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: SUMMARY OF 'ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE ,REFORM 
COST ESTIMATES 

(In billlons) 

':', Fije.;.Year .~., ._ 
Federal Costs 

~:r~a~it!~?a.IAssis"~n~. ~~!I~~~ bY,"Wor~, 
: :;:,:~dditidmi1EdiiCat.i()n~ Tiilinmg and Placement Spending 

WO~'Spending(including Noncustodial Parents) 

,Additio~al Child,Care Spending for Program Participants . 
"' .' •. ' ," '" ,._,,'.." ... ,r< 

, Investments in Automation 

Subtotal: 

, Savings frbm Caseload Reductions ~d'Reduced'Ftaud 
" '. 

Subtotal~ Tr~itional Assistance 

, .. " 

. .. ................ .~-.~ . ....~." .... ~"". -; '.... ­
2'.8' ,.,' 

., " . 
.1:2 

2.7 

.8 

7.5 

(1.5) , _, 

,6.0 

Making Work Pay 

Working Poor Child Care Expenditures 

State Flexibility on .Earned Income, ,and 
Child Support Disregards ' " 

/ 

, State Demonstrations to ,Advance EITC 

Subtotal; Making Work Pay' 

1.5 

'PreventionIParent81 Responsibility, 

'Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Grants 

"Child Support EnforcemeIit·and DemOnstrations 

State Option to Liriilt Additional Benefits to 
,Additional ChildrenlMinor Parents , , .. 

Subtotal, PreventionlParental';'Respohsibility 

. .3 

.6 

(.1). 

!8 

Improving··Government AssIstance (lGA) 

.Remove 'rwo·PaI'ent (UP) Restrictions 

. , 'IDA/Microenterprise Demonstrations 
" .~. - • • *. .' ,., ,-....._. 

,,;";. ·COnformResource Limit; Income Definitions and 'Other 

Subtotal, lOA ." 
;\. ;,:.":.,,>-",, ' 

. 

. 

.2 
.'

".1 

'. ·2. '~,,:;.~..... " 

.5­

..:Net Medicaid Impact
'''} . 

0 

.,~.... 
;",0-+, .2 

TOTAL 9.3 

.' 
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"COSTS, 

, In any ~elfare reform plan" up-front investments in ed,!cation, ,training and placement services, 'child' 

care, arid the development of wo'rk-opportunities and alitomation arereqtIued.-The'Costs,of w,elfare 


" ref9rm to me Federal govetnment lit our plan are eStimated at $9.1 billion oy~rfive years. The cost 

package is,modeSt:oo carefully matched to fman7ing., ,., 

""".~~;:, .cCos~ gr~~qally.jncr~e overth~ five:y~ pe,riod, reachingah-~!JidJ~vel~9fi$J.~ ,billion in 1999. 
'~:, -- :~The'program phaSes in over time in a focused anqpragmatic 'wa}ftbat recOgniZes the:need for S~tes " 

, , • 'to, develop, infrastructure, train. staff in the new culture and ensure that the program w.iIl be well­
,developed and implemented. In the, second five-year: period of wel(~e reform, ~ual costs range 

, ,'" between, $3,and,,$4billion. with increased investments in the new,ttrogram balanced ,by increased 
savings from child ,support enforcem~t and caseload reductions. ,Qur fuiancjng plan \:y,ill,cover these 

- oostsin this period as, well. '" "," . , ,." 

, The package·assumes that. States share in the cast of welfare ~eform'at areasonabie level; they will 
'''also share in the savings. -The states' share of required expenditUreS oniransitional assistaOce, _' ... -­
WORK and child support enforcement of $1.6 billion are more than balanced by estimated savings of 
S1.7 billionfiomcaseload reductions and child support ,enforcement. If St~tes choose to enact the 

, optional provisions of the proposal, which many States have already requeSted through waivers, our 
estimate is that the total cost to the States 'would be about $l billion. ' 

-r. 

,T~SITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK, ' 

Additional JOBS spendin&. ,The new lOBS spending of'S2.8 billion over five years' is added to ." 
baseline spending under current law of$1 billion per year. ,In 1999, 'total- spending allowed under the 
JOBS program will be S1.9 billion. This will enable the JOBS pr(jgramto serve approximately' 
800,000' participan'ts at anyone, time. Costs per participant were estimated. from the experience of the 
most effective current programs that provide edQcatiOD, training and' placement services to welfare 
recipients.', 	 ., 

WORK Spending. The WORK program,whicbbegins serVing participants in 1998 {when they begin . 
, " hitting the 'two-year time Iiini~)f cOsts S1.2 billion,during the first five-yearperwd. Costs of the. 

WORK progrtUn inCrease over time, 'as more',slots need· to be developed for' an' expanded phased~in 
group, more Q,f whom hit the time limit each year. By 1999, the WORK program is expected. to be 
serving approxintately 260,000 partiCipants. Costs per WORK slot were estimated based"on the . 

, , experience of operating work programS in funding inaterials and eq~ipJient, supervision, job develop­
ment, and o~er costs." -" 

,ChUg Care SperidiOK for JOBS jpld WQRKpartjcipants. The estimated· child care spending of $2~7 
billion for JOBS and WORK 'participants is added to annual FederaiJp~ding,'undercurrent law of 

.	about $750 ,million.' -This represents the cost of a guarantee of chil(fcare'to participants in bOth· ;":"'''' 
programs,=.and oi.transitional child careforone year to those.rwho'leave the rolls. The estilPates""., 
assume. that in fiscal' year 1999,3"!0.()OOnew slots .will, be created. The proposal guarantees parental 

.	choice of child care arrangements and assumes the use 9f both formal and informal arrangements. In . 
addition, Head start is eStimated to serve many of the 3- and 4-year-ol,fchildren of welfare 
recipients'. ., . 
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.. :, . MAKING WORK PAY/ClULD'tARE, '-": 

• "~ ':~_..' ",..' • j' ' ••..!. " ' '. ,_.. _." __:__. ,,:-.'. .' • '. '''', ,'~ _ ' 

Workmfl Poor Child Care., 'The proposal expands the -At-Risk" program of child care .lor 
e, 

the . 
working poor from its current ,capped level, of $300 million to an annual cap of $lbil1ion by 1999. 
This, program supplementS theChil4.Care'aDd Development Block Granf.{CCDBG), wh.ichis 
',currently funded: at about,Sf billion: with .increases requested., Together, the two'programs 'Yili.serv.e 
approxi~elyl.l million working1>oO'i::cliildren in fiscaljearJ999. ,:- .. .,,': ' , " ',. 

• • ., ••• ..' " •• 1"l" " • 

Dis@gards feit: Earned Income and,-thnd Support;·. The propos8:l requires States to disregard, for 
purposes'of. ca.tculatirlg.benefif,\:$'i~Q:p'er-monili of earned income for work'expe~es. ' StateS ba.ve the 

, option of increasing disregards, botbfor earned income and for ~hild support. The coSt estimates, 
assume ~~tStateS ~erving balfth~ caseload increaSe their disregards. . "', 
"i, ~, ~,_ ;." _, " , '. ' • 

Teen Pregnam.y PreVention 'Gra6ts.: The ,proPosal will mike about 1,000 'grants over five years, , 

. ",averagi!1g $60,000 per year eac~, to school and community.;.b,ased, organizatio~ for teen pregnancy 


..-I ;

prevention projects. In addition, the pcopos3I wil~ fun,d five,to seven comprehensive youth and . 
. ~,,prevention demonStrations. . " f ' - ' 

: " 

ChUdSup,poriEnfot¢ement andDemQ~strations; Total net spending ofSO.5 billion over'five years 

will increase' computeriZation and enforcement staff.-, This.new spending will generate modest AFDC 

savings aQd substantial improvements'in'the economic'wen..beingofcbildren by 1999. Savings to' , 

State and :federal governments ,increase dramaticaily during the second fi.ve-year period. tduch of the 

flIlancialbenefit from the newprovisioDS will accrue ~ the States .. ,' ' , 


"i-~. 

" 

MinQr Parem Regyiremerits iDd State Qption to Limit Benefits for Additional Children, These new , .. 

provisiopsate eStimated to save $0.1 billion over five years." . 
. . " . 

' ... 
I .', 

.:,,' ~ROVINGGOVERmmNTASSISTANCE' f 

Remoye Two:-parendtestdctiQDS",The prcif,os;il allows States to remove the restrictions tha~treat 

two-parent families less, favorably iliatoJ1e':parent fari:iilies~ Assuming that States'serving half the 

,~aseload choose this option results' in estima:tedFederafcosts ofSO.2 biJJion. . . -:, , 


; .. '. ," ~ . 

:' 'ASset and 'Microent~[prise:Oemonstrations" The pr<iposal allows recipients to accti~ulate assets in , . 
.,. restrictedaccOuDtS' and- fund demonstratioDS of sub~idizedllCcounts and prograins. ' The costs of these 

activities are ,estimated to be' $0.2bfllion., .' ."" . " 
,- '. - '. 0 • - -, ~ ,; _ .,. , , •• ~ \ ~". -',; : •• " 

~Othei Conformin& andEfficienci~enhancing ProviSio'ns. 'The proposal' takes a number' of.steps to 

. Conform 'the' rules' of the AFDC and FQOd stamp programs, to unprove the efficiency of: program 


• ';11.,,, ,operations-and to ,decre~e fraud. 'The total costs of these provisions are estimated to,be $0.2 billion. ' 
, :, • ' ." :"1.. ." .~. - ~ . ":'i.!,f'o;:" 

. " \ . 
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,Date: , ,April 13, 199,4 
, ' 

;;" .. . -.. ~ . 

.,.- . 

The attached--,' table corrects a couple" of ,errors 1'n one 'of the 
tables you received yeste,rday. ' 
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TABLE Package 1 - DETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
. '.' FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PR.OPOSAL 

.. '~y fISCal year•. m miIliOilsor dolla~) 

Minor Mothers . 

No Additional Benefits for AdditioMIChildrcn 

Child Support Enforcement":.. 


_,." '5liPatcrility Establishment (Net) 
,.-,;.~ ~" ':',,' ~:B,nforcc;ment(Net), ..: 

" ; '.. Computer Costs , 
SUBTOTAL. PARENTAL'RESPONSIBILITY 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE F~LLOWlm BY WORK 

JOBS-Prep 
,A.dditional JOBS,SpI!riding, 
Addiliona.1 Child Candor JOBS 

. ~ ....J 

", WORK Program 
. Additional Child Care for WORK 

Savings from Child <:;are and Oth<:\rExpanliion 

'TranSitional Child Care 

Enhanced Teen Case Management. ' 

Savings ~ CaselolUi RCducti(,m 

ADP Federal and State Sy~ter,ns/Admin Efficiency' 


SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK . .... .l 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARF,NTAL RESP . 

WORKING POOR ClflLD CARE (Capped' atS900 million 
in net spending), '. . 

R.EMOVE TWO PARENT (VI') RESTRICTIONS 

Comprehensive Oran1:8 

Non-Custodial Parent J08SIWORK Programs 

Aceess Orants and. Parenting Demonstrations 

Child Support Assurane~ Projects 

IDA and Micioenterprise Projects 

. .SUinOTAL Spj.:CIAL INITIATIVES 

IMPROVING GOVERNME~T ASSISTANCE (lG~) . 

s~ Fie1ibility.on Earned income· 
. nnd Child Support,Disregards 
OenernJly Confonn(but not lncrea.~e) 

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

A&setli to Food Stamps· 

All Others , 


. ·SUBTOTALIGA 


5 Year 5 Year' 10 Yelll" 10 Year, 
:Total Federal Total Federal 

", 

,.­
(as) (30) (210) (85) 

(660) (220) (2,150) (810) , 

(535) (90) +" (2,080) (400) . 
';'''':,~'(405)' , ,.(1:60) :"::- (4,700) (1,555) 

.405 , 370 ...:, 1·085: . ',: 870' "",~ 

(1,220) '(130) ';~~(8:0Ss) . (1,980) 

" ,'.':(} 0 0 0, 
,2,870 2,295 7,llO 5,690 ..,,2,OHl 1;610 '~,910 3,930 

1,660 1,330 11,490 9,190 
760 610 '5,240 4,190 

(185) (l00) (1,480) (815) 
j­

555 445 2,565' ., 2,050 
210 ]70 595 475 

(390) (215) (6,070) (3,340) 
680 . 545 825 660 

8,170 6,690 25,185 22,030 . 

6,950 6.560, ,17,130 20,050 
" 

1,875 1,500 6,930 5,545' 
895 495 2,875 1,580 

' 200 200 350 350 

165 130 815 650 
. 35. 30 75, 60 

ISO 120 415 330 

60 175 140 

540 ' 1,830 1,530 

" 

710 385 2.225 850 
'"+~ 

,rio'.," 0 '0' 0 O. 
(75) (5) (165) (5) 
635 380 . 2,066 ,845 

10,980 9,415 30;825 _ ,29,550, 

Prl'Sideni;s Table with Fuli Phase-:ln in"Fy1996 Wi~h F~rther AdjustlDentli mIGA,,~9rkiDg Poor 

~hild ~I\re, and Demonstr~tiu~s; uP T"",~Parent p~ovision liS State OpfuJo;Elh~lin~teJncreJ!l!;e' 
in Territor:ieo;'Ciip; Conform A.~set Rul~'tlLFood Stamps but no In(:r;..ea..;.;..se:.,.i:.;:n:..:'L::;i:..:~~i.:..::ts_,.-c'-':"""____-::--:--"-':'':-'_',..''_';;'''' 
Note}: Pllrenthesesdenotc'savings, ,", . ,.', , 

" 

Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimaU!s represent 80% on..I: "expenditures ci\cepl for 
, the foUowing: benefits arc af<iuITcnt match rates; child support is matched at rates " 

specified in the hypothetical plan; and,comprehensive demonstration grantq llrerruu:cbed at 100%, 
Source:; HHSt ASPE stAff e.stimatcs. Thc:.~e estimate:shavc beal sha.rCd with staff within HHS and OM B but 
have not been officially revieWed by OMB. The' JXllicics do not represent :i'con~ensus recommendation 
of the Working Orl?up Co-Chairs. . 

http:Fie1ibility.on
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E X E C UT I VE .OFFI.,C·,E o F THE '. PRE SID E 

23~Feb~1994 05:27pm 
"""iI 

, TO: '( See Below) 

FROM: . 	 Richard" B.. Ba'vier 
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL 

J ' 

.," " SUBJECT: Report on'meeting·to discuss STEWARD model 

In att,endanceat the meet'ing to ·discuss .,the STEWARD model were David 
Eilwood ,arid'Wendell-'Primusand A~PE ~taff, Harold Beebout from

" 
Mathematica' and staff, Robert Moffitt (by p~one), and Ralph smith 
and John Tampogna· from CBO: 	 ' 

,In an initial' stage, Ellwood led a discussion' with Beebout' and, , 
Noffitt~bout 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.impactswete generally in 
line 

, 
.with earlier work, by 

. 
Moffitt,' E'llwood, 

" ,. 
and others., 

Wendell pressed about estimates of the ,combiried effects. They are 
iry the 40 percent range.' All agreed that they expected, a lower 
combined: effect, 'but speculated' on reasons for the-apparent lack 'of 
,overlap. .. " 	 . ", " 

After Ellwood had to leave, the, questions focussed more on the model 
'i'tself., In the course of the d:i,.scussion, it became evident that the 
estimates ofthe-, time-limit and work program had a'ssumed CWEP 
,limited- to 18 months. The model I s , relativelack of external 
validation was noted; and suggestions:" fot testing it were made. In 
addition, at 'least one question of interna,l consistency 'was 
identified in table'outputs.f-fathematica is golrigto look into it. 

~fter the meeting, Oe'llerich again stressed th,a<E:: ASPE cost estimates 
were' still preliminary. f:'We should expect to' see a new' table 
tomorrow. He think~"the numbers will: show 'progressively less'change 
with 'each sUbsequent\(ersi'on.' ,~';:" 

:;;:~ 

,'" .. ..;:~ On a 'related poi:nt, I had asked oeiterich- -to have"C'STEWARD es:timate'" 

, I . i'-the, effects· 9JJOBS, time-limits for a:ll non-deferred' (iDClu.d-in.9

_A~ ..~. y)o~ \ part-timer. work~rs) , ,followed, by ~WEP. ~Theyal::eady, had ~or:e "this 

\fJ.:\I'\\~ e\ : packag~ reflectlng the HHS. par,t-tlme pol1t::y.) Wlth tlme-llmlts fgJ;' 


", ,.' ~~ " p.Ert-tlmers, measured comblned costs for AFDC, '. food stamps« and EITC. 
';:;':3 ' ~~re lower than the: no-time-limit option, while work and work, exits 

from AFDCwereup. David asserted that the number of WORK slots we, 
• I would have to f,ind would be higher with time-limits 'for part-tlI!\ers.-



f,' 
~. 

1he tables don't appear to support·him, but he had to leave before 
we coulp get very far into the problem. In any case" these 
time-limit-:then-CWEP tables.will all have·to' be reproduced without 
the CWEP ti~e-limit before we 6an get.back to' this discussion.. 

Distribution: 

• w" 1-"r .,'•_~_ ~ . "::'~'To'L:' . Isabel Sawhill 

TO: .stacy L. Dean 


CC: Barbara' S .. Se:J,.fridge 
CC: Keith J. Fontenot 


. CC: LesterD. .Cash· 

CC: Michael E. Ruffner 

.,' 
" 

'CC:, . David K.Kleinberg 
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 financing paper that will ultimately go ttithe l?resident. 
That paper will outline as siritply as possible the different cost 
and fJnancing'pieces. Cost and financing should be described 
together because 'the issues are intimat~ly'intertwined: To the 
extent that one decides to-go for. a more costly set of provi-' 

.. ,siQns •..,Oni3..w±llnl3,ed. 'additional financIng,. I believe strcngly.,../ 
th~t it is important i",,, t.e able to understand the interact:ton of 
all of these 'decisions. 

The attached table lists the major cost items and financing· 
. options for fiscal years 1995-99, a. five-year total, ,and a steady 
state number. All cost figures' iru,:!lude the: total chanqe in both 
Federal and State costs. I have t.ried to accommodate OMB's 

, , desire'to see, low,...c'ost ,mid-cost' and t'figher-tost options ~ . aa ,weli 
as the impact of several free-standin9 prOVisions. 

" : 'The ta.ble' is constructed fairly simply. The, low~cost option , 
consists of the child support 'enforcement provisions,' an anhanced 
,JOBS funding stream (hopefully consistent. ,with one of the phase- . 
in assumptions) I the WORK program with one' year of conununity . 
service work at IItinimum wage, the' non-custodial parent provisions 
and 'child SUPPOl"t assurance demonstrations alreaciyagreed upon, 
child care to cover participapts in the JOBS and WORK pro9r~s, 
and 12 ,months oftransitional .ca.re,for everyone who leaves the 
AFOC proqram. FinCllly, .this option includes the budget impact of 
the prevf:l!ntion items already a'gree upon. By, itself ; this optic.m 
is not a proposal that, anyone should like, but it does illustrate 
the maj9r compo~ents of a low-cost option .. When ,weaqtually,see 
the cost n~ers, we may want to ,include fewer or more provisions 
in this,first option. . ' . 

The next. part of the t'able~' laheledas 'the mid-cost. option, 
inclUdes additional cost provisioris which could be added to the. 

;low-cost option. The higt!er-costoption''includes more expensive 
provisions which could be combined with the low- and mid-cost 
opt,ions. 'The ad.dendum sectil')n costs show the impact ,relative to 
the mid-cost proposal of·, various policies in whi'ch members of the 
group "have expressed par,ticular intere~t. ObviouSly:;" sqme 
provisions could ,be classified differently than 'they c'urreritly 
appear I but I would hope·we 'would nOt. need a,long discussion ' . 
about ,classification. Finally, under the finaricingsection, 10 
to 12 optiQn~ wi~l be 'listed. , . ' w 

.,.In the'paper for the President, each 'provision and ,t;pe rationale 
'f'o.r the provision should be 'detailed. I would suggest that 'the 
individual in, the group oY siX_. who, feels most s..~ronqly·· about each. 
of the more expensive options should attemptto'draft an 

""~additiohal Earagraph detailing ,~he rationale' for such. 

, t ' ~ 

:f.· 
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Within thef,ive-year budget window, one can lower costs by,moving 

the effective date. Costs should be estima~ed eonservatively 

assuming current budget scoring rules. One can only take oredit 

for provision~,actually contained in the welfare reform bill. 

