310 605 680
- “SUBTOTAL [GA E o 1,305 930 3,695 2,185
(;smNi) TOTAL T T T 3 ms | IL,710 44,230 . 40,158
"Regul.mom; - . o 2250 1,625 | 5,685 | 3,975

Moic T: Parcnlhescs denole advas
Notc 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates re present 80% of all cxpenditures exccpl for o
the following: benelits are at current match ralLs child support is matched at rales
specificd in tie hy[Polhcl_lcal plan; and comprchcmwc demonstration grants arc matched at 100%:
estimalcs. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but
have nat been officially reviewed by OMB. The pohcw: do not represent 2 conscnsus recommendation
of the Working: Grnup Co‘Chairs. .



TABLE 3 = PREL IMINARY ’\UMMARY (,OST I'.STIMATEH (Fl' DFRAL AND Q'I'A'['E)
‘ FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL :
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

(David Ellwood’s Option, Full Phase-In in FY 1996) - .

Note Z: Five'Year and Ten Year Federal, csumdlu represent 90% af all cx;x,ndliur::\ cxcept for

iiu, r{I"(‘JWIIl}, beaclitsare at corrent mateh rates; child suppont is matched at rates

specilicd i the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration gmnlc are matched al 100%,

CeNete 3 Full 1996 represents full phase-in in first year; 20% 1996 r«.,prc*-unlk a 20% phasc-in in fitél ycar.
Source: HHS/ASPE staff cstimates. These eslimales have hioen shared with ST withio HHS and OMS but -

have nol beea officially reviewed by OMA,
of the Working Group Co-Chairs,

The policies de hot represent a consensng recommendation

5Year _  5Year. 10.Year 10 Year
‘ o Total Federal ' Total -Federal
FARENTAL RESFUNSIBILTTY
Minor Mothers  ~ : #5)| "(30) (210) (85)
No Additional Benefits for Additional Chxldrcn . o (660) (22| (2,150) T (B1DY
_ Child Support Enforcement B T
-Paternity Bstablishment (Net) -, (538 (90)| - - (2,080); - (400) --
Enforecement (Net) - - - . (408) (160) (4,700) (1,555)
Compulcr Costs 465 420 | - .=1,085 975
SlmTOTA[,, l’ARENTAL RL‘SI'ON‘»IB[I ITY N (1,226 LE{1H] (8 055) (1,875)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE F{)L uOWI_Ll) BY WORK _ l N
10BS-Prep - 175 300 1,370 1,095
Additional JOBS Spcndmg 2,870 2,295 1. - 7,110 5,690

: Addmonal Child Carc for JOBS 2,010 1,610 _ 4,910 3,930 .
WORK Projsram - . _ 1,660 1330 11490 | 9,190
Additional Child Care for WORK . ' ) 760 . 610 - 5,240 4,190

_ Savmgs from Chlld Care and Olhcr Expansmn (185) (100)§ - (1.480) (815)-
Teansitional Child Care- 555 a5 2565 2,050
Enhaneed Teen Case Management 210 170 595. 475
Savings - Caseload Reduction (390) (215) (6 070)] (3,340
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Efﬁucncy 680 | ' 545 825 L6680

SUBTOTAL JOBS/WORK 8,545 6,999 26 5551 © 23,125
. QUB[OIAL I'ﬂl!‘a/WORK AND PARENTAL RF’QP 7,325 6,910 fﬁ,S{]{_) 21,250
WORKING POOR CHIL D CARE (Capped at 52D - i o ‘

. innet spending). . 5,000 4,000 16,270 13,015
RI‘MOVF TWO PARENT (lll‘} RESTRI(. FIONS 895 495 2,875 1,580
Comprn_hcn';wc Dcmnnstralmn Granlx . s 200 . 200 350 350
Nan- Cuslodlal Parcnl ]OBSMDRK and ' ) : -

Access Granls and Parenting Demonstrations. 400 |- 10| 1780 1,425
_ Child Suppen Assurance Dcmcinslra,tions' 100 240 825 6560
IDAand Microcaterprise Demonstralions 150 120, 350 310
) SUBTO'[‘AL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,050 880 3,305 - 2,748
TMIPROVING (‘OVI]RNMFNI AS’\I‘\IAN(.I' (AGA) -
- Sl Flcxlblllly an Earned income - . - ‘
and Child Support Disregards 710 .385 2,225 850
Generally Conform Assels to Food Slam ps . 265 [ 100 655 240
Increase Terrnories” Caps 185 185 535 335
All Olhers . 275 31 o605 | 680
' SUBTOTAL 1GA 1,435 980 [ . 4,020 2,308
GRAND TOTAL 15,705 | 13,265 44,976 | 40,895
Repulations - s 2,250 1.625°| _5.685 3,975
Nole T Parenthcses denote savings.

-t



'TABI..F 3- PRFLIMINARY SUMMARY COS'I EQTIMATF'S {E EDERAL AND STATE)
. I-OR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
. {By fiscal year, in illions of dollars}

(Dav:d Fllvood Optien, 20% Phase-In)

S¥ear - 10 Year

| IMPROVING GOVERNMENT A'\‘;I"}TANCL HCA)

5Year Federal 10 Year  Federal .
' o Total at80% . Total --atB80% .
TPARENT AL RlLb]’UNh}I DIELITY - ) ]
© Minor Mmhus (85) (30) oy (85)
-No Additional Béncfits for Add:t:onal Chtldren . (660) —--{220) (2150 - . (B10)-
Child Suppoert Enforcement . ) : -
Paternity Establishment (Met) ' (535 .. (90) (2,080) (400}
Enforcement (Net) . ‘ (405 [~=" (160)| (4.700) (1 555)
““Compiter Costs .~ 465 3701 - 1,085} 8§70
T SUBTOTAL, P ARFNTAL RI’SPON‘;IIIKI ITY {1,220 (a3m) (8,055 . {l L980)
‘ I'RANSITIONAL ASSIST ANQE FOLLOWED BY WORK ' .
JOBS- Prt,p : ; N 305 T 245 1,255- 1,008
Additinnai FOBS Spcndmg o o 2,670 2,135 | 7,220, 5,775
Additiondl Child Care for JOBS I 1,880} 1,505 47995 ¢ 3,995
WORK Pregram - o . 190 - 630 10,890 |. 8,710
Additional Child Care for WORK o o . 365 |- - 290 4985 [ 3,990
Savings fram Child Carc and Other Expansion . . . : L) 159) (1,375)| . (755) .,
- Transiliona! Child Care L e 560 . 450 |- 2,580} 2,065 - |
. Enhanced Teen Case Management o 210 170 595 ¢t . 475 -
Savings - Caseload Reduction : - SR {520 (285)] (5,090} (" ROO}
ADP Fcderal and Stale Systems/Admin Efﬁucncy Co - 680 580 825 773
- SURTOTAL, IO?'IS.’WORK : L . 6,850 5,670 26,880 | 23,235

- SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP. 5,630 5540 . 18,825 21,255
WORKING PDOR CHILD CARF (Capped at $2b '

in net spending). | so00| apd0| 16270 | 13,015
REMOVIZ TWO PAREN'I (UP) RESTRICTIONS e 895- ‘ 495 “2.375_ 1,580
Comprchensive Dcmons‘trht'it.m Grants - - e - 300 ST .200- 150 . ; 350

. Non-Custodial Parenl JOBS/WORK and ‘ T | .
©_Aceess Granls and Parenling Demonsirations . 400 © 320 1,780 | . 1,423
Chitd Su;'wpurl Assurance Demonstralions " ' ol 00| - 2:10_ ., B3S 660
IDA and Microentlemprise DC:_II‘I()HS';I'ﬂ.l.tl)llS_.‘ o - oS0l 120 T 350 310

CSUBTOTAL [)EMONSTRA"I'IONS ‘ . N - 1,050 | 880; - 3,305 2,745

State Fluubxllt_y on Earned [ncamc B =
and Child Support Disregards -. ' L 7107 - 385 | .2,235 "~ 850

Generally Confonn Asscls & Hmd Smmps 265 100 ", &55 240

Increase Termorics” Caps - - - 185 185 | -~ 535 535

_ All Others _ . s 310 . 605 680
SUBTOTAL 1GA ST o I 1,435 980 | - 4,020 ) 2 W5

GRAND TOTAL .« - ] L0 | 11,895 | 45,295 | 40,900

Regulations ' . ' 2250 | 1,635 5.685] 3.975

Nole T Farcalheses dumlu mvm;:e
Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimales represent 80% of ail expenditures cxccpl for
the foliowing: benclits arc al current match rates; child supportis matched at rates
»3pecificd- in he hypothetical plan; and comprchcsmve demanstration grants are matched at 100%™

A Sts.uru: HHS/ASPE *:lailmcsllmatc:s These estimates, have been shared with stafT within HHS and OMB but

-have not been afficially reviewed by OMB, Thic pohcu.\ do nol represent 4 consensys recammendalion .

al the Working Sroup Co Chiairs.
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TABLF 3 — PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND ‘-"'I"A'I'IZ)
. EOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} '

{Wendell Primus Option)

) . 5Year - . 10 Year
5 Year Federal, 10 Year Federal
Total at 80% Total - at B0%
FARENTAL RESTTUNSIBILITY . j B .
Minor Mothers ‘ _ . ' + (BS) GO - Qo) - (85)
Na Additional Benefits for ‘Additional Children . 1. (1 I || N Q.
Child Support Enforcement - - - : - : . -
Paternity Establishment (th) . e (535)| (90) (2,080} . . (4000
Enforcement (Net) . - : (405) C(160Y| - (4,700) (1,555)
ComputerCosls -~ . 465 370°|. . 1,085 B0
‘SUBTOTAL, [‘AREN]AL Rlu\ l’()N‘iIl!ll Ty . . (560) 90 | - (5,905} (] 170)
TRANSIT[ONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
" JOBS-Prep ‘ . o . 0 ol - 0
Additional JOBS Spcndmg . . [ 2,670 2,135 | 7220 5775
- Addmcnal Child Care for JOBS - o 1,880 1,505 | © 4995 3,995
WORK Program ' 750 | 630 10,890 8,710
Additional Chiki Carc for WORK . _ 365 . 290 4985 I 3,990 -
-Savmgs from Child Care and Other Expms]on . ’ 90y (50) {1,375) - {7155)
. Transitional Child Care - " : 560 _450 |- 2,580 2,065
* Enhanced Teen Case'Management - - o ' A 0 210 170 595 475 .
Savings - Caseload Reduction ) L T (520 (285) {5,090) (2 800y
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Elficiency . 680 580 - 825 175
SUBTOTAL, IOIS‘UW()RK 6,545 5,425 | © 25,6257 ?.2 ,230

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP | 5985 [ §515| 19,720 | 21,060
_WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Paid for ouf of o |

revenues). . - 0 0l . 0 R
REMOVE TWO PARENT (Ul’) RLSTRICT[ONS_ 1,505 830 . 3,615 3,100
Comprehensive Demonstratien Graals - 200 200 350 350 . -

‘Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK R S 345 |- 275 1,810 | . 1,455_
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations . 135 10|, .. 285 ‘ 2j0_
Child Suppan ASsurance Demonstrations ; : 1 450 . 360 1,000 ) 800
IDA and MICFOEI‘ILLI‘}‘JFISC Demonstrations . 300|240 o soo| ¢ 250 R

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS - - 1,430 1,185 3,945 . 3,080

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (IGA)

State Flexibility on Eamed Income

and Child Support Disrepards - R . I 710 385 2,225 | RSO
Generally Conli())rm Assels o Food Stamps 285 17 100 655 © 240
Incicase Territories’ Caps.- e 185 185 | 535 |, 538

All Others . . : . - 275 310 |- 605 680 -
SUBTOTAL IGA ' - o) L4Xs 980 - 4,020 2,305
GRAND TOTAL -« =~ = 10,355 | BS10 33,300 | 29,545

Regulatians - o . 2485 | 1755 | 6670 4515

Nole T Parénlhicses denole savings, ]
Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federa) estimates ruprwcnl 80% of all expenditures exoept for

the following: benefits are at cureenl match rates; child support is matched al rales

-specified in the hypathetical plan; and comprehensive demonsiration grants are matched at 100%.
Saurce: HHS/ASPE stall estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but
have not been officially reviewed by OMB. The policics dg not represent a consensus rccommuul.umn
of th Workmg, Group Co-Chairs, . ‘
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R Belle Sawhill.

w0 . Mary Jo Bane
. David Eliwood *
Wendeu Primus
o "‘CT o Summary of Auached Tables on Welfare Reform’ Opuons
S Aprﬂﬁ 1994 : s R

-,.n!;_ed are five lables that digplay the costs of vari@us xﬁelfaré reform options. All total =
re' matched at an £0 pexcant federal match rate except for the‘foll.owing: -

'@ AFDC and Food Stamp beneﬁts are matched at current match rates,
- child support is matched at rates specified in the hypotheur:al plan,

L comprehenswc dcmonsh‘anon grants are matched at o 100 percent federal
: match

. "3 not show costs on mese tables for changes that will be made thmugh rcgulanun mther
ﬂ.tllte . ‘

- =|lpwmg isa description of thess opﬁdn's and costs.
21

-+ the option that was priced for tho Presidential briefing on March 22, with several
-ents in the *Improving Government Assistance” (IGA) section, Under this plan, 20 -
L of our target population would be phased in during FY 1996, the first year of

“on. This plan yields a five year total cost of 515 billion and a five year fedegal ggs;, ‘
: nlhgn, . | - - :

‘narison to l‘.he table for the Pmsxdent’s bneﬁng, we havc madc thc fo]lowmg changes
qA s&ctmn _

The'UP ‘parent provision reflects the fact that some of the changes in 'the 100 hour, -
- rule will be accomplished through regulation and not siatute; this portion of the
nange. w1ll not yield a scorable cost. Also, overall costs were revised duwnward

‘We changed the earned i income dlsrcga:rds to $120 per month mdexed to mﬂauon,
-nd the child support disregard of $50, indexed to inflation, with state flexibility to
:isregard income above those amounts. There would be complete. ﬂex1b1hty in fill the ==

o ~°_ .ap policies. _ . e

T‘herc are no longer costs attached to the changes in the rule.s gcwemmg I.'DA's and *
ﬁcmcntcrpnses : , _
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We increase the territories’ cap by 50 percent rather than 100 pcrcmt

" The change in -autonid!gilc and accounting prﬁoedures will be by regulation.

. IP.Z

" . “able costs out the same plan as- shown in Table 1 except that this plan fully phasss in
1 %

v .

e illig:

-vet group+in FY 1996. 'I'hls_ lan _1_elds a_‘ﬁve

3,

e 3 we use the same basw plan as Table 2 (with the full phase-m in FY 1956) w1th
lowmg adjustmcnts '

Working Poor Child Care is capped at $1.5 bz]lxon (decreased from 32 bllhOIl] in
Y 1999, y1e1dmg a five’ year federal cost of $3 billion.

T‘he UP Provision is.a sratc optmn

Demonstration pmgrams (exoept for comprehenswe preventzon demonsu'anons) have
- been reduced. :

il five yeas : i§ plan is $14 billion with a five

* is the same as Table 3 with the followipg-adjustmen&:
The cost'of-IOBs-'Prep is sot at 0.

Working Poor Child Care is capped at 31 bﬂhon in FY 1999 yxeldmg a ﬁve ye.ar .
federal cost of $2 bxlhan

~e

Demonstration progmns (except for comprehenswe pre:vcnuon dcmonstmuons) have

- been reduced by 50% from the level of spending shown in Tablc 3.

B The policy of confonmng asset mlcs to thosc in Food Stamps remains but the asset

1mits will not be. mcreased
There 15 no mcmse m the tzmtones <@p.

fapy 3:lelds a total five y@g‘ Qgg g_f 512 bﬂhnn w1th a five: gear fedeml g,zg of * "

003
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2 S s the Same as 'I‘ablc 4 with the following adjustmems

| We return (o the Table 1 pohcy of phasmg in 20 percent of the targct group in
FY 1996

. We reduce Wurkmg Poor Child Ca:e to $500 nu]hon in FY 1999 ymldmg a ﬁve
year federal cost of 31 billion 5 -

e nl:m

@oo4 -
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: TABLE 1 - I'RELIWNAR\’ SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES DERAL ANI) S‘T‘ATF)
ELEMENTS:OF A WELFARE REFORM PRO
(By fiscal year, it millinns ul‘ ‘daollorz)

5Year 5 Year 10Year 10 Year

S -

. o : _Total Federal Total Feoderal
e Molbéry o , ' a5l o) mu; -~ (85)
" Jiliop] Benofits fmmidmomlc:uldm - (660)] (220 (2150 " (B1G)
Zupposs Bnforcement R : - SO
...nuty Estnbhd;mcm MNey . S| (gg; - Ei.gggg (1522% : s
recmeqt (Net . ) . B oo [ .
e Coste Gy L (405) a0 1ees| T s30T
3 B'I‘OTAL PARENTALRESPDNSIBIL(’I‘Y (1.220) T30 (8,058)] (1,986)
: wsmomassrs-rmcn; FOLLOWED DY WORK | - R
“5-peep : : -~ s |- 245] 1,255 1,005
masg:a o ~ 28R, 25| Tw| s
._!i:-ml‘Chﬂd l'ur.TOBS ‘ co 1,880 1,505 49951 3,935
" v Proj - . o 790 60| 10890| 8710
1 Child Carc for WORK : ‘ 365 290 4985 | 3.990
‘rom Child Carc and Other Expansion : ) G0 . (1,375) (755)
nal Child Care - : T sed 4sal. sl 206 .
: Tecn CucMnnagmlcnt b Sl 20 170, ses | . 47 e e,
Cucloa.d Redustion. " S {520} tzBSJ G0y @ 800)-‘ e sl ke
and State Sysiems/Admin Efficiency Sl eso s80| . #25] N
PTOTAL JORerwORE " agm|  sim| 2esme| 2 oL

-UBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL Rx:sr, 5630 5540 | 1882521288 .

lNGI‘OORCHILDCARE(CappedatSZh - o
50000 4,000 16270 [ 13,018

é” TWO szmamnmrmcmms 1,505 830| 5615 3,100
+ sheqsive Demoasirsiion Grasts N 200 200 30| 3%
‘wdial Parent JOBS/WORK ] 318 300 1940 1550
‘rants and Parenting Demonstrations _ 135 1o | - aws| 230
-port Assurance Demontrations : - sso|  awl 1500 12000
© . Mioroenterprise Demonstations - ol 300 240 700 S0 . . .-
UBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,560 1290 - 4775| (380 .

VING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (iGA)

cbility on Barmed [ncome Cee T _ .
I dSu port Disregards ™ - ' A . 7| 385 2,225 . 850
nnAssdshFondSumps ) _ . 2S5 . 10| 0 &85 o 240
Tcrritodts Caps - 185 | - 185 5357 . 535
: o (73) 5 (165} )
UBTOTAL IGA o 1,085 6051 320F 1 610
TOTAL o : 14,780 12,31'5 48,735 | 42880

- s Table with 20% Phuse-In F‘t' 1996 with Ad;ustmems ia !GA

srentheses dmon: wfmi,
ve Year and Ten Year Pedera! astimates represcat $0% of ull c:p-cnd:mrcu cxar.'pt for
: ‘ollowm benefits are at current mateh mtes; child suppart is malched at rates
ified mthu h crical plan; and comprchensive demonstration’ grants &ro matched at 100%
{HS/ASPE swulf estimazes. Thess estimates have bena Ehared with staff wiathin HHS and OMB but
.. coorcoffeially reviowed by OMB. The policics da not repregedt & sopsensus mnmmmdmon T :
mgGmupCo{:hmn T e

- - i
by
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TABLE 2 ~ PRE LlM]NAR\' SUM!\'!.ARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND ST ATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{B: fiscal year, in mllﬁons of dollars)

10 Year

10 Yaar

' olTlicially relizwed by OMB The  policics do not mprascnt a conwmus rwommcnd-uion )

g Gmup Co-Chilra.