Thus, we must assUme that the' Health Se,ourity Act ilas not be ' 

enacted a.nd we must be realist,ic ,about' h,ow fast the proposal 

could be phas~d' 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, af: "the Health', security, Act, ,and tl1'ey might also",~;assume, 

full ,imp~ement:.f:',\:ion·of'a:nadvance EITe proposal. 


For the moment,' I would.hope that we could. avoid getting int.o 
lengthy discussions about other major options to cost out. ,I 
believe it,would,be most useful to 'focus our: attention on gett.ing 

'one set of options· completely done right first. 

" ",7r-' ' 

, ) 

," '''" 

, , , 

'. ,:" 
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WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND'STATE) 	
00 

<0 

(By fiscal.year', in millions'of dollars) 	 '"­

, H 	 t ­

EffectiYe ;' 	 5-Year Stal:'ldy 
-I 

,..;' 

Date 1995 1996 1997 199B 1999 . TotalSlale (J> 

" .i 

, 'LOW-COST OPTION 	 cj
" !! 	 ,,) 

c 
r" 

Child Support Enforcement a; 

,. Paternity Establishment (Nel) , _ (ZAto\(,.E' o 
'.:> 

a;Enforcemenl,(Net) , . 	 U1 
C» 

Comp\Jter Cqsts N> 

TOTAL 

JOBS funding ( 


AlIsociBted Child Oafe 
 '~.'~ ...-' 

" " 'J 

": 
o
m'

. /J), " WORK-Program (UmUpf one year) , '- f1,l\oW41 ~~? 
i 	 " 

;J.­,Associated Child Cars '. :r Ul, 

t ~ 
'tTl 

:x:" Non-Custodial Parent ProviSions 	 VI 
!,' "" 

Child Support Demonstrations 

Child Car~(Only tran~ilional cant) 	 !f~ 

. ,Prevention Package (Minor,:paret'lt. demons1rations), 

"'f~'\.~ CAP 
SUBTOTAL 

t 

.. 
l§I 

'. <=. 
0­... 

x 11 
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" 

M,o.COST~OPTION 

-rt 
; 

Simpillication PaCka,~9 (Accounting period, asset rules) 

, h ." 
. Filing Unit Option. ' 

Disrega~d Package 

',.,ii
 7

EP~~t pro';;'J~:. 
'",'-. 

Child Can! for Working Poor (Selow poverty) 
! 

Additional Vear on:;;ommunitv~ 8orvloo .lobs 

SU!3TOTA(~Combin.~d with Low-Cost Option 
,.:-

l'j, r' , .,,. . '." 

HIGHEA-COST OPTION .! t 

Unlimited Time in Community Service Jobs 
~~1. 

;~(Addilionol Child C,am(Below 1:10% of povorty) 
_ _ . I ~~' 

More.Ganlrour(Dlsregardsand Simplification Pa.ckage· 
. .' ~ 

{ 

Less Gerierous Examptlon Package 

, Advance Eire . 'l,'_ 

c 


TOTAL' COST, !nclLlding .Low- 'and Mid-Cost ,Options. 

~ 

,J 

"t,' i l 

0 
'N 

~, 

a 
0> 
'-. 
<0 ..... 

..~ 
~I 

..... 
co 

Cj 
a "" 
t.,:J 

~ 
to 
0 

m 
(I, 
0) 

t<>. 

o 
::: 
tIl 
tn 
-', : 
;.. 
(J') 

~ 
IJ1 
<.!'l 
." 

,~.' 
'0. \ '0 
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ADDI;NDUM (Coata~a.v. to Mld-Coa' Optlon~ 
- / 

Tougt)er Pal9rnity Es1abllshment 
~'~ 

Up-Front Jab Search~ 
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Income Maintenance Branch. , . " . February 24, 1994 

Office of Management and Budget, 

Executive Office of the President 

Washington, IX: 20.503,' ',_ 


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

Please route'to:' , ' 

Keith Fontenot 

Barbara Selfridge \1)

Belie Sawhill" ' , 


, Subjed: 	 Possible Low, Medium and High 
Welfare R~form Options :' ' 

, ' . 

From: ' .,RiCh;rtier, Lester Cash, 
, 

Stacy Dean and Micheal Ruffner 

., .. 
I' .,;.-" ~ •. 

, Decision needed ,;:~.~ 

Please comment 
For youriruormation 

, Peryourrequest , 
Take neceSsary' action 

With informational copies for: 
cE 	 ' .. 

Phone: 202/395-4686 

Fax: '202/395-3910 ' 

Room: #7026 ' 


, ,Per your. request we have developed the,attached tabl~s which represent, 
hypotheticallow,rnedium and high CO.st optio'ns for welfare refO.rm. Our intent was 
not to' suggest thes,e, cO.mbinations as policy O.'ptiO.ns, but rather to' ill~trate that low 

,and meCiium CO.st O.ptions could be developed from the high cost optiO.n HHS sent 
over yesterday. The preliminary fiye year, costs associated wi~h each option are: , 
low; $3.1 billibn, ,medium; $5':'1 billiqn and high;$15l;>i1liO.n. " 
, , 'S.,r " , '. ' 
In O.rder to. create the low and IJledium",O.ptiO.ns we too~ variations of the HHS high 
cost optio:r: ", 

• 	 " Eliminated or li~ited certain elements. , For instance, for 'the low cost O.Ption 
we eliminated ChPd SupPO.rt Assurance Demos and, for the medium CO.st 
O.ption we capped' the, 4.emos at $50 milliO.n per year. '". " :,"" ' "" 

' 

,Added ~O.me possible savings O.ptio~: FO.r the,low cost O.ption we i,ncluged.' '. 
the Up FrontJob Search, Family Cap and,5=apped the DCTC. "', :, 

• 	 Scaled)ac~ the Transitional Assistance ariq ~bRI< progTairls. Richard ~, 

d~~eloped sO.meestimates fpr a less, ambitio~s program. 


http:SupPO.rt
http:IJledium",O.ptiO.ns
http:O.'ptiO.ns


'.' ' 

I, .' 

" 

February 24/ 1994 

, . , . . 

In addition/ w~addedlirws without pricing for those'itetiis which we believe will 
. have either costs'or"savingsbut whiclj'wE;renot indl:lged on HHS's ta1Dle:'"'' ' 

.. :J.., .," ,:!:;I __ " " ._. , "':"~"~ . ,,', ' 

Child Care Feeding Costs '. ., ' 

, . , . . 

.' Systems Costs for tpe Transitional Assistance and \VORl( programs." 

,. ' Food Stamp Interactions" ' 

• Medicaid Interactions' 

If you have any questions or comments about the t~bles~ plea~~ do not hesitate to 

contact us.,' " . .' 


4'''':: . 
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HHS PRELIMINARYWELFARE'REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 

A HIGH OPTION 


(By fiscal year, in milJions of dollars) 


5 Year 
, •. .', • _ow. ,~ _~.' 

1995 '1996,," 1997" :1998" 1999' Total 
•• .',,_ • ~ ....~ • , _. I .". . ,""'"'' _. 

, i.JOBS Prep '0 20 55 60 ' 70 205 
" 

Additional JOBS Spending, 0 270 850 1,020 1,070 3,210 

. WORK Program' , 0 0 0 170 ' 790 960 
. ,Additional Child. Care for JOBS/WORK Partidpants "0 250 700 830 980 2,760 

Transitional Child 'Care " 0 85 250, 325 340 1,000 

Child care Feeding Costs ' Not Yet Estimated 

Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 30 90 105 110 335 

Economic Development 0 0 .100 100 ·100 300 

, Systems Costs ' Not Yet Estimated 

Subtotal Transitional AssistancelWORK ,0 655 2,045 " .2,610 • 3,460 8,770 

Prevention Package '0 (40) (40) (45) (45) (170) 

Two Parent Provision ,0 0 400 600 800, 1,800 

Child Support Enforcement 41 
" 

Paternity Establishmen~ 0 (85) (200),~ . (300) (450)' (1,035) 

Enforcement<NeO 130 70 60 (300) (500) (540) , .. 
.Computer'Costs 100 llQ 200 250 ~, 1.000 
Siib~total CSE 230 135 60 (350)- ' (650) (575) 

, . 
Other Servites 

Non-cUstodfrzl Par.ent PrOVisions 0 30 90 125 195 440 
,Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations .20 25 30 30. 30 ,135 

,Child ,Support Ass.u.ranc,e Demo'nstrq.tions Q: Q 100, 2.QQ 250 ~ .. . " 
• p"';::" Sub-total Other Services 20 55' ,,;:220 355 . 475 1,125 

,., Subtotai Parental Responsibility 250 ' <150 640. 560 S80 2,180 
',,~ ... "'. 

n 
',.,;;~;"" . ..., .:~ , ;,. .. , 

;:,-: ~:!:t 
;'',,;'., 

':=<.
"' . M!~. 

1,'.' ,-­
If"'>"' 

-:;r.,!'" "" '':'.'it'' 
",,"''... 

.. ' 

, .,, 
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HHS PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE) 
, . , 

A HIGH OPTION 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) , 


SYear 
, 1995 1996' 1991 199~ 1999 Total 

-',, 
~. 

" 

' ' ", .
Working poor dilld Care' 0 165 " '1,185 1,310 1,440 4,100 .. 

, . ; 

.' ' 

, Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimated 

,:Advance EITC, , 0 0 0 0 0 0 
' .. 

,Subtotal Making Work Pay 0 165 1,185 1,310 1,440 ,4,100 

Asset Rules, Filing Unit, 
Simplification of ;Earnings 
Disregards" Acc()unting and 
Reporting Rules o '0, , o 0, o o 

, No additional benefits for additional d;lildren ' -(40) ,(100),' (120) (160) (160) (580) 

Food Stamps Interactions Not Yet ,Estimated 

Medicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated 
'Other Interactions ' Not Yet Estimated 

NOTEs: " 

1 These are HHS preliminary estimates dated Feb. 23, 1994. New e~tim.ates may be available 
as of Feb. 24. ' , '-', 

2 Additional JOBSPartidpants in thousands " 0 123 374 ,435', 444 
, Additional WORK p.articipants , 0 0 0 33 147 
3 'HHS numbers'for the same proposal show acaseload 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 sharesof costs and collections, 

Under current law~ these provisiOns would increase costs to the Federal government while, 
'f ' i • ' ,1 ''!I 

~.' :;~;, ,generating savings to the State.·,Thus, the Grand Total cost would iil:trease,_ _, =_ 
"f~' 5 HHS-assumes the Federal gove~e~t 'will pay 1QO% of the added costS of ~elfare reform~ IfStates 

paid the same shar~qf ~eliare reform cOsts as they dO'under current law! costs could be reduced 45%., 



;, 

, , 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

A MEDIUM OPTION , 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dqllars) 

1995 1996 1991 1998 1999 

·5 Year, 
Total 

Additi6~al'JbBS Spendi~g 0 

. WORK Prbgram 0 

Additional Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants 0 

, Child. Care Fe¢ing Costs 

. Systems;Costs 

Subtotal '0 

, ";" 
..,. ' ,~. ---'­

270 '·850 1,020 1,070 ·3,216 " 

0. 0 170 790 960 

, 250 700 830 960 2,740' 

Not Yet Estimated 

.. NQt Yet ;stimated·"
. 


520 1,550 '2,020 2,820 ' 6,910;' 


Preventiqn Package 0" 

Two Parent Provision 0 

No additional benefits for additional children (40) 

ChildSupport Enforcement 3/ 
Paternity EstabliShment ~ , 0 
Er:zlorcementCNet) 130 
Comput~ Costs 100 
Sub· total CSE . 230 

' . 
. Capped ChUd SuppOrt Assuran~ De.monstrations . 0 

Subtotal 190 .. 

.. (40) 

0 

(100) 

(85) 

70 
150 
135 

50 

45. 

, (40) .(45) (45) 
. ' 

. 200 300 400 .. 

(120) (160) (160) 

(200) 	 . (300) (450) 
' 60' , (300) (500) 

200 250 . 300 

. '60 (350) . (650) 

" 

·50 50 0 

150 (205) (455) 

(170) 

900 

(580) 

0,035) 
(540) 


1,000 

(575) 

U;-(~ "...1­@ fJc...Ps . 

(215) 
" 

Working Poor Q;ildure 0 

,Child ~re Feeding Costs 
"H' 

..Advance EITC 	 0 
~,-', 

Cap and Make ,Refundable Dependent Care Tax Credit·· 0 
.:-J<' 

~~ Subtotal· 	 -,',,:".:f 0 

~t~-:· 

, .80 

0 

0 

80 

590, 655 ·720 

Not Yet Estimated 
' . 

0 0 0 

0 0 ,;:;.~,: 0 

590 655 ' ,120~·· 
" 

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

..};6!3 Zot s­
,\'::,;. 

0 
J ... 

0 

.l,..Oa"" Zo4S" 
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'PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMA.TES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

A MEDIUM OPTION 


,(By fiscal yecu:, in millions of dollars) 


SVear 
1995 1996' 1997 1998,1999 Total 

"J" ' . .~~ .. 
Assii:Rules, Filing Unit" 
Simplification of Earnings, 
Disregards, Accounting and 
Reporting Rules o ' 0 ,; 0 o o 

FOOd Stamps Interactions Not Yet Estimated 
Medicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated 
Other Interactions Not Yet Estimated 

NOTES: 
1 These are HHS preliminary estimateS dated Feb. 23, 1994. New estimates may be available 

as of Feb. 24. " ,. 

2 Additional JOBS Participants in thousands 0,123 374, 435 444 
WORK participants' ,,0 . 0 , 0 33 147 

. 3 Child, Support estimates are combined Federal and Sta'te 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 c;osts'as they do under current law, costs 
could be reduced 45%. 

:.,;.." " 

..;.~' . 
I " 

..:. , 

v 
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PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST :ESTIMA TES(FEDERAL AND STATE) 


A LOW OPTION 

(By fiscal y~ar, in millionS .of dollars) 


5Ye~r 
1995 1996 19971998' 1999 Total 

IlE§Jm~D~II§IIt.~:.~'_.:I~.I~i~I~~1:~\§11!i!i:m!ili;i!imhl:ili:~j:~~~~!\!i:fimilm:i:;ti~,l[;J:!:i:i;::::i:)!:'::l!ilil:;j:;:::::i::::i:::::::,I:~l. "., . . ,-' - . 

. Applicant Job Search/No AFDC JO days 19 (29) (33) .... , (38)' (44) . (25) 

Additional JOBS Spending ..,t­ 0 160 460 525 535' 1,680 

WORK J>togram ~ •.;.!;... 

Q 0 "C-,·~o ," 125 565,:::-" 690~ 

Additional Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants '0 180 
, 

:540 
.. ' . 

665 840 ' 2,225 

, Child Care FeedlngCosts Not Yet Estimated 

Systems Costs . NotYetES~ted 

Subtotal TransisUonaI AsslstanceJWORK 19 311 967 1,277 1,896 '4,470 

Prevention Package 0 (40) (40) (45) (45) , , (170) 

No additional benefits for additional children (40) (100) (120) (160) (160) (580) 

Child 'Support: 'Enforcemen t 1/ 
, Paternity EstOblishment 0 (85) (200) (JOO) (450) (1,035) 
,Enforwnent(Net> lJO 70 '.60 (JOO) (500) . (S40~ 

Computer Costs 100' 150 200 250 300 1,000 
Sub-total CSE ,2JO , 135 60 (350) (650) , (575) 

SUBTOTAL Parental Responsibility 190 (5) (100) (555) , (855),' . (1,325) 

Working Poor Child eire Funded urider the diScretionary cap. 

Child care Feeding Programs Not Yet Estimated 

Cap Dependent Care Tax Credit , Not Yet ESfuna ted 

'Food Stamps Interactions Not Yet Estimated 
Medicaid Interactions 

:"\I" . • 
Not Yet Estimat~d 

. Other Interactions. ' !'Jot Yet Estimateci 

NOTES: 
t.: .... 

, ,1 These are HHS preIiIliinary estimates. New,estimates may be available Feb·24. , 

.2 ~ild SuppOrt estimates are CQmbined Federal arid State shares of ~ost:s.,and collections. Under current' 

'iciw, th.ese provision~ would incr~se'costs to the Federal government '~hile generatingSavings to the 

State. Thus, the Grand Total cost would mcrease. . 

3 HHS assumes the 'Federal government will pay100% of t)le added costs of 'welfare refoIDt.lf States 

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

http:refoIDt.lf


ID: 

FEB 24'94 

~-. 	 " 1?:01 No.016 P.Ol 

v ' -, /~" 

OPTION, 
•.",..1.;-, 'fX~295 

'" "'" 

1 'Mit/c.r Moms Live tVitlll>aretlts as a­

, Depmdcnt 


. (Preliminary OMS staff pricing): OIL (20)• 	 • >- '. '- ~ 

(HHS ostlmatt!) OIL 

2 	 Up IrOrit lOBS search for 30 dtlyS before 

AFDC benefit, . 


(Prdin:Jnary OMS pricing Low Option) , OIL 19 
". --" ... 

'"'0, bt~l->r .3 Paternity Cool,eratlol1 aild Retluced 

State Match 


<OMB staU pricing) OIL 

. 4 NaHannI, Family CaT) (no AFDCfot' 
", children bom 011 welfm'e) 

(Preliminary CBO staff pricing) OIL (4(}) 

(HHS estimate) 
,OIL (35) , 

5 	State Optlon to Im{Je a fnmilycnp 

(50% take tlte cap) 


. (OMS StaffPrk!ng) 
OIL (18) 

6 DeCU11fng Match r~tc OlJer time 

(80% J0E!S; 70% WORK,,§O% thercl.fter) 
,- ' . I ,~,_, 

(O¥S,StaffPriciflg) 	 OIL 

-' 

FXl9.26 FY192z_"FYl~9Brn292' fl'1925:!J. 

(20) , (20) .(20) (lOO), , 

(45), '. (50) (50)' (50)', 

(29) (33F' ,(38), (44) , (125) 

Not Yet Estimated 

(100) (120) (60) (160) (580) "(iJ
,(100) OW) (40) (150) , , (535) . 

:; 

(50) (55) . (70) (75) (268)' 

, ~" 	Not Yet E~titn~ted 
. t:;''w':. ' 



ID': • 	 I,

FEB 24'94 17:01 No.016 p.02
: " 

IfYJ99S FY1996 fY192Z fY1998 fl'199~ EX199S-2 
,". , 

OPTION 	 ,m995 ,.fY1996 fY199Z Fri996 FYl2.22FY1995-2 

, ,.' 

7 	 25% Set A 6ide fur Job Placement imd 
Wor.k Stlpport 

,(OMB Staff Pricing) 	 OIL Not Yet Estimated 

8 ' No Mi'!ing ofWork a;td Wt:1fare after ' 
the ti,1Je Umit 

~ .. 

(OMB Staff Pr!cin'g) ':, OIL'" 	 No.t Yet Estimated, 

9 Set a perc~tt?ge cap for the ex.empt;, ' 
, castlaad 

" 	 ~. 

(OMB Staff Pricing) 

o OIL', 	 , NotYctEstimated 
,;;.0 

:~ .. 
Ii 	,2 year IOnS, 2 year WORK, 4 year' 

AFDCwitll a dcc1illing tIltltch rate,,' 
75% bellefit lJflckagt 

.. 	 ' 

(OMS Staff Pricing) 	 , OIL Not Yet estimated 

NOTES::' 
• Most options are non-additive 

6J:ridng is preliminary. ' 
 .. .:". 

• 	Assumptions used for pricing, shouldbc'vcrifis.:d. " " 

..'.; .. 
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Comparison of Alternative Ways (;If Treatin~fPart:Time Work for Phased-In Group 
;, 

% Reduction % Reduction " 

; ;" ;i
.: ~ from from No # Combining 

# Beyond Prevlou's Stopping % ofTotal Work and 
Two Years Option of the Clock Reduction Welfare 

FY2000 

No ProvisionJor AliowingPart-Tlrrie Work . 460 0 

Part-T1me Work Only Before the T1me Limit; Slows the Cioc.k by 1/2 Month 403 12':39% ' 12,.39% 36.31% 174 
,Part,Tlme Work Only Before 'the T1me ~Imit: Stops the Cloc,k' 338 16.13% 26.52% 41.40% i,19~ 
Part-TimeWork Before and Af1er the Time Limft;'Stops the Clock 303 10.36% 34.13% 22.29% " 231 

" 

" 

l~ •Total Difference 157 
Percent Reduction 34;13% 

FY 2004 

No Provision for Allowing Part-Time Work 872 0 
" Part-Time Work Only Before the Time Limit; Slows the Clock by 1/2 Month 820 5.96% 5.96% .24.53% 195 

Part-Time Work Only Before the Time limit: Stops the Clock 776 5.37% 1'.01% 20.75% 214 
Part-Time Work BeJore and Af1er the Time Limit; Stops the Clock 660 14.95% 24.31% 54.72% 3~9 

',.,>

Total Difference 212 

Percent Reduction • 'I! 24.31'%
I 

.-;, . \~t . ~ 

. J. 
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SUMMARY PRICING 
Three Possible Options' 

' (I'
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) ().';IJ"1"/r4~/ . 

5 Year' '10 Year Steady 
3/10/9412:45 1995 1996 1997' 1998 1999 Total 2004· Total State 

,A 
6 
Ct 

Subtotal Reinv~nting Government 
Option, 

~ c.. Option ~l,: 

0 0 O. 0, 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 .0 .0 

(5) 1,120· 3,410 4,580 
10 715. 2,11Q 2,555· 

-20 '325 1,005 1,045 

0 0 N/A 
0 0 N/A 
0 0 N/A 

II 

N/A 
, N/A 

N/A 

A .' SItBTtJ..rAt., 
B, Subtotal 
C Subtotal 

~ 
11;. 

.";. 

;-~ 

WORKING DRAFI 
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~ 
I ' ::: 
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~, 	
DET AILED,OPTIONS 

.. ~ 
, 	 . 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM CpST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUST A TE) 
: ' ; Three Possible Options Delta 
(By fiscal year, in ,millions ofdollars) from 

5 Year, ,10 Year adjusted ,Steady 
~li . 

" 	 1995 1996 1997' , 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total State 

A JOBS Prep: Case Management for Deferrals 0 15 50 60 


B Umited Case Management/or JqBS Prep 0 10 25 30 

C No Case Management fdrJOBS Prep, . " . 0 0 .0 .. 0 0 


> 
}: .. 


A Additional JOBS Spending: Ass\imes everyone " 


,in JOBS.is· in an education or.trainingactivity. 


or job search 9 months oU,t of the year. 

(about 5O%·above the iev~lin it demo intended 


to achieve max.imuin participa~on) o 260' 820 940 "980 t,405 

, ~J' 


>' 

A technical reestimate of Opti6nA rost~ 


(excludes EITC, health care reform and part time 

work behayioJ: chan~) 

~, 


B 	 More realistic participation levels in " 

JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is in an 


I eduCiltion or tmining'actiQity or job' 

search 7 months out, of the year. 


-
,C 	 • '- f4.'U{cC:'1'P/I'_ti 

More realistic partiCipation levels in 
• 	 ,JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is in an 


eduCiltion or tmining activitY or job 

, search 7 'months out of the year: 


C SUBTOTAL 


WORKING DRAFT 3/10194,12:43 PM 1 
. 	 i, 

:~ , 

\ ' 	
';
i': (, 
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• ..t 
DETAILED OPTIONS 

, ~ 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
Three Possible Options . Delta 

. ~ . (By fiscalyear,in millions of dollars • from tLr..--...~JJ' 
5 Year . 1~ Y~'itr adjusted' Steady 

1995 1996 1991 1998· 1999 Total 2004 Total State 
,. "'""'." .. - .... 

A WORK Program 0; '0 o . 120 620 8;005 

A technical reestimate 'of ~ti~n A cOsts ' . 
. (excludes EITe, health care reform and part time' 
work behavior changes) . ,.;..;................... ;.;.. 


~ . .. . ".' ,: ~ . 
B -Cap OVerhead at $3,500/job/year(vs. $5,250) 

3<)'0<> :"'d,:",,;'"
ThiS is approximately the spending level s"'<. >-c.. f>,.;.: F-t4 . ­

required forcommunity.seroice (irork-for- wo.A.:. l!..><(lt-" ~ • $''10 '1", •. ­
J 

.welfare> rathei:than 
work-for-wages. 

'l' ~ 

- ~trWOR*-Slot..ftumbeHt..5m 

. - . limit time on WORK to 3 years . 
then 75% ofAFDC+~ooc! Stamps 

BSUBTOTAL . 

. I' 

C -. Cap Overhead at $3,500/job/yearlvs. $5,250) 
. - limit Time on WORK to 1.5 years 

then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps 
, - 1/5 WORK Slots in Child Care/Monitoring 

CSUBTOTAL 

., 
,.
\. 

, 
-!' 

.. 
:,(; 

.j 

1 WORKING DRAFT . 3/10/9412:43 PM 2 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 


. . .1···· 
PRELIMINARY WEL~ARE REFORM COST ~STIMATES (F'EDERAUSTA TE) 

Three' Possible Options Oelta !I 

fBy fisc~l year, in millions of dollars) ·from ) 
10Year adjusted Steady 

'1995 1996 2064 Total. State 

D Cap.the Work Slot numb~ at Am and 0 0 0 95 445 1,120 . . (j,830), ' 


WORK ooerhead tit.$3;300 per slot 

E Cap the Work Slot number at :~m .and 0 0 0 . 95 445 
 '1,470 .:lf$)Q.ti'!:: (6,640)

" ,..-.... - ­

,WORK-ooerhead at $3;300 per slot 
" of Cap the Work Slot number at .5m and 0 0 0 70S' 510 1,720 (5,490), 

WORK ooerheadaf $4,000 per slot 
; 

G Cap t/1e Work Slot number at .7m and' /' . 0 0 0': . 105 510 2;320 (3,840), 
,WPRK ooer~ead at $4~ per slot .'. 


H Part-time workers not eligible for . 

..MDC after two years' , 0 0 0 110 5.60 
 .~ .3,170 (2j70). 

':1.,1. 

A' Savings in AFDC Benefits from Caseload Re(iuction' 
" (Savings in JOBS/WORK are incorporat~ above) 0 (10) ,.(40) (90) . (100)' (250) 

B Not Yet Estimated. 0 (10) (40) (90) (1()() (250) . 
,',:"

'C Not Yet Estimated fi. 0 (10) (40) . ,(90) (100) .. ' (250) 

i; 

A Child Care for JOB'SIWORK Participants . 0 240 ,1680 750 870 2,175 
B. Less Child Care Needed 0 230 ' 640 " 660 770 '1;925 
C . Less Child Care Needed 0 160 430 450 540'. . 1,715 

::::::::::; :::::~:::-::::::::::;::;::: 

, '., 
'i
.,' 

" ...~ , 

WORKING DRAFT 3/10/9412:43 PM 3 
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DErAILED ,dPTIONS 

,I 
PRELIMINARY WELfARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FE[)ERAUSTATE) 

/e 

Thre~ Possible OpJions Delta 

(By fiscal year, in millions of do~lCU's) from 
5 Year 

"~ 
10 Year adjust~d Steady 

1995 1996· 1997 ;. ,1998 1999 Total 2004 

'A TransitionaJ Child Care . 0 85' 250 .300 350 j 600 
B . Alternative under review' 

r' 
0 85 250 300 '350 600 

C Altp-native under'review 0 85. 250 300 . . '350 600 

State 

-1,: 

~.~ 

120' 

B Cap Cil5e management admin costs a.t $ 5011'!, 0 30 50 50 50 

A. E~anced Teen Case Man~geme'nt 0 ·30 90 105; 110 

50 :, 
O.C Deter O· 0 0 0, 0 

L 
!" , i' 

.' I' . . .' !' 

'1A Economic Development: Microenterprise loans 


. and Individual Development Accounts 0 0 100 100' 100 
 0 
. l . 

B Modest ~conomic Development .0 0 50 ·50 50 0 

C Defer O' 0 0 0 0 
 0 

A Subtotal Transitional AssistalicelWORK . 2,285 
.~ . 0 620 1,950 3,000 6,535 

.. 
B Subtotal 0 545 1,595 1,780 2,265 3,235 ~1. 

. C Subtotal 0 385 1,185 1,340 1,705 2,140 

,i" 

.. .. I"t 

-L , 
'1 
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, . DETAILED OPTIONS:, 

PRELiMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST,ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
;Three Possible Options Delta 

(By fiscal year, in'milliot:'s of doHars) from 
5 Year 10 Year adjusted. Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total. ' ,~ ',' State, 

;f 

;" 
!,' 

, . 'WORKING DRAFT , 3/10/941+:43 PM·S 
" 
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,; 

·DET AILED OYrIONS . 

PRE'LIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
~. . . 

. ,J, 

A· 
. (By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) !' ,from, 

. ~~ 5 Year , 10 Year' ,adjusted Steady­

~ree Possible Options , Delta:JI 

d 

1997 1999 State 

~ : j A Chiid Support Eriforcement; 10 40 ,,(85) (85)' (375) 

.,8 Same as A, but higher computer costs' :45 85 (25) . (30) (310) 

C OPTION 8- 45 85' (25) '(30)' (310) 

A Non-custodial Parent Provisio~~ .0 30 ,85 , -110 165 
, 8 Modest 'Non-custodial P~rent Provisions 0 15 45 55 ' 85 

C Defer 0' 0 ' 0' 0 0 
,;\ 

j' 

A Access Grants and Parenti,ng Demonstrations., .' 20 -25 - 30, 30 ,3D 
8 Defer r r ' , ,0 ' ' o o o o 

ii. 
.1"':C Defer 'I' , . 0 iJ 'Q o o 

A Child S~pport Assllrailce Demonstrations ,0 0 100 200 250 

8 ' " Limit and Cap (SA Demos '0 iJ 50 -", 50 50 

C Defer' 0 0 0 ' '0 o 


1·!.1 
l~ 

, . , , 

11 ;J 

A Subtotal Parental Responsibility :, (5) 0 460 795 865 

B,' ,Subtotal 10 S' .l180 - .275 ,150 ' 

C . Subtotal i (20) '(60) (180) (295) (635)

"; .,~ 

,~ " <.j 

. ';!' 
• t'~ 

WORKING DRAFT 3/10/9412:43 PM 9 . 



DETAILED OPTIONS 

p ~ PRELIMINARY W~LFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES '(FEDERAUSTA TE) 
ThJ;ee Possible Options . Delta' 

:(Byfisca,year, in millions df dollars) , from 
\ i _ ., ~ 

5 Year 10 Year adjusted! Steady 

" ; ~1.~95 '1996 :'!.997 '1998 1999 Total, 2004 Total ""State 

i ';1, 

, A W ork'ing Poor Child Care ' J 0 500 1,000 J,500 2,000 

B Target ChiliCare alI!arenls 26 ;and under . ',0 165 335 500 665'
.. 

;C Defer 
c.
,', 0' 0 

.. 
0 0 0 

,~ . 

. , 'A Advance EITC 0 0 0 0 0 
~ l . B No Change . .Q 0 0' 0 0 11' 

~ iC No Change 
" 

0 0 0 0 0 


; ~ ., 

i;' 

A Subtotal Making Work P~y' . '. 500 1,000' . 1~500 2,000 .. 
B Subtotal 0 ° 165 ' ·;335 500 665 

C Subtotal ,0 0 0 0 0 

F 

! !' i , " 
~ 

~,~ 

,;'; WORKING DRAFT 3{10/9412:43 PM 7 
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!; 
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• • 
DETAILED OPTIONS 

"\', 	 , 

P,RELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM lCOST ESTIMA~S (FEDERAUSTATE) 
Three Possible Options Delta 

~t 

1. 
. 

, (Byfi~cal year, in millions of dollars) 	 .(rom ;;1 

.' 	 \' ~. ~., ; ~... ( .. , . ,' 

5 Year 10 Year adjust~d Steady 
, j" 1995' 1996 "1997 ; 1998 . 1999 Total 2004 Total . State 

. A 	 Asset Rule~, Filing Unit, , , 

Simplification of Ewin~ 
Disregards, Accounting and . , 
Reporting Rules 	 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal Reinventing Govemme-nt itl o . 0 0 o· 0 
\' 

B No Change, 	 0 0 0 0 0 .. 
,!t. 	 '-­

"C. No Change 	 i .. 
.o ' 0 0 0 0 

- j;~ ~f' 

i 

·A 	 TOTAL (5) 1,120 3,410 ·4,580 . 5,865 N/A 

.<~\ 
.1 

.~ ~ 

B . .Total 10 715 2,~10 .:. 2;555 3~080 , it ~\. NIA 
'Ii 

C .. 	 Total (20) 325 1,-005 1,045 . 1,070 NIA 

T 	
i·
i 

" 

!i~ 

, I\, ( 

T: 
:;... 

" v 

"\' 

t" WORKING iJRAFT 3/10/9412:43 PM 8 
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, DETAILED OPTIONS 
,; 

~~'ELI'MINARY WELFARE; REFORM COST ESTIMATIS' (FEDERAUSTA TE) ,.'.. . . : '. ..~ . ~.' 

Three Possible Options, ~"~ . Delta 
(By' fiscal year, in inillions of dollars) from" 

5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady', I 
" 1995 1996 1997 1999 Total . 2004 ' , Total State' 

JOBS/WORK Systems Costs ,100', 300 ' 300, 400 300 
Includes estimates of Statt/Federal costs toadap'tcomputer al'!d o~her under the new program.. 

I!'; 

, Child Care FeE,'ding Costs (JOBS/WORK/TCO, f o I 35 " 95 105 120 
The CACFP costs associa.t,ed wjth, expanded child care' '. ! 

. , ,', - . (';~' ".' '.; 
" ~ '! h; 

<'1 
:·,·:·.·.·:·.·.·:·:·.;.:.·~·:;2;·;· ;::;:::::::::::::;:;:::::;~:2::~::::: iA'

'Child, Care Feeding Cost5(Workirig Poor) 0 50 ' 100 ISO' 200 
, The CACFP costs associ.izted wi~}j:expanded chilicare 

~WORKProgi-am 0- , 0 o 1060 

Remove EITC andBealth Care ReformBehavi~ral~sumptions 


~ i;' . ,", 
'C 

~{ 
, fl'\

JOBS Program I, " 0 , 40 110 .130 I ,140 
Remove EITC and Health Care Reform Behavior~l Assumptions 

.J 
'. ' 

Subtotal , 100 425 ','. 605 ' 795 , '820 
" :. 

. . ... f . 
Sanctions "':; ,,1 ;, " "; ".: '. ·... 't·;;.· .J(,Not Yet Estimated 

FederalMatch Rate effecton State behavior' , , i': --1 


Focxi, Stamps,Interaction~ l Not Yet Estimated ' 
 ~ 

Medicilid Interactions Not Yet Estimated 
iEITC Interactions /' Not Yet Estimated 

'Other Interactions Not Yet Estimated 

~~:'! . ~. !! . 
~!-

. '-i;:' 
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, , 

PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR, " 

OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER1971 
, , 

"FY 1997 
, 

. ,: i.43 millionProjected Adult Cases With, P~rent , . 
--':.' '.Born Mter 1971.Withou(Reforln" '" 

'Z;(;'Off"~elfare with Reform 
I:",: , " 

(Health r~form'~fterJ999, EItC:'~ , : i 
, 

1':iillllion 
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc.)' 

. ... 
. TAP Participants 

~ 

~". 
,1.32 million , ' 


WorkingWhile on .w~lfaie ,. '. 
 .16 million, 
. , . ," . 

" JOBS PartiCipants .66 million 

'WORK Participants .00 million .., 


Pre..:JOBS- disabilityhige limitS work 
 .13 'million 
.. 

Pre-JOBS-severely di.Sable~child .07 nlillion 
.. 

:' .30 million Pre-JOBS~~ing for child under one 

'Notes: 

, ' 

.FY 1999 

1.93, niillion ' 

" 

.21 million 

L72 mWion 

.22 million. 
t .• " ........__.. 


~7Tfuillion 

.1~,million' 

.17 million 

.09 million 

~32 million 

" 

FY 2004 . , 

3.34 IDillion, 

,,'Ii;" 
, , 

~'_'::,.,~ .,',J' 

.68 million 

.. . 

2.66 million 
' . . , 

.33 Jl1illion 
. .... _..... 


:88 million 


.65 million 


.28 million 


.12 million 


.40 million 


. . .I 

Numbers assum~ modest behavioral effects that increase over- time. These behavioral effects 
.include a 50 percent increase in the percent of recip'iehts working part-:tiine~ empioyment '3.I1;d, 

. 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 fo( 2004 are f 

' subject to, considerable error ,siq.cj! it is difficult to Plake caseload projections or to determine ' 
", the impact of WORK requirements OJ?, behavior. Figures for FY 2004. alSo as~ume ,behavioral 

effectS from the implementation of health reform. ' , 

.. " 

..,:f • 

". 
~. , . " 

.. , 



" , .. 

.; . zl.( t'\Q ~~~ .... WaA.: 1- / )./11;, . '80 / 20/0 

.. 

Notes: 
.', 

Numbers assume moaest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects 
include a 50 percent increase in the, percent of recipients w~rking part-tiine,employment and 
training impacts similar to San Diego's SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent of 
recipients who leave welfare fOf'work when they hit the timeliDiit. ,Figures for 2004 are 

, subject to considerable err,or; since it is difficult to make c;tSeload projections or to determine 
the impact of WORK.requirements onbehavior. F.igures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral". 
effects from the im~lementation of health reform. 

. 

PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR 
OCTOBER i996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS,BORN AFTER'1971 . 

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

,. 

FY1997 
.. 

FY 1999 FY2004 

ProJ~ct~d. Adu.ItC1).Ses Wit,h -Parent 
"Bom'After 1971--='Without Reform .-". 

1.43 million' 1.93 million 3.34 IDrn.ion.· . . ...-

:t"~ Off w~lfare wigf Ref0!:W. . 
...: (HealthTeform-after 1999, EITC, 

Child Care, JOBS, WORK, :etc.) 

~ ,1;,:.::;:-"" 

: .11 'million 
',' ". 

.' -
..22 million. 

1:­ . 
'\~ 

. ,... ~' - ._­ ,'., ,~ 

~: .. ......71 million 

., .'V ~ 

:rAP pam.cipants .. , ... 
1.32 nilllion 

.. 
1.72 million 

",. 

2~63 million ' 
. --' 

.Wqrking While on Welfare " .16 million. " .22 million 
. 

.33 million 

J OBSParticipaiits :66 million 
.. , . , 

.77 million 
.. 

.88 million 

WORK Partkip'ants .00 million '.14 million AO million 

Pre-JOBS:.... disability/age limits work : .13 million .17 million .50 million 

. Pre-JOBS....,severely disabled child ,,,.07 milli9n .09 million .12 million 

Pre-JOBS--:-caring for child under one 
"7~__ • 

~. 30 million, .32 million' <, 040 million 

-,f' .' 

. " 



./; . .~,:t-<.\\('{oN\\-.. wiJ~\ LI~i~' J../O/'::;-d/JP, "3 -/o-/v ~O· 0 ­
, ~ , ~ 

'" : 

. ' 

"PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM 'FOR 

OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971 


,', " , ". " 

FY 1997 FY 1999 ,FY 2004 

Projected Adult caSes With Parent .' 
.' J • -'-' 

Born Mter J971',Without Reronn ,­
"',' 

~. , 

Off welfare with Reform 
-(HeaJth reform¥ler-1999, EITC," o••• 

Child Care~ JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

.. -

1.43 inillion 
" 

,. 
-~'-

.n million: 

1.32 million T AP P~cipants 

1.93' million 

'. 
~,wr;::: ... 

.22 million 

1.72 Jllilijon 

3:34 Inillion 
. ­

''",-' 

-'~" 

,.: .74.. mlllion 

" . , 

2.60 million 

; '''', ," 

Working-Wlille on Welfare " .16 million 

, 

.22 million .3~. million' 

.... JOBS Participants ,. .66 million ' .17 million .88 million 
. ' 

. WORK Participants ' ' . .00 million, 
. 

.14 million :48 'mil~ion 
." 

Pre-JOBS-:disaoility/age limits work, 

Pre-J9BS-severely disabled ..child " 

.13 million 

.07 million 

.17 million 

.09 million 

39 inillion 

:12 million 1\ 
, Pre-JOBS-carmg for child under. one ..30 million 

" 

.32 -million .40 million 

, '..'. '.. . 

\ 

Notes: 

, Numbers assume modeSt behavioral effects that increase over tinle.' These behavioral effects 
inClude a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipie~ts working part-time, 'eI1fploymeht and 

, training impacts' similar to San D'iego' 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 detefm~ne ­
the impact of WORK requirements on behavior. Figures forFY 2004 a!so assume,behavioral 
effects from the implementation of health reform. '. 