-

s

N

008

o'-'uosm

: . 5 Year: 5 Ymr' N
' I - Total ‘Federal- Total ' Federal
“\mmblmu“n' _ T .
“tothers E @s5)| . e 2103 (85)
sl Besehits for Addltional Chﬂdrm {660} (220)]  (2.150) (819)
;an. Buforcoment u ) .
Hatablichment (Nt) . 53 S - (2,08Q) {400
o .Jnmz (Nex) ( I an . (-123 Ez 4,700} (1,55
W e Cots Cooaes | T 370 iiess T 870
.8 TOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIB!L!‘!‘Y @22;F--- - (3| 8,058 -(1,980) -
p t,TIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK R
e L - 375 00t 1370] 1,095
.:LJOBS Speading 2,870 2295 7110 5,690
ol Ch.ild forIOBS - 2,010 1,610 4'910_ - 3,930
o pmm 1,660 1330 nasel eas0
" 5514 Care for WORK 760 610 | sa240] 40
- Child Care and Qther E.xpmon . - (185 (1003 - {1,480) (315)
. Child Care . . 555 445 | 258s|.  2.050
_«&n Cazc Managecment 210 170 | 595 475
- solued Redustion . (390} s - @om| @340
! and State SystomufAdmin Efficiency . 680 545 T 825 560
OTAL, JOBS/WORK 8,545 - 49s0| 26,555 23,128
: TOTAL, JQBSIWORK AND PARENTAL. RESP 73251 - 6,860 | 18,500 21,145
G POOR CHILD CARE (Cnppcd at §2 biilion o "
ml%g}. 5,000 4,000 | 162701 13,015
'ARENT (UP) RESTRICT[ONS 1,505 RI0] 5,815 3,100
S :
v Demomuion Grants 200 - 200 1350 350
“al Parcat JOBS/WORE .~ 490 3s0| 2000|1600
‘ts and Pareating Demonstzations 135 | el 288 | 210
rt Assurance Diomonetratinns 550 440 1,500 | - 1,200
~roenterprise Demonstrations 3_00' , 240 700 | 560
TOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS ) 1,678 1,380 4,835 3.940
“IG GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (IGA) = -
: T:l}f on Baried Income o ‘ : < .
gpo:t Disrcgurds 710 385 2 225 836
Assets o Faud Sl.nmps 265 100 &55 | -~ 240
- ~moms Caps . 1[% . 13.;) sg} 53‘5)_) )
1
-.’.T‘OT_AL 1GA 1,085 «és B 35:.50 _ 1.6%
\TAL 16,59 | . 13,738 | 48,470 42,820
“able with Full Phase-Io ia FY 1996 with M;mtmenu in 1IGA ) '
he&sca denols SavIngs.
Year and Ten Year Federaf catimates r:p:w:nl £0% of all expenditures, eawq:-t for ™
;owing: benefits arc a.lcun-cnl: marel; mles; c.hﬂd aupport s matched of rnl:es e
“<d in the mol.hdx lm and camprdrmswc dcmonmnucn s are mnr.hed ot 100%. '
3/ASPE estimates. Thess escimates have besn shared wtaff within HHS and OMB but
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TABLE 3 [‘RELJ MINARY SUMMARY COST ES‘I'IMATES (FEDERAL AND SI'ATI.':)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL .
(By fiscal :rear. In mmions of. dolhrs}

10 Yar- 10 Year

y o - Lo , 5 Year $ Year
: o Total Federal Total  Federat
" PRTAL RESPURSIBICITY T - :
. Mathers ) 1] B 3 ) (8
" ional Benefits for Addltxoml Chtldtm (650} . (2o (2,150 (810)
;ort Enforeement: - . : . : - .
.ty Estahlishment (Net) T (535) GO} 2,080 (400)
+ement (Net). ) it (‘05) ;. (le0y, (@700 (1,535)
_,._t.cf Costs .. - B 3701 ....1,0851 0 80
/i TOTAL, PARENTAL RESI'ONSII!IUT\' (1,120) R 3 & 1) 055} - (L,980). -
. <ITTONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK N o
srep 375 30| 1370 1,095
<l JOBS Spending - 2870 2295 7110 5,690
- Child Care for JOBS . 2.010 S § 610 4,910 3e3a .
cgram o : 1,660 1330 1%se| | 5,190 .
“hild Care for WORK ‘ 780 | 810 5240 4,190
1 Child Care and Other Expansion (185) - (100)) (1,480} ®15)
! Child Care ) 5551 0 -ads £ 565 2,050
zen Case Manapement - 218 . - 170 - 595 475
-*cload Reduetion - {390} . (215) (6,070) (3,340}
 and State Systems/Admin Bffisioncy 620 s45| - 825 660
_[OTAL, JOBSIWORK 8,545 6,990 | 26,555 - 23,128
A TOTAL, JOBSIWDRK AND s-mnml. RESP 7,328 6,860 | 18,5001 21145
_+'POOR CHILD CARE (Capped st §1.5 bilion | ' ' .
diagd. 3750 . 3,000 12,1851 9,750
WO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS . - " 895 .. 495 2,875 1,580
~sive Demonstration Grants “a00] . 200 350 350 .
ia} Parcat JORS/WORK and _ I .
aunts und Pareating Dewonstrations 400 320 1,780 1,425
i Assurance Demogsirations 300 240 85| G50
‘zroentarprise Demonstrations - 150 1201 350} 310
 TOTAL DEMONS‘[‘RA'HONS 1,050 { 880 ) 3,305 2,745
NG GOVERNMENT ASSIS’!‘ANCE aGA) '
?hl:_y on Earned Income .
 Support Disregards - 710 388 2,225 BS0
‘onform Assets o Food Stemps s | 100 655 | 240
ritaries’ Caps 185 185 535 535
8 M - 1e» )
ATOTAL IGA 1,085 665 3,250 | 1,620
© L OTAL 14 105 11,908 | 40 115 36,840

“able with Full Phase-In ia FY 1996 with Ad;usemanls in IGA, Warking Poor Child Cll'\':,

‘ans; UP Perent Provision as Sizte Ophon

it

vatheses denots sevings.

= Year and Ten-Year Pedera) cstimates 'rq:rt.smt 80% of all cxpmdtlum exeept for
'awmg benefits ww af ourrent match raten; chﬂdsuppontu wnatched f rates .
:d in the hypothztical plan; and comptd'lmswc cmonsiration gruaty arc matched at 100%.

. TASPE ctaff estimates. Theie estimates have been ahared with staff Within HHS aad OMB but

i officially reviewed by OMBE. The pn!lc;u -da oot represent conseasus mommenda:ion '

4 Gmup
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TABLE 4- I’RELI.MINARY SUMMARY COST ESI'IMATFS (FEDERAL ANI) SI'A'I'E)
- fOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL -
: (By rml year, ia milians of dollars) .
| . 5Year  SYear 10Ycar 10 Year
Total .  Faderal = Tatsl  Federal
- ‘*\“T“(I:“RESI’URSIBIU n = : : |
fothers o '(85) @9 Q) - - 85y
4 ooonl Benefits for Addmnnal Chr.ldrcn o0y (20 @150} . (810)
w0 Boforcement = - ‘ . P
iy Bstablishment (Net) - (335)] - (o) (400)
..... ‘cement (Nt - (405) (160)| (¢ 1oo (1,555)
T L uu;rCu 465 '370'2"'-‘- 3 ) 8 -
S \JUTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY- (1220 - 30| .. S s
“ITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK " -
o ' ' o 0t @ 0
sl JOBS Spmd.ing . 2,870 2,295 T.110 5,690
.1 Child Calt for JOBS 2_.010 1,610 4910 3,930
“ngmm : : _ 1,650 1330 11,490] 9,190
Child Care for WORK. 760 610 5,240 17 - 4,190
~ m Child Care and Other Expansian (1%5) (100] (1 680) . (815)
A1 Child Care 555 asl 2568 2.050
* ’een Case Management 210 | - 170 395 475
.aselm.d Reductian : (390) a5 6070 (3,340
-+l and Sate Systens/Admin Efﬁemn.ny - 68O 545 - B2S | 650
STOTAL, JO. ORK .- 8,170 6,64 25,185 22,030
. TOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP | 6,950 6560 | 17,030 | 20,050
G POOR CIILD CARE (Capped at 51 bliton - S R
-cndin 2,500 20001 81M73  §,508
" TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS B9s | 495{ 287§ 1,560
“nsive Demonstration Grunts 200 200 |- 350 350
' dia] Parcnr JORS/AWORK and . - ' . '
“rants and Parcting Demanstraiions 200 160 | goa| . 7io
21t Asaurnncs Demonstrations 150 * 120 45). - 330
‘icrocaterprise Dcmonmnom T8 60 175) . 140
ATOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 625 54 1,830 1,530
" NG GOVERMT ASSISTANCE (IGA)
' xhly on Bamed Jacome | »
i Support Disregardi - - . T10 385 - 2225 850
Confarm (but not Inorease) _ ' o
= Tood Sumps- : 0 o a0, 0 0
' ' gﬂ &) (185) (5
- BTOTAL IGA 3 -350 2,050 B45
“OTAL- 11,605 9,975 32,025 © 30,514
- Table with Full Phase-Ia ia Fy 1996 with Fnrther Adjusumts in IGA, Working Poor ' '
o, 7 o, and Deawnstrations; UP Twa-Parcut Provision as State Opmu, Eliminate Iwme
. les’ Cap; Conform Asset Rulcs:to Pood Stnmps but o Jucrease in Li.mﬂs llll
«© | rntheses deaots eavings. '
= : ‘& Year wnd Ten Year Rederal catinihics tupmmt 80% of u.ll expcodxtum omapt for
S - lowing: benefits are st current match tes; ehild support i mutchod et retcs
Jied in the hypothctical plan; and ecomprehensive demonstration granis are matched at 100%.

" !SIASPE staff cxtimates. These cstimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB. bui
. =0 officially revicwed by OMB The policies do not represent & conscasus recommendation
-ing Group Co—Chaum .

B
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TABLE 5 FREL[MINARY SUMIMI:Y COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
. FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL . ]
(By fiscal year; in milbons of dollars) -

5 Year S'Yar 10 Yar 10 Year
- Total Federal Total . Federsl

‘---ﬂmﬁrsm:mr

Cters - : ey ool @ol @
IBmuﬁm for Additional Chddrm Tt (660) 20) (2.150) (810 :
nemgsmmm ) S (535)| "'°‘;3'(50) (2,080)|
SUR) nt er . . . ’ ¥
nant (Nd) R : : (405) (160)|  (4,700) (1.555; -
I A4S 30 1,085 =
iO'l‘A.L. PARENTAL RESPONS!B[L!TY @20 )| B85 (1* 980)
“1ONAL ASS[S‘I'ANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK ' ' ;
' : A w o ol 4} - el . @ 7
JOBSS ding , - . 2670 238|120 TS
: ndd(‘a.mfor!OBS E - 1880 1508 [ 4995 3_.995
- S PO 630 | 10890 8,710
_id Care for WORK . ol ses .0 4,985 3.990
+ Child Care and Qther WMH : - (90) - sl (1,375) ({758)
“hild Care | seof  aso| 2.see| 20e
'n.Case Management o 210 170 395 475
load Reduedon . (520) (285} (5,000} (2,800
ndStau:SE sems/Admin Efﬁclmoy ‘ 680 580 825 75
STAL, JOBS/AWORK 6,545 §425 | 25,625 | 22,230

OTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 535 | 5295 17,570 | 20.260

: I‘O'DR CHILD CARE {Capped at ssoo mdﬁou. ‘
. 1250 1,000| 4,055 :Lw?

v'o PARENT(UP) RESTR.IC'HONS | - 9 a9s|- 2,875 1,580
e Demonstration Grants o AP 200 200" 350 350
: Parcat IOBSANORK and ’ o Co S T , .
"uts end Parcating Demonstations - 200 160 . §50 e
Assuranos Demongirations o] tase 1w 41s| 330
eatenprise Demonstmlions ‘ _ A - . &0 175 140
TAL DEMONSTRATIONS . ; 625 5401 1830) 1,530
© ~ GOVERNMENT Assrsrmce: aGA} - | -
" .y on Barned lncome _ ' 1 : .
“opart Disregards | T . e J85 225 &0 ..
orm (but nat Incn:u:) - } , ‘ o
o4 Sampr . o R
. "OTAL IGA | . gs 30| 2,060 845
A, | smol 7mel 30 27450

+ le with 20% Phase-ln i FY 1996?01& Further Adjustments in IGA aad

Child Care; P Two-Parent Provisions at Staté Option; Fliminale locrease _ '
Cap; Caoform Assels to Food Stamps hut do not Increase Limits. ‘ s o
’ ’\C-'SGS denolc EAVINGE, Farye R
cnr a.nd Ten Year Federal estimates seplesent 80% qfau expmd:mrm exeapt for
« arc al curro match sades; ohild support is matched as rates -
in theh ithetical plan: dnd comprehensive demonstration granls arc malched st 1Q%.
SPE staff extithnios. These estimates have bocn sharod with staff within HHS and OMD bue -
S Tieially revicved by OMB. The poltcu: do not tcpmenu COnECnsus mcommcnd.lhon h
- Group Co-Chaire. |

o
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ADDITIONAL ENTITLEI\ENT AND REVENUE OP'I‘IONS
_ : (In rm],hons of dolla.rs) ~

jw ’0: BUdg :

-8 percent royalty on ha:dmck R o L R TR * ‘
Jf pemoted from Fefenl lands™ - T e T

'mﬂ.road safetyuser faes L . o e

‘nBumuofAlcoholTobm" _ Cooe T . : -
-zmnnsfees_. _ S o : 194

\-.quofCumntF or

2 all sunset dates on Veterans' o Lo
cnsin OBRA 1993 FY99) . . - - 585

- atent and trademark surcharges ('FY99) _' - e 120 .
(VRCfees FYS9) . R o s
“ncreases in SEC fees EY99) | . L s
ﬂncm‘a.:ﬁ in tonnage duties (FY99) R o - :._ 7§  _
3 -rldmgfee on cmmm bfi'nining"-"' S - |
 on public fands (I-’Y99) S -1 I
~ustom service user charges (FY99) .- o C o 900

-

avenie Iterm;

-onofmarkclxhlcsecuntzcs : S I S
*atedascash ' ST 225

“2x-defecred annumes per couple ' - - : -'
00,000 800

13

_.,.perfund_-;ax; e e 2300

"ﬁploy'ers to;offer employees tax-free L C o
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.h._?!O‘Deﬁcit Reduc ion Document | -

- market prices for electricity sold
et markenng admmsuauans (ENT-Ol)

~reation fees at Federal t'amlmes (E.N’I‘-OZ) B
clear waste dwposa.l fees for mﬂatmn (ENT—04)
y from Pprice- suppon progmms people
088 revenue: from-commodity. sales
0500 000 (ENT-OQ)
’:C user 'fees (ENT-IG)’-' S

: r»e:.nalty for mrly mdemptxons
28 bonds (EN'I‘-SE) '

.»:tgage interest deducuons '
© .4 homes (REV-04) -

“mit for deferrals in saiary
 plans to $4,000 (REV-08)

minimum tax on foreign-owned

s (REV-J.?) ‘

~& capital gains from home
xcess of $125,000 (REV-20)

- unlons with more than $10 million
- ke other thrift institutions (REV-25) - -

‘ohal fuels credit and pa.rtml | T
¢ exemption (REV-29) -~ | e

- ~umber of times the $70,000 exclusion
. eamned abroad can be used o2

"T. for mdunduals and: corporauons
i tvnce -

s >ximum mortgage principal eligible for
eductxpns to $500,000 or $750,000

" 1240
2,600

2,900

2,600

1,400
. 3,‘40(_]

3,200

@d_u
4800
£
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_ FINANCING OPTIONS -
'Z_lﬁfiear ; 10-Year -
- - Iotal - Federal

in Fn _ a T
2t child Care e . o
Food Program . o oo CL - ,
2Eit Reduction If. .~ 2,15 . . I T AP 0" LT
Grandparents In . -~ '~ 'T0 T 0 e T
Dwelling unit T . B
i fy Sponsor-to-Alien 2.2 - 1.8 8.7 .~ 6.9
' Deeming, Tighten - " CET LT

a0 . 4.0
1.7 1.7

FRUCOL C » ‘ :
wvment By Social = . "6.4 . | 6.4 T 21.4 21,4

Sacurity To o - e

General Fund S
~“» Reaslstance - .9,

:nd Tax Compliance 1.3 1.3 -

-
1 O
h s
4 0
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rmergency Agg;gtange--uodlfy the. current AFDC- Emergency

.stance Program by establishing a Federal matching cap for .

l

‘.,-.1":

AFe

T

'.:‘t Reduct;gn.If ngngggrgnts In Dwgll;gg_ﬂn;;—;Thls propoSal‘-

State’s EA expenditures. Thls cap would be set_at an amount
l to 3 percent of the State’s total AFDC benefit payments
wrred during the previous fiscal year, grandfathering States

are above that level at their FY 1993 expenditure level.

.@E_thlﬂ_QQ_QmEQQQwREQEEQE~-Thls proposal ‘would utlllze-w

s=testing in determining. the rate of Federal reimbursement
meals provided to children in family day care ‘homes. Those .,
1y day .care homes thatTare not-located in :census- tracts where

~ird or half-of the children-are below 200 percent of paverty

- recelve . sllghtly rediaced Federal SubSldLES for meals.

w.reduce AFDC benefits by one-third to xecipients whose
‘narents reside in the dwelling unit with the recipient and

. income above 130 percent of the poverty guidelines, This |

~tion is based on the presumption that such grandparents are.

‘buting to the support and maintenance of these AFDC -
»ents--usually a daughter and grandchlld(ren)

iy _Spongor- n_Deemin Tighten PRUCOL--This option

:ts of two proposals. The first would: make permanent the

@013

at S—year sponsor-to=alien deeming periocd in SSI, and extend -

sliey to AFDC and Food Stamps; and, if a_sponsor’s adjusted
_income exceeds $40,000 then continue. sponsor-to-alien
ng for ten years (or cltlzensth. whlchever occurred flrst)

-2cond proposal would effectively reduce the current number
. 1COL categorles of lmmmgrants eligible for benefits, and
~hesge categorles consistent with those covered- under. the

"1 Security Act.  The proposal would define in statute the
fic categories of temporary 1mmlgrants that would be

‘»le for SSI, AFDC, and Medicaid benefits (sxmilar to the

- - ach already utilized by the Food Stamp program).