,­
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. 
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SUMMARY PRICING 

HHS Estimate (Feb'24) and Two Possible Alternatives 


_(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

5 Year . 10 Year . Steady 

3/9/9414:15 1995 1996 1997 1998' 1999 Total 2004 Total State 
~; 

Subtotal TranSitional Assi~tance/WORI<: 
·.. Option A 

Option S. 

HHS Subtotal Reinventing Government o o o o :N/A' 
Option A . o o o o N/A 

0;Option B o o o N/A 

HHS Proposal (5). . 1~120 . 3,410" 4,580 ';%W?:Y'Y, N fA 

A Subtotal 10 775 2,385 . 2,945 . N/A. ' 

B Subtotal :J. ·20 375' 1,080 1,125 . N/A 

. , 
(' 

1 
~: . 
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DETAIL~D OPTIONS 

, 	 ' . ' '" . j, 

PR,f:LIMINARY WELFARE- REFORM ,COST. E$TIMATES (FEDERALIST ATE) 
Delta 

'../ . from 
5 Year "" 10 Year adJusted' Steady 

3/9/9414:44 19951996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total· ,HHS State 

'~ JOBS P~p: Case Managem~nt for D~ferrals 0 15 ,50 60 70 
,A Umited Case: Management for JOBS Prep 0 10 25 30 35 '::::,",..,.",,,,<,:.,,:: 


B No Case Managementfor JOBS Prep' 0 0 0 0 0 

, 	 ' , 

• 	 Additional JOBS Spending: Assumes eve.ryone 
in JOBS is in an education or training activity 

,or jOb search 9 months out of the year~ 
(about 50% above the level\~n a demo intended 

to achieve maximum partidpation) 1/ 0 260,' _820 940 ' 980 ' !:~:~~:i:~~~ii:: 730 'i::i~::!~I;.m9.1{, ,l i,405 

Atechnical reestimate of HHS costs . 

(excludes EITe, health care reformand part time i 0 ' 300 930' 1,070 1,120mj$;~P1:~' l,020!,@:}JJ5:m':1, t, ;"00 1,940 

work'behavi,?r changes) 

A 	 Up front JOBS se#rch lor 30 days before 

AFDCbenefit 0 250 855 990 l,035~:::'3lt3o.:rm: ,! 925fi7P5$'jj _(755) 


B 	 More realistic participation levels in 
JOBS: Assumes everyone iPJ JOBS is in an' 
eduCation or training activi,tY:orjob ' 
se#rch 7 months out of the year. 0 200 620 690 710 560\5~ZQH; (3,140) 1,000, 

. ... : 
, 

'J'6~ ~~L:.. 'P~t:p. i; 
, 	 ~ 

i-

L', 	 ·1 



DETAILED OPTIONS 
I 

} 

PREL1MINARY WELFARE REFORM. COST ESTIMATIS (FEDERALISTATI) 
,­HHS. Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) . from 
5 Year 10Year.· adjusted Steady 

1995 1996 1997· 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State 

·0 0 -0 120 620 
,"i' : 

A technical reestimate of HHS costs 

(excludes EITe, health 'clue reform and part time 

work behavior changes): . 0 ,0 0 )30 680 3,820 '10,050 


A 1 Cap Overheo.d at $3,500/job/Yeflr(vs. $5,250>, 
~. 

Th~ is appro:d:inately the spen~ing level 
_required for communitY seryice (work-for­
welfare) rather thanHHS's'pr,Oposal far ­
work-far-WageS. _ 0 0 0 . 90 400 mIK~~.::::::.:: 2,210 . }.~~mi (5,800) 5,715 

A 2 Limit time on WORK! to 3 yearS 
, 

" then 75% of AFD<; +Food Stamps Q Q Q 130 ~ 2;760~;1~aI: (1,780> - 7,380 . ! 

Cost of Combined Option 'Al and A2 0 0 0 90 400 400 '::'ij~$Q;:::::i: (1. i, erJ) 

B 1 Cap Overhead at $3,500/j~b/Yt!flr(vs. $5,250> 0 0 0 90 400 

- B 2 . Limit Time on Work to 1.5 years 


then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps Q' ... Q Q . 130 ~ 
B 3 1/5 WORK Slots in Child Care/Monitoring -'. 0 

; 0 0 100 510 

, Cost of Combined Option Bl,B...2 and B3 0 0 0 70 290 
" 

I' 

.C .Cap the Work Slot number at Am f: 0 0 0 130 680 2,570 . (2,730) 4,120 
D Part-tUne ~'rkers not eligible for' 

.4FDC;ajter two years O. ,0 0 110 560 3,170 '12290::" (2,370)"r/;:::(:::;:;:;::;;::~fIj il 

2,210 (5,800) 5,715 ' 
~! .; - -, 

1,370 (6,050> 4,970 

~~, 

2 



DETAILED OPTIONS 


; PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES ,(FEDERAUSTA TE) 
HHS' Estirnat~ (Feb 24) and Two Possible Aiternatives Delta,i 

" , (By fiscal year, in millions ,of dollars. hom, 
5Year . 10 Year adjusted Steady' 

1995' 1996 1997 '1998 1999 HHS State 

- Savjngs inAFDC Benefits.,,~th Caseload Reduction 
(Savings in JOBS/WQRK cire incorporated, above) 0 (to) , , (40) , (90) , (tOO) 

A Not Yet Estimated 0 (10) (40) , ' , 

(90) (100) 

B Not Yet Estimated' 0 (10) . , (40) (90) (100) 


-Child Care for JOBS/WORK P~rticipants ! 0 240 ' 680 750 870 

A Subject to Chang( 0 240 680 750 870t 

'B Subject to Change', j ~ ',' , 0 160 430 450 540 :;:;;,~~M;;;;;;:;:; ""',' .I...., .:::;:;:~)j:::':~:~;::::::::, / , 

- 'Transitional Child Care 3/' 0 ' 85 250 300 ,350 

A Alternative under review 0 85 250 .300 350 
B Alternative under review. " 0 85 ' 250 300 350 

j 

-: Enhanced Teen Case Management" '·0 • ,30 90 : 105 110 
. ~ ·I~ . 

A , Cap case management admin costs at $ 50 m.· 0 30 50 50 50 
. B Defer 0 '0 <,:.:.:;:~:~:,:.:~: ••.»:;,;: ' .:,:.:.:.:.:.:.:.:;;.t:,~;:;:;,0 0 0 

-' . EcOnomic Development. MicroenferpriSe loans 
and Individual Development Accounts 4/ 0 0 100 ' 100 100 
A "Modest Economic Development 0 0 50 50 50' 
B Defer ' ;, 0 0 0 0 0 -.-.".;.-.:.:.:.:.:-:.;.;.,-.-;....... 
 ! ') 

; t': 
......." ..;; }~;}:};:j:j:: .>. ;:;:::::::: .:.;.;.;.:.:.:.;.:-;-:-;-:' 

-Subtotai Transitional AssistancelWOR,K 0 620 1,950, 2,285 3,000 
. 'A Subtotal 0 605 1,870 2,170 2,690 

B Subtotal 0 435 1,260 1,420 1,790 

.\ 

:* 


~ ~'", 
; ~ 

, 

, 


" 

" 
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i DETAILED OPTIONS 
j 

, 	 , ,. 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
! HHS ~stimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives . Delta 

,1 

.1(By fiscalyearl in millions of dollars) 	 hom 
5 Year 10 Year adjuSted St~ady 

3/9/9414:44 1995 1996 1991 1998, ,'1999 Total 2004' Total, liHS State 

; f 

• 	 Require Minor Momstd Live .with Parents. o (45) (50) (50) (50)
A No change' , . , "j; .' o (45) (50) (50) (50) 

B No change, 	 .0 (45) (50) (50) (50) 

I ' 

• Comprehensive DempllSi-rati~f! Grants 	 o 50 50 50 50 
A . No change ' ",,: o . 50 50' . 50 50 
B :No change 0: 50 . - 50 . 50 50 

• 	 Two Parent Provision: Quarters of Work 
, 	 . 

and 100 hour rule 5/ o o 440 680_ 945 
A Quarters of Work Only (. o o 220 340 

i 

,475. ­
:B - Quarters of Work Only - '~ o o 220 340 ' 475 

.., 

• 	 No additional benefits for additional children 
_. (Family Cap at Stat~ Option) 9/ (35) (100) " (110) (140) (50) 

A No change ,(35) (100) (110) (140) (150) 

B Mandatory Fa~ily Cap, (65) (150) , (375), (605) -(800) 
; 

,:li. 

;:- ~. 

~:! 	 i ~ 
, " 

4;' l' ~ ~~ 

'I 

, 



DETAILED OPTIONS 

.ri 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta 

(By fiscal year, inmill.ions of dollars) from'i ~ ~ 
, ; 

Paternity Establis~ent : 

Enforcement(Net) 


. Computer Costs 

Sub-total CSE 


A 	 Includes added cost Of propo~ed:match rate 
Paternity Establishm~t' "', 
En{orcement(Net) 
Computer Costs (Staff r~estima~e) . 
Sub-total CSE 

B 	 Option A 

• Non-custodial Parent Provisions 
A Mode'$t Non-custodial Parent Provisions 
B Defer­

• Access Grants and Pare~ting De~onstrati,ons, 
A Defer 

B Defer­

• Child Support' Assurance Demonstrations 11/- 0 0 tOO 200 250 j, 

A Limit and Cap CSA Demos .!' 0' 0 50 50 50 

B'Defer . '0, 0 0 0 0 


:i 

Subtotal Parental ResPQnsi1?J1itf- . 	 (5) 0 460 795 865 , . 	 . , "I,
A Subtotal" ';,': i • . , '10 5 180 275 ,150 . 

, 

B Subtotal 

;, 
(20) (60) (180) (295) (635)' 


':! 

,5 

fl·:!', 

5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady, 
1996 1997 1998 1999 HHS State 

5 20 (110) (165) (215) 
(10) 	 (20)' (65). ' (80) (320) 


15 - 40 90 160 160 


10 :40' (85) (85) (375) 


5 20 (110) , (165) " ' (215) 
(10) 	 . (20) - (65) (80). (320) 


~ ~ , 1£l ' 215' 2L1' 

45' , 85 ' (25) (30) ,(310) 


' 45 '85 (25) (30) (310) 

0 30 85 110 ,165 .. ~ 

0 15 45 55 85 
0 0 0 0 0 

20 25 30 30 30 " 

0" 0 0 0 '0 
,: 

,0 0. 0 0 0 
-" 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 
I' 

. . . . . , '.. i ' .,. 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
HHS Estunate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta 

'J '.' • • , • :

:.' it " :' (By fiscal year, in millions of do'lIars)'. ~" ' ,from. :; . ; :;-:tt ~ - .. . , . • - " 
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady 

3/9/94 14:44 '! 1995 1996 1997 ' 1998 1999 Total .2004 Total ;HHS " State 
'" 

• Working Poor Olild,Care 1.Ot~! 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 
• j,,'"

,A Target Child Care at Parents ~6 t!'nd under () 165 335 500 ',6,65 
B Defer 'I 

" 
0 0 0 ' ,0 0 

• Advance EITe '7/ 0 0 0 0 :"'0 


A No Change 0 0 0 O· 0 

B No Change 0 0 0 o ' 0 


Subtotal Making Work Pay 0 . '500 1,000 1,500 2,000 
,A Subtotal iO 165 335 500 665,

:Ii 

B SUbtottd, 0 0 0 0 ir 

• Asset Rules, Filing Unit, 
Simplification of Earnings ' ,f .J. 


Disregards, Accounting anc;l ; , 

:

Reporting Rules 8/ ,I, {r ,~, l , 
:} . 

0 0 0 <5 0 

': " 
~. 

, Subtotal Reinventing Government 0 0 0 0 ,0 


. 'A No Change 0 0 0 0 0 

. B' N('J Change 0 0 '0 0 0 


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

~; 

6. 

1 
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DEIAILED OPTIONS 


; P,~~yM~!'lARY .WELFAREREFORM CO'ST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA n:>. 
•. :HHS Estimate (Feb 24> and Two Possible Alternatives, . '. .' ::, ,', , Delta 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from 
:i. 5 Year 10'Year adjusted Steady 

3/9/9414:44' ~f ( 1995 1996 1997 . 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State 

~ .. 
;.' 

'\­

HHS Proposal, ; . (5)' 1,120 3~410 '4,580 5.865 ~::?t4~97(g 8.925 r/s.oo800ll~ N/A 

A Total 10 775., 2~385' 2,945 3,505 :m9::82mi?:~1; 4.085 ~m3011101 NIA 
,
,.t:: 
i' 

B Total 
.~ 

(20) 375 1,080 1,125 1,155 m:i::~)l4~l.: 900 :~::lp.~!m: ! NIA 

JOBS/WORK Systems q>sts 5/ ;. 100300300' 400 300 ' 
InCludes estimates of State/Federal costs to ad'1pt; computer and other under'the new program. 

Child Care ,~eedJng Cqsts OOBS/WORK/TCC> .. : ' 0 ,35 95 105 120 
The CACFP costs associated with expanded child CIlre 

Child Care Feeding Costs(Work,ing Poor) 0 50 100 '150 ,200 
, The CACFP costs' ~ociatedi'~th expanded child. ami 

" "\ . , " , 
" 

WORK:program : i ; 0 0" 0, 10" 60 
Remove mC'and HeQlth'C~re Reform Behauioral Assumptions from HHS's eStimates 

. ;,~ 
: ~ 

'/,' t 
~, , 

j, • 
l't; 

7 
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~, : ,! , DETAILED OPTIONSt.!.,:- - i '\' ... 
 J'I I' 
. -. : 

~~~ .'lr 

:: PRJiUMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
l.! .. ; ";. . '.' . . 

•• j ;;~ .,JIHS Est~at¢ (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta, 
! ,j 

.' 

~'(By~iscalyear; in milJions of dollars) from 
> : 5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady 

3/9/9414:44 :;. l" ;\ ; . i' , ; 1995 '1996, ! .1997 1998' 1999 ' Total 2004 :. HHS State 

JOBS Program.. . 0 40 110 130 140: 290 
Remo:'eEfTC and Health Care RefOrm B~oral Assumptions from HHS Estimates 

Subtotal . 100 425 605" 795 820 . 1,700 

Sanctions Not Yet Estimated 
:- ~ . :;'!~l . .' - ,

Federal Match Rate effect on State behavlOr 
d: Food Stamps Interactions Not Yet Estimated . 
d 

MediCaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated 
Other Interactions (GJ n) . Not Yet Estimated· 

1 

< 

.J 
)j' • ¥ •• 

~ , !.~. 

... 
FI"i; 

. i'f 
;J 

.. t~ ;, ,~ -f.' 

,~.~ ".: ,t,'l .f 
, 

, " 
,
t ) :" ~ ~ '" :"1, " 


. i 

'., 

.i: t ~' 
,.j 

, '.1; .. " 
!. 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

'r ­

r : ; PRE~IMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
, ,,\' 'l'l~HS E:stimate~Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives' .' ,Delta 

, (By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from 
" ....' , . ." 

" , . 5 Yeax: 10~ear adjusted Steady 
3/9/9414:44 ' "1995 1996 1997 1998 "1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State 

1 HHS dollar estimates,.were provided onIythrough FY99. Subsequent estimates are based on HHS caseload tables. Tw,o technical 

corrections were made: 1) the Budget base,line is ass~med, rathe~ than the lower baseline HHS, assumes; 2>. the sha~ of the caseload 

working is held at current levels, rather th,an increasing 50 percent, as in HHS·s'estimates. HHS and Technicai Reestimatesindude 

JOBS/WORK savings due to casel<;>ad reduction. Savings are for options considered independently. <;:ombined effect have not been 

estimated yet. SteadY( State estimate uses i~ caseload with no effects of EITC increases 9r health reform .. 'Effects of applicant job, 

search ex~polat,ed from FloridaFlP on~yea~·impacts. 


2 Repe~t Footnote 1 ' , ~I+ 


3 Working with HItiS to umierstand TCe assutnpti.0ns. j! 


4 Economic development is a 3 year demonstration project. 

S HHS has determined S yr;:~ost, but stream 'of outlays is not set. 10 yr estimate is placeholder. 

6 These numbers were receiyE;d verbally Feb.·28. Child Support estimates are, combined Federal and State 

ii, 


shares of costS aridicoll@~~. Under Current law, these proVisions would have Federaf"costs and saVings 
f 

, ;;: , ; it 'I,· . ~ -' . 

7 HHS's current proposal assymes no scoreablecosts for the Advanced EITC. A change in law in order to mandate the, .~ 

advaneedEITC cOUld have sIgnificant costs ." 
S HHS's current pro~sal assumes that the,Reinventing Government items will "have no net costs. This may be 

difficu!t to accompii"shgive~ the magnihIde of the savings and costs within this ca'tegorY' 
9 COO estimates for Cl Fa,m.i!y o;p ,are ~ignificant)y lo~er than HHS. 
", I, ,~,; I ~ 1". !.' ~, •. -', ". '-. ' , , ';'; .•' t; ., 1: \ ~ . (160)',' "(580) !COO: Mandatory F~.mily·~p" ".'" (40) (100) (120) . (160) 

. , . .',.~. . . ... ; - " " . . . . ~ . , 

10 PJace holder esti,mate - wilFpe revised 'shortly. ' ," 

11 HHS CSA based on outdated CBq pricing.1HHS will reestimate. 

" 


, ' 
" , 

:~ 
':, 

.: ~ 9~i 
, 
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, TABLE 1 - PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FED'ERAL AND STATE) 
, \ FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 
'(By fls~al year, Iii' millions of dollars) 

,I 

(24 month WORK program loll owed by .... sessment leading to 10% sanction, 50% WORK and 40% pre-JOBS) (Wellare and Nonwellare Impacts) 
Total2000 2001 2002 2003 20041995 1996 1997 19911 1999 Total 

PARENTAl RESPONSIBILITY 
" 

, , 

Minor Mothers 0 (45) , (50) , (50) (50) (485)(195) , (50) (50) " (55) (55) , (~) 

Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 0 50 50 50 50 475200 50' 50 55 60 60. , 

Two-Parent PrOl(isions' 0 0 440 '860 945 6,970 


No Additional Benefits lor Additional Children (20) (50) (125), (200) (265) 


2,065 960 970 960 990 1,005 

,(860) • (275) , (285) (300) (310) (320) (2,150) 
-, 

: t.
Chil d Support Enforcment ; ~ " , _ (1,975) ,Patemity Es~lishment (Net) , 'i 5 20 (110) (185) (21,5) (240) (260) (305) , (330) (355)(485) 

. '-Enlorcement (Net) (10) (20) • (85) ," (60) (320) (4,855)(445) (835) (910) (955) (1,015)(495)" 

Computer Costs 15 " 35 95 160 160 
 1,085 

Non-Custodial Parent Provisions ,0 25 60 120 185 

155 130 115 110 110,485 
• 374 2,019 

Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 20 25 30 30 30 

410 240 200 330 375 

30 30 30 30 - 30 285 .. 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 0 100 200 250 


135'1 .. 1,500' 550 ,250 250 250 200 0 
~' '­

SUBTOTAL, CSE 
' ,~ 

30 85 130 265 90 600 ' (10) (415) (490) (570) ,(856) (1,741) 

'TRANSITIONAl ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK -­
"0' , 160 ' , 225,300JOBS-Prep 25, 60 95 100 1,245 "115 145 260 

,j
'Additional JOBS Spending 0 ' 200: 720 920 860 6,730,760 760 770 820 880' 2,720 

' .. 
Additional Child Care lor JOBS with Head Start j 0 '1,50 555 ,720 700 5,3102,125 , 615 625 " 615 850 860 

) 

; 
, " ! ,', i

1,380' _ , WORK Program .q' . ,!; 0 6' 0 110 660 'no 1,810 2,010 2,370 2,560 ',10,920.. 

Additional Child' ,Care lor WORK with Head Start 0 0 0 45 265 4,520310 560 750 " 635 985 1,060 
..'j 

" ' 

Trarlsitional Child Care with Head Start ..1.' 
, , 

0 ' 25 185 ' 250 335 390 450 500 575 640 3,330n5 
.., 

Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 20, 55 65 65 75 75 75 60 '85 595205 ,Economic' Del/el opment 0 ' 0 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 0 700 


Savings -, Caael,oad Reduction "'0' (220) : (410) (460) , (600) 
 ~D (730) (600) :(1,090) (1,22Ol- (1,600) «?,350) ) 
'Savi~gs from Child Care and Other Expansion 0' 0 0 , (5) .. (35) (850)(40) (75) (100) (120) (145) (170) 

! 
,i 

ADP Federal and State,Syst&n:ls 50 ' , 60, 130 , 250 320 830 220 100 40 40 45 1,275 
if. ". . ~ : ,- J, 

Enhanced Administrative Efficiency 0, , (30j " (35) (40) (45) (450) ,J (IsO) (50) (55) (60) " (85), (70).-;. ~ 
" 

~ ~~ { " 

SUBTOTAL; JOBS/WORK , l' " 50. 260 ;' 1',395 2,070 2,590 
 6,385 " 3,430 3,935 3,915 4,460 4,460 26,625 

.. 
MAKING WORK PAY 

, . , 

..
Working Poor Child Care (Capped at S2b) 0 500 1 1,000 1,500 2,000 16,266 

Advance EITC 0 0 0 0, 0 


5,000 2,080 2,163 ' , 2,2~ 2,340 2,433 
,0 0 ,0 0 0 0 0 

" " -
GRAND TOTAl ,60 790 2,605 '4,275 5,315 13,245 6,1,35 6,313 6,295 ' , 6,870 , ' 6,672 45,530 

13,245 45,530 

Note: Parentheses denote savings. , " 
. I~ I 

1'3 _/ (" -rS'-53 
Source: HHS/ASPE staff ,estimates, These estimat;;" have been shared with staff withinHHS and OMB but have ~ot been 

, <;>fficiaJly r~viewed by OMB, The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation 01 the Working Group co-chairs. 
j' 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE' 



March 9, 1994 

~ote 	to Wendell' 

From: Steve Bart'olomEd-Hill' 

SUbject: FillngUnit Savings Options 
.. :'" ~ .:., ,~ 

, 	 , 

Dis:ted below are the filing unit options ,that save money- that we' 
are simulat'ing with~ TRIM2. :, ".. 

~. '" 	 ~. 

0' , Remove., €he provi'sion that prevents sst, ,r~cipient's' from being 
ihthe.AFOC unit; 

'0 	 Reduce the maximum payment by, 1/3 when"auI)it,'meets at least 
,orie of the ,following conditions: 

The· unit r,eceives a hous'i.ng subsidy; 

The' unit is a child only unit; or, 

The unit lives with the grandparehts of the child, and the 

grandparent are not in anyAFOC uni:t. 


o 	 'Make ~h~ paymen~ standard for child o~ly units eq~al to the 
incremen;tof the, payment. sta,ndard for a unit" of one adult to 
a unit of one adult arid ~ne ehild (or, one adult and x 
children if ;there is more than,onechild'in the unit). 

, . 	 '. , 

o , Make the AFOC unit equal to the' food ~tamp unit. 

o. 	 Apply an addit·ional. eligibility test: ,When the pre-AFOC 
income of the food stamp unit is equal to or greater than 
130 percent of poverty, then the AFOC uni't is. not eligible." 
This is'siniilar to the 'option above, except that it does not 
add any people to theAFOC unit. 'By definition, this option 
would affect only those AFOC uni,ts that do not' currently 
receive food stamps. 

Simulation results.will" not be available for most 'cf these' 
options' prior' to, your meet'il1g this, afternoon',' Hpwever, using 
available information I have done some back of the envelope _, 

·estimates. I will' pass along simulation results as soon,as i 
receive th~m.· ',.. " 

" 
Of no.te, all the savings below are AFOC savings only. A la~g~ 
portion of these savings would be offset by increases in food 
,stamps,'( 30 percent offset would be in the' ballpark for most of 
the,i' ~stimates) ,and increases in, housing assi!';t'ance, "'~Further,',. 

,.,under current match rate policy" about half 6f th.,e.AFDC savi'ngs 
would be accrued by states: As, a r~sult, unless chamjes in' 
federal financing-are proposed,clswell, these proposals won't 

'save 	much in terms of ,federal dolLars. ' 

, " 

http:hous'i.ng


.:""'" , , 

1; Reducing the maxiinum, payment by 1/3 for ~hild only, units: 

About 15 percent of ul1its are child-only units. In 1992, it 
appears these unlts r~c~ived about $1.8billio~ in benefits. 

'bne-third of this ,amount would 'be $600 m~llion. 

Notes: In some cases, 'child only units result from a parent 
'receiving 55I'. ,If .we include' 55Irecipients' in the unit, 
the, savings from this, option, w:i.llbe:.r:educed. 

:~ .-­

2. 

In 1991, '9.,,5% of units rep.orted living in public housing; 
another 13.4%' reportf;!d receiving another" rent subsidy. 

", 

" 

Assuming ,these, 23perc~nt of units received~an average 
,benefit, 1/3 of their benefits would t'otal $1.5 billion. 
, we wanted', to exc1ude those:in public housing, '. the tqt~l 

would ~e ,$900 million. 

If 

Notes:' Reducing'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 ,the,se options,' could' 
r'esult ~n people losing eligibility. ' 

:,.... 

3. Reduce maximum payment by 1/3 when· the unit lives with the 
grandparents of the child" and the grandparents 'a're not in 
an:otherAFDC unit: ,'" 

An earlier 'simulation that included grandparents in t;he ,unit' 
affected 12.3 'percent of units. ,Assuming these 12.3 percent 
receive an average benefit; 1/3 of,· their' benefits would 
t,otal '$800 million. 

Notes: F1='om QC,data, ,it appears that 'grandparents 
present mo.r:'e,frequently than in TRIM2. 

are 

Also ,the cumu,lat.ive, impact. oft.he three opt. ions above would 
be less t.han t.he ,sumsadded't.oget.her, begause, some AFDC' 
units may meet more than one of the' 3'conditions, that result' 
in a reduction in .the maximtiIn payment. -. ' 

4. Make the AFDC'unit equal 
V2) ~ : .. 

to the Food 5tampunit (simulation 

You received the simulation resufts for'this.This 
simulation was done in combination with ,'p. change in the 
asset limit arid the two-parent family provisions., TRIM2 
estimated that' this 'combination would save ,3.3",percent of 
baselirfe costs (roughly $670 millio~ in 1991J. 

, ..,':, 

If we subtract out the asset increas'9' and two-parent family 
provisions,' it would appear from,TRIM2that thif;l,option, 



", 
~ ...r g 
.{ " 

would save ab6ut9percent of, baseline cost;.s ($1.8 billion). 
I believe, however, that this ,estimate is ·too,hi<:Jh. 

5·. 	 Apply an additiona'l eligiblTity test: When the pre-AFOC 
income of the food stamp unit 'is equal to or grea,ter than 
130 percent of poverty, then the AFOC unit is :not' eligible. 
This is similar to the 'option above,except that it does not, 

, add any ',people' to the AFOC unit. By .defini'tion, this option 
,'would affect only, those'AF05.;;,' units .. that do not currently , 

re<;:eive food",Jtamps (and only a subset;. of" thos,e). , 
. 	 . . ~., 

( 

, . 
According to AFOC QC: data; . .1~, per'cerit 'of, 'A¥DC units do not 

"receive food stamps ... In'- ro~ghly a quarter-:-'of' those cases I. 
there is no one else in the dwelling unit. In 'the remaining 
three qU,arters, there is' 'some' one else' in the dwelling unit'. 
It is possible that these MOC uriits do not receive fQod 
stamps because ,the ·additional person would be' in the, food 

"stamp unit but haslnconie that makes the hous«;hold ' '" 
,':ineligible., ,tn 1991, th«;se- un,its received $1. 6 .J:iillion in ' 

AFOC benefits; , 
, ., 

.Notes: This doesn't mean we would get .$1.6' billion in 
savings·;' There' may be,a reason other 'than t.he.presence of 

,the additional .personthat the unit,does not receiv~ food' 
stamps. Also, if·this person's presence :means the, loss of 
AFOC J.OY the unit, there may 'be, some behavio~al affects 
(i. e. t~e person or the AFOC, unit may move out)." 

, " , . 	 .,' 

,6. 	 I'did not do any back-of-the~envelope estimates for 
including SSI recipients or changing the payment stqndard 
for children. 

/' ' 

. \ ... ~ 

~.....-' 

"\ . 

, . 
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DET:;AILED OPTIONS 

, PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM, COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE)' 
, Three Possible Options , Delta 

(By fiscalyear, in'millions of dollars) froIit ,Annual 
I., :, :: '5 Year 10 Year a~j';1Sted Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 '1999 'TQtal 2004 Total' A' :State 

A JOBS Prep: 'Case Management for Deferrals 
B -' Lim,ited Case Management fOr JOBS 'Prep 
C No ~e Manag~ent for'/OBS Prep , 

A 	 Additional JOBS Spending:, Assumes everyone 

in JOBS is in an education or traini~g a~ivity 
'or job search.9 months out oHhe year. 

(about 50%'above the level in a demo intended 
, 	 I 

to achieve maximum participation) 

, Using13udget Baseline 


.B More realistic par.ticipatio'n levels in 
JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is inan 

'education or tra,ining activity or job 
search 7 months out of the yetl~. 

, 	 .,!'; j,:' 
C 

- N> 

.. ' More realistic partiCipation leVels,in 
-	 , i' 

JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS is in an 
education or training activity or job 
s~arch 7 months out of tHe yetlr. : 

CSUBTOTAL 	 ' 

o 
o 
o 

25 
15, 

o 

s........\~S' c:L..~~J 

80 
40 
,.0 

,95 
50 ' 

o 

100 
50' 
o 

7 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFAE.E REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE) 
Three Possible Options Delta

'" 
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) hom Annual 

5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady 

A 	 WORK Program 


Usfng Budg~t Baseline 

. 1 

>, 

.' B.. Cap Overhead at $4,OOOljobly'ear(vs}5250) 
, Cap WORK slots at .5m 

,B SUBTOTAL" (j.v e\...1~ <:'Oo<'t. r.l~) 
, ' 

C '. Cap Overhead at $3,5ooljob/year(vs. $5,25Q) 
e' Limit Time on WORK to 1.51years, 

then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps 
'1".. 115 WORK slpts in Child Care/Monitoring 
CsUBTOTAL 

, 	 ' 

, OTHE~ \:VORKOPTIONS 

D 	 . , Cap the Work Slot number at Am and 
WORK overhead at $3,500 per slot 

E Cap the Work Slot number at .5m and 
WORK overhead at $3,500 per'slot 

F Cap the Work Slot l1umber at.,.5m'and 
, WORK overhead at $4,000 per. slot 

G Cap the Work Slot number at .7m and 
WORK overhead at $4,000 per slot 

:H 	 Part-time workers not eligible for, 
AFDC after two years 

J 
I 

0 0 

o· '0 

Q " 0 

6 0 

0 0 

·0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

95 

95 

105 

105 

,110 

445 

445 

510 

510, 

560 

:.-Q 

1,120 (7,830) 

-, 1,470 (6,640) 

' :1,720 (5,490)' 

2,520 ' (3,840) 

3,170 (2,370) 

,:
<' 
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~- DETAILED OPTIONS 

. PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATESjFEDERAUSTATE) 
Three Po~sible OptiOJlS Delta 

(Byfiscaryear, in millions of dollars) ,hom Annual 
5 Year ·10 Year, ~djusted Steady 

1995 1996, 1997 1999 . Total 2004 

A 	 AIDC Savings from Beha~ior EffectS 

(JOBSIWORK savings incorporate;dabove) 


B Not Yet Es timated 
C Not Yet Estimated' 

. A Child Care for JOBSIWORK Participants 
B Less Child Care Ne~ded " 
C . Less Child Care Needed 

A 	 Transitional Child Care 
B Alternative under review 
C Alternative under review 

A Enhanced Teen Case Managemen't 

B Cap case management admin costs at $ 50 m. 

C Defer 


A Economic Development: Microenterprise loans .. 

r and Individual Development Accounts 
. 	 . . I 

B. Option A -. 	 . 
C . Modest Economic develo"ment· . 

. ~ .. ~ 

r ~ 

,. 

o (10) (40) (90) (00) . (250) 
o (10) (40) (90) (100) (250) 

o ,(10) , (40) (90) (lOOf (250) 

1,760o 150 - 555 765 965 
o 70 305 465 635 1,300 
o 70 305 .,465 635 1,300 

0' 25 165 250 335, 640 
.11 Y. ~~ o 25 165 250 335 640 	 C ~L

i. 

.0 - 25 165 250 , 335 .;649 	 ­

: 

,. 85o 20 55 65 65 
o 30 50 50 50 50 , . 

o o o o o o 

0 '0 100 100 100 0 
0 0- 100 100 100 0 

0 0 '50 50 50 0 

Total - A 

...l 
i 

o· 
o 

,J"c..\.v.­o .' 
~ • 
'0 ' . 

·i 

,430- . 

(595) 

(150)' 
t 

;'\ 
). 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 


, PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 


A JOBSIWORKSrstemsCosts 
Federal and State 50 80 130 250 320 

B Option A 100 300 300 400 300 
C Option A ' 100 '300 3()() 400 300 

I.~ 

A Subtotal 
, ! 

1 " '59 590 1,975 " 2,635 ' 3,585.L 1. l~ 
B Subtotal ", 100 630 l,!i40 . 2,020 , 2,590 

C Subtotal' , 
" 

100 585 1,400, '1,835 ~,220 

t? 
.j , 

Three Possible Options Deltil 
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from' ,Annual 

'5 Year 10 Year adjust~d Steady 
,,' 1995 1997 1998 '1999, A" State 

,A RequireMinor Moms to Liv~ with Parents 