. ment Bx-Social‘securiﬁx To General Fund--8ituations exist in . -

the Social Security Trust Funds have benefitted at the’

se of the General Fund. We propose that these situations be
rted. This option includes 1) crediting the Trust Funds .
"ncome from. taxation of benefits when-.those taxes are

- ted instead of us;ng the current liability method; 2)-

ent of the lump sum credited to the Trust Fund by.the‘_

:1 Fund to offset the cost of granting deemed military wagesa
sn-covered military service; 3) eliminating special wage

‘s for military service after 1956 for retirement

.ciaries which would eliminate the requirement that the
‘11 Fund pay FICA tax on these credits (credit would continue

qranted for disability and survivor benefits-and the Trust
" would be reimbursed for the ¢ost of any increase 4in the™ .
.t amount), and; 4) reimbursement by the Trust Fund to the
i1 Fund for the amount of the actuarial reduction suffered
icurrent SSI beneficiaries. ''The Trust Tunds would bé held
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~mless by proposals which would increase revenues or reduce

,, ineluding 1) prosectlve elimination of entxtlement of

iren.and young wives (entitled on the basis of a young child

:r care) of retirement beneficiaries; 2) extension of Social

lty caverage to students employed by their educational .
_Ltutions and; 3) FICA tax revenues resulting from lncreased S
yment through welfare reform, :

1y A391stanca--currently, several States define a 31qn1f1cant
~.on of their AFDC grant to families as “special. energy
.:tance®. 'The Food Stamp program (FSP) excludes such _
‘tance from their determination of-"income*, which ‘results in
. ter amount of food stamp benefits going o such households
ﬂould-otherwise occur if the full AFIX grant were taken into
' ~This proposal would allow the FSP to ¢ount such special
f‘assmstanca as income for the purpese of determining food
benefite, and would result in savings in the FSP. _
4o
‘and Tax nggliance--a number of proposals comprise thls
1, and are meant to modify and improve current .
-entation of the EITC, as well as the treatment of gambling
.gs., Improvements in the EITC include: denying EITC to
-sident aliens; extending EITC to active mllltary famlllas
: pverseas; and counting nontaxable earned income. of ‘
ry perseonnel. Changes in the treatment of gambling
g6 include: increasing the withholding rate on gambling
- gs 1n excass of §50,000; imposing withholding on c¢ertain
ng wxnnlngs for whzch there is eurrently no withholding;
‘quiring additional reporting of information on gambling
s of $1O Q00 or more. _

=



R Possible 'Welfare'R"efon.I't Package-— Federal/State Cb's‘ts

ity

. - S S-year
1995 1996 - 1997 1998 | 1999 Total -
} dollars in ballions
A e o dgli_ars inbillions
- Program Spending Pack R - | '
| ‘]OBS-Prep - T R0, 00150085 0.095
Additional JOBS Spendmg 0 01. 067 085
Additional Child Care - 0 007 0465 0.6
WORK Program - o 0 0 0008
~ Additional Child Care for WORK « ™~ 0 -0 -0 004
_ Savings from Child Care and Other Expansiot . 0 - 0 0 001
Transitional Child Care | 0 0 012 0185
Enhanced Teen Case Management . - 0 0.02 0055 . 0065 -
~ Savings Caseload Reduction 0o . 0 008 025
'ADP Federal and State/Admm Efflmency 0.05 005 0095 0.21 .
Sub Total Core Program 0.05 (.285 I1.4'l ‘ 1.86.51
Generally Conform Assets to Food Stamps 002 004 0065 007
Set Auto Exclusion tp$4500 Equity Value 0 0 0305 0.32
Sub Total Add-Ons from Demos and IGA 002 004 - 037 039
. . o R ! s “I\
Total Costs 007 0295 178 2255
* Mandatory Savin ions Under Consideration: - |
Limit Emergency Assistance 026 035 045 050 056
I'Target Child Care Food Program 0.00 G.00 018 019 020
. Tighten Sponsorshlp and Eligibility Rules o ; :
- for Allens 0.36 0.36 0.36 036 0.36
 Parental Responsibility 000 005 -024 031 063
Eliminate School Lunch Subsidies for - S
Children with'Household Income > $50K - - 0.44 0.44 0.44 0.44- 0.44
‘Subtotal 106 120 167- 180 - 2i9

. Spending :'ﬁli';ﬁus Saving |

3/24/9412:25 PM .

I
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TABLE 1 - PRELIMINARY SUMIHARY COsT ESTIMATES 19 EDERAL AND STATE)
. FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
(8y fiscal yeur, in m;ll-on; of dcllars}
S Year S Year
. . ) Federal Federal
: ‘ . X Packngel  Package2
Minor Mothers..i ) . Go)} R S
No Additional Bcnc:f ts Tar Addlhanai Chﬂdrcn oL (229) (220} S L it
Child Support Bnforcement - o o ’
Paternity Establishmeat (Net) SISy - 90). - . o
Enforcement (Net) (160) aeoy - - - :
Computer Costs 370 370 A
TOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONS!B!LITY (130 {130y . . . .
‘l'RANSlT!ONAL ASSISTANCE FDLLOWED BY WORK .
. I0BS-Prep " | .0 300
- Additional JOBS Spendmg 2,295 2,295
. Additions] Child Carc for JOBS 1,610 1 610 . ‘ .
WORK Progrum 1,330 1330 '
Additional Child Carc for WORK -, 610 610 -
Savings from Child Carc and OLhcr Bxpanslan g (100) {100) -
Transitional Child Care - ' 5 445 I
Bahanced Teen Case Management - 170 - 170
Savings - Casecload Reduction - RIS {215}
ADP Federal.and State Systems/Admin Effcmncy 545 545
- SUBTOTAL, JOBSJ'WORK , 5,690 6,954
_ SUBTOTAL., JOBSIWORK AND PARENTAL RESP 6,560 6,86f)
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,500 3,500
REMOVE TWQ I“ARENT L1y RI?STRICTIONS - 495 498
Cotnprehensive Grants | - ‘ 200 200
Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK P-mgrams {30 - 3%0
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations ., 30 CL70
Child Suppors Assurance Prajects 120 290
IDA and Microcnterprise Projects . 60 - 145 :
SUETOTAL SPECIAL IN'{TIATIVES 540 |, 1,095
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE IGA)
Stale. Flc:ubxhly on Eamed Incatme - ) :
. und Child Su!ppori Disregards © : 385 185 -
Generally Contorm Assets to Food Stamps Q. 100
lncrease Territorics’ Caps 0 . 185
~ All Others %) ' éS)
s SUBTOTAL IGA 380 668
GRAND TOTAL i 9 475

President’s Table with Full Phase-In ia FY 1996 w;th Further Adjusiments
in IGA, Working Poor Child Care, snid Demon.stratmns UP Two-Perent
. Provision _as State Qptian. Comparuon.s‘ b-u'ween Package 1 and Package 2

12,615

CHATL,

Nom 1:" Parentheses deaote savings.

al . =4

Note'2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates represent 80% of all expenditures except for -
the following: benefits arc at éurent match mtes; child support is matched at rutes L e
specified in the hypothelical plan; end oomprchcnswe demonstraton grants are matched ot 100% ' s

Sourcer HHS/ASPE stafl estimates: These estimatcs have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB bﬁt

Jlave nat been officially reviewed by OMB The pohcles do not represent & consensus mcornrncndauan

of the Working Group Co- Chairs.
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SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES -
(Dellars in Mllhans} :
o |
- R _ U FYIese | 5 Year | 10 Year o
PACKAGE 1 COSTS = ' . Total | - Total  Federal State Total . _Federal State - -
'PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 625) (1L220) ~ (130)  (LOIO)  (B.OSS) | (1,980) - 6,075),
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE " . . ¢| . 33058 8,170 6,69 1,480 | 25,185 - 22,030 | 3,185
WORKING POOR CHILD.CARE -~~~ 900 | 1,875 . 1,500 375 | 6930 5,545 1,385
TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS L 375 . 885 495 " 400 2,875 - 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL m'rwrwf-:s s Sl 2251 6287 s40 85| 1,830 1,530 300;
~ IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSIS]ANCE 265 635 380 - 255 | - 2,060 845 . 1,215
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE | - 4,445| 10,980 . 9,475  1,505| 30,825 29,550 1,275
L T Fy 1999 |. 5 Year 10 Year -
. PACKAGE2COSTS = - ) Total || Total  Federal “State Total Federal - State
?'.l - . . . u ] ] . ‘ . I
- PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY S - (629)] (1,220 (130)  (L,0)| (8,055  (1,980) (6,075)
‘TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE \ 3,415 8,545 6,990 1,555 | 26,855 23,125 3,430 . -
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE - 1,875 ). .4,375 3,500 875 | 14,945 11,955 2,90
TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 375 B9S T 495 - 400 2,875 1,580 1,295
'SPECIAL INITIATIVES =~ -7/ 505 " 1,31S Lo9s . 220 . 3,945 3,225 720
" IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASS[STANCE - 1400 | .. L,08S . 665 420 © 3,250 | 1:620 1,630
TOTALcosrsj ) R 5,945 | 14,995 12615 © 23807 43,515 39,525 3990

Note 1: Parentheses denole savings. _ - -
Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal éstiméies represent 80% of all expenditures except for - P
" the following: benelits are at- current match rates; child support is matched at rates C
- specified In the hypotheucal plar; and oomprehenswa demonstration grants are matched at 100%.
Source: HHS!ASPE ‘staft estimates, Thase estimates have been shared w&th staff within HHS and OMB but
'_ have not been oﬁlcm!iy reviewed by OMB. The policies de not represem a consensus reoomrnendano_n
"ol the Working Group C6-Ghairs. ' ' : ‘
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TABLE Package l - DE'I‘A.ILED SUI\'IMARY COST ESTIMATES ¥ EDERAL A.ND STATE)

HHS 05 ASPE 415F -2+ BRUCE REED

FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPQSAL

{By fiseal year, in millions of dellars)

9008,010

R

Tresident’s Table with Full Phase-[n ia Fy 1996 with, Furthes Admstucnts in IGA Working Po-or
Chid Care, and Demonstrabons up MParent Provnsnn as Suu: { bpuon, Ehmmatz luc.reasc

 in.Territories*Cap; Conform Asset Rules to Pood St.arnps hut no Increase in Limuts

MNote 1: Parenilieses denote snvmgs

Nete 2: Five Year sad Ten Year Fedcml ‘cstimates represent 80% of alt «.\xp-:nduurcs e.xccpt for
the following: benefits ate at cureent match rates; child support is moched at fatas
specilied in the hypothetical plan; and mmprchcnswe. demonstration grants arc matched at 100%

Sourca: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but

have not been officially reviewed by OMB. - The pohcms do not rcprtserrt A’ consensus mmmmmdahon

_ af the Working Group Co- Chairs.

04/12/94

. 8 Yenur * §Year 10 Year 10 Year
: . "TFotal Federal Total Federal
TARENTALRESPONSIBILTTY il N E
Minor Mothers , @5 col @1 85
... No Additionai Benefits for Additional Chnldrcn {660), T (20) {2,150y (810)
~+Child Support Enforoement T RS B
Patemity Establishment (Net) - (535) @0l (2,080) {400)
Enforcement (Net) - - e e ] b (405) (160) {4,700) (¥)555) -
: Computer Cests | ‘ 485 ... 370 1,088 870
y ' SUBTOTAL PARENTAL RESP'ONSIBILIW _ (1,220]. (130 = (8,05%) (1,980)

, TRANSIT[ONAL ASSISTANCE mewnn BY womc - "

" JOBS-Prep S S 0 el .o 0
Additional JOBS Spending . TR0 2,295 7,110 5,690
Addmonal Child Care far JOBS 2,010. 1,610 | 4.9_10 3,930
WORK Progrum . " 1,660 1,330 [ 11,450 9,150
Addiional Child Care for WORK i 760 . 610 5240 |° | 4,190
Savmgs from Child Cam and Ocher Expmsmn {185y {100y {1,480) (815)

“Teansicional Child Care ' ' 585 a4s| 2565 2,050
Enhanced Teen Case Munsgement”’ 210 . 170 5651 475
Savings - Caseload Reduction .-, - ' (3%0) (2 15} (£,070) (3,340}
ADP Federrl and State Systoms!/ Admin Efﬁclcncy 680 545 825 660

' SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 3,170 6,690 | 25385 ] 22030

SUBTOTAL, JOBS!WORKANDPARENTAL RESP ‘- 4,950 . 6,560 . 17,130 .. 20,050

- WORKING POOR cm LD CARE {Capped at $900 million -

in net' speqading). - 1,875 1,500 6,930 £.,545
REMOVE TWO PAREN r (IJ'P] RESTRICTIONS ' S 895 495 2,875 1,580
Cnmprchcnsw:: Grants 200 200 350 350
Non-Custodial Pareat JOBS/WORK Fmgmms 165 139 815 650
Acccss Grants and Parenting Demonstrations as -30 75 80
Child Support Assurance Pro_jccls _ 150 120 415 330
IDA and Microeaterprise Projects © 20 15 B ‘ 140
SUB'I‘OTAL SP‘ECIAI, INTTIATWES 570 495 1,830 ‘ 1,530
IMPROV!NG GOVERNMENT ASS[STANCE (IGA) -
-Suate Flmublhly on Earmcd lncome - | . o -
- #nd Child Support -Disregards 710 385 2,228 g50 .
Goncrnlly Conform (but not Increasc) Lo e T .
Assels lo Food Stamps -0 a Q- .0
All Others . - (73) &) aenp . 3
' SUB TOTAL lGA 635 5 3?0 . 2,060 845
'GRAND TOTAL * - - w090 o4l 30825| 20550
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TABLI:. l’ackage 2- DETA]LED SUM:MARY COST EST'[MATES {FEDERAL AND STATE) '7
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFAILE REFORM PROPOSAL
' (By fiseal year, m million:; of doltars) '

A

.SYﬂr‘

10 Year

President’s Table with Full l'hmesln in-FY 1996 with A(ﬁ ustments in IGA Workmg I'oor Child Care,

 Demanstrations;. UP Parent Provlsuou a5 State Omen

Not: 1:
Nofe™2:

Pareatheses denote savings.

Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates ropresant 80% of a.U ::xpendlmrcs cxcopt for
. the following: benéfits are at current match rates; child support is matchod at mtes

specified in the hypathetical plan; and compr\:henswe demonsialisn grants arc matched at 100‘35
" Sourcc: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These estimates-have beea shared vith staff within HHS and OMB tut
have not been officially roviewed by GMB. The pohmcs da fot represdit & consefisug recommcndauon .

of the Working Group Ce- Chn.u‘s

S 5 Year 10 Year
, ) { . Taotal - Federal Total  Federal
PARERTAL RESPFUNSIDILITY : T ‘ )
© Minor Mothers (B5) (30) Q1o #S)
Na Additional Benefits for Additional Chﬂdrr:n ' (660) b220) (2,150) (810)
--Child Suppoct Baforcement . . - L _ A y .
Patecnity Estsblishment (Net) ' (535) 0 (2,080) Co(an0y -
Enforcement (Net) . -7 (405) (160)|  (4.700)]  (1.558)  _-;
Computer Costs - © 465 . 370 0 1,085 890 -
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPON‘GIBIL[TY (1,220) . . 3W| (8,055 (1,980
"TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK . . g
JOBS-Prep 375 300 1,370 | 1,095
Additional JOBS Spcndmg 870 2,295 7.110 5,680
Addmonal Child Care'for JOBS 2.010 | 1,610 4,910 3,930
WORK ngmm : 1,660 1,330 11,490 ] 9,190
Additional Child Care for WORK: | . 760 610 [ - 5,240 4,150 -
Saviags from Child Care and Other Expansion (185) ~(100) (1,480)[ . (815)
Trinsitionat Child Care 535 a5 2365|2050
- Enhanced Teen Case Management 210 170 595 | 475
Savings - Cascload Reduction | : (390} QRIS 6070 (3,340)
ADP Federal snd Ste Systems/Admin Bfficiency 680 545 | 8251 660
SUBTOTAL, JOBSMORK v : 8,545 . 9,990 26,555 23,125
SUBTOTAL JGBSIWORK AND PAREN I'AL RESP . 7325 6,860 18,500 | 21,145
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $1.9 biltion : = ' -
in net spending). 4,375 3,500 14,945 11,935
REMOVE TWO PARENT (U?l RESTRICT]ONS 895 495 2,875 1,580
Comprehensive Grants y " 200 200 so| . 3s0.
Non-Custodial Parent: JOBS!’WORK ngmms 490 390 2,000 1,600
" Access Grants and Parcmmg Demonstraiions ©8s .70 186 145
Child Suppbn Assurance ijccts' - 360 2 U 995 7957
IDA and Microciterpiise Projects 180 145 420 1335
SUBTOTAL SPEC!AL INITIATIVES v 1,315 1,095° 3,945 3,225
IMPRDVING GOVERNMENT ASSESTANCE UGA) "
State Flexibility on Eaned lnoumc - ) co
and Child Suppert Disregards 7i0 — 385 - 2,225 B50
Generally Conform Assets to Food Smmps 265 100 © 685 240
{ncrease Termtares’ Caps 185 185 [ 533 535 -
. All Others : (15) S £ IR ¢ 1)) (%)
: SUBTOTAL IGA 1,085 . 665 3,250 l.820 .-
GRAND TOTAI. "~ 14,995 12, 615 43,515 39,325
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TABLE 1 ~ FRELIWNARY SUMMARY FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES
E FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE. REFORM PROPOSAL
(By fiscal year, in millons nf dollars)
5Year - 5 Year S Year
. Federal Federal Federal
. . Package FA  Packapge 1B Package 2 -
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
Minor Mothers 30) g0 30)
. No Additional Benefits for Additional Childrea.. .. .. 0 {220 (220)
Child Support Enforcement : " . b .
Paternity Establlshment (Net) - (94) (90) - (90)
Enforcement (Net) s = {160) - (e | (i)
Com uter Costs ‘ - - 370 370 i
TOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBIL]’I“‘:’ 9. (130} (130)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK _ -
':Add;uunal JOBS Spending 2,195 2,195 2,195
Additional Child Care for JOBS " 1,610 1,610 1,610
'WORK Program 1,330 | 13301 1330
Additional Child Care for WORK ot . 610 - 6101 " 610
Savings froai-Child Care and. Other Expun.s:on , (100) (104) (100)
Transitional Child Care : 28 225 225
" Enhaaced Teen Case Mauagement - 170 170 170
Savings - Caseload Reduetion (215) Z15) (215)
ADP Federal and State § tzmslAdmm Bn’-clency 545 545
SUBTOTAL, JOBg 6}?0 " 6370 6,379
SUBTOTAL, JOBS!WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 6,460 6,240 |° 6,240
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE _ 1,500 1,720 | - 3,500
REMOVE TWOQO PARENT (UP) RESTRICT[ONS 495 |- J 495
Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Grants’ - 200 Zﬁ{} ‘ 400
, Non-Custodial Pareot JOBS/WORK Programs - © 130 130 30
‘Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 30 30 LT
" Child Support Assurance Projects 120 120 290
IDA gnd Microenterprise Projects _ . 60 60 145
SUBTOTAL‘SPECIAL'INTT']AT]VES , 540 ) 5_40 1,295
IMPROV[NG GOVERNMENT )\SSISTANCE (IGA)
State l'lcxlblhty on Eurned Income c - o .
and Child Support Disregards - : 385 i8S "385
‘Generally, Counform Assets to Food Sl.umps : 100 100 100
Increase Territories’ Cups ~ 0 S 1 188
All Others (8) (5){,
. SUBT()T_AL 1GA 430 4807
GRAND TOTAL 9.475 12,195

President’s Table with Full Phase-ln in FY 1996 with Fuither Adjustmenls
ir LGA, Working Peoer Child Care, and Demonstrations; UP Two-Parent :
'rovision as State Opbon. Compar:som between Packa,ecs 1A and IB and Package 2

Notc 11 Pareptheses damoic eavings, BEANS

Nol: 2: Five Year Federu! catimated represeit 30'% of all cxpenditiires excepi for the fo‘llowmg
beachit are at current match eales; chiid support is matched a0 rewes specified in the

- h'fi:o(hntif.nl plan; and tecpago pregoansy prevention gesntaire matched et 100%.