" B ' No change 0 (45) (50)', (50)' (50) ,(60)" 

C ' , No cluinge 0 (45) . ' (50) (50) '(50) "(60) 
,. 

rO 
,0 
' .' 

~ORK1NG:DRAF1ii 3/1,5/943:49 PM 4' 
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;v i 	 DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
, 	 , 

Three Possible'Options Delta 
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) front Annual 

.t 

1995 
l.It:lllun:ouauurr G~ants oA 

B Capat$50m 	 o 
C Cap at $50'1rJ. , 	 o 

'" 

A ':two Parent Provisfon: Quarters of Work 
and 100 Hour Rule 0 


B Included in "Reinventing ,c;overnmert~ :', '0 , 


C Included in "Reinventing Government" 0" 
, " 


. ·1 
, ~ 

'A 	No additionalbenefitsfof,addition~l children '.' 
(Family Cap at S'tate Option) '. (20) (50) (125) (200) (ltD) t,. (jlU) 

(320)B No change 	 (20) (50) (125) (200) . (265~ 0 

C Mandatory Family Cap (65) (150) (375) . (605) , . (800) 
 , (800) (3~45) 

A Child Support Enforcement\~ , 10 ,. 40 (85) '(85) (375)' 


,B Same as AI but higher computer costs , '45 85, (25) (30) (3im 
 55Q" 

C OPTIONB 45 ' 85, (2~) (30) (310) . 
 550 

A Non-c~stodial Parent Provisions: 	 o 25 ,80 '120 185,. 
B Modest Non-custodial Parhtt Provisions o 20 60 -90 140,' (500) 
G . Defer 	 o o o o o (2.020) , 

A Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 20 25 .30 30 30, 
. (285) B Defer 	 o o o o o 

q85)C Defer 	 o o 0', 0' o 

,J 	
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50 • 

0 

0 
0 

50' 

440 

0 
0 

5.0 

680 

0 
0 

945 

0 
0 

, 5 Year adjusted Steady 
'" State 

(25) 

(25) 

H 
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DETAILED OJYfIONS 

."1' . 
,,..~ 

, PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COSTESTIMATES (FE'oERALlSTATE) ! 

. ~ree Possibl~ Options' , '~" Delta 

(By fiscalye'ar, in million~ of dollars) from Annual 
. . 

5 Year " 10'Year adjusted ~:;teady 

19q5 1996 1998 . 1999 Total 2004 Total A State 

A Working Poor Child Care ' 0 500 1,000 ' 1,500 2,000 
' 900'B Target Child Care 0 0, 500 900· 1,000 (8,970) , 

C Defer 0 0 0 0 o ' 0 (16,270) 

..".:i 
.(~A Advance EITC 0' 0 0 0 0 

B No Change .' () 0 0 0: ·0 0 '0 

C NO,Change . 0 
! 

0 ,0 0 •.. 0 0 0 

A Subtotal Making Wor,k Pa~ .0 ' 500 
. , 

.1,000 , 1,500 2,000 
B Subtptal 0 0 500 900' 900 1,000 (8,9.70)

" 

C Subtotal 0 . 0, 0 0 0 "t 0 (16,270) 

WORKING DRAFT, 3/15/943:49 PM 6 
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:, 
DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERALIST ATE) 
Three Possible Options 

·.(By fiscal year, in millions of .cI0llars) 
5 Year 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total " 2004 
10 Year 

Total' 

Delta 
from Annual 

adjusted Steady 
A State 

" 

11, 

. A Asset Rules,.FHlngUnit, Simplification of 
Earnings Disregards, Accounting,:Reporting 
Rules 

,! 

0 0 0 0 '0 


B ' Include Two ParentProvisions 0 0 0 q', 0 

C Option B 0 0 0 0 0 


.:.:;:-:-:: :;';';';"': 'j 

} 
" 

Subtotal Reinven.ting Government:" ' '0 0 0 '0 . 0 
-. ' , j,!, 

B· . No Change " t) 0. 0. 0. 0. ,0. U, 0 
C, No Change 1 ~ 0. 0. 0., 0. 0. 0. 0 

A TOTAL 60 1,135 3,415' .4~880 6,355 'J >,N/A 
: ! '\ 

B Total 125 :! 690. 2;0.0.0. 2,830. 3,10.5 'NIA 

.. 


'C Total 80. 525 1,0.0.0. 1,20.0. . " '1,110. NIA 

[I.
; 

. 
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f j- DET AIL.ED OPTIONS 
" 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES' (FEDERAL/STATE) 
Three Possible Options Delta 

... (By fiscal, yea.;r~ in Ir!illions of dollars) from' Annual 
, '; . " , 

5 Year. 10 Year adjusted, Steady., 
, 1995 .. 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total"· c· 2004 Total· 

. 

A : State, 

A' Child Care Feeding Costs (JOBSIWORKirCC) O. .20 "70 100 130 
, ..... , 

BBasedon Option B Child Care 0 10 .. 45 70 95 
C· Based em Option C Child Care 0 10 45 70 95 

A Child Care Feeding Costs(~ork~ngfoor) 0 50 100 . 150 200 
.B . Based on Optwn B Child Care' ,'" .0 0 .50 90 90 
C Based on Option C Child Care o· 0 0 . ·0 0 .. , 

",-L 
, 

··A Subtotal 1.: ,1 ' • i .. • J :.0 '70 170 250 330 
,B Subtotal 0 10 95 160 . 185i·"\. i: " :~"'.C Subtotal 0 10 45 70 95 r~ 

". ·1 ., 

. Sanctions Not Yet Estimated 

Federal Matdi Rate effect.on·State behavior .. Not Yet Estimated 

Food Stamps Interactiorjs Not Yet Estimated 


.' Medicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated 

EITC Interactions Not Yet Estimated 


"i 
Other Interactions .. i Not Yet Estimated 

",> 

WORKING DRAFT 3/15/9~ 3:49 pM 8 
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.DETAILED OPTIONS 

PREpMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMAT~S (FEDERAUSTATE) 

i' Three Possible Options Delta 

(By fiscal year, in millions of'dollars) from Annual 
5 Year 10 Year adjush~d Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 . Total A State 

HHS dollar estimates ~ere provided only through FY99. Subsequent estimates are based on HHS caseload tahlJs. Tw~ teChnical .. 
corrections were made: .1) the Budget baSeline is ~ssumed/rathert~an the lowerpaseline HHS assumes; 2) the share C?f the caseload 

. 	w.orking is held at current levels~ rather than increasing 50. percent, llsin HHS's estimates. HHS and TechniFal Reestimates ind~de ' 
JOBS/WORK savings due to caseloadreduction. Savings are for options considered independently. Combined effect have not'~n. 
estimated yet..SteadyState eS~lmate uses 2004 caseload with f!o effects of EITC i~creases or health reform. Eff~ts'of applicant job 
search extrapolated from F1.orida FIP one-year impacts. . . . 
Working with HHSto understand TCC assumptions. 

'. EcOnomic'developm~nt is a 3 year demonstration project. 

HHS has determined.5 Yr. cost, but stream of outlays is not set. 10. yr estimate is placeholder. 

These numbers were receivoo :v;~rballyFeb. 28.· Child Support estimates are combined Fed~ral and State 


. 	 - , .' -t .: '.. . . 

. s~ares of costs and c:olIections.Vnder cu~ent law, these provisions would have Federal costs and savings 

HHS's ~urrent propoSal aSs'!lmes.no scoreable costs for the Advanced EITe. A change in law in order to 'mandate the 
 ,\ 
advanced' EITC could have higtlificant costs . ,:,.,' .' . ' . . '.' . . i:· 

l:IHS's current proposal assumes that the Reinventing Government items will have no net costs. This may be ' .. 
difficultto accomplish given the magnitude of the savings and costs within this category. ' . . . . 
COO estimates for a Family Cap are significal1tly lower than HHS: 
COO: Mandatory Family Cap (40)(100) . (120.) (160.) . (160) (580) 

Place holder estimate - will be revised shortly. 
HHS CSAbased on outdated C'BO prici.ng. HHS will reestimate. 

. • : ,~, ; _ ~; . ~, • • ,"" '$, ' ~ . • j' • 

I,12. The net effect of Job Searcn, e~Cluding'behavioral effec.ts is roughly zero. It is unclear whether or riot the 
behavioral effect would be scoreable. Savings'from behavior are as follows: 


, (230) (235)(240),' (240.) (2:45) (1;190) 


, 
~. 
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TABLE 1- PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) !i 	 ')\\~' } \,(~ 
, . FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL ' 

(By fleeal year,ln mlliloneof dollare) 
(24 month WORK program loIlowed.by auessmentleadlng to 10'l4 MI'Iction; 50% WORK and 4O'l4 pr.-JOSS) 

(Weller. and Ncnwel/era Impacta) • OPTION A, ' 

-~j " , 10 Year 
Total 

5 Year 
2000 :2001 2002 2003 2004 


PARENTAL RESPON81~llITY .., I 


. 
1995 1996 na7 1998 1999 Total 

- S,,,.(I-\<;(465)(SO) (SO) (55) (55) (60) 
238 

Minor Moth ..... 	 0 (45) (SO) (SO) (SO) (195) 
_ '\ ~.:."l.25 25· 28 30 30Comprehensive Oemonstrallon Grants 	 0 " 25 25 25 25 100 
_~b-h" 3,840510 .520 ' 530 635 545Two-Parent Provisions, 	 0 ,0 2SO ' 450 500 1.200 
&--.~tr(2. 1SO)(275) (285) (300) (310) (320)No Additional BenefitS lor Additional Children (20) (SO) (125) (200) (265) (880) -

Child Support Enforement " (, ,(!,Ii115)(240) 	 (260) '(305) (330) (355) 
, (4,855)

Paternity Establishment (Net) 	 5 20 (110) (185) (2T5) (485) 
, (445)' (835) (910) (955) (1.015) 


Comput... Co$ts 1~ 3S 95 ISO ISO 465 

Enforcement (Net) 	

" f, 
.I (10) (20) (85) (BO) (320) (495) 

155 130 lIS 110 110 1.085 
1,985 _ '1)',"'0255 285 305 335 355 


Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations ,29 25 30 30 30, \35 

,Non·Custodial Parent Provisions 

' ' 
0 IS 95 1,25 195 '430 

285 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrations' 0 0 100 200 2SO 550 
30 30 30 30 30 

1,500, 250 250 ; 2SO 200 0 

5 (420) (SIS) (610) (575) 11,795)145 ' 	 620SUBTOTAL, CSE 	 30 15 216 100 , 

TRAN81T10NAL AS5UiTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

1,265120 145 185 225 275 
6,750 

JOBS·Prep 	 0 15 00 100 110 315 
750 880 8QO 880Additional JOBS Spending 

r~ . 
,0 120 , 850 1.040 1,090 3,100 ~ 

' 5QO 4,850515 450 435 4\0Additional Child Care for JOBS 	 '0 120 610 1SO no 2,250 

11,540 


Additional Child Care for WORK 0 0 0 40 325 365 

'1,580 1.970 2,160 2,430 2,570WORK Program 	 0 0' 0 00 160 850 

670 850 930 1,035 1,080 4.930 


Sailings from Child Care and Oth ... Expansion 0 0 0 (10) (SO) (00) 
 (1,360)(185) (220) (260) (305) (340) -~-<w-\ 
-

2.935360 400 430 - 4QO 530, TransltlonalChild Care, , 	 0 10 160 235 320 725 

. 59575 15 75 SOEnhanced T.., Ga.se Management 	 0' 20 55 85 70 210 ~ 
700100 100 ' : 100 100 0As';:: EsP"'omic Development 	

( 

0, 0 100 100 100 300 
• &,...J;,\, 'i(5,090)(2SO) (620) , (1,100) • (1.160) ,: 11,440) 


.ADP Fedllta] and Stal. System's/Admln EHlcl..nCY SO SO g5, 210 275 880 

Sailings· Ceseioad Reduction, 	 0 0 (SO) (2SO) (11lO) (520) 

825170 45 (20) (25) (25) 

27.7204.080 : ' 4.010 3,630 3,995 3,820SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 	 SO 335 1.880 2.370 3,550 8,185 

MAKING WORK PAY 	
" 

,~\ 
Working Poor Child Care (Capped at S2b) ,0 ;500 1,000 1,500 ' 2,000 5.000 


Advance EITC 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 
, ,;200Assetll, Coordination, disr~ards 100 200 2SO " 2SO 1,000 

GRANO TOTAL· OPTION It. 160 \,040 3.325 4.615 6.110 15.2SO 

GRAND TOTAL· OPTION B (UP provisicin costs 0)'" 160 1.040 • 3.075 4.185 5.610 i4.050 
:GRAND TOTAL· OP,TION C (UP provision costs 0, 

Working Poor Child Care ..t $1 b'ln 99, 

Demonstrations cut by 25%). 155 n6 i.51 1 3,326 4,509 11.279 

GRAND TOTAL· OPTION 0 (UP provision costs O. 
Working Poor Child Cere,at O. 
Demonstradons cut by 50%), 	 ISO 515 1.,1148 ,2.488 3.406 8.508 

2,080 
0 

260 
6.635 
8,125 

2,163 
0 

210 
8,233 

5.713 
, , 

2.2SO 
0 

280 
5.847 

5.311 

" 

2.340 
• 0 

l!9O 
8.215 

5,880 

2,433 
0 

300 
5,873 

5,326 

4,984 4,530 ' '4.090 4,420 4.097 

3,843 3.346 2,1164 3.160 2.865 

,18.266 
0 

,2.400 
46,053 
42.213 

,33.400 

24,~ 

Note: paronthesas denote Il4l1ings, 

Source: HHS/ASPE s!.at! estimates, These estimates have been shared With staff within HHS and OMS but have not been 

, officially relliewed by OMS: The policies do not repr~enl a consensus recommendation at the Working Group cO-ohalnl, 
, 	 ~ ~ 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 
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REINVENTING GOVERNMENT PROPOSALS' 
Ten Year 

Proposal 1995 1996 1997 1998. 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1 TOTAL 


130% Gross Income Test 
 AFDC -1305 -1350 -13,95 -1440 , -1500 -1545 -1605 -1665 -1725 -1785 I -15315 


tlFS o o o o o o o o .0 o 

Limit Essential Persons 
 AFDC -25 .' -26 -27 -28 -29 -30 -31 -32 -33 -3f I' -293 

85 

" 
Li'!lit Type of Care, FS, 7 7 8 8 8 9 9 "; 9 10 ·10 

5756'State Flex. on Earned Ircome fl,FDC. o 600 609 618 628 639 '649 660 671 . 682 
& Child Supp. Disregards ·1669FSP' o ·174 -176 ·179 ~182 -185 -188 , ·191 , -195 -198 

2498 

Rept $75 Chan'ges 


AF9C' o 243 250 258 266 277 286 296 306 316FS Accoun~ing Pro~edurEls/' 
106FSP o 10 10 11 11 12 '12 13 13 14 

l'ElSP~ite and~m '/'"\/1A~G" /o<----~ 416 . 425.~.....----4~ 442 ' 4~":;'4~9 4~~V-8J" 4881> 
~ppli~t~rocess~ \/ IFSP'-------·- 0 ,-118~ -122 _----128, -133' ~~43, ~~>'154 -160 l---.1'66 
Genera"y Confrm to F:S 
on limit, burial, Insur. AFOC, 86 89 92 , . 95 99 102 106 110 , 114 117 1010 
real property, transfers. -293FSP, -25 -26 -27 ·~8 -29 -30 -31 -32 -33 -34 
Exclude' 

,I, 
1 Automobile* , IFSP o 293' 304 319 331 342 354 366 379 392 3081 

, 
i-' "$10,000 Asset Demos for " :.1 

Ed•• Train .. Busln .. etc. AFDC neg. neg. neg. neg. neg. neg. neg. neg. neg. neg. neg. 

IDA Accounts 
 AFDC neg.' neg. neg. '. 'neg. neg. neg. ,neg. neg. neg. neg; 1 neg. 

Confrm Underpayment Pol. 
 AFDC -24 -25 -26 -27 -27 -?8, . -29 -30 -31 -321 -27~ 

FSP 7 7 - 8, 8 8 9 9 9 9 10 84 


Double Territories Caps 


Adjust for Inflation 
 ,1382AFDC 118 '122 126 130 135 140 145 150 156 .. 16Q 
Exclude lump sum Incl. 20:AFDC 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 , 

EITC 
 FSP neg. sav. ' neg. sav. neg. sav. ' neg. sav. neg. sav. neg. sav. neg. sav. : neg. sav. ,neg. sav. ' neg. sav. 

Disrgd. ed assist 
 AFDC neg. neg. neg; neg. neg. , neg. neg. neg. neg. neg.: 

FSP' 5 5 55 5 5 5 5 5 5 50 
Remove proviso rlilquir. States 

to provide Chid Supp. supp. 


paymnt whn Incm:·deduct fro NS 
 AFDC' -45 -46 -48 -49 ~51" , -52 -54 -55 -56 -58' ~14 
Simpl!tv Verification il AFDC -2 -2', -2 ·2 ·2 -2 -2 ·2 -2 ·2 -20 

;31,FSP -3 -3 -3 c3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -3 -30 
Generally-Conform ' AFDC 7 7 7 '7 7 7 7 7 7 "7 70 
Treatmen't oflncome FSP ·2 ·2 '·2 -2 -2 , -2 -2 

" 

-2 ·2 ·2 -20 
TOTAL -1199 22 9 ·24 , ·29 ·54 ·74 -94 ·114 -1557 
All AFDC Costs Include Both Federal and State Funding 
Assume One Auto Excluded by Regulations'in AFDC 

"I 

~.~-



TABU!. 1 - PREUMINARY COST ESnMA1l!8 (fEDERAL AND 8TA1l!) 
FOR A HVPOTHEllCAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

1\' , (By flacel y..,.ln million. of dollare) , , 
(2" m«I1h WORK pnlgtam 10I1CM'ad by _SITI4nt I..dlng to' 10'l1. aanc:1Icn, 150'lIo WORK Md <IO'lI. pra-JOeS) 

" , '(W.u- Impa~) • OPTION A' ' 

r 

'~ 

' 

' 

'. t 

1eM 11M : '"1 11M ,"' 
5'(_ 

Total 

' 

2000 200' 2002 ' 2ClClS ' 2004 

' 10Y_ 

ToCIIIJ 
PARENTA1. RE8PON8IBILITY " 

,
MIn«MClCh... 0 (45): (SO) (SO) (SO) (I~) , (SO) (!O) (55) (55) (110) , (48S) 

~aIw D.mcnlllnllkn ~ , '0 50 ' SO' !O, SO 200 50 SO 515 110 110 .15 
Two-"-"I PrcMIioM 0 0 ,250 4!lO 500 
No Addllklnlll e.n.nta far Addlll<lNl o.drw'I (20) (SO) (125) (200~ (265) 

1.200 

(elIO) 

_ 1110 1120 500 
(215) , (2851 (300) , 

,'1535 1545 
(310) ('20) 

',840 

(2. 'Iiol 

Chid Buppat Enlarci'nen1 .: 

Palwnl!y E.\abil~ (N.q II' 20, , (110) ~ ~(I 155) (215) , 

En'~(N.q' 
: 

(10) (20) (155) (110) (3201> 

Ccrnp¢w Coet:a 15 3.5 115'> 1110 1110 

(4M) 
(495) 
4M ' 

(240) (21!0) (305) 
(445) (835) , (1110) 
1515 130 115 

(XlO) ~ 
(il55) (1,015) 
1\0 110 

(U15) 
(".!155) 

' 1.085 

Ncn-CuModIlll Pww4t PrcMeion. ! 0 15 115 130 205 445 28!5 :13! ' 3!15 4111 45& 2.300 
Accen,Orwita Md ~ Otmonlllnllloml ,20 25 30 30 30 13.5 30 30 ' 30 , 30 30 28!5 
CNld Suppat Aa8Ul'llnCe o.ncnlllnltlcn. 0 0 100 200 250 550 250 250 250.' 200 ' 0 1.100 

SUBTOTAl, caE 30 15 145 215 1\0 e35 3.5 ' ('70) (455) 

, 
(5:10) I7:15J (1.4110) 

'mAHiITIONAL A""TANCE Fou,oWED BY WORK' 

,JOBS-p,.p 0 15 \110 , 100 ,1\0 315 130 HIO -'210 2tK? '25 ';,1 •..00 
,Additional JOBS 8~ 0 140 880" 1.100 1,1110 ' 3,280 1.040 , ,1.020 1,010 ,1.100 1.1\110 ' 11.840 

Additional CHId Cera to' JOBS ' 0 140 83! 7B5 1125 2.3115 135 700 fIllS 720 ' 750 5.1J!S6 

WORK Prognom ,0 0 0' 100 780 1180 l.elIO 2.170 2.430 2,1'\110 '.020 .12.11.,0 
Additional CHId Cera far WORK 0 0 0 45 335 380 720 1135 '1.050 1,IIio 1.215 11.550 

SaW\Q. fr1:im eNId Cera Md 0Ih« Expanelon' 0, 0 0 (10) (110) (~) 
" 

(175) (2<40) (2\110) ,-' (3!0) (400) (1,545) 

., 
TIW\tIIIIanII CNd Cera 

., Or 10 1155 2410 3301 ' 745 3115 445 4\110 MC!, ao ',25& 
1, 

"i' Enhanced T.., CaM ~ 0 20 515 155 70 210 110 115 \110- \110 11'1 !150 
Ec~ OoMIapmtint " 0 0 100 100 100 .300 

, 

- 100 '00 • 100 100 0 700 
Ba1llng•• Cutload RaducIon 0 0 (110) (250) (1\110) (520) (270) (1lIII0) (1.230) ,(I,XlO) (1,1180) 15.730) 

_AOP r:.dtnII'~ 81111a 8~AdrnInE~ . 50 50 115 210 215 SIlO 170 ' .. 5 (20) 125) (25) 1125 

SUBTOTAl, J08S/WOAK 50 '15 I,e:..o 2.4M ':115 1I,5e5 4.!lII5 ",730 ".505, 5,105 11.1'1'0 '2.870 

MAKINO WORK PAY 

Wcridng Poor CNd Cera (c.ppad at 121:1) " 0 500 1,000 1,100 2.000 
,AdWInC' EITC . < 0 0 0, 0 0 
Aalllll. Coordlnallcn. dl~ " 100 ' 200 200 - 250 250 

11.000 
0 

1.000 

, 2.080 2.183 2.250 
0 0 0" 

21!0 270 ,280 

2.340 2.~ 

0 0 

2\110 iJoo 

III•• 
0 

2.400 
GRAND TOTAL· OPTION A 1110 I.IOS .. 3."'0 ".1lIO, 11.310 15.745 7.205 7.028 :11.1110 7.435 7.353 1I1.5l'l1 

GRAND TOTA1.· OPTION 8 (UP PfO'IfIlloft ...... 01 ,1110 .'.IOS '.1110 ".:110 11,1110 

GRAND TOTAL· OPTION C (UP fM'O'IIlIIoft ...... 0, ' 
1".545 lI.eIIS 11.508 e.2I!O 

-
' 11,\Il00 11._ ..7.73t'l 

Wcr1Jdng Poor CNd Cera at l1,b In IIID! 
o.mon.tralloml cut by 25"',. 1515 ~ !,2.5\110 ,,4i!!I-', ".703 

GRAND TOTAL· OPl'ION D (UP PfO'IfIlloft 00..O. 
WorIdng POClI' OI!Id Cera at O. ' 

1\.7~ 

" 
5,5411 5,3111 , 5.048 5.832 ' 1I.!I8IJ 

, 
:III•• 

OImanlrlrellcn, cut by 5O'K). ISO 588 2,020 2.820 '.!595 11.115:1 ".400 ",130 '.II'!" _...'III'L ".:130 c. 2!II.1IGO 
Nat.: p~_ denata ..........118.' 


- , 

, 8ClU1'e« HHS/ASPE 1IIl" ...,..,... Th..a aaIIrnat_ naYtl b-. shertId Wilh IIIlIf within HHS and OMB but nav.nat b-. ,:tt~ ---;?~,00000001y tW.wad by OMa The,poIld_ do not rep....." a ccn• ..,aua ~da\lcn d.th. WorIcIng Group co-ctwUrl" -Jl 41. --r::~r 
SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOT£8 TO TABLE 



TABLE 2 - PRe:i.J~INARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

FORA HYPOT,HETICAl WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL, 


'(By flacal y ..r,ln million. of dollar.) 

(24 month WORK,program follOWed by A....8menL) 


(Wolfaro Impacta) - OPTION A 


1995 . 1996 . 1997 1994 1999 


PARENTAL RESPONSIBIUTY 

(195) 