Source: HHS/ASPE safl emimotes, These cstimates have been shured with staff within HHS and OMB but

huve not been officially revicwed By OMB, The pohwes do BOL fT) rescnt A Consensua recemmendation
. of the Working Gnoup CoLhairs. . . e
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TABLE 1 — PRELIMINARY SUM’MARY COST ES'I‘]MATES (FEDERAL AND STATEZ)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

(By fiscal year, in mlihons of dollars)

$ Year
Federal

- Package 1A

S Year

Federal

26194

§ Year .

" Federal

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

Package 1B Package 2

Minor Mothers 30) (30) (30)
No Additional Benefits for Addmonal Children ... 0 ©220) . (220)
Child Support Eaforcement - E S
- Paternity Establishmeént (Net) 90} () (90).
"Enforcement {Net) (160} . (160) (169)
Computer Costs 310 I 370
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 90 (130) (130)
' TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE F()LLOWED BY WORK ' .
Additional JOBS Spending ' 2,195 2,195 2,195
Additional Child Care for JOBS 1,610 1,610 1,610
' WORK Prograin. ' e 1,330 1330 | 1,330
Additional Child Care for WORK : 610 610 . 610
Savmgs from Chlld Care and Other Expnnuon (100} (100) {10d)
“Transitional Child Care : 225 225 225
Enhanced Teen Case Management” _ 170 170 170
Savings - Caseload Reduction (215) 218 . Q215
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Efficiency 545 545 545
' SUBTOTAL, JOB%IWORK 6,370 6,370 6,370
QUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK AND PARENTAL RESP 6,466 ) 6,240-. 6,240 -
" WORKING POOR CHILD CARE y 1,500 .1,720. 3,500 .
KEMOQVE TW(} PARENT (UP) REQTRICTIONS 495 495 495
'l‘eenage Pregnancy P‘revention Grants . 200 200 200
' Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK Programs 130 130 f.- 390"
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations K11 . “30 0
Child Support Assurance Projects 120 120 %0
. IDA and Mncroenterprlse Projects &0 60| 145
su BTOTAL SPEC!AL lN[TlATIVES 540° 540 |- 1,095
MI'R(WING GOVERNMI:.N'I‘ ASS]STANCE a GA)
State’ Hexsbtllty op Earned Inmme o C
and Child Sl:pport Disregards " - ABS 385 | - 385
Generally Conferm Assets o Food Stamps 100 S - T
locrease Ternmrles Caps . 0 0 185
" All Others (5) () )
. QUBTOTAL IGA 450 480 ]
GRAND TOTAL 9,475 9,475 | 11,995

* President’s Table wnth Full Phase-In in FY 1996 with’ Further Adjustments .
in 1(‘A Workmg Poor Child Care, and Demonstrations; UP Two-Parent
I'rowsmn as Siate Opuon Comparusons between Packages: 1A and 1B and Package 2

Nc}tc 1. Parcnthescs denote BAVINgE.

Nate 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federnl csl\males r'cpnescnl 30% of all cqundﬂumu excepl for
the following: benefits are at current match rawes; child sdpport is matched at rates
specified in the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are niatched st IOO% o

*Source: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These ¢elimales have been shared with stafl within HHS and OMB but®

have not been offictally reviewed by OMB: Tht: pohcacs do not represent & consensus recommendstion

_ of the Waorking Group Co-Chairs.

il CosT



'SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIN[INARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES o

(Daollars in M:II:ons)

04/26/94

: RS FY1999| 5 Year. . | 10 Year
PACKAGE 1A COSTS Total |  Total Federal  State| Total Federal - State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY Toaso| - (560) 90 - (650)| (5.905)  (I,170)  (4,735)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3225 7,770 . 6,370 . 1,400 | 23465 20,655 2,810
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 900 1,875 . 1,500 375 6,930 5,545 1,385
_ TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 | 2,875 1,580 - 1,295

- SPECIAL INTTIATIVES _ o228 625 540 85| 1,80 1,510 300

* IMPROVING GOVERN\{ENT ASSlSTANCE 335 900 480 - 420 2715 1,085 .- 1,630
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 1A 4700 11,505 9,475 2,030| 31,910 29,225 - 2,685

FY 1999 5 Year ' ' 10 Year

PACKAGE 1B COSTS ~ Total | Total  Federal State [  Total ~ Federal State
PARENTALIRESPONSLBMT?' C(628)| (1,220 -(130) . (1,090)| (8,0S5) (1 980) (6,075)

" TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3225 7,770 6370 . 1,400 | 23,465 20,655 °  2,810°
'WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,000 T 2,150 1,720 430 77800 6,225 . 1/555

- TWO PARENT (UP) PROVIS[DNS 375 [ 895 - 495 400 | 2,875 T 1,580 1,295
'SPECIAL INITIATIVES. _;_ 225 625 540 85| . 1,830 1,530 . - 300

. IMPROVING GOVERNMEN‘I‘ ASSISTANCE . 335( 900 480 - - 420| 2,715 1,085 . 1,630
TOTAL COSTS _4,535'- 1,120 9,475 1,645 30,610 29,095 1,515

Nolu 1: Pnlenthosu donote savings. . .

Note 2: Five Year and Tan Year- Fedaral sstimates represent 80% of ail axpendltures except fcr -

the fo!lowmg benefrts are at current mateh ralas child support is matched at rates ?

specn‘ted in the hypothoilcul plan and comprehansrve demenstration grants ara matched ai 100%,

- , Source HHS/ASPE staﬂ eshmatas Thesa nstlmaias have been shared wuh stalf within HHS and OMB but

".he.vo not hsan oﬂlcm[ly raviewed by OMB." The policies do not repregent a consensus recommendatlon

of the Worl-cmg Group Co-Chalrs,

{

v

P i‘:! .
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Note 3; Parentheses dencts savings,

Note 2: Five Ya.«:‘r and Ten Year Federal ‘astimaies represani 80% of all axpanditiires sxcept for

the foi[owmg benefn*s are at current mutch rates; child support ls matched at rates

specified in the hypothatlcai plan; and comprehansive demonstratlon grants are mmchsd at 100%.

Source: HHS{ASPE Btaf‘l estimates. These estimates hava baen shared with staff within HHS and OMB bu‘l

have nol bean officlally revaaulfad by OMB The pallcnes do not represent a conssnsus recommendaﬁon

of the Working Group Co-Chairs.

agn,

L

SUMMARY DF cosrs FOR PRELIM]NARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES
. L (Dollars in Millions)

o ' FY 1999 S Year | - 10 Year
PACKAGE 2 COSTS ‘Total Total Federal . ~ State | - Total Federal = State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (625} . (1,220) (130).  (1,090)| (8,055)  (1,980)  (6,075)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,225 7,770 6,370 1,400 | © 23,465 20,655 2,810
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,875 4,375 ° 3,500 - 875 14,945 11,955 2,990
TWO PAREN”I‘ (UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 2,875 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL INITIATIVES h s05|.. 1,315 1,095 . 220 3,945 3,205 1720
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 400 1,085 665 . 4207 3,250 1,620 1,630

" TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 2 5755 | - 14,220 11,995 2,225 | 40,425 37,085 3370



" TABLE 1 ..

PROJECTED CASEIDADS UNDER A HYPOTHEI'ICAL PROPOSAL
ASSUN.[ING IMZPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971

EcE I

FY1997 0|

'FY1'9997

FY2004

| Projected Adult Cases With Parent

_Born After 1971 Without Reform

' 1.43 million

1.93 million

© 3.34 million

 Off welfare with Reform |
“(Health reform after 1999, EITC,
~Child Ca{e JOBS WORK etc.)

04 million’

.08 million | |

_..'8.1- million

Program Partu:l panls

. 1,39 mllhon"

| 1.85‘ million

b

" 2.53 million

12 mllhon

17 mﬂllon

.21 million

Workmg While on Welfare ‘
: JOBS. Parttmpants '- .

.74 ml“lOl‘_l.

89 mﬂlaon | o

.92 million |

' .WORK_PamCIpants -

.00 million

.17 miilion |

.54 million |

1 10BS-Prep—disability/age limits work -

24 'million

.31 million

.44 million

JOBS- Prep-—severely d:sabled child

.06 million

.06 million

R .08 mill'ion

JOBS Prep—carmg for child under one

.24 million

25 million |.

.35 million




' _TABLE 2
' Pro;ected Welfare and Work Status I‘or Persons Born after 1971
N Who Would Have Been on Welfare Wnthout Rel‘orms _.
FY 2004—; Without Refo_r'ms','_ FY 2004 — With Health and .
| | . - ‘ .| Welfare Reforms |
| Working with Subsidy; In - 23% 74%
| Mandatory Education, Training - S

or Placement; or Off Welfare

_wu.h Reforms | S |

Not Workmg, nor In manda- 7% ' " .'26%; o

tory; Educaﬂon Trammg or ' 8o

Placement | - |

TOTAL . 100% 100% -




o

‘ TABLE 3 ~ PRELIMI NARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE
_ FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
. (By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

"5Year - 5Year 10 Year 10 Year
. 3 Total Federal . Total Federal
PARENTAL RESPORSIBICITY ‘ '
Minor Mothers (85) (30) (210} (85)
No Additional Benefits for Additional Children (660) 220)]  (2,150) (810)
Child Support Enforcement y _ K
Paternity Establishment (Net) (535) 90)]  (2,080) (400)
Enforcement (Net) (405) (160) 4,700 . (1,555 -
Computer Costs . 465 420 ). 1,085 - 975
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (1,220 80| (8,055) (1,875)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBS-Prep ; 05| 2715|1225 1,108
Additional JOBS Spending . - 2,580 2,320 7,140 | 6,425
Additional Child Care for JOBS 1,805 1,625 4,900 |- 4,410
WORK Program 790 710| 10,150 9,135
Additional Child Care for WORK 365 330 4,585 4,125 |
Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion (90) 50| . (1,279)1 {700}
Transitional Child Care ‘I | 560 505 2,580 2,320 |
Enhanced Teen Case Management . 210 190 595 | 535
Savings - Caseload Reduction - (520) (285) (5,090) (2,800) .
ADP Fedceral and State Systems/Admin Efﬁcwncy 680 663 825 00 -
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 6,685 6,285 25,635 | - 25,455
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 5,465 6,205 17,580 23,58
— e
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Cnpped at $2b ' '
in net spending). 5,000 4,500 16,270 14,645
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 2,210 1,160 8,260 4,155
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 200 200 350 350
Non-Custodial Parent JOBS!WORK_ 370 335 1,855 1,670
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 135 120 285 | 255
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 550 495 1,500 | = 1,350
IDA and Microenterprise Demonstrations .300 270 | 700 630
SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRAT]ONS 1,588 1,420 4,690 4,255
t" ; .
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (IGA)

State Flexibility on Earned Income and b -
and Child Support Disregards 1,720 945 4,895 2,695
Generally Conform Assets to Food Stamps 265 100 655 240°

Set Auto Exclusions to $4500 Equity Vaiue 955 955 2,785 2,785
Double Territories” CapszdJusl ﬂ::r lnﬂal;on 370 275 1,060 750
Atl Others . . 905 555 2,265 : 1,375
. SUBTOTAL 1IGA 4,215 2,830 11,660 | 7,885 -
GRAND TOTAL . 18,445 | 16,115 | 58,460 54,720 .
OPTION 1 - No Child Care, 2 Pareat, Demos or IGA 5,465 6,205 17,580 | 23,580
OPTION 2 - No 2 Parwl, 50% (.ln!d Care, 50% Demos _ : i
and 50% IGA e Y 10,850 10,580 33,890 36973
OPTION 3 - 50% Child Care, 50% Demos aud 50% IGA 13,060 11,740 | 42,150 41,328
OPTION 4 - 50% Demaos and 50% IGA : 15,560 { 13,990 | 50,285 | 48,650
OPTION 5 - TOTAL PLAN 18,445 | - 16,115 58,460 | 54,720

Note IT Parenlheses denole savings.

Note 2. Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates represent 90% of all expenditures except for
the following: benefits are at current match rates; child support is matched at rates
specified in the hypothetical plin; and comprehensive demonstration grants are maiched at 100%.

Source: HHS/ASPE slaff estimates. These eslimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but

officially reviewed by OMB. The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation

of the Workmg Group Co-Chairs.



TABLE 4- PREI..IMINARY FINANCING ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND ST ATE)
' (By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

5Year 5Year 10 Year 10 Year
Total Federal Total Federal

Cap Emergency Assistance - 21100 2,110| s.640] 5,640
Target Child Care Food Program | 570 570 1,720 1,720
Conform AFDC to Food Stamps 130% Pov. 6,990] 3.845| 15340| 8,435
Reduce by 1/2 : _ - 3,495 1,920 7,670 4,220
Reduce by 173 2,330 1,280 5,110 2,810

Tighten Sponsorship and ngibihty Rules
for Aliens:
Make current 5-year SS1 deeming rules
permanent and extend o AFDC and

Food Stamps and limit assistance to 2,740 1,850 9,110| 6,110
PRUCOLS l /
P i
Extend deeming period to 7 years 3,450 2,320 12,000 7,990
Extend deeming period o citizehship 6,820 | 4,670 23,990 16,290
EITC: : ‘
Denial to non-resident aliens . =, .~ . . . G 130 130 | 330 . 330
Info reporting for DOD péf&om‘;cll B _ 190 | 150 510l 570
Reduce inappropriate credits | L | na na na 'fna
Gambling: | '
Increase withholding on gambhng , ,
winnings > $50,000 o0 36‘1‘; o , ' 530 $30 830 830

Withholding rate of 28% on keho, slots, : _ | .
snd bingo winners > $7,500 , 250 250 3000 300

Require information reporting on
winnings of $10,000+ from gambling - ;
regardless of odds (excpt St.lotteries) ; 220 2201 640 640

4% cxcise laX on net receipts of gambling

establizhments (except State fotteries) N 3,160 3,160 7,340 7,340
Depesideat Care Tax Credit: - .
Phase down to 10% for persons ' S A 630 1,220 1,220

with AGI over $70,000

Full Phase-out for persoas with

AGI starting at $90,000 ... o 790] 790| 1,680 1,680

. N ‘j o - ! -

OPTION 1 (5 Yr Deeming, No 130% Income Test) . 10,530 9,640 27,700 24,700
OPTION 2 (7 Yr Deeming, m-,a 130% Income Test) 13,570 11390 35700 29,390
OPTION 3 (Deemn to clmmp, 112130% Test) 18,105 14380 50250 39,100

omommmmclmmp,mum Tes) - .| 21,600 16305 57,920 43315




TO:" - David Ellwood

- Mary Jo Bane
- FROM: l' ionhifer-Mezey | | ..
‘TRPl_l.POUGH: .‘ o W'éndell'i’rimus and Don délleﬁoh o
| DATﬁ: ' March 18, 1994 L
-SUBIECT: o | Chvlld Care Cost EEUmatc Spreadshoet— Model : B

Introduction:

Ove‘r the past months, ASPE and ACF have ‘been est1mat1ng the. cost of providing Ch]ld care .
' for children whose parents will participate in JOBS and ‘WORK and to those whose parents 5
do not receive cash assistance but are still poor. In order to accomplish this task, we have :
been looking at data from different sources to inform us about the costs of providing child
care, the number of parents that would use paid child care if it were available and the
number of hours children would need to be served. These sources of data include: ACE

" information on the JOBS program and the Child Care Development Block Grant; results
from demonstration programs like the Teen Parent Demonstration; and national surveys like
the National Child Care Survey (1990), the Profile.of Child Care Settings Survey (1990), and
the Survey of Income.dnd Program Participation. In addition, we have been in close T

) commumcauon with CBO about their methodology, assumphons and unit costs

There are three ba31c assumphons that underlie the cost estimate for AFDC fannhes We '
believe that child care costs will increase when welfare reform is 1mplemented for the.
followmg reasons: :

. There w111 be more poop]e parhmpanng in JOBS -
xl There: will be more younger children served because of changed exemptlon pohcles _
® - With the increased parhcnpatlon standards and fewer exemptions, it will be more ‘
" difficult for states to "cream" by preferring. participants with older children smaller
famlhes a.ndr‘or access to’ mformal arrangoments - ‘

~ We also assume. that there will be hlgher uullzatmn rates for workmg poor famxlles 1f ore
money is put into Chlld care subs1d1es for this populanon :
The following memo will descnbe the methodology used to operationalize these assumptions.
" This model estimates the total Federal and State costs for the provision of’ child care to.
 AFDC and working poor families. 1 will also discuss the assumptlons and unit costs that
inform the estimates. Since many pohcy decisions are stilf’ ‘open, all estlmates are
prehmmag and SUbJCCt to revision as. pol1c1es change T S



Overview of the Model -

The model is a child-centered one, meaning that I am determining how much it costs to

- provide care for a specified number of children rather than the cost of care for an average

AFDC or working poor family. First, I determine how many children there.are on AFDC
(ACF data) and in the working poor famlly population (Current Population Survey (CPS),

* 1993) and the distribution of ages for these populations. Once [ determine how many

children potentially will need to be served (based on the participation rates of AFDC families -

and the number of poor families in the workforce), I divide these families into these who

potentially will need fullTlime and part—hme ohlld care. Then -1 attach a utilization rate for

paid child caré to each child.

Finally, I multiply the number of chlldren whose parents will need and use pald child care by
"4 unit cost that varies by the age of the child to determine the overall cost of the provision of
.child care. After attaching an administrative cost of 8%, I can apply a specified federal

match rate, to allocate spending between the federal and state povernments. - - ..

Iamin contact with the policj} office at FNS, and they are getting ready to prepare cost

-, ‘estimates for the increased use of the-Child and Adult Care Feeding Program. " Since. | have

not yet received these estlmates the cost of. the program is not 1ncluded in’ this dlscussmn

In the sections below I detall my specxﬁc assumptlons

" ‘-AFDC Chlldren

N

’ ',Number and Age DlStI'Ibl]thl‘l ' o o SRR

| The number of participants in the JOBS and WORK program vary according to the dlfferent
- pohcy options and are produced by ASPE’s AFDC-SIM model :

From the 1992 QC data, I have determined the number and ages of children under 12 whose
parents would be phased into this program. As the cohort ages, the chlldren age and the’
number of chlldren increases. -

R F\Jll—tlme vS. Part-ume Care -
I assume that a.ll JOBS and WORK slots will average 20 hours per week Therefore they

are all part-time. The children of these participants will need 30 hours of care per week.
This assumphon is subject to change as decrsrons are ﬁnahzed concerning the WORK

- ‘program.

Take;Up (Utilization) Rate S s R

not yet kiow how many parents would use pa1d chrld care. The percentage of parents who



[}
{ .

would use child care that the federal govemment would pay for is called the take—up (or

,utrhzatJon) Tate.

: Current estimates of the overall take-up- rate for IV-A funded chlld care among JOBS

participants range from 21% to 30% depending on the data source one uses. ‘The data also

‘'supports the idea that current take-up rates for infants and toddlers are higher than those of

school-age children. - SIPP reports a take-up rate of about 68% for children under 5 and 19%

* for children over 5 (in all families above and below poverty). There is also evidence that the

take-up rates for parents who work full tJme are higher than those who work part time

I assumed that when addltlonal people are added to the J OBS and WORK programs the take-

up rate will rise. First of all, the population we are servmg wrll more closely resemble the

~ overall AFDC.population than does-the current JOBS program This means that there will

be more.infants and toddlers whose parents will be parttcrpaﬂng Second, hours of .
parUcrpatJon will be increased. Finally, there will be more people, with larger famllles and
less access to informal care as the population being served ificreases. . Because of these

' factors, this estimate uses take-up rates that. vary.according to the age of the child, full-time -

vs. part-time status of the parents, and working or AFDC status of the parents.

- Children 5 and under

- In the Teen Parent Demonstxation project, the overall taite—up rate for agency-paid child care

was approximately 45% (Maynard). Since these were young children whose parents were

_participating part-time, I will use this rate for part-time care for children 5 and under. The-
NCCS data shows that the take-up rate for full-time care for ‘young children is approximately
-twice the rate for pari-time care. Therefore, I use a take-up rate of 90% for AFDC parents

who are part1¢1patmg full- tlme At the present time, no AFDC parents are partxmpanng full-

‘tJme_

Children over 5 - o S

1

- These chrldren need part-time care- dunng the school year whether or not their parents work
* full-time or part-time during thé year. Therefore, I assume the same take-up. rate for all -
" ‘children between the ages of 6 and 12, Accordmg to the NCCS data, the take-up rate for

children between the ages of 6 and 12 is apprommately one-third for both full-time and part-
time care. In my estimate, I assume that the take-up rate, for all children over 5 will be

: 35% These rates apply to AFDC, worklng poor famllles and TCC- ellglbles

Cun‘ent Law

,Current law is the portlon of the costs for JOBS child care that would have been spent onthe

populatron we are phasing®in to the JOBS and WORK program

- N 1 h . . ' X . . -
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Transitionalf hild Care

Number of Children . D

~ Each year a certarn percentage of the AFDC caseload leaves the program. If they have
. received AFDC for at least three months and leave for work, they are eligible for one year
_of transitional child -care benefits. According to. Donna Pavetti, an average of four percent of -
. the adult AFDC caseload leaves the program- each month, and srxty percent stay off of
- AFDC for atleast one year.. Half of these exits are for work

S

b - . .
P ..'-M-w .

Ina welfare reform scenario, we assume, that an additional average 6% of AFDC recrprents

will leave the program each month because of the 1mpacts of our reform efforts. . We also -
assume that two-thirds of all exits will now be for work because of health care and the _
impacts of educatron and trammg Therefore the margmal increase in exits for work is o

17%

We are currently discussing the issue of scoring TCC costs with OMB Therefore the TCC
costs that have been reported up until now mrght be overesﬂmaled in scormg terms. '

Full-Timie vs. Part-Time Care . B T

- .In most states it does not pay to leave AFDC for a part-time job. Therefore, I assume that

the majority of AFDC rec1p1ents (75%) who leave AFDC-for work will leave for full-time.
jobs and 25% will leave for part-time jobs. Part time work is défined as twenty hours per

“week of work, requrrmg 30 hours per week of care. Full time work is deﬁned as forty hours

per week of work, requrnng 50 hours per week of care

| 'l‘ake—Up (Utilization) Rate

For the purposes of our estrmates we dwrde the TCC-elrglble popu]atron mto three Eroups.

GROUP 1: Those who are not phased into our "26 and under welfare reform wrll leave

" AFDC at baseline rates and will utilize TCC at a baselme level. It is very difficult to

determine what this level is, but we assume that it would reach about 20% in 1999 and stay

" “at that rate over the next five years. This take- up rate will be phased in over the next five -

years at the folldwing rate:

‘1994 10%, 1995: 13%, 1996 15%, 1997 15% 1998: }7% ]999 20%

-'I‘here is no addmonal TCC oost attached to thrs group

"y
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GROUP 2 We assume that most of the "26 and unders who leave welfare would have left
the program without our reforms and that half of them will leave for work. These people
will have increased uuhzatlon rates for TCC because of our changes in welfare offices and
the regulations governing TCC. Therefore their take- up rates wxll increase above basehne
by the followmg amounts:

1994 0% 1995: 0%, 1996 10%, 1997 15% 1998 18% 1999 20%.

_ We are in the proccss of dlscussmg the-costs for this’ group w1th OMB, It llkely that this
.. cost. 1s not scorable and 1ts 1nclusmn in our estxmates has caused them to be oo hlgh o

GR()U'P 3' The remaining people in the 26 and undcr" group will leave welfare because of
.. Ieform and they will be more likely to leave for work. We assume that these recipients
‘would not have left AFDC without our program and that their utilization rates will equal the

baseline ratcs plus the margmal rates of the group above. ‘Therefore therr rates w111 be the -

ffollowmg
'1994 0% 1995 O% 1996 25% 1997 30% 1998 35%, 1999 40%

These people will hav'e a cost attached_to them for their mcrease_d exit rates and utilization
rates. ' : _— L ' | . '

Current Law

'Current law is our current 'I‘ransnttonal Child Care program whlch w111 cover those people N

who are not phased in to our program but Ieave welfare for work,

Rema]nmg Issue:

There still has to be 4 policy decision made about whet kind of sliding fee scale we are going
to have for the TCC program. All estimates up unul thu, stage ¢ do not account for such a.
mechanism. S ;

- Working Poor Ch:ld Care

Number and Age Distribution of Chnldren from Workmg Poor Families

The first step was to determme the size of the p0pu1auon of children who were under 130% =

of poverty and whose families did not receive AFDC.: We had the Urban Institute do a~
TRIM run using average monthly data in order to accurately gauge the number of chrldren

. wbo received and’did not receive AFDC. Using this data, I found that, in.1991, there wére
between 8. and 8.5 million “children who were under 130% of poverty and whose families did
figt receive AFDC. (These famllxes will, in the future, be referred to as work:mg poor
famllres to dlstmgmsh them from® AFDC famrhes ) ----- o :

-
L
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Since all of this data was for 1991, we then had to make some estimate. of how the number
of working poor children would change over the next 15 years from 1991 to 2004, The

..Census Bureau performs population projections by age ‘each year, but no one projects poverty

Therefore I used Census data to determme the total number of chtldren in 1991

Using the TRIM data 1 determined the percentage of chlldren who were below 130% of
poverty Then, keeping these percentages constant, T app]red them to population projections

" -in subsequent years to' determine the overall population of children below 130% of poverty.

" To get the number of working poor families, I subtracted ACF’s: AFDC caseload projections

. from that number. My justification for using constant percentages is the fict that

- 'macmeconomlc conditions might lead to a decrease in poverty rdtes, but demographics
(mcreasmg number of single parents, out-of-wedlock births)y would balance thlS out by
mcreasmg povexty rates

_ Finally, I removed TCC partmpants from the worklng ‘poor populatlon Each year -

approximately 1,000,000 children w:l] be in families who will leave welfare for work and.

below 130% of poverty represent approxrmately 88% of the populatron of children below

- 130% of poverty

Fhll—Tlme vS. Part-Tlme Care

I determined the work statuses of the parents of these chlldren Famrlles were' con31dered to
“need: full-time care if they lived in a two parent family in which both parents worked full-
time or in a single parent famﬂy where the parent worked full-time.. We judged that chlldren',
~ would need part-time care if their two parents worked part-time or one parent worked full-

time and the other worked part-time, If a single parent worked' part-time, his or her child

- would need- part—nme care as well. If one parent did not work, the child was not considered
" 1o need child care. - These same standards apphed 1o .ega.l guardians of chlldren who d1d not
live with their parents. . :

Our definition ‘of a full- tlme worker was someone who usually works full-time (40 hours or

" more) during the year. . We defined a part-time worker to be someone who did not usually .
work full-time durmg the year. We found that apprommately 25% of children below 130% "

of poverty had parents who satisfied the definition of full-time work_ and approxlmately 15%
had parents. who satisfied the-definition of part -time work ’

' Take-Up (Uultzatlon} Rates

I assumed that workmg poor famlhes would have the same lltlllzatl()ﬂ rates for full time and
part -time ‘care and that these rates are the same as those-for AFDC . families in part- -time”
work. These rates are 43 % -for full-time and part- time care for children who are five years

- old and younger and 35% for chrldren who are six years old and OVEr. The average rate is

e
R . et
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‘stay off of welfare for at least one year. I assume that 90% of those. people will- stay below . . .
. 130% of poverty Approxlmately 900,000 children each year will be potentially eligible for
- -TCC, representmg about 12% of the working poor population. Non-TCC eligible children

vTear

e
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approximately 40%, representing about a 10 percentage points increase over average current
rates for families below 130% of poverty (Current rates from SIPP)

Current Law ‘

" In order to determine our net costs for Working poor chiild care, 1 subtract what we are
" currently spending on the following programs: Child Ca.re Development Block Grant (90%),
Food Stamp Dlsregard and At-Risk Chlld Care.’ o

. Unit Costs - ' St

e

I-n‘_m_y estimates, [ used the same unit costs fo_ij,_ArFD'C and worlciﬁg poor fl'e'ni'ilnies.

- Although some 2 to 4 year olds will be in preschool, this estimate assumes that all of-

children will need full-year full-time or part-time care dependmg on their parents’

participation in the labor force, JOBS or WORK. There is an offset for children in Head

- Start. These children are only assumed to need wrap-around care for the hours they arénot

in Head Start. For the purposes of these estimates, I assume that the average Head Start

child is in care for 20 hours per week, : -
, . : - :

S a,ssumed tha\; the ayerag'e 5 _year o]d would be in kindergarten during the school year (38

weeks) for 3 hours per day, 5 days per week (Department of Education). The child would

‘then need wrap-around care for the time they are not in school and full-time or part-time care.

during the summer (14 weeks). - I also assumed that the average 6 to 12 year old would be in

school during the school year for 6-hours per day, 5-days per week (Department of _

Education). If a child’s parents work full-time, he or she would need 20 additional hours of

care per week during the school year and 14 weeks of full-time care during the summer; ifa .

~ child’s parents work: part-Ume he or she would only need part- ume care dunng the summer.

o '[‘he costs we are using are weighted averages determined from data in.the Proﬁles in Chlld

‘Care Settings and Natioral Child Care Suiveys by multiplying the hourly cost of care in

- - different day care settings {centers, regulated family day care and unregulated family day

- care) by the percentage of children in each setting. These weighted averages come out to
approximately $1.70 for children under 1, $1.75 for 1-2' year olds, $1.90 for 3-4 year olds, -
$1.70 for 5 year olds and $1.80 for school age children® (m FY1994 dollars) (PCCS-NCCS,
1990) ' Lo -

‘The 1994 full-time and part-time c;o-sts'are shoWn in Table 1. In subsequent years, they wiil
be inflated by inflation (3%) plus 1%. o o ‘

e


http:child.is

" Table 1 - Unit Cost per Child

Age of Child - Full-Time Part-Time
0o | 602 .| 2
1. 4669 - 2820
2 e T e R
- 3 - I
4 15057 b 3147
5 604 1791
62 | me | sm

Qther Assumptions -

L 1 assumed an additional 8% oést for administm'tit?n (ACF assumption). |

®  All costs are combined federal and state costs. No final decisions have been made on -
- the issue of match rates. - : - .

o
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March 14, 1994,

Note to Wendell Prlmus .
Froma ‘ Steve Bartolomel Hlll

Subject: Cost estlmates for ellmlnatlng spec1al ellglblllty
. 'requlrements for two parent famllles

This note prov1des an estlmate of the lmpact of ellmlnatlng the .
special eligibility requirements for two-parent families. Five =’
different sources were used to inform our estimate of eliminating

‘these requirements. These sources are: TRIMZ; Food Stamp Program

QC data; SIPP; and experlences in Mlchlgan and Washington.

Of note, the estimates from these sources vary w1dely. In
general, the estimates from TRIM2, FSP QC, and SIPP are in the

. same general ballpark, while the experlences in Michigan and

Washington indicate that a somewhat dlfferent result could be

. expected.

I believe that the eligibility estimates generated by TRIM2

-reflect the financial circumstances of low-income families.

These estimates. are supported somewhat by FSP QC:and SIPP data.

I also believe that some adjustments need to be made to the TRIM2
estimates. That is, while I am comfortable w1th the eligibility
estlmates (with a minor ad)ustment], the part1c1patlon estimates
need some adjustments ' -

Below I discuss the- dlfferent sources and the estlmates generated

from them, . . : : ) S geo, eve nelalb ey
‘ ' Lo ' L . g0 e bk

EXPERIENCE IN THO STATES

©
1o bo° vov

. . Two states have received waivers to eliminate the 100-hour rule

and,the‘work history requirement: Michigan and Washington. - e
Mlchlgan

Mlchlgan 1mplemented the change on October 1, i99irh From

‘September 1992 to October 1993, the UP caseload in Michigan
sincreased by 29 percent whlle beneflt costs 1ncreased by 33
'percent o

- However, it is possible that'notlall of. this caseload growth can

be explained by the change in rules. -For example, nationwide
{net of Mlchlgan and California}. the UP caseload - grew by 7 '
percent. L _

. Much of the change experlenced in Mlchlgan results from state.

~'transferr1ng two-parent families from a previously state-funded
program into .the AFDC program. The state estimates that about = °
2/3 of the growth is dlrectly attrlbutable to transferred cases.



Washington

Washington implemented the change in July 1988 as part of a state
welfare reform demonstration. 'The two~parent rule changes were
repealed after 10 months due to rapid increases in the caseload.
At that time, UP caseloads had increased:50- to 65% in
demonstration sites (coverall 63%).  However, further evaluation
may suggest that some of the increase was related to other
changes that were made as part of the reform. Net of those
- changes, it appears that elimination of the spec;al eligibility
requirements for two—parent families 1ncreased the UP caseload by
25 to 30 percent : ! :

-

ESTIMATES FROM SURVEY AND_PROGRAM DATA
TRIMZ - . o ;:$W,

.TRIMZ a CPS-based m1c1051mulatlon model developed and used by _
the Urbah Institute, estimates that elimination of the spec1al LT

‘eligibility requirements for two-parent families would increase 73\}1
the. UP caseload by 90 percent and increase annual AFDC benefits- y_@
hy 62 percent . L. . _ - : *Lf)k

, &%u_

TRIM2 estimates that the number of new eligibles would increase
by 95 percent (470,000 in 1991). Of these, 259,000 were
'simulated to _be receiving Food Stamps.: S o

Noteezabeut the TRIM2 estimates-

- TRIMZ2 does not simulate thezquarters of work rule. However,
TRIM2 requires that the prlncmpal wage earner be in the
-labor force. It is possible that this requlrement may be
more stringent than current practice. If so, .this would
mean that TRIM2 underxestimates the number of ellglbles under

- current law. This would influence the estimates in two
‘ways: : T '

“1), Because it would underestimate the number currently -
‘ eligible, it would overstate the number that would
become newly eligible under the reform option.

+.2). Because it would underestimate the number currently
-+ eligible, the participation functlon used in TRIMZ
would be too h1gh :

‘The comblnatlon of these two (too many new eligibles
estimated, and too high of a participation functlon) would
mean that the TRIM2 estimates would be too hlgh R

_ of note, Irbelleve that the concern ahove is legltimate. -

- However,. changlng TRIM2's eligibility c¢riteria would bias =
the estlmates in the other direction. As a matter of ; e
practice, TRIMZ 8 1abor force attachment requlrement is



likely -a good proxy for caseworker behav;or, although there
wnuld be some exceptions. - :

_TRIHZ also estimates that Food Stamp costs would increase by
1.2 percent. This results from many of the newly
participating AFDC units also becomlng newly part1c1pat1ng
Food Stamp. households

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM OUALITY CONTROL (FSP. QC} DATA _ S

FSP QC data was used to estimate the effects of the rule change
from units currently receiving Food Stamps. The analysis was

limited to "pure" two-parent. houséholds with children under age
18. That. 1t the analysis does not lnclude two-oarent families

unit. Further, the analysis does not include units that do not
currently receive Food Stamps (TRIM2 estimates that there would.
be 210,000 newly eligible units from this group). Estimates from
FSP QC indicate that from current food stamp households alone
that UP caseloads would increase by 63 percent (204, 000 units in
1992) and benefits by 36 percent. :

 SIPP

'SIPP was not used to estimate the impacts of this reform option.
However, tabulations were done on the number of low~income two-
parent households to check the estimates from other sources,

. These tabulations are of reported income and program.
partlcipatlon, and do not correct for underreportlng

. In January 1992, among pure two-parent households wrth chlldren

under age 18, there were 197,000 with income below 50 percent of
- poverty who reported receiving Food Stamps but not AFDC; another’
94,000 with income between 50 and 75 percent of poverty reported
-rece1v1ng Food Stamps but not AFDC i

nAssumlng 90 percent of those under half of poverty and 50 percent
of those with income between 50 and 75 percent of poverty would
be eligible if the two-parent eligibility requirements were
eliminated would yleld 224,000 newly eligible units from among -
those currently receiving food stamps. This estimate is close. to
both the FSP QC and TRIM2 estimates. Note, too, the SIPP '
’tabulatlons are for pure two-parent households only

There were another 320, 000 households w1th income below 75
percent of poverty who reported receipt of benefits from neither
program.

Also of. note SIPP tabulatlons show 258 000 two parent families
with incomes above 75- percent of poverty report food stamps but bl
not AFDC. “This suggests that the tabulations above may

understate increases in AFDC elLQLblllty, and that even under the.
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“1: Mlchlqan and Washlnqton

reform, many households would be ellglble for food stamps but not‘

' A.FDC

‘QPTIQNﬁ o

[—

.+ It seems that there are three options for estimating the costs. of
,ellmlnatlng the special eligibility requ;rements for two-parent

famllles

1). 'USLng estlmates from the experlences in Mlchlgan and
fa Washlnqton, ol . T ‘ s

). USLng estlmates generated by TRIMZ perhaps with some

adjustments for the noted :concern on estlmates of those -
-currently eligible; and .

3). Selecting a pOLnt estlmate between that generated by. optlons

l or 2 above

: Optlons 1 and 2 are. discussed below. Absent a rationale for the

polnt estimate, Optlon 3 isn’t much of an option.

It is difficult to argue against u51ng estlmates based on the
experiences of Michigan and Washington. . Both cases provide
evidence of what would happen to caseloads based on actual

‘experlence o o ) L

Unfortunately, neither state reform effort has an evaluation
component that can indicate why caseloads changed as they did.

For example, it is unknown whether cases came from current food
stamp households, or households who were brought into. the welfare’
system as a result of the reform. Further, it is difficult to .
isolate the impact of the change from other changes that may have

been occurring locally or natlonally (recall Michigan’s change

was made during a rece381on)

One note, in Mlchlgan, benefit costs lncreased more than the

caseload increased.  This result is different than those
generated by ‘TRIM2 or FSP QC, and different than what one would-:

- expect., I have’ contacted the state for possxble explanatxons.