Com'prehenalve Demonstration Grants ' 0 50 50 50 50 


Two-Parent Provisions 0 0 ~50 450 5,00 


Minor Mothenl o· (45) (50) (50) (50) 

,200 ). !l­c:~~-
(660). No Additional S-frts for Add~ Childref) (20) (50) (125) (200) (265) 

1--. 

' "Child Support Enforcment 

Paternity Establishment (Net) 20 (110) (165) (215)
. 5. (465) 

(495)Enforcement (Net) (10) (20) (65). (80) (320) 


Computer Costs 15 35 95 160 160 

~:'("O", 

465 

Non..CustodiaJ Parent Provislo.ns. 0 15 90 125 200 
 430 
 -'''>.\;~~ 

135 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 0 100 200 250 

Access Grarrts and Parent!ng Demonstrations 20 25 30 , 30 30 


550 


620
SUBTOTAL; CSE 30 75 140 270 105 


TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FoLlOWE9 BY WORK 

JOBS-Prep 0 15 65 100 110 
 310 

Additional JOBS Spending, 0 130 836 . 1,070 1,130 
 3,160 


Ad~titional Child Care for JOBS . 0 65 580 750 790 
 2,205 
....", ' 


WORK Program 0 0 ,0 90 780 


" 

870 

Additional Child Care f,or WORK 0 0 0 40· 330 
 370 


, '(90)Savings from Child Care and 01her Expansion' . 0 0 0 (10) (80) 

' 155 'Transitional Chlid Care 0 10 235 320 
 720. 
" ,-


EnhanCed Teen Cue Management ';- ~ 0 20 55 65' 70 
 210 

o' , 300 


Savings- Caseload Reduction 0 (30) • (300) (380) (380) 


EC;mOmic Development 0 100 100 100
~t-
(1 ;090) 


ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Efficiency 50 50, 95 210. 275 
 680 


7,645SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK, 50 280 1.600 2,270 3,445 


.,MAKING WORK PAY 

5,000 
Advance ErrC 0 '0 0 0 . 0 
Working Poor Child Care (Cap~ at $26) 0 500 ' 1,000 1,500 ' 2,000 

0 

. Assets, Coordination, State Flexibility . ') e..I\) $\ E <T450
on Disregl¥ds '0 0 100 150 200 

/' 

," Child Care Feeding Programs o· ,100 200 300 300 
 900 


GRAND T9TAl- OPTION A 60 910 3,165 4,740;. 6,285 
 : 15,1'60 

.. ,GRAND To'TAl- OPTION B (UPproviSIOn cos~ 0). : 60· 910 ' .2,915 4,290 5,765 13,960, 
" GRAND TOTAL· OPTION C (UP provision costs 0, . 


Working Poor Child <;:are at $1 b In 1999, 


DemonStrations cut by 25% relative to Option A). 55 615 2,295 3,370 4,580 
 . 1~,915 


GRAND TOTAl- OPTiON 0 (UP provision costs 0, 


. Working Poor Child Cale atO, .." 

Demonstrations cUt b 50% relative to Option A). 50 325 1,675 2,450 3,370 
 7,870 

Note:,. Parentheses denote savings. 


" . . ' . . 

Source: HHS/ASPE staff estimate:': These estimates have been shared with staff withinHHS and OMB but have not'been . 

officially review,ed by OMB. The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation ofthe Working Group co-chairs: 
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1> I ~'{O PM, TABLE 1 - PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

. FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 


(By fiscal yoar, In milliOns 01 dollar.) ,
1, 
, 
; ~ 

,',,.(24 month W08K program IOIlowed by assessment I .... ding to 10% sanction, 50% WORK ana 40% prINOBS)i ~<I£ "7/(Welfare,lmpacts) • OPTION A ' , 

5YeM 10 Year 
1995 ,1996 1997 1998 1999 Totsl 2000 ' 2001 2002 2003 2004 I Total 

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Minor Mothers o (45) (SO) (SO) (SO) (195)., (SO) (SO) (55) (55) (60) (485) 

Comprehensive Demonstration Grants o SO SO SO 'SO 200 SO SO 55 60 60 475 
Two-Parent Provisions o o 2SO 4SO 500 1,200 510 520 530, 535 545 3,840 

No Additional Benefits f(ll' Additional ChilC!r.en (20) (SO) (125) (200) (265) (680) (275) (285) (300) (310) (320) (2,ISO) 

• Child Suppoo Enf(ll'cment 
, Paternity Establishment (Net) 5 20 (110l. , (185) (215) (485) (240) (280) ,(305) (330) (355). (1,975) 

Enlorcement (Net) , (10) (20) , (85) (80) (320) (495) (445) (635) , (910) (955) (1,015) (4,655) 
Computer Costs 
Non-Custodial Parent Provision" 
Acc';-s Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 

15 
,0 
20, 

35 
15 
25 

, 95 
95 
30 

180 
130 

30 

.' 
160 
205 

30 

485 
445 
135 

·155 
285 

30 

130 
335 

30 

1,15 
3es 
30 

110" , 
415 
30; 

110 
455 
,30 

~:: I'-I 0'1. u~ fh.:~ ~'1'~Sn...)&>t) . 
285 \('-, . , ' 

Child SuppQl'\ Aasuran;;:e Dem~,st;ati~s o o 100 200 2SO 550 2SO 2SO 250 200 • 0 '1,500 

SUBTOTAl, CSE ' 30 ' ' 75 145 275 '110 635 35' (370) (455) , (530) (775) (1,460) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

JOBS.Prep o· 15 90 100 1101 315 .130 180 210 rep 325 1,400 
Additional JOBS Spending o 140 680,' 1,100 1.160­ 3,280 1.040 1,020 1,010 1,100 1,190 8,640 

Additional Child Care I(lI' JOBS o 140 635 785 825 ,2,385 735 700 565 720 750 5,955 

WORK Program 
Additional Child'Care lor WORK , 

o 
,0 

o 
o 

o 
o 

'100 
45 

780 
335 

680
,360 

1,680 
720. 

.2.170 
. 935 

2,430 
:,1,050 

.2,700 
V1,190 

3,020 
1,275 

12,970 
5,550 

, Savingll.lrom Child Care IIfld 'Other Expllflslon' o o o (10) , (80) (90) (175) (240) (290), :'(350) , (400) (1,545) 

Transitional Child Care; o 1'0 185 , '240' 330. 745 385 445 490 680, 630 3,255 1- Cc,,'#v~-h:,,¢.. CoJ~ \;,. J,.,,~,LC 
...~ : ()",,6 ~s So, _ " 

Enhanced Teen'Cue M_gemen! ,:. o 20 55 85 70 210 80 85 90 90 95 ,~SO 
" Economic Deve!opma'lt' o o 100 100 ' 100, 300 . 100 100 100 100 o 700 

Savings. Cue/ced,Reduction" o o (80) , , (2SO) (190) (520),_ (270) (690) (1,230) (1,330) (1,690)' (5,730) 

ADP FedensJ IIfld State SystemslAdmin Efficiency SO SO 95 210 275 680 170 45 (20) (25) (25) 825 

!SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK, SO' 375 1,940 ' 2,465 3,715 8,565 4,595 4,730 .. 4,505 5,105 5,170 32,670 

MAKING WORK PAY 

WOrking POQI' Child CaJ:e (Capped at $2b) 
Adlillflce'EITC .', , 

o 
o 

'500 
,0 

'1,000 
0 

1,500 
.0 

2,000 I 5,000 
o .0 

2',080 

o 
2,163 

o 
2,2SO 

o 
2,340 

o 
2,4331' 16,266 

a 0 
Assets, COQI'dlnation, disregards 
IGRANO TOTAL· OPTION A 

100 
160 

200 
1,105 

200 
3,410 

2SO 
4,760 

2SO 

6,3101 

1,000 

15,745 
260· 

7,205 
270 

7,028 
280 

6,810 

,290 

7,435 
300 

7,353 'j 
2,400 

51,576 
GRAND TOTAL • OPTION B (UP provlalon cOllt. 0) 160 '1,105 3,160 4,310 5,810. 14,545 6,695 6,508 6,280 6,900 6,808 47,736 

GRAND TOTAL • OPTION C (UP provision coata 0, 
Wa1dng'POQI' ,Child Care I1t $1 b In 99, 
Demon:$\ratlons cut by 25%). 155 836 . 2,590 3,465 4,7031 11,749 5,548 5,319 5,046 5,632 5,569 I 38,863 , 

GRANO TOTAL· OPTION o (UP provlalon collta 0, 
, Woiidng POQI' Child Care at 0, 
'Demonstratlons cut by 50%), ISO 568 2,020 2,620 3,595 I 8,953 4,400 4,130 3,813' 4,365, 4,330 I 29;990 'r' 

Note: Parentheses denote ....vings. 

Source: HHSIASPE staff estimates. Th8:$e estimates hl1ve been shared with staff within HHS IIfld OMS but halle not been 

officially reviewed by OMS. The pOlicies do not represent a consensus reeommendationof the W~nll Group co-chairs, 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 
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·i/,'6) d';'ID PM 
TABLE 1. - PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL . 
. (By flacal year, In million. of dollar.) ·0tk(~c4~)

(24 month WORK program followed by assessment I""'ding to 10% aanction, 50% WOAK and 40% pre-JOBS)
,It. 

(Wei/are and Nonwelfare Impacts) - OPTION A ' 
, , 

., '-1, 

! 1995 1996, 1991 1998' 1999 
5 Year 
Tolal 2000 2001 .' 2002 2003 2004 

10 Year 
Total 

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY , 
MinorM~'EII"S a 
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants a 
Two-Parent Provisions , a 
No Additlonl1l Benefits for Additionl1l Children;· (20) 

Child Support Enforcment 
~: 

, " 

Paternity EstabliShment (Net) , 5 
EnforcemenqNet) (Hi) 

, Computer Costs \.1'­ 15 
Non-Custodil1l Parent Provisions 0 
Acces. Grants, and Parenting Demonstrations 20 

. Chiid Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 

. SU.STOTA~ CSE 30 
~ 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FO~LOWEO BYlr'0RK 

JOBS-Prep 
, , 

0 
Additional JOBS Spending 0 
Additional Child Care lor JOBS .0 

WORK Program ' , 0 
Additional Child Care lor'WOAK 0-
SaYings from Child Care and Other Expansion , . 0 , 

Transitionlll Child Care 0 

Enhanced Teen Case Management 6 
Economic Development 0 
Saving's - Caseload Reduction 0 
~DP Federl1l'and State S'ystems/Admin Efficiency SO 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK SO 

MAKING WORK PAY· 

Working Poor Child Care (Capped at $2b) . , . '0 
. Advance EITC 0 
Assets, Coordination, disregards 100 

, 
(45) 

25 
a 

. (SO) 

20 
(20) 
35 
15 
25 
0 

75 

15. 
120 
120 

0 
0 
0 

10 

20 
0 

0 
SO 

335 

500 
0 

200 

(SO) 
25 

2SO 
(125) 

(110) 
(65) 
95 
95 
30 

100 

145 

90 
650 
610· 

0 .. O· 
0 

ISO 

55 
100 

(80) 
95 

1,1380 

1;000 
0 

200' 

(SO) 
25 

450 
(200) 

" (165) 
(80) 
ISO 
125 

- 30 
·200 

270 

100 
·1.040 

7SO 

90' 

40 
(10) 

, 
235 

65 
100 

(2SO) 
210 

2,370 

' 1,500 
0' 

.2SO 

(SO) 
, 25 
500 

, (265) 

.(215) 
(320) 
'lSO 

195' 
30 

2SO 

100 

110 
1,090 

770 
. ' 

7SO 
325': 

. (80) 

320 

70 
100 

(190) 
275 

3,550 

2,000 
0 

2SO 

,. 

(195) 

100 
1,200 
(660) 

(465) 
(495) 
465 
430 
135 
550 

820 

315 
3,100 

2,2SO 

850 
365 
(00) 

725 

210 
300 

. (520) 
660 

8,165 

5,000 
0 

.1,000 

(SO) 
25 

.510 
(215) 

(240) 
(445) 
155 
255 
30 

2SO 

5 

120 
650 
590 

1,660 
870 

(165) 

380 

75 
100 

(2SO) 
170 . 

4,080 

2,080 
0: 

'260 

(SO) 

25 
520 

(285) 

(280) 
(835) 
130 
265 
30 

250 

(420) 

145 
7SO 

515 

1,970 
'850 

(220) 

400 . 

75 
100 

; (620) 
45 

4,010 

2,163 
0 

270 

(55) 
'28 

530 
(300) 

(305) 
(910) 
115 
305 
30 

2SO 

(515) 

165 
, 660 

450 

2,ISO 
930 

(260) 

430 

'75 
100 

(1,100) 
(20) 

3,630 

.. 

2,2SO 
a 

280 

(55) 
30 

535 
(31 a} 

(330) 
(955) 
110 
335 

30 
200 ' 

(810) 

22S 
690 
435 

2,430 
1,035 . 

(305) 

490 . 

.. 
80 

100 

(1,ISO) 
(25) 

3,995. 

i 

2,340 

: 0 
290 

(SO) 
30 

545 
(320) 

(355j 
(1,015) 

110 
355 

30 
a 

'.(875) 

,275 
1380 
410 

2,570 
1',080 

(340) 

530 

80 

".; 0 

(1,440) 
(25) 

3,820 

2,433 
a 

300 

(465) 

238 
3,840 

(2,ISO) 

(1,975) 
(4,655) 
1,065' 
1,965 

265 
1,500 

(1,7):l5) 

1,265 
6,7SO 

4,650 

11,540 
4,930 

, (1,380) 

2,935 

595 
700 

(5,090) 
825 

27,720 

16,266 
a 

'2,400 
GRAND TOTAL- .OPTION A 100 1,040 3,325 . 4,615 6,110 15,2SO 6,535 8,233 5,847 6,215 5,~73 46,053 
GRAND TOTAL- OPTION'S (UP provision costs 0) ISO 
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION C ,(UP provision costs 0, .' 

Working POor Child Care at $1 bin 99, 
-

1,040 . 3,075 4,165 _ 
: 

5,810 14,050 6,125 .5,713 

" 

5,317, - 5,680, '5,326 

.. 

42,213 

Demonstrations cut by 25%). 155 
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION 0 (UP proViSion costs 0, 

Working Poor Child Care at '0, .' 

778 2,511 3,326 4!509 11,279 4,984 4,530 4,090 4,420 4.097 33,400 

'---_Demonstrations cut by 5O%L_ , ISO 
-­

515 1,948 .2,488 3.408 6,soa 3,643 3,346 2,864 3,160 2,865 24,586 

' 

' 

, 

Note: Parentheses denote &8Yln.gs. 

1: 
Source: HHS/ASPE statt estimates. These estimates have,been shared with staff within HHS and OMS but have not been 

otficilllly reviewed by OMS. The policieS do not represent a consensus recommendation 01 the Wot1<!ng Group co-chair'll. 

SEE APPEND.IX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 
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'3\lf, \"ttS ~MTABLE ,1 -- PRELIMiNARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)' 
, FOR A,HYPOTI1ETlCAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By flecalyear, In mllllqn. of dollar.) 
(24 month WORK program followed by assessment leading to 10% se.nction, 50% WORK and 40'% pre'JOBS) 

(Welfare and Nonwelfare Impacts) - OPTION A 

"~I 

10 Year 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
5 Year 

,Total 

PARENTAl RESPONSIBILITY 
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004Total 

(485)(50) (50) (55) (5!?) (60)Minor Molhers 0 (45) (50) (50) (50) (HI5) 
23825 25 28" 30 30Comprehensive Demonstration Grants, 0 25 25 25 25 100 

" 3,8401,200 510 520 530 535 545Two-Parent PrQl/isions ' o \ 0 250 450 .500 
(2,150)(275) (285) (300)' (310) (320)No Additional Benefits for Additional Children (20) (50) (125) (200) (265) (660) 

Child Support Enforcment 
Paternity Establishment (Net) 5 " 20 (110) , (185) (215) (1,975) 


Enforcement (Net) , (10) (20) (85) (60) (320) 

(465) (240) ,(260)' (305) : (330) (355) 

(4,655) 


Computer Costs, , 15 35 95 160 160 

(445) (835) , (910) (955) (1,015)(495) 

1,085 


Non-Custodial Parent Provisions 0 '15 95 125 195 

155 130 115, 110 110465 

1,965 


Access Grants and Parenting DemOnstrations 20 25 30 30 30 

255 285 305 335 355430 

285 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrallons 0 0' 100 200 250 


30 30 30 30 30135 
1,500550 250 ,250 250 200 0 

, (1,7Il5) 5 (420) (515) : (610) , (875) SLJBTOTAL, CSE 30 75 145 270 100 620 

TRANSITIONII.L ASSISTANCE FOLLOWEll BY WORK 
j, ",,! 

t't"1 1,265 
Additional.JOBS Spending 0 120 850 1,040 1,090 
JOBS,Prep 0 15 90 100 110 315 ' 120 145 185 225 275 

6,750 

Additional Child Care for JOBS 0 120 810 750 770 

3,100 850 '750 680 ' 600 680 
4,8502,250 590 515 450 435 ',' 410 

.....11,540WORK Program 0 0 0 90 760 850 1,560 ,1,970 2,160 2,430 2,570 
4,930 

Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion 0 0 0 (10) (60) 

Additional Child Care for WORK 0 0 0 40 325 670 850 930 I ,ass 1,080365 
(165) (220) (260) (305) (340) (1,380)(90) 

2,935Transitional Chil9 Care 0 10 160 235 320 725 380 400 430 ,490 530 

r:., ~. 
,210 595 

Economic Developm'l"'t 0 0' 100 100 100, 
"Enhanced,Teen Case Management r! 0 26 55 65 70 75 75 75 60 60 

100 100 100 100 0 700 
Savings, Case/oed Reduction 0 0 (60) (250) : (190) 

300 
(250)- (620) (1,100) (1,160) '(1,440) (5,090) 

Ao'P Federal and State Systems/Admin Efficiency 50 50 95 210 275 
(520) 

825,170 45 (20) (25) (25)680 

27,720SUBTOTAL, JOBSM'ORK 50 335 1;660 2,370 3,550 8,185 4,080 4,010 3,830 3,005 3,820 

M~KING WORK PAY 

'Woridng Poor Child Care (CappedafS2b) 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 5,000 2,080 2,183, 2,250 :2,340 2,433 16,268 
Advance EITC " '"t 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 " 0 0 0 
Assets, Coordination, diar ards 100 200 200 250 250 

0 
2,400 

GRANO TOTAl- OPTION A 160 1,040 3,325 ' 4,615 6,110 
1,000 260. 270 260 : 290 '300 

,15,250 46,053 

GRAND TOTAl- OpTION B (UP provl8loncoate 0) 160 1,065 3,100 4,190 '5,635 
8,635 6,233 5,847 6,215 5,873 

14,150 6,150 5,738 5,345 5,710 ,.: 5,358 42,451 
GRAND TOTAl- OPTION C (UP provt.~n coate'0, 

Woridng Poor Child Care at $1 b in ,00, 

Demonstrations cut by 25%). 155 797 2,531 3,346. 4,528 ,5,003 6,06<1 4,131 8,027 4,027 36,61311,357 
GRAND TOTAl· OPTION 0 (UP provillion coat. 0, 

Woridng Poor Child Care at 0, 
Demonlltnltions cut by !iO'l(,), 150 528 1960 2,500 3,420 ',' 24,706 8,558 3,855 3,360 2,878 3,175 2,660 

Note: Parentheses denote saVings, 

Source: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These estimates hl!-ve been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but have not been 

officially revillWedby OMB., The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation 01 theWoridng Group co-chairs. ~{:.! 


SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 
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~ ~t , Ii )k~ .~ (y/v\TABLE 1 -- PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By flecal year, In mllllone of dollare)' 
(24 month WORK program followed by assessment leading to 10% sanction, 50% WORK and 40% pre-JOBS) 

(Welfare and Nonwelfare Impacts) - OPT.ION A 

,
J 5 Year 10Yee.r 

1995 1996, 1997 1998 1999 Tetal 

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 


Total 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

. 
Minor Malh_ i', 0 (45) (50) (50) (50) (195) (50) (50) (55) (55) (60) , (<05) 


Comprehensive Demonsll!-tion Grants" 0 '50 : 50 sO 50 
 415 

Two-Parent Provislons 0' 0 '440 660 ·945 


200 50 ,50 55 60 60 
2,065 960 970 980 000 1,005 6,970 


No Additional Benefits for Additiqnal Children (20) ,(50) (125) (200) (265) 
 '(215) (265) (300) (310) (320) (2,150)(660) 

,Chlld,Support Enforcmoot 
Patemlty Establishment (Netj 5 20 (110) (165) (215) (465) (240), (250) (3O~) (330) (355) (1.915) 
Enforcement (Net) (10) (20) (65) (50) (320) (4,655) 
Computer Costa 15 35 95 160 150 

(495) (445) (835) , (910) (955) : (1,015) 
465 155 130 115 110 110 ' 1,085 

Non-Custodial Parent Provisions 0 25 50 115 165 1',895225 275 " 295 315 

Access Grants and Parenting DemC!1strations 20 25 '30 30 30 


365 340 
285 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 ,0 {OO 200 250 
135 30 30,_ 30 30 30 

1,500550 250 250 250 200 0 , 
(25) (430) (525) (605) (655) , (1,B65)575SUBTi:>TAL. CSE 30· 65 130 260 70 

. -
. ",TRANSITIONAl ASSiSTANCE FOllOWED BY WORK' 

1,245 

Additional JOBS Spending , 0 200 720 920 660 


115 145 150 " ,225 280, 300JOBS· Prep , 0' 25 60 
" 

95 100 
8,7302,720 760 750 770 820 sao

'I ... 

Additional Child Care for JOBS 0 150 555 720 700 
 5,3102,125 615 625 ' 615 650 ,660 

, 
1,380 i,810 ,2,010' 2,370 2,550 10,920 


Additiqnal Child Care for WORK ' 0 O' 0 45 285 

770WORK Program - 0 0 0 110 660 

4,520 

Savir:lgis from Child Care and OIher Expansion . 0 0 0 (5) (35) 


310 550 750 835 985 '1,060 

" (650)(75) (100) (120) (145) (170)(40) 

, " 

390 450 500 ' 575 640 ~:33O' 775Transitional Child Care wiH:l Head Start 
, 

0 25 185 25<) ,335 

15 75 ' 75 50 85 595 


Economic De,,;elopment , j j " , "\ 0 0 100 100 100 

Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 :20 55 65 65 205, 

300 100 100 100 100 0 700 


Savings - Caseloed Reduction.' " ' 0 (220) (410) (480) (800) 
 (730) , (800) (1,090) (1,220) (1,800) (7,350) 


ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Efficlencj ,50 50' 95, ,210' 275 

(1,910) 

825 
' . 

170 45 (20) (25) , (25) 660 

28,115, 
: 

8,235 3,380 3,660 3,855 " 4,415 4,410.. SUBTOTAL. JOBS/WORK , 50 250 1,360 2,030 2,545 