Extending Michigan's experience of a 33 percent increase in

benefit costs to the entlre UP caseload would increase AFDC costs
by $730 million: in 1999 . ! =

.2. TRIM2 o R SR -

TRIM2 is time- tested and well- understood as’ a tool for- estlmatlng
expansions to the AFDC program. Further, it ‘appears that the

- estimates generated by TRIMZ could be substantlated by the FSP QC

results and SIPP tabulatlons



In addltxon to the concerns noted above regarding TRIMZ 8
estimation of- currently ellqlble UP units, . it may be appropriate
to adjust TRIM2‘s participation function for those who would
bécome newly eligible for AFDC among those who are eligible for’
but not participating in the Food Stamp program. One could -
reasonably expect that those people who have a lower propen51ty
to participate, given that they aren’t presently rece1v1ng
benefits for which they are eligible, g-

increase by $1.37 bllllon in 1999, Addltlonal Food Stamp- ‘costs
would increase the total to $1.66 billion 1n 1999, i

’RECOMMENDATION

‘"I believe that TRIM2's eligibility estimates represent the
financial circumstances of low-income two parent families who
could become eligible _for AFDC. However, I have made an -
additional adjustment to reflect that TRIM2 may . underestlmate the'
number who are currently ellglble a : '

Therefore I recommend the following:. ;

1), Adjust the current law estlmate of ellglble households
upward by assuming that 20 percent of those "newly eligible"
. based solely on the 1abor force partlclpatlon screen are in
fact currently ellglble ' . B

- 2). _This has ‘the effect ‘0of increasing the. number of. currently .
S -eligible units (by 26,200); decreasing. the number of newly
eligible units (by 26,200); and; decreasing the : o
participation rate among currently eligible units (from -

54. 5% to 51. 9%) ’ _ _ :

- 3a). If we stopped there,'and applied the new. partlc1patlon rate
to. the new estimate of ellglbles .we would increase the
: caseload by 80.2 percent and increase costs, by 55.5 percent.

1. I believe this is a reaeonable.estimate; We can ask for a.
‘simulation that would indicate the. impact of the labor force
part;cmpatlon screen if. it were applled unlversally '

In 1988, TRIM2 was used to estlmate the lmpact of mandatlng UP in
all states. TRIM2 estimated that this would increase federal
costs by $98 million in FY 92.  Actual costs in the new states:
. Were $91 million in FY 92 (a 7 percent. dlfference) ~ While thlS
-estimate is close,,recall that there was a recession that
increased UP caseloads in all -states. - Absent -the recession, it
seems reasonable that TRIM2 may have overestlmated eligibility by
- 20 percent (with more tlme we. could take a modestly more
sc1ent1flo approach)



In the recommendation above, I have 1gnored the distinction
between newly eligible units who are and are not current FSP
recipients. ~ But, we need to think about the secondary effects of
this reform on the Food Stamp . program

Some lnleldual components of the parthlpatLon estlmates

generated by TRIM2 do not make sense (although, in the aggregate,

they appear reasonable). As -an example, TRIM2 estlmates a

_participation rate of 51 percent for.all new eligibles. - However,
"“the simulated participation rates for current food stamp .
~ recipients.are lower than the simuléted participation rates. for

those who do not currently receive food stamps . This does not
make sense. Therefore, I believe another "adjustment" is
necessary. ' ‘ '

TRIM2 estimates that 55 percent of new eligibles currently
receive Food Stamps, and 45 percent of new eligibles do not
receive Food Stamps. 'In the aggregate, wée should expect that
current food stamp recipients are more likely to receive AFDC
because they are already in the welfare system and have-
demonstrateéd a willingness to. accept benefits (thls ‘is not
reflected ln_TRIMZ s partxc;patlon estlmates) :

I attempted to apply dlfferent part1c1patlon rates to each group,
but the results would only increase the TRIM2 aggregates. For
example, if I assumed 85% of ‘-FSP units and 15% of non~FSP units

~participated in AFDC, I _weuld end up. w1th more new units than

TRIM2 estimated. I preferred generating a new participation .

number in’ this manner, but it does not make sense for new units

to have a h;gher parthlpatLon rate than currently ellg;ble

units.,

Instead, we might sdy that some percentage of new recipients come
from current FSP units, and some come from those not currently
receiving FSP benefits. “For example, 80 percent and 20 percent
respectlvely, may be approprlate ratlos

. TRIM2 would have to be "hard wired* to come up with thr , or we'

‘program can’ be expected.

would have to make the adjustment out of model. 1In any event,
this would reduce the current TRIM?2 estimate that FSP costs would

‘increase by 1.2 percent ($300 million in 1999). 1In fact, it

would. llkely generate Food Stamp savxngs

Flnally, I don’t belleve that our assumption that it would take
three years before the full.caseload affects would be felt is a
good assumption. Michigan ‘and Washington .experienced thelr
caseload growth in a relatlvely short period of time. And,
looklng at caseloads in the new UP states may suggest that two—
years is a sufficient period before ‘the full lmpacts of’ the

|

b
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A note on these costs:

The mandatory UP provisions of the Family Support Act expire on
October 1, 1998. These estimates assume that all states will
continue to operate ‘UP programs as they do under current law.
However, CBO may score this dlfferently "This would potentially
increase the costs of this provision. ' : : :

& -

Also, the participation rates used in TRIM2 are historically low, '
in part resultlng from the extension of eligibility for two-
parent families in all states (likely alsoc a function of economic
condltlons) Subsequent ‘years of the CPS may have higher _
participation rates, which would incréase the costs of this
proposalt For example when TRIM2 was based on ‘the 1990 CPS, the
UP participation rate was 79 percent. The current model, whlch
uses the 1991 CPS uses a partlulpatlon rate of 54 percent.



Costs (AFDC costs increased by.SS%_ovef the UP. baseline. -Also,
at this time, we will assume no food stamp costs, although our
assumptions will llkely generate some modest food stamp savings

(modest housing savings will be. experlencad as well, and are not
reflected here)

1995 ‘1996 1997 1998 1999 Total
AFDC . - .0 0 . 600 1,200 1,200 3,000
‘FSP R : Sav;i.hgs TBD - SR O ]f:

Thnots

9%?“%‘¥i" i7mV---:;'1}
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Note to-Wendell

From:

Steve

Addendum to UP estimate

Two -things that could result in lower estimates..

1).

2y.

o

. : :
. Bill, Tom, Reuben, Don, Canta . |

I am reconsidering my -conclusion on the take-up rate. In
concluding that two years was ample time, I wasn’'t
con31derlng the average monthly caseload, but the caseload
at the end of each year. Therefore, I will loock at the
caseload data from the new UP states and see if it is

‘appropriate to phase in the costs more slowly

When TRIM2 removes all special ellglblllty requlrements for‘

. two-parent families, it removes all special requirements,

Most notably, it eliminates the labor force attachnient
requirement. As a result, it brings in students and others
require labor force attac

hment :- for example, '
requiring that UP§ participate in JOBS, .or register with the
state employment agency (this is the spirit of current law).

not in the labor force

"0f course, some would do that, and some students could have

their education count as JOBs. _Nonetheless,_some would get
screened out. ' T S . '



March 16, 1994

Note

Fromp

to Wendell

Steve Bartolomei-Hill

“subject: Reinventing Government Savings

‘Several filing unit issués regarding reinventing government are

discussed below, Relevant TRIM2 similations are attached.

Note,

these costé ‘are not additive. ~That is, if all the policy

options were selected, the total lmpact would be less than the
sum of the. 1nd1v1dua1 lmpacts :

1,

, Reduce Pavment Standard for Chlld-Onlv Units

'Flrst, some caveats. Reuben dld SOme" work on child only »
units- last summer. He. found that the number is growing, and

it is somewhat.volatile. -For example, this analysis is

;'baSed on the 19%1 QC model at thé Urban Institute, and

estimates that 13% of units are child-only units. Reuben

- found that in FY 1992 15% of. units were child only. A

graphic done by Reuben showing changes in the number of
child- only unlts is. attached. '

The estlmates below come from the FY 91 AFDC—QC model,
The-pollcy slmulated here was to‘set.the payment standard

and maximum payment for child-only units. equal to the
increment ¢f between the levels for nt+l people and 1 adult.

In 1991, such a policy would have feduced the AFDC caseload

by ..4%, and resulted in monthly benefit savings of 4.2
percent. s © - : : . L

 AppIying that AFDC benefit sa#ings percéntége.to'the'

baselines in other years would yleld the follow1ng sav1ngs

~ AFDC Savxngs .. . Food ‘Stamp Costs
1995: § 1.00 billion " " s 0 billion
19967 1.03 . S0
1997: C1.07 .0
1998 : 1000 | )
1999; 1.14 - _ i 0
- 5-years: - $5.34.billion . '$ . billion’

e
PP

Food Stamp estlmates generated by the QC model were

;v implausible. ' I am having some tabulations. done ‘that will be -
.used to do out~of-model adjustments For now, I think Food

Stamp costs of $1.5 billion per year is'close'to.what we can



‘ expect for net five year savingsiof $3.84 billion. . I also
will need to make an ~adjustment for increases in houSLng
costs, ‘which w1ll decrease the' sav1ngs -slightly.

Impacts in Callfornla are forthcomlng (Callfornla has
roughly 1/4 of all Chlld only unlts) : :

Notes: ‘

- . 0 ‘ N -
‘.There ‘were 560 mllllon average monthly child only units in
__1991 - about 13 percent of the AFDC caseload

Almost all (99%) of those units were negatlvely affected by
this proposal. 95 ‘percent received lower benefits -~ an
average of $130 less per month. 4 percent lost ellglblllty
entlrely, averaglng $282. per month

'Attached is a table Canta did show1ng how the payment . .
standard would have changed +f this pollcy were in effect in
January 1992. L , S SN )

'We can*t examine poverty lmpacts because 'AFDC 'QC data is
used. TRIM2 is not a good source . for examlnlng child-only
. units. : : .

. Include SSI recipients in the"AFDC unit

The policy option simulated here is to not -exclude people. :
from the AFDC unit based on SSI receipt. Unlike other times
we have similated this option, this time we dld noét include
a dlsregard for income from SSA. programs '

1

Some caveats:

TRIM2 does not identify‘childrealyounger than 15 as S$SI .
‘recipients. It would appear, then, that these estimates
would be much too low, because SSI kids are missed.

. However, TRIM2 does note the presence of SSI 1ncome ln'the

. family; it is usually assigned to an adult -- perhaps
erroneously to the AFDC casehead. ' Nonetheless, in those
'cases 1t would brlnq an S51 rec1p1ent into the unit.

TRIM2 is based on the 1991 CPS. - Therefore,.any growth in
'S8 caseloads among people who would.otherwiSe be in an AFDC
unit would not be reflected"in these estimates :

TRIM2 estlmates that 1nclud1ng SSI rec1plents in the AFDC

" unit would reduce the average monthly number of units by 5.1
percent and reduce. annual AFDC benefits by 5.4 percent

" Some .of these savings were offset by increases in Food
Stamps (1 6% of baselmne} ‘and . housxng (.6% of basellne)


http:assigI1.ed

AFDC Food .Stamps ' Eousing  TOTAL

(savings) . {(costs) 1 {casts). (savings)
1995: 7 $1.25. bll .38 (13 .74
1996« 1.29 - .39 ..o 13 71
.1997: '1.34 .41 N ¥ S .79
' 1998: - 1,38 .42 . .14, .82
1999: S 1.44 .44, . .14~ .B6
5-year:,: $6.70 $2.04 S .68 $3.98 wprit

Poverty Impacts: f
If one defines income to include Food Stamps and housing
assistance, and the relevant unit is the household {versus
the Census definition of the family), then, among households
who would participate at some time durlng the year ‘in elther _
the baseline or the alternative: : i

# of Households in- poverty. 1ncreases by 2.3% (50 000
households) o

# of kids in poverty increases by 1.7 percent (88,000 kldS)

'The poverty gap increases. 3.1 percent (8234 mllllon)

......
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UNITS WITH NO ADULT R"CIPI’
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8% |
% ———
4% | '

4% - e

1908

‘Source: ACF. Note: 1979 was 14.9% and 1992 was 14.7% |



January 1992 Nead and Paymant Amounts

Alabama
Alaska

* Afizona

" Arkansas
© California
quorado
Connaectic
‘Dolaware
DC-
Florida
Goeorgia

" Hawaii
Idaho
lliinols
‘ndiana
lowa
Kansas

- Kentucky -
Louisiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachu

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississipp
Missauri
Montana -
Nebraska
Nevada

" New Ham
New Jarse

New Mexi -
‘New York

" North Car
North Bak
Qhio

Oklahoma |

Oragon
Pennsylva

- Rhode Isla-

Sdum Car
South Dak
Tennesse
Texas
Utah

- Vermont
Virginia

" Washingto |

Wast Virgi
Wiscansin
“Wyoming
Guyam
Pusrie Rie
Virgin isla

Pay. Stand. |Pay. Stand. Pay. Stand. [Diff. Diff. Bet,
for 1 Adlt, for1Chld  |Oift.  lfor2 bot281 | 231chid
100 10 -0 123 - 23
"498 315 183 792 . - -477
. 198 198 0 266 | 68 :
81 81, 0 182 81
341 341, 0 560 219
‘253 117 136, . 331 C- 214
.. 356 356 0 473 7 17
201 201 0 270 ' 69
258 258 0 321 - 63
167 167 . 0 225 58
155 155 0 235 80
-396 396 "0 531 135
208 208 0 254 46
Ca12 102 1o 268 | = 166
185 188 0 255 o0
183 183 0 T 381 178
" 239 238 .0 - 321 82
162 162 0 196 34
72 72 0 138 66 S
214 127 a7 ", 337 - 210
167 - a67.. 0 294 127
392 392 . 0 . 486 ., o4
332. 116 . 216 446 - 330
437" 250 - 187 " 532 - 282
218 218 o’ 293 )
132 - 132 o 228 96 _
232 o 83 149 310 S 287
222 222 0 293 C 71
246 246 0 309 (83
145 T 145 0 451 -~ '306
162 162 0 322 160
192 192~ 0. 258 66 .-
352 © 352 0 . 468 118
177 177 0 . 231 ' 84 ‘
217 108. 109 326 - 218
199 199 0 274 75
211 85 116 264 - 169 -
297 - 202 95 380 - 178
. 205 205 0 316 EER! '
327 327 - 0 149 122
28t 261 0 . 350 89 ,
284 162 122 ¢ 357 - o195
95 8 0 142 47 '
75 63 12 158 - 95
233 233 - 0 323 80 '
768 . 768 -0 937 J169 -
157 157 0 2 SR 2
‘339 - 339 0 . - 428 " 89
148 ~145 0 201 56
“- 248 2487 0 " 440 192
414 414 0 585 171
80 60 0 120 - 60
32 32 K 58 24
0 180 08

g2 .

82

Diff_ bat
2-1 &1

77

162
130
.0
122

97

.239
-132
-185
108
75

© 261

C 214
3z
-143
36
"144
151
-183
161

-126
236
123
110
-124
74
24

205
e



. The results

© What we simulated” . : A

THE URBAN INSTITUTE

MEMORANDUM

TO: . Steve Bartolomel-Hill

FROM: - Linda Giannarelli’ |

SUBJECT: ~ Simulation Q. with the AFDC-QC model:
' : _Reducing benefits for child-only units |

DATE: March 15, 1994

Attached are two lables with the results of S;im;;latipn Q. We simulated this

altérnative using the AFDC-QC model [or FY 1991. Let us know if you need more details.

We rnodlﬁed both the payment standard and thc ma.mmum payment (but not Lhe '

need qt,andard} for chﬂd only umts

‘For a cl'uld-onlv unit of n ch.ﬂciren [énd 0 adulté) we sel Lhe payment standard to
the difference between the' paymenl standard for n+1 people and the payment standard
for 1 adult. And weé set the maximum paymentiothe state’s maximurm payment for n+1
péople minus the maximum payment for. 1. adult. Notice that the calculation uses the

 payment standards and maximum payments for 1 adult; some statés have lower payme;nt

standards and maximum payments for units cons:stmg of ]USt one. cruld Vs, umts

‘ con31st1ng of just one adult.’

_' The results 100k good.. Kéep in mind that all the data apply to the ‘average month.

Table 1 gives the ageregate resulls. Average mor'l'tlﬁy'caseload falls bv .4 percent.

- because the reduction in the paymernt standard and maximum payment is enough to

make SOmME units mehbﬂjle for any beneﬁt Total benefits fall by 4.3 percent

Table ‘2 shox«s more delail on the losers. Atotal of 552 thousand umts lost some

~or all benefits. This seems correct because- published data show about. 560 thousand

*Paul Johnson did the programming for this analysis.

1
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child-only units in FY 1891.* Most of the units, losing benefits in. the simulation. 532
thousand. received lower benefits but were still’ thglble the average loss was$130. Only
a handful Iost a!l their beneﬁts

? Probably. all the child-onlx umts the model found lost:some or all, beneﬁ!s T‘ne d1ﬁermcc betwtcn our
"332 thousand and the 360 thousandin the published data 1s probably due.o our dropping sormnc umnils from

the QC model's baseline «Lmulauon because they look mellg:lblc We ccu.ﬂd check this: o be certa.m u"yau
think it s imporiant.

b2

L
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.~ ‘TABLE 1 L '
EFFECT OF REDUCING PAYMENT STANDARD AND VlAXIMiM PAYMENT
: : FOR CHILD ONLY UNITS‘

BASED ON THE AFDC- OC MODEL FY 1991 ‘

Alternative:  Percent chg:

: _ _-Ba'sélinle-:' | Reduce bens: -~ Altérnative
B 1991 law jg_r__g:ni'_l_i_{_d_-gn_ly T vs, Bas%lj_pe
AveragéhMo‘nthly Casélgéd., e | | “

Units (milly . .. . L 4375 ' 4.356 -'0.4%

Persons (Jn‘"iiii;} T 12974 o 12;‘939.' o - 0.3%
“Benefits (bil. of_91'$) T s L s1667 4% -

Avg. oensfitperunt s396 - samso T ao%

Anngalaéneﬁts(bnOf91'$) S 520:275: - © $19.878 S -43%

L - -

e

Sourge: The Urban institute’s AFDC-QC model; FY 1 991 data’

I For a unit consisting of-n children and 0 adults,'the paymerit standard and maximum
payment are both set to equal the amount for n+1 people minus the amount for.1 adult.
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, TABLE 2 '
"AFDC STATUS CHANGES DUE TO :
_REDUCFNG PAYMENT STANDARD AND MAXIMIM: PAYMENT
FOR CHILD- ONLY UI'\IITSj '

BASED ON THE AFDC-OC MODEL, FY 191

- I L -“'Nu_r,pber' Reduction in AEDC Eeneflts
g L of-units Aggregaie e Perunitw/ 30
- (rnill.) : a b;H) ‘t_ms_*cha_gg_e_
“TYPE OF CHANGE | o
Lower benefits, sfill eligible - . . 0532 | . 40069 $130
Become ineligible o P ¥k o og0005- - 3282
TOTAL . - . . "T- o055 ' - $0075 - “$136
SOurce The Urban Insmute s AFDC QcC model FY 1991 data
I For a unit consisting of n chlldren and 0 adults, the payment standard and maximum
payment are both set tp equal fthe_ amount for n+1 people mmus the amount {for 1 adult.
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'PRIMARY ISSUES

1, Should Admlnlstratlon propose a coordlnatlon of the tax and
transfer system? :

- 2.  Is this prlmarrly a devrce for controlllng abuse in transfer
system, . reducing EITC abuse, collectlng child support or
recapturlng benefits. from families with part year earnings or .
experiencing household composrtlon changes throughout the year? '

3.  How do-we get better estimates of potentlal abuse? e

4. How should coordlnatlon work - simply 1nclude beneflts in AGT
- or develop a separate worksheet : _

5. If. beneflts in. AGI,. whlch ones and how should :Lnteractlon w1th L
EITC work? _ - ‘

s
H

6.r If worksheet what should the four parameters be? See ‘attached
paper. ‘

7. What other entitlement reforms or taxatlon OpthnS should be
con51dered? : . '

: 4—’—'7,257\«.,\;: Cipnst rovts $LS1MCE‘NT’TU€'5'V"I‘\) A2 A x\raé.' F'n.u"r Fr2 bt
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. . Take necessary action
/%M UQ—- : ' ‘Approval or sighature -

Prepare reply
l . ...'.-.r.’-‘-u . ’ . '

Discuss with me *

For your information

Doo0oo

See remarks below
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~ Republican Welfare Reform Bill HR.:3500
A comparison of preliminary HHS and CBO pncmg

(in millions of dollars) :
“Title and Secti L FYo4 . FY95  FY9  FY$7  FY98

" 305 No Addxtxonal Benefits for New

Chlldran

CBO* CAFDC T 90 000 2600 320 350 -1220

- ' FoodStamps. . 50 - 100 . . 140 = 160 190 . 640
Total .40  -100 - 4120 T.--160 - -160 . 580

HHS . AFDC . -160 440 " '—62 © 810 - -1020' -3,050 -

o CBO has mdlcated lhat these AFDC s-avxngs eshmates arealittle htgh and WIll be reestlmatcd
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State Matchlng

Several principles have gulded thefdellberatlons of - the

_worklng group in formulating our policies. All cost numbers
reported in this memo refer to a total change in federal and

state costs of welfare relatlve to current law.. The principles .
are: : o ‘ . L

1;"In the aggregate,'states should not bear any additional
costs. . : U e e e ) o R : _:__”ll

2. There will be state matchlng for all;programs in the
welfare“system. - AFDC . child care, JOBS, WORK, administrative .
costs, and child support. The state: matching rate should not be .
zero for entities with no investment of their own funds are

: llkely to be less vested in the outcome of the program

3. 1If the state bears no additioral cost. relatlve to
current law, there should be significant penalties for not :
spending all federal monies allocated to the- state prov1ded there
was 51gn1f1cant need in the state '

4, To the extent p0351b1e,-adm1nlstratlve matchlng rates.
should be standardized across programs within a given state.

" 5. Poor performance by a state relative to other state as -

" measured by a well defined performance measure should be -
. reflected in reduced funds allocated to the ‘poor- performlnq

state.

6. To the maximum extent possible,. principle number one

‘which is our most important principle should alsc apply to each

individual state. - However, that will not always be possible
especially if under current law not all funds allocated to the-
state for child care or JOBS were not utilized..

As the overall policies in thls'pr0posal are finalized, the

. working group 'intends. to work closely with the states in
- ascertaining the fiscal impact upon each state.

-
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'Materials for Staté Match DiscuSSion-.

Some initial thoughts on match rate issues/principles-

The programs to be covered by the match rate analy51s 1nclude o

1. Admlnlstratlon -- 50% (AFDC JOBS Child Care)
2. AFDC -- FMAP (50-~80%). ..
—3. JOBS -- FMAP with a floor of 60% (90% for WIN $$)
4. TCC -~ FMAP . o
5. IV-A.Child Care -- FMAP
~ 6. At~Risk Chlld Care -- FMAP o ' B
7. WORK -- - , o L ' S .
8. WORK Wages -- ' o '
. 9. Child Support - 66% plus lncentlves equal to 6- 10% of

. afdc and nonafdc collections
"ok ok Chlld support currently not in the analysrs o

State financial part1c1patlon (SFP) in any program or program
component should not be less ‘than 20%.

~ Any enhanced payments (e g. 90% for ADP) must be tlme limited and

.. should be performance based. . o

.The current 90% match raté for. WIN money would be discontinued.

_ Admlnlstratlve costs must be contlnued at a 50% match to avoid
- cost shifting between programs (1 e. Medlcald and FS).

Benéfits would continue at FMAP. Work. for wages where wages are
a functlon ot beneflt would be matched at FMAP

-Investment programs ~- JOBS, WORK, Chlld'Support and Child Care
" would ‘have the same base match rate -~ e.g. 70%, FMAP plus 10,
. etec. . . ,

Match rates could vary between states but not w1th1n states
across lnvestment programs .

Incentives must,be-related to the match rate.

Incentives would differ by program but in no case can a state’s
combined match rate and lncentlves exceed 90% ln any program or
program component, : - .

States should be rewarded with hlgher federal flnanc1al :
participation (FFP) (5 to 10 percentage points) for spending all
allocated federal monies for investment programs or program
components rather than" sanctloned for ‘poor performance. .

!u
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Optlon ‘to vary the .match’ rate by a state’s level of effort -- in
this case a state would be allocated JOBS, WORK  and child care
dollars based on caseload and possibly- other need based factors.
The amount of a state’s drawdown of the allocation would be- a
measure of effort; this would be calculated on a quarterly basis.
The match could vary by the proportlon drawn. Incentives would -
be based on program effectiveness to avoid states running ineffi-
cient programs (i.e. spending down all ‘their -allocation but.
serv1ng few mandatorles etc.). ‘

“'Match rates for JOBS-and WORK.could include aacounter cycllcal
:"adjustment to" av01d penalizing a state with high unemployment

Allow states some flexlblllty between JOBS ~and WORK monies.

‘While this could potentially -work" ‘both, .ways it would provide a.

state the option of drawing down more federal money for

- investments w1th1n the two year tlme llmlt

5\

States can not use worklng poor Chlld care funds for TCC or IV a

.chlld care.

Lower state match (e.g. 25%) while a person is on a waltlng list
if w1th1n two years of time llmlt R !

Issue: In WORK as in current JOBS the dellneatlon between serv1ce'
and administrative costs will be bothersome -- WORK functions -
such as worksite development and worker assignment, part1c1pant

. monltorlng, enforcement/sanctioning. Is developing and
' monltorlng a work slot admlnlstratlon or serv1ce?'

[
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Some proposals:

In this ahalysis we present-two'basic proposals.

- proposal we maintain-the current law match rates for’ the

In the flrst

administration of the AFDC and child care’ programs and AFDC
benefits including WORK wages and supplements.
for investment. programs (JOBS, WORK and -child care) is.set at a
flat 75% federal share (1nc1ud1ng admlnlstratlon of JOBS and-

WORK) .

?JThe‘sscond-proposal has*four increasingly genercus match rates
-~ for investment programs.

The match rate‘

P T

The match rate for investment programs'
is based on the current JOBS-FMAP and is increased by 5,
10 percentage points.
rates for administration of the-AFDC and child care programs and
AFDC benefits including WORK program wages ‘and supplements,

7, 8 and
This- proposal maintains cutrrent law match

et

and Supplement

PROGRAM Current Proposal
‘ Law 1 2a . 2b - 2c 2d
adnin (AFDC, 50% - 50% C 50%° 50% 508 50%
JOBS, CC)‘ ex. JOBS | ex.JOBS | ex.JOBS-| eX.JOBS. | exJOBS
AFDC Benefits FMAP FMAP FMAP FMAP FMAP FMAP -
. . 50-80% |
_ JOBS --.Servicés FMAP - 75% JOBS- JOBS- | JOBS- JOBS-
' ' 60-80% - ' FMAP +5 | FMAP +7 | FMAP +8 .| FMAP -
(WIN @ ' : 1 . +10 -
- 90%) |
Child Care (At- |-~ FMAP 75% JOBS- ' | JOBS- JOBS- JOBS- -
risk, IV-A, TCC) FMAP +5 | FMAP +7 | FMAP +8 | FMAP
: o : 410
WORK -- Services -- - 75% JOBS- | | JoBS-. | JOBS- JOBS-
i : FMAP +5 | FMAP +7 | FMAP +8 | FMAP
' v +10
WORK -- Wages - . FMAP ‘FMAP4 FMAP PMAR | FMAP

KNote:

administrative costs for JOBS and WORK programs,
is that we underestlmate state expendltures

The current simulation model does not dlfferentlate between services and
- The impact-of this omission



Table 1 :
_-Current Law Projected Expendltures and
‘Reform Proposal

'PROGRAM S . CURRENT LAW .| REFORM PRO-’ CHANGE
- : : ' : - , POSAL '
AFDC BENEFITS _ 1 s26,520 $26,300 ($220)
AFDC AND CHILD. CARE ™™ _ [ I : s
ADMINISTRATION . 3,591 |~ 3,591 " )
JOBS L 1,648 0 | 2,398 | 180
AFDC/JOBS/WORK CHILD CARE , 1,080 | 2,165 - 1,085
TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE ‘ 360 T 620 . 260
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE . - : 526 - | 2,401 . 1,875
WORK -~ OPERATING COSTS- 1 0. 862 . 862
WORK - WAGES (ABOVE AFDC) : o ' 362 362
TOTAL _ ' ‘ $33,725 - $3a 699 54,974

Table 1 contains ACF pIOJGCthBS for FY 959 current law expend1~
‘tures by program for the programs under consideration in this
analysis. The total FY- 99 expenditures is expected to be $33.7
billion. Under the reform proposal an additional $4.97 billion.
" is estimated for a total of $38.7 billion. 1In our analyses of
state expenditures under FY 99 current law and welfare, reform we
~allocate total expendltures to the states accordlng to the
“followlng B : . :

ALLOCATION OF NEW EXPENDITURES

JoBS:  Based on FY 93 allotment of JOBS cap.
JOBS/WORK CHILD CARE: ' Based on FY 92 AFDC caseload.
TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE: Based on FY 92 AFDC caseload

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE: Based on FY 93 allocatlon of At-Rlsk
: . Child Care‘cap -

‘WORK:_ ‘Based on FY 92 AFDC Caseload

CASELOAD REDUCTION SAVINGS.: Based on allocatlon of new JOBS
B expendltures



Table 2. (attached) contains the ACF projection  for FY 99 current
:law expenditures and the calculation of federal and'state '
expenditure shares across all programs (AFDC JOBS, .child care
programs). The match rate for benefits is set at FY 95 FMAP,
The match rates for JOBS and child care are set at FY 95 JOBS-
FMAP and FMAP levels. Total across program expenditures are
projected at $33.6 bllllon (note - our state by state analyses.
exclude Puerto Rico and the territories). The -federal share. is
$18.4 billion (55 percent) and the states share being the"
remaining $15:2 billion.  Note that ACF budget pro;ectlons for
FY 99 indicate that states, in-thé& aggregate; will drawn down .
_ about 98. 5% of the $1 billion in federal JOBS money - g

Tables 3 through .7 contaln the match rate alternatlves applled to
budget projections based on the reform proposal. Total" o
expenditures across all programs is $3B bllllOn 1nclud1ng $4. 97
billion for the reforms

- Each table (3 through 7) contains six columns The first and
second columns contain the federal and state shares of the total
projected expenditures under the reform proposal calculated using
the. new match rate. The third column dlsplays the change in
state dollars needed to fund the reform increase. The fourth
column shows the’ percentage change in’ state expenditures from .
their baseline expenditures displayed in Table 2. The fifth -
column displays the percentage of the reform costs that would be |
borne by the state. The final column dlsplays the state s
effective match rate across all programs. . :

Under Proposal 1 in Table 3 benefits (1nclud1ng WORK wages and
supplementation) would be matched at current FMAP levels and
investment programs would be. matched at 75/25 federal/state.. The
total change in state financial participation (column 3} is $ 78
billion or 5% over current law baseline prOJectlons . The

. -variation between states in the percentage increase in expendi-

tures between baseline and reform (column 4) ranges from a low of
1% in Delaware {California 3% and New York 2%) to a high of 40%
in Mississippi.  The state share of new expendltures (column 5)
is 16% of the cost of the projected FY 99 budget increase due to
welfare reform, $.78 of the total $4.9.billion reform package.
While the overall number is well within the 20% flgure that the-
states’ share of the reform expendltures not exceed, thirteen
(13) states exceed a 20% share.

Under Propeosal 2a dlsplayed in Table 4 benefits (including WORK
wages and supplementation) would continue at current FMAP" and
investment programs would be matched at :the current JOBS FMAP
plus 5 percentage points (the floor moves from 60 to 65% while
‘the highest match would be about 83% thus violating the principle
of minimum state part1c1pat10n} The total, c¢hange, under this-
proposal, in SFP is $1. 4 billion or lﬂ%rover current law

.5
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projections of state expenditures. The variation between states.
in the percentage increase in expendltures between baseline and
reform (column 4) is quite large -- ranglng from a low of 5% in
New York and Alaska to a high of 25% in Texas. The state share
of new expenditures for the reform (column 5) would be 29% or.
$1.4 billion. The state share of the costs vary from a low of ‘
14% in Mississippi to a high of 35% in Wisconsin. -Fifteen states
‘would have to contribute more than 30% of the cost of the reform
under this match rate proposal ‘

.-Proposals 2b through. 2d dlffer from proposal Za in that they
incrementally increase the JOBS-FMAP by 7, 8 and 10 percentage
‘points, respectively. The overall affect of moving from JOBS-
~ FMAP +5 to JOBS-FMAP +10 is that the state share of new
-expendltures declines to 20 percent in .Proposal 2d shown in Table
7. EvVen in this more generous proposal 23 states exceed 20
percent financial participation. JOBS~FMAP +10 also puts the
highest match rates for JOBS, WORK and Chlld ‘care at about 88%
federal part1c1patlon
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PAQPOSALY S -7

investments (JOBS, WORK Openating Codts, and Child Care) at 75% Federal Mateh ©
Bonafils (AFQC and WORK) at FMAP
.. Administration {AFDC and Child Care) at 50% Fedaral Maich

 Retom Proposs) -

Changeain

Percent -

Table

N

State Share ' Efective
Faderst Sharo Roform Proposal  * State Dallars. Change from  of Now Fedaral
FY 1999 Stats Share Spont Basdline Expenditures. ' Malch Rato
LN
© Alabama 168,92 796 14.26 . 24% 26% 70
Anska #1.54 80.38 - .73 ™ 8% 5
Arzona - _ -38a7 156.14 . © ez - % 16% -
Amansas  *... S 80.30 3633 . 7.1 I 2am 2% .o
Calitornia 4669.76 406057 124.78 % 15% £
Colorado 16084 . 132.14 . 8.42 T 15%. 59
Connacticut 327.56 270.70 8.6 a% 12% 55
Delawaro 46,53 3405 0.49 1% a% ]
Dustrict of Columbia 104.09 8p.50 208 3% 16% 54
Floida = - 84597 507.87 8’77 ™ ATH 60
Georgia 540.60 . 264.96 21.35 8% 6% 65
Hawau 112,62 9906 ... 368 a% 9% £3.
Idaho 41,73 19,56 T 208 , 8% 2% 68 |
oS B47.03 664,50 42,27 % i W S6 .
indiana a6 . 17056 13.23 .E% 16% .. 65
own 185,42 © 10274 LYY o% 20% ga°
Kansas 151.97 g1.79 5.00 Yo%, W 62
Kentucky 301.68 13995 16.00 . 13% L% 64
Louisiana 270.94 108,79 2213 26% 25% . "o
Maine 118,52 '64.28 403 ™ 17%, 65
Marylang 349.91 < 268.01 8.69 % 10% 57
Massachusatts 655.46 551.89 7.53 C A% ™ 55
Michwgan ‘ 116065 708,21 39.01 5% 17% 59
Minnesota A48 293.50 9.44 % 12% 58
MISSIESIPPI . 146,05 50.64 14,49 4%, 26% 74
Missouri 343.55 ° 197.82 14.41. o% 15% . <L
Montana 81.44 26,91 3.20 12% ZE AN
Nebraska 100,70 59.89 2.4t a% 1% &3
Nevada 55.84 4204 2.82 ™ 15% 57
New Hampshire ST.73 43.44 S 1ae roa% % 57
. New Jersey 684,70 &76.77 2246 . 5% 15% 56
New Maxico 146.07 §7.15 7.21 RFLY P4 ¥z
New York 2503.04 . 145,34 847 2% % 64 -
North Cardlina 40218 25009 18.97 8% 15% .. 66
North Dakola ‘38.22 17.66 1.8g - 2% 2% " ea
omo . 106314 . 62850 3886 % 15% 63
Oklahoma | 257,13 117.48 2.96 - % 20% &
COregon 23542 13355 8.77. ™% 16% 64 -
Fannsylvamna 044,15 662,13 27.48 TS 13% . 59
Rnode Isiand . . 117.59 01.27 2.20 . A% 10% 59
-South Cardlina ' 169,59 - 73.98 12.35 2% 25% 0
South Dakota 34,73 1588 2.24 L 16% 2% - 69
Tennessee 125 161.39 1615 " 13% 20% 67
Texas 816.50 41083 - 66.33 16% 9% &7
usn . 113.58 45.78 " 651 A%, 26% “n
Vermont 6400 38 26 173 5% T 15% 63
Virginia 2 270090 -196.40 12.09 L% 14% 8
Washingtan £00.76 47453 8.90 % " a% 55
west Vieginia 162,69 £9.32 10.65 . | 2% 26% Ta
wisconsin ) : 462,76 295.60- 16.67 6% 17% . #2
Wyoming a5 0.0t 124" D T% 16% 65
foraL | $22,690.01 $15070.25 $783.61 " B% 8% 59
increase tn Faderal Expenditures - $4,248.45


http:4.246.45
http:15,970.25

F‘ROPOSAL 2a

Inyestments (JOBS WORK Operating Costs, end Chilg Cdm) at
JOBS FMAP plus £§% Faderal Match

Benelils (AFDC and WORK) at FMAP

Admlﬂlstraum (AFDC and Chitd Gare) at 50% Faderal Match

Table 3 -

Reform Proposat Chenge in Percent ' Stale Share Edloctive
. Federal Share  Reform Proposal  Slate Ocilars©  Change from  of New' Fodersl
R FY 1959 Stale Share Spent Baseline- Expondityres  Match Rate
Alabama - 16932 7205 13.58 23% " pa% 70
Alaska £9.25 82.67 4.02 . 5% .. "29% - 52
Arizona 3468 - 16212 15.01 L% ‘ 7% 65..
" Akansas 51.63 34,70 5.50 g% 8% 73
Caldamia 4548.02 4182.91 245,52 6% a0% 52
- Colorado 181.56 141.42 . 172.71 , 14% K 56
Gonnacticut 582 262.34 20,25 a% 25% 53
Delowares ‘ 44.00 36.58 3.00 % 24% 5
Dhsiricl of Coumbia F . 10091 arn 6.12 ™ am% 52
Fiorida : 453.06 623.73 74.63 1A% 3% E
Geogie 521.90 , 312.86 '40.04 ' E5% 29% . 63
Hawaii 110.62 102.06 E88~ ™ A% 52°
iny 4175 19.53 285 8% 23% 8 -
Hincas 81016 108.26 80.03 13% Ca2% 54
Wchana . 305.39 17BTe 22.46 14% 2% .63
towa > 160.58 107.57 1367 15% Ca% 63
Kansas 145.15 86.51 11.82, 14% 3% 60
Kentucky 30114 140.49 L 16.54 13% . 1% 6a
" Louisiana 21470 . 102.03 18.38 27% Cn% 73
Maine 116.57 £6.83 658 1% 27% 84
Maryland 33329 . 28463 ta587 L10% 2 54
Massachusetts 842.21 £76.14 aLis 6% 26%
Michigan 1124.56 834,19 75.00 % 23% 57
Minnesota 390,60 307.69 23,82 8% 30% 55
Mississippi 152,57 44.31 7.96 1_22% 14% 77
Missoun a27.21 2ia2s 30.75 R 3% £0.
Montana - 61.52 26,74 2.02 9% 24% 0
Nebraska [ R s} 64.50 F.01 12% a9 51
Nevada ) £3.02 44,85 5.63 14% 30% 54
New Hampshire 54,62 4835 4.10 10% - 5% . 4
New Jarsay 57230 489,16 44,56 10% ar 58
New Maxioo 147.68 5553 5.50 H% 16% . 73
Mew York 2429.79 221860 11143 5% 7% 52
Nocth Cargiina 479.63 262,64° 30.02 12% 26% 65
North Dakota 28.03 1786 2.08 13% 5% 2
Chio - 1042.15 670.48 77.95 1% A% Y
Oxlahoma 257.18 117.42 9.60 B%, 0% e
Cregon ‘ .. zmeR 140.95 15.58 12% 2% &2
© Penviylvana ©. 90558 0170 . 68.05 10% 3% 56
Rrode tsiand 113.52 8538 6.27 8% 2% 57
Suuln Larcina 17014 .. 7143 +. 1280 2i% 20% 70
Souln Dakota 3441 o182 2.57 19% . 26%’ 68
Tenressee 327 24 167.08 23.82 17% 26%, 56
Tonas 78464 442.69 88,20 25% 20% 84
Utah 11548 4293 - 4.66 12% 18% e
Vermion| 6293 40,23 ' 370 IIO% 9% 61
Virginin 255.78" 211.62 2525 15% 2%, Toss
washngton 567.60 455,74 30.06 % W% 54
Wes! Virginia - 165.42 5653 7.87 16% 2% 75
Wiscon sin T 466.90 311,48 .83 11% 35% .60
Wyoming 3457 20.12- 238 19% 25% 63
"'Tmm $21.975.60 $16.633 65 8144651 10% Lo~ 20% 57
mcrease in Fadan Expendilures £3,583.05 -
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_PROPOSAL 26 : . ‘
Investinents {JOBS, WORK Operauag Cosls and Child Cam} a\
T JOBS FMAP plus 7% Fedoral Match
‘ Benefits (AEDC and WORK) al FMAP .
Admmlstmhm [AFDC andg Child Cara) at 50% Foderal Match P
; ‘
Retorm Proposal . .Changein Fercent g Effective
- Feaderut Shate Reform Proposal  Siale Doliars Changa from  of New Fedoral
FY 1999 ‘Stare Shara Baselina  Expendituees  Match Aate
Alabama - . ¥T1.14 7114 12.06 ' 20% 21% i
Alaska 89.70 8224 3.56 T 5% 26%_ 52
rArzong st T ', 316.50 v 158.91 12,79 % 1% 65 .
Arkangas : 7 82.80 .- 33.83 4.63 | 18% 15% ]
Calitomia 457297 4157.96 22247 L% 27% 52
- Colorado 183,42 124.56 15.65 T % 28% . 57
Connacticut 318,28 260,01 1792 P 25% 53
Celaware 44,50 36.08 2.52 B% 0% 55
‘Distnct of Columbia 10153 - 91.09 5.49 5% 29%., 53
 Florda 860,24 €16.55 - 67.46 L12% 20% &8
Goorgia 526.72 806.15 2508 - 13% 6% 63
Hawaii 11.22 101,45 5.28 i T 0% sz
1gaho 4215 19,14 2.58 15% 2% . 69
Winois B17.72 694.71 . 72.48 12% 20%, 54
naana 306.03 CAT7a4 19,81 13% 24% ‘63
lonwa 181,90 106.26 12.36 "13% 26% ‘a3
Kansas 148,52 97.25 10,46 HZ% 28% 60
"Rentucky 303.71 137 92 13.97 % 8% 65
Louisiana ' 207.53 89,20 15.54 19% 18% .74
Maine 1773 66.07 562 10% 24% ga
Maryland 396.61 281.31 2219 0 24%, 54
- Massachusalts 646,85 570.49 26.53 5% 22% 53
" Michigan 13176 826.95 . 6780 - 0%, 0% 54
Minnesola 393.47 235,00 20.95 LT 28% -
Missistippi 154,10 Y. T a4 8% 2% 78
Mig s 230,48 211.00 . 87.45 15% 2% 61
Montana .B2.04 26.31 - 260 11% 20% )
Nebraska - 100,06 63.54 6.05 ° 1% 2% g
Nevada 53.59 44.29 507 19% 27% s5”
New Hampshire 56.40 45.76 152 8% 22%, 5%
New Jorsey 576.78 49458 40,08 0% 8% - 54
New Mexico’ 148.58 54,56 4.61 % 15% 73
New York . D44d a4 2203.95 . 96.78 5%’ 24%. 53
North Carglina 484.38 257.60 ‘2818 1% 2%, 88
North Dakola ] 2603 17.55 1.78 1% 21% 6%
one 1050.96 651,68 €9.14 T1z% 2% BT
Oklahoma 259,44 1547 7.65 ™ 15% 68
" Oragon 230.40 13857 12.80 1 "% 62.
Pannsylvania "§12.30 633.89 " 58.34 5% 27% 57
Fnode Island 114,34 84.52 5.46 - ™ 26% " 57
South Cardlina 171,68 71.89 11.26 197% 0% 0
South Dakola . 34.74 15.88 223 15% 2a% )
Tennessee 330.50 ' 18380 2058 14% 22% " g7
lesas 19415 43347 78.67 22% 26% 65
“Lan 146.51 4286 3k % 14% 73
Vermant 63.36 39.80 327 g% 29% 61
virgina " 2s8.82- 208.58 26.21 14% 2% 55
wastunglon 591.83 S agrst 25.53 6% Za% 85
Waest Virginia 166,63 5532 6.66 14% 18% s
Wiscongin © o ar0.08- 308.70 28.78 10% % 80
Wyoning - T " 19.81 .04 1% 26% e
TOTAL = . $22,142.64 $16.466.61 $1,279.47 8%’ 5% . 57
increase in Federal Expendiures o $3,750.08

-



Table'5

N

FROPOSAL 2c T : T . b
investments (JOBS, WORK Operaling Costs, and Child Carc) at™ »
JOBS FMAP plus 8% Fudaral Match ‘
Benefits (AFDC and WORK) ot FMAP X ’

Administration (AFDC and Child ﬁfe) at 50% Federal Malch

. ' Fleform Proposal + - s Change in Peccent: - Otale Shere - EMective
' Fedeal Shars Aeform Proposal  State Dollars Change trom  of New Fedoral
FY 1993 State Shere . Spent . Basaiing.

Expondituros Match Fate

e,

a5 g%
Alaska - 69.83 8198 333 L% 24% o B2
Anzona L 318.00 T 158.80 4 11.60 8% 17% 67
Amansas 83.24 W) 4.9, 14% 14% 74
Caltomnia 4584.54 414579 H0.00 &% 26% 54
Golorado 184,34 138,63 1492 2% %% 57
Connecticu . 318.41 27888 18.76 5% 24% 53
Daaware . . 44.76 35.82 T2 P 18% 56
Disirict of CGolumbia o 1ed - -t sare 5.8 [ B% % 53
Florida’ o 8563.82 612.57 6387 12% % 58 -
Georgia $20.12 305,74 . aze2 RE: 24%, 63
Hawai 11152 101,18 " 598 6% ey 20% | 52
Idane 4235 18.54 238 L1a% 19% " s
nos 821.49 690,97 66,70 1% 2% &
indiana . 309,36 L 158 10480~ 12% 2% a4
lowa - . - 1B2.55 108,61 1.1 RF: s . 83
Kansas . 147.20 96.5¢ 9.77 1% 26% B0
Kentucky 304.99 136.64 12,69 % T16% 69
Lowisiana 278.95 87.78 14,12 % % 74
Maine Ctisar 65.69 5.44 9% 22% 64
Maryland 330,27 276.64 . 2053 8% 225 -
Massachusetts - 54919 - 58818 2431 4% 20% 53
Michigan 1135.36 823.39 64.20 8% /% 58
Mifnescta 394 51 306356 19.51 ™% 24% 57
_ Missigsippi . 154.86 " 4203 565 16% 10%, 79
Missour 332.11 20036 25.85 14% . 25% 61
Montana © 62.26 26.10 2.38 ok 19% Rt}
Nehraska s 400,54, 63.06 ° 557 10 25%.; 51
ravara ) 5387 44,01 419 12% 25% 55
‘Néw Hampshire 5560 45.47 .3 8% " 20% 55
New Jérsoy. 579.02 492,44 37.84 8% 2% 54
New Mexico . 148 15 8407 414 ‘8% 14% =)
New York ; 2451.76 . 219862 ag.as 4% 2% 83
Novth Carolina 488,75 255.53 2381 10% 20% 66
" Noxrth Dakoto " 38.48 17.40 1.62 1% 19% &9
Ohio 1055.36 857.28 84:74 1% 26% . 52
Oklaroma " 28087, 11405 652 6% 13% 70
Oregon 21,29 13768 - 12,91 10% 26% 53
Pennzylvania. 91715 £90.13 %448 7% 25% 57
Rhode Istand taTe’ 84.12 508 6% p4% 58
South Caroling 172.45 7112 10.49 L 1T% 20% 7
South Dakota - 2490 1572 207 . 18% 21% )
tennessee Y.oa3212 16217 18,93 13% 7 20% 67
lexas v | 768.93 428.40 7204 . 2% 4% 55
Utan ‘ 117.04 4233 3.06 . 8% 12% 73
Vermont 63.53 36 59 306 6% 2T 62
* Virginia 260.34 207.05 23.69 13% 25% 56
Washington 503.55 - 488.39" 237 5% 20%, 55
West Virginia 167,23 54.72 6.05 12% . 16% 75
Wisconsin 471.66 =T ADETD F1AN 0% N - 61
Wyoming -35.04 . 10.86 1.88 % 2a% 54
TOTAL - $22,226.16 $16,380.00 $1,185.95 0% oa% 58
ncrease in Federal Expondituros - §3,833.51 - ' i .

Alapbama

172.04

0

- -



http:3.633.61
http:1,195.95
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' o4 Table 6
PROPOSAL 24 : ‘ .
*invesiments (JOBS, WiDAK: Operaling Costs, and Child Care} at Fl
" JOBS FMAP plus 10% Federal Match: ’ . :
Benefils (AFDC and WORKj) at FMAR .
Adrminiglration (AFDC and Child Cara) at 50% Faderal Mateh 1
\ Retorm Propasal Ghange in Parcont State Share Etfective
Faderal Bhara Aslorm Proposal  State Doliars Changa triom of New Fodesal
FY 1909 State Share _ Spont | " Baseline Expenditures  Match Rata
; . . e . - - , [N Lo .
Alabama : 1.?3.86 . 6342 89.34 26% 15% EF
Alaska_ 90.30 81.52 2.88 4% 24% 53
Anzona . e 156.59 - 547 6% 14%, 6T
Armansas B41ts— " . 3253 D302 1% Caw 74 .
Callorma . 4608.89 . | A121.44 85,65 5% T ORa% 53
Colorado . 186.20 3678 13,07 % - 23% s8
Connecticut Trazia 276.52 - 14,43 6% 21% T 54
Delaware ' 45.28 383 76 5% 14% .56
District of Calumbia 102.47 8015 . 458 5% 24% 3
Floride 87069 - 605 80 56.9D 10% 24% . - 58
Geargia 53393 ap0.83 - 2601 10% C21% - 64
Hawaii 12,12 100,56 ;5.38 5% 26% 53
idano 42.74 1855 196 12% 16% 70,
filinoig 82308 68338 « B1AS 10%, 4% 55
Indiana” atzo0 ATy 15.54 10%_ 19% 64
Lo o v T 183.65 10430 10.40 ‘I‘IQG 24% 64
. Kansas 148.56 Ty 9520 8,41, 10% 22% 61
" keucky 30756 ,134,08 1612 8% 3% 70
Luuisiana 28i.78 54.9% 11.29 3% 12% 75
Mane £18.87 - 6493 58 . 8% 19% [
Maryiand 541.50 2602 . 1221 7% 18% 55
Massachusons - 653,84 562,51 19.56 4% 16% - 54
Michigan 1142.85 a16.20 57.00 8% 26% 58
Minnescta - . 287.79 200,69 - 1663 6% *21% 57
Mississigpi 156.35 4051 416 11% 8% )
- Missour 335,38 20609 22.58 1% 24% 82
Vontana 5268 2567 1.96 8% R 71
Netraska 101.49 62.10 4.61 8% T o20% 62
. Novsda : 54.44 43.44 4.22 "% T 56
New Hampshire 156,28 44,89 264 5% 16% .. 5B
vew Jarsey 58150 487.97 . 53.36 ™ 23%. " 54
New Meoxico LS R kS 53.09 - 2.5 . 5% 10% . 74
Yew YON D485 41 218197 74,80 a% 18% 53
vorth Caraling . L491.49 £ 250.78 19.08 8% . 6% . 86
Noeth Daketn | 28.78 1110 133 B% 6% &
Jro . 1064.18 648,47 55.83 2% - ‘22% 62
" Diahoma 252,62 111.70 427 4% 8% 70
regon - 283.07 135.90 11,12 . ox L 2% 8
Pennsylvania - . §24.87 60242 46.77 % 21% 58
Anode Island. 115,56 83.30 423 5% 20% 58
‘Seuin Carolina 173.99 69.58 8.95 15% 1%, 7
Soulh Dakota | 38,24 15.39 1.74 1a% - E% 70
lennessee " 3538 168,94 15.68 1% V% 68
Feeas " 80845 410,88 64.38 16% 21% 86
Jah 181 4126 . : 1.89 5%! 6% T4,
oy 84.00 39.16 2.63 ™ 23% .62
rga 263.39 204.01 " w4 1% 21% 56
. Washunglon 596.18 485,18 19,48 a%’ 18% 55
vasl Yirginia 164,44 53,51 484 10%. 13% 76
Yigconsin 47483 303537, 24.00 . 9% L 26% 61
Vyoming 3535 T T 1894 1.57 w% 0% 88
oL L .. $22,393.20 $18.21605 . §1.020.91 ™, T 0% .58
ncteasa v Federal Expondituras . $4,000.65


http:4,000.65
http:1,028.91
http:S16,216.OS
http:22,393.20

.
. :
-
i
Projactad '
Expenditures - Projacled Projectad Effective
FY 1889 Fadaral Share  State Share Fodorsl !
. BASELINE FY 1999 - FY 1609 Match Rate |
B - ! .
AtaBama L : 18520 120.12 50.06 8,
Alaska ™ L 158.28 79.58 78.65. . 50
Anzona : ' T a0ean 282.21 14712 Y
Akansas : B 65,05 6645 . . 28ar -
Coliloenia ' . o . 702065 984,86 Mg 70 - 50
Coloado . | 26825 14284 123.71 ‘54
Connacticul ' ' 52768 . 26549 262.09 R
Dolawere o , 8106 34.49 43.55" 51
Distiict of Sotumbia. ) ) 173,84 86.02 85,60 .51
Flarda : . ' - 124437 695,27 549,10 56
Georga o . e90.85 425.83 2202 "8t
Hawai . e - 191,51 56,62 8519 .50
1daha o o . aam 32.12 . 1668 66
Mrons _ LT s . 638.88 622.23 s
Inchana 402.24 " daa.8 -157.33 61
erva : o ' T 24447 150.57 93.90 62
Kansas - ' 205.87 116.06 " 86.79 58
Kentucky | o ’ 363.76 230,83 123.95 66
Louisiana o " omaie 20550 83.66 7
Maine L - 150.50 £9.25 60.25 82
Marglang . , | 52488 265.47 250,11 51
tassachusells , ‘ ' 109124 559,95 543.08 50
michugan ‘ IR § = I 972.48 755 10 86
sainnpscla : . 618.70 334,65 284.05 54
. Mississippi - | 1ater 105.62 35.35 ) 74
Missoufi : s 44174 " 264,23 183.51 Toose
Montena T o rae1- 51.80 23.72 89
Nobraska : o 140,86 83.97. 57.49 "
Hivacs . : 79.05 . 2983 29.22 50
New Hampshite g 85,04 4278 42,25 |50
New Jorsey C o o2ra 472,51 43461 54
Neow Mexico B . 173.03 123.09 49.04 n,
New York : . PR | 4239.73 213256 210717 50
* Morth Cardlina 6211 -859.99 231.72 &
North Dakala - o 47.41 31.63 15.78 67
Qe | . : 1458.86 866,37 592 54 58
Oahoma -, - S 32408 21653 107.52 7
Qregon . T maea 19506 124.78 61
Pannsylvania : ' © 1387.85 752.20 635.65 54
frode (sland; | ' - t77.58 98.51 re.07 55 °
. $outh Caidling . . © 18994 129.34 60.63 &a
South Dakota Y s 13.65' 67
, lennessoe : o : 401,59 25035 143,24 ) 64
lexas ' ) 924.84 £70.35 354.48 -~ 62,
Utah oo 132,67 L8360 ‘3927 0
vermont " * _ S - - o1es 55.40 36,59 s 60,
" Vuginia L - ar04 187,87 183.37 51
, Mashington S 97425 508.56 465,68 - 52,
Hest Virgitua ‘ B . 154.08 " 135.41 4866 T4
Msconsn- . . 885.00 406.27 278.53 58
Hyoming . St LT e 26,94 1 Iy
rotat C $3579.69 818392557  S1518744 - 55

Table 7

At



* Percent of
_Allocation
Spent or

Dollars if

100 is Cap

" 10
- 15
20

30
35

45
50
55
60
65

70

75

80

85
a0
95
100

' Proposed Match for ‘
State Currently at” Additional State
.~ Match Required

60 Percent Match

' Federal

-Share

'3.00

. 6.00

9.00
12.00
15.00

18.00 -
21.00
.24.00°

27.00

30.00 -
33;00 '
36,00 -

39.00
42.00
- 45,00
48.00

51.00
54.00
57.00

70.00

State
Share

- 2.00
4.00
6.00
8.00
10.00

12,00

14.00
16.00

. 18.00°
20.00

22.090

24,00

26.00
28.00

- 30.00

- 32.00
. 34.00
36.00

" .38.00

30.00

10% Bohus

s
A

28.00

26.00.
24.00
22.00

20.00
18.00
16.00
14.00

S12.00
10.00
8.00

6.00
©4.00

. 2.00
0.00

-2.00

-4.00
~6,00

-8.00

0.00

to Reach Total
Allotment

A

5%"B

Additio
Match R
“to Reac
-~ "Allot

- ——

-

28.,25.
26.50 -
24.75

23,00

21,257
19.50

1705

16.00
14.25

12.50

. 10.75

9.00

~7.25

5.50
3,75
2.00
.0.25
~1.50

'=3.25

i

©0.00