,!. 

" 

, , ! 
~ . ':;: 

; , ' !;MAKING WORK PAY , " 

' 16,2862,080 2,163 ' 2,250 2,340 2,4335,000Working Poor Child Care (CllI'ped at $21»: 0 500 , 1,000 .. 1,500 " 2,000 
0 0 0 6 0 00Advance EITC 0 0 0 0 0 

45,406,13,220GRAND TOTAL· OPTION A 60 790' 2,805 4,270 5,295 6,120, ,6,298 13,250 6,835 6,673 .. 
38,43611,155 5,160 ,5,328 5,280 5,845 5,668GRAN D TOTAL - OPTION B (UP provllllon co.rt. 0) 50 790 . 2,36~, ' 3,590, 4,350 

GRAND TOTAL- OPTION C (UP proYllllon coat. 0, " 

Working Poor Child Care at $1 b in 99, 

Demonstrations cut by 25%), 55 521 1,820 2,770 3,268 
 4,038 4,164 4,071 ,4,602, 4,429 29,7388,434 

GRAND TOTAL - OPTION D (UP provliolon co.rt.O, 
Working Poor Child Care at 0, . 

2,915 3,000 2,863 3,380 3,190 21,041, Demon.!lI'ations cut by 50%) . 50' 253 1275 1950 2165 ~ 
Note: Parentheses denote savings, 

SaJri::~;HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but have not been 

officially reviewed by OMB, The' poUcies do not represent a consensus recommendation of the Working 'Group co-chairs, 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 
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. TABLE 3"': PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
«OR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By t:lScalyear, in millions of dollars) 

Minor Mothers' 
No Additional Benefits for Additional Children 
Child Support Enforcement . 

Paternity Establishment (Net) 
Enforcement (Net) , , .....: 
Computer Costs " . 
'.' SUBTOTAL, ~ARENTAL RESPONSIIJILITY 

TRANSITIONAL.ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED IlY WORK 

JOBS-Prep 
Additional JOBS Spending 
Additional Child Care for JOBS . 

WORK Program 
Additional Child Care for WORK 
Savings' from Child Care and Other' Expansion 

Transitional Child Care 
Enhanced Teen Case Management 
Savings Caseload Reduction 
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Efficiency 

. SUIlTOTAL, JORS/WORK . . 

StJIlTOTAL, JOIlS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 

WORKING 'POOR CHILD' CARE (Capped at $2h 
'. in net spending). 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 

Comprehensive Demonstration Gral)ts 

Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK 

'Aeeess Grants and Parenting 'Demonstrations 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 
" 

IDA and Mieroenterprise Demonstrations. 
, . ~ I 

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (lGA) 

State Flexibility on Earned Income 
and Child Support Disregards ' 

Generally Conform. Assets to Food Stamps 
Increase TerritQries' Caps .. 
'AlI Others 

SUIlTOTALIGA 

GRAND TOTAL 

01)1'101'1. I - No Child Cllre, 2 Parent, 'D(~lI1oS or leA 

OPTION 2 -, No 2 Parent, 50% Child Care, 50% .OCJ1IOS 


;:iind 50% leA 


OI'TION 3 - '50% Child Care, 50% Demos"and 50% leA 

OPTION 4 - 50% Demos and 50% IGA 
. 01)T10N 5 - TOTAL I;IJAN 
Note I: . Parentheses denote savll1gs. - , 

5 Year 
Total 

(85) 
(660) 

(535) 
(405) 
465 

(1,220) 

305 
2,670 
1,880 

· 	790 
J65 
(90) 

· 560 
210 

(520) 
680 

,6,850, 

'5,630 

5,000 
1,505 

· 200 

375 


135 


550 


· 300· 


1,560 

710 
·265 
185 
275 

5 Year 
Federal '10 Year 
at 80% Total 

(30) . (210) 
(220) (:~, 150) 

..,. (90), (2,080) 
(160) 	 '(4,700) 
370 1,085 

. . . (DO> , . (8 ;055) 

245 1,255 
2,135 7,220 
1,505 4,995 

63010,890 
290 4,985 
(50) (1,375) 

450· 2,580 
170 595 

,'(285) (5,090) 
580 '825 

5,670 26,880. 

5.,540 18,825 

.4,000 16,270 
8~0 5,615 

200 350 

300" 1,940 

i 10 285 

440 1,500 

240 . 700 

1,290 ' .4,775 

385 2,225 
100 .655 
185 . 535 
310 605 

1,435 .' , 980 4,020 

15 12,640 49,505 

5;630 5,540 18,825 

9,628 .8,675 31,358" 

11,133 9,505 __ .3.6,973 

13,633 '-':.t I ,505 . 45,108 

15,130 12,640 '49,505 
. 

Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates' represent 80% of all expenditures except for 
the fullowing: benelits arc at eurrentlTiateh rates; ehild supp'ort is matched at rates 

10 Year 
-Federal 
at 80% 

(85) . 
(810) 

(400) , 
(1,555) 

'.. ' 870 
, (1,980) 

1,005 
5,775 
3,995 

8,710 
3,990 
:(755) . 

2,065 
475 

(2,800)
, 775 

23,235 

'21,255 

'13,015 
.3,100 

350 

1,550 

230 

1,200 . 

560 

3,890 

- 850 
240 
535 
680 

2,305 

43,565 

21,255 

'30,860 

·33,960 

40,468 

43,565 

. 
specified in the hypothetical plall; and comprehensive demonstration grants arc matc.hed at 100%.' , 

S"l,rce: HHS/ASPE slaiT'eslimales. These estilllates have been sh:lred with slaffwithin HI·IS and OMS but 
have nilt hccl] omeiall), reviewed hy OM13. Til':: policies do JlUI r~prcsellla U>llscnsus rccnil1lllcntialinn' 
Oflilc Working GI'<ll1J1 Co-Chair,~. 
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TAIlLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARYCOST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

, (By fIScal year,- in millions of doUars) 

(Mary Jo Bane Option)" 

5 Year 10 Year 
5 'Year Federal. 10 Year Federal 
To~1 at 80% To~1 at 80% 

, . 

,"" 

l'AKt:Nl,AL KI'.~1·VN~W1Lll r 

Minor Mothers , 
No Additional Benefits for Additional Childr'eri, 
~hild Support Enforcement 

Pate'roity ESlablishment_(~et), 
Enforcement (Net) '" , ,.~"":' 
Computer Costs,' , ' ,'" " 

SUBTOTAL, PARENTALRESPO'NSI8IL1TY'-'" 
. ~..-: 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

lOBS-Prep 
Additional lOBS Spending" 
Additional Child Care for lOBS 

" , 

(85) (30) 
(660) (220) 

(535) " (90) 
,(405)';' (160) 

465, "'.370' 
(1,220) '" (130) 

305 
2,670 
1,880 

245 
2,135 
1,505 

(210) 
(2,150) 

(2,080) 
(4,700) 
1,085 

(8,055) 

'1,255 
7;220 
4,995 

,', 

(85) 
(810) 

(400) 
0,555) 

870 
(1,980) 

1,005 
5,775 
3,995 

WORK Program .. " 
Additional Child Care for WORK, 

1.•••• 

Savings, from Child Care and Other Expansion 

Transitional Child Care 
Enhanced Tecn Case Mana'gement 
Savings - CaseloadReduction, 
ADP Federal and Slate Systems/Admin Efliciency 

SUIlTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND P~RENTAL RESP 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $2b 
in net spending). . " 

REMOVE nyo PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 

796 
365 
(90) 

560 
210 

(520) 
680 

6,850 

5,,630, 

5,000 
895 

630 
. 290 

(50) 

450 
170 

(285) 
580 

5,670 

5,540 

4;000 
495 

·to 890 
4:985 

( 1,375) 

2,580 
595 

(5,090) 
825 

26,880 

18;825 

16,270 
2,875 

8,710 
3,990 

- (755) 

2,065 
, 475 

(2,800) 
775 , 

23,235 

21,255 

13,015 
1,580 

Comprehensivc Demonstration Grarts 

Non-Custodial,Parcnt JOBS/WORK, 

Access ,Grants'and Parenting Demonstrations 

Child Support Assurarc,c Demonstrations 

IDA and Microenterprise Demons'trations 

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 

IMPROVING (;OVERNMENTASSISTANCE OGA) 

Slate Flexibility on Earned Income 
and Child Support Disregards 

, 'Generally ConformAsseL~ to Food Stamps 
IncreaseTerritories' Caps 
All Others 

SUIlTOTALIGA 

, , 

GRAND TOTAL 

200 

190 

70 

275 

150 

885 

710' 
135 
185 
275 

1,305 

13,715 

200 

150 
55 

220 

120 

745 

385 
50. 

185 
310 
930 

11,710 

' 

350 

970 

145 

750 

350 

2,565 

2,225' 
330 
535 
'605· 

3,695 

44,230 

350 

775 

1'15 

600. 

280 

2;120 

850 
120 

,535 
680 

'2,185 

40,155 

Regulations" 	 2,250.. 1,625 5,685 3,975 
Note I: Parenthcses denotc savings. _ 
Notc 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates reprcsenL"80% of all exr.cnditurcs except for 

thc following: benelits arc at current match rates; child support is matched at rates ' 
, specified in the hypothetical plan; and compreh'cnsivedemonstration grants arc matched 3.t100%: 

_...~ 	 Source: H HS/ ASPE s'taff cstimates. These estimates have .. bccn shared with slaff within HHS and OM B but 
havc Ollt been .officially reviewed by OMB, The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation 
of the Working'Group Co~Chairs. " , 

, , 	 ( 



TABL,E 3..;. PRELIMINARY SUMMARYCOST ESTIMATES 'O<EDERAt AND STATE)' 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL ' 

(By rlScal,year,in millions o,r dollars) 

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

Minor Mothers 
No Additional Benefits for Additional Children 
Child Support Enforcement' ' ' 

,Paternity Establishment (Net) 
Enforcement (Net) 

, Co.mputer Costs " ' 
<~"", SUBTOTAL, PAREl'!l'jAL RESPONSInILITY 

• : ~~'!;',::" " .. . 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLl:,OW~D BY WORK 

JOBS-Prep 

Additional JO,BS Spending 


, Additional Child Care for JOBS 


WORK Program , 

Additional Child Care Jor WORK 
, , 

Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion 


Transitional Child C~re. 

Enhanced Teen 'Case Management 

Savings - Cascio ad Reduction , ' ' 

ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Effieieney 


SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 
, ', 

SUBTOTAL, .rOBS/WORK,AND PARENTAL RES .. 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (C~lpped a1$2b 
in net spending). " , 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (lW) RESTRICTIONS 

Com~rehen'sive b~monhtration Gra~ls 
Non-Custodial Parent JOBSIWORK and 

Aeeess Grants and Parenting, Qemonstr8:tions , 

Child Support Assurance Dem~nstr~tions " 

IDA'and Mieroenterprise D~monstrations 

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT AS~ISTANCE(lGA) 

State Flexibility on Ea'rn~ income 
and Child Support Disrega,rds 

Generally Conform Assets to Food Stamps 
Increase Territories' Caps 
All Others 

SURTOTALIGA 

GRAND TOTAL 

".Regulations _,7!'" 
ote : arent leses enote sa v IIlgs, " ' 

5 Year 
Total 

(S5) 
(660) 

(535) 
(405) 
465 

(1,220) 

375 
2,870 
2,010 

1,660 
760 

(1S5) 

555 
210 

(390) 
680 

8,545 

7,325 

'5,000 
895 

200 

400 

300 

150 

1,050 

," 

710 
265 
I,S5 
275 

1,435 

15,705 

2,250 

' 

5 Year 10Y(~ar " 10 Ye~lr: 
Federal Total -Federal 

, ' (30) , (210) , (85) 
(220) , (2,150) (810) 

, (90) (2,080) , (400) ,­

(160) (4,700) , (1,555) , 
420 ~J,085 975 
(80) .-'ii" :(8,055) (1 ,~75)", L~'::~ ',,,,, 

, ,,: ":, 
./.... 

300 1 ;370 1,095 
2,295 7,110 5,690 
1-,610 ,4,910 3,930, 

1,330 11;490 9,,190 
610 ' 5,240 4,190 

(l00) . (1,,480) (SI5)­

445 2,565 2,050 
170 595 475 

(215) (6,070) (3,340) 
545 825 ,660 

6,990 26,555, 23,125 

6,910 i8,500 21,250 

4,000 16,270 13,015 
495 ,2,875 1,580 

200 350 350 

320 ,I,7S0 1,425 

240 825 660 

12Q, 35() 310 

8~O 3,305 .,2,745 

385 2,~225 '850 
100 655 240 
lS5 535 535 
310 605 680 
980 4;020 2,305 

0,265 44,970 40,895 

1,625 5,685 3,975 

Nole 2: Five 'Year and Ten Yc.1r FederaL,estimates represent 90% of all expcndituresexeel't for 
the followill);: henclits',arc at eilrrent match rates; child support is matched at rates 
speeili.,xl in the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants arc malched at 100'%, 

"Note3: PlI'lJ 1996 represents f\!II'phase~in in lirst Y,ear; 20% 1996 rc!~resen~'a 20% 'phase-in In lirst yca'r. 
Source: I-IHS/ASPE' staff estinlates, These estimates have bCcn shared with sta'f( within HHS and'Of'.'1!3 hut 
have not been oflidalJy reviewed by OMB, The policies do ilOt represent a consenSllS rceomlllend~ltinn 
of the W(;rking Group Co-Chairs. 
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TABLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST.ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL .' 
.' (By rlScal year, in millions of dollars) . 

(David Ellwood Option; 20% Ph~se-In) 

5'Year 10 Year 
5 Year Federal 10 Year Federal, 

Total at 80% 'Total:ar80% . 

Minor Mothers. '. 
,No Additional Benefits for Additional Children. 
Child Support Enforcement 


Paternity Establishment (Net) 

Enforcement (Net) 


.. "-Computer Costs· :' . 

.. SUBTOTAL, I'ARENTAL RESPONSIIJILITY 


,TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BYWORK 

JOBS-Prep , 

Additional JOBS Spending 

A,dditionaFChiidCare for JOBS " 


I WORK Program . 
AdditionaI.Child Care for WORK , . 
Savings from Chilo Care and Other Expansion 

Transitional Child Care 

Enhanced Tccn Case Management 

Savings - Caseload Reduction . , 

ADPFeder~r a~~ State Systems/Admin Efficiency 


. SUIl ro I AL, .JonS/W9RK . , 

, SUUTOTAL, .IOnS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP. 

(85) 
(660) 

(535) 
(405) 
465 

(1,220) 

305 
, 2,670 

1 ,880 

790 
365 
(90) 

560 
210 

(520) 
680 

6,850 

5,630 

(30) 
(220) 

(90) 
,.~'" (160) 

370 
(130) 

.. 245 
2,135 
1,505 ' 

630 
290 
(50) 

450 
170 

(285) 
580 

5,670 

5,540 

(210) (85) 

(2,150) 
 '(810) 

(2,080) (400) 

(4,700) (1,555)

1,085 "'.""-: ,; 870 


(8,055) , . (1,980) 


1,255 1,005 
7,220. 5,775 

'4;995" 3;995: 

10,890 8,710 

'4,985 3;990 

(1..375) _ (755) 


2,580 2,065.' 
595 475 .' 

(5,090) (2,800) 
825 775 

,26,880 23,235, 

18,825 21,255 

"...' 

.-- .(~ .. 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $2b 
in net sl?ending) •.. ' . 5,000, 

REMOVE TWO .(,ARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 895 

Comprehensive Demon~trati~n Grants 200. 

Non-Custodial ParcnrJOBSIWORK and 

.'.'~ess, Grants and Parenting Demonstradons 400 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 300 

IDA and Microentcrprise Demonstrations.· 150 
.' "', 

SUUTOT AL OEMONSTRA nONS. 1,050 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (lGA) 

Stale Flexibility on Earned Incom~ 
and Child Support Disregards . . 710 

Generally Conform Assets to Food Stiunps' 265 

Increase Territorics' Caps ... 185 


. All Othcrs ,275' 

SUUTOTALIGA 1,435 

GRANIl TOTAL 

Regulations 2,250 
o e arcn lCSCS eno c savings. . 

4,000, 
495 

, 16,270 
'2,875 

,13,015 . 
1,580 

200350 : 350 

320 

240 
120 

. 880 

1,780 

825 

350 

'·3,305 

1,425 

660 

310 

2,745 

385 
',100 

185 
310 
980 

.2,225 
655 
535 

,605 
4,Q20 

850 
240 
535 
680 

2,305 

11,895 45,295 ~40,900 

1,625 
' 

5,685 3,975 

Note 2: Five Year andTenYear Federal estimates represent 80% of all cxpenditures except for 
the following: .bcncfits are at current match rates; child support'is matched at rates 

, ';:i;pccified· in thc hypothetical plan; and coniprehensive dcmonstration grants arc matched at 100%:::h. 
Source: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. Thesc cstimalc~,have bcen shared with staff within HHS and OMB but 

,have not been officially reviewed ,by OMB. Th'e policics do not rq'resent a conscnsus recommcndation .. " 
of the Working Group Co-Ghairs. 



TABLE-3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fIScal year, inmillioils or dollars) , 

(WendelI Primus Option) 

, ',' 

l'AKl<;NTAL,Kr-~I' ,ILl I 1 

Minor Mothers, ,,_, 

No Additional Benefits for Additional Children 

Child Support ~nforeement, .. , , , 


Paternity Establishment (Net) 

Enforcement (Net) '..' ' 

Computer"Costs, " ': '_ ".., '" ' _ 


'SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSllHLlTY 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

JOBS-Prep , 

Additional JOBS ,Spending 

Additional Child Care for JOBS 


WO'RK Program j." 

Additional Child_Care for WORK 
'Savings from ,Child 'Care and Oiher Expansion, 

Transitional Child Ca're 

Enhanced Teen Case-Management 

Savings - Caseload Reduction 

ADP Federal and State Systems/ Admin Erfi'eieney 


SUBTOTAL, .lOBS/WORK 

SUBTOTAL, .I0BS/WOR'K ANDI'ARENTAL RESP 

WORKING POOR CHI LD CARE (I'aid for Oll,t of 
, revenues).,' " 
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 

Comprchensive Demonstration, Grants 

,Non-Custodi;!1 Parent JOBSIWORK 

Aeccss Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 

Child Support Assurancc Demonstrations 

IDA and Microentcrprisc Dcmonstrations 

SUBTOTAL, DEMONS'rRATlONS 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (IGA) 

State Flexibility on Earned Income __ 
arid Child Support ,Disregards 

Generally Confonn Assets to Food Stamps 
,Increase Territories' Caps,' ' 
All Others 

SUBTOTALIGA 

GRAND TOTAL " 

Regulatio'ils 

NOle I: I-'arenllleses denOle savings, 


5 Year 
Total 

(85) 
o 

(535) 
(405) 
465 

(560) 

o 
2,670 
1,880 
, 
790 
365 
(90) 

560 
210 

(520) 
680 

6,545 

5,985 

o 
1,505 

200 

345' 

135 

450 

300 

.1,430 

710 
265 
185 
275 

1,435 ' 

10,355 

2,485 

. 5 Year 10 Year 

Federal 10 Year Federal 

at 80% Total at 80% 


(30) (210) (85)
_'0o o 

(90) (2,080) (400) 
(160) (4,700) (1,555) ...... 
370, 8'70"'" 


90 

. 1,085 

(5,905) (1,170) 

0'o o 
2,135 7,220 5,775 

1,505 
 4,995 : 3,995 

630 10,890 8,710 

290 
 '4,985 3,990 

, (50) (1,375) (755) 

2,065 ' 

170 

450 " 2,580 

595 475 ' 
(2,800) , 


580 

(285) (5,090) 

,825 775 

5,425, 
 25,625" 22,230 

'5,515 ,19,720 21,060 

'0 
830 ,5,615 3,100 ° ° 

206 350 350 

275 1,810 ,1,450 

,,285'110 230 

360 
 1,000 800 


240 
 500· 250 


1;185 
 , ,3,080 '3,945 ' 

385, 2,225 850 

100 
 655 240 

185 
 535 535 

310 
 680 

980 


605 
4,020 2,305' 

,8,510 33,300 29,545 

1,755',6,6704,515 

Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates represent 80% of all expenditures except ,for 
the following: benefits arc at current match rates; child support is matched at rates ' 
,speeirled in the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%, 

Source: H HS/ ASPE staff estimates, These eSlimales have been shared with staff within H HS and OM 13 but 
have not been officially reviewed by OM13, The p()lieie~ dQ ·n'ot represent a consensus recommendation' 
of the Working Group Co-Chairs, 
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:, 

"\. 	 . Be1l.e· Sawhill, 

, Mary 10 Bane 

'. I " David Ellwood 


Wendell Primus. 

, 	 , 

, ''''rf:CT: Summary of Attached Tables on, Welfare Reform' Options 

" 't:;'o 

" 

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

",-hed are five tables that display the costs of various welfare reform options. All total . 
·,re matched at an 80 percent fedeml match rate except for the'following: 

, ' " 	 . 

e ' AFDC and Food Stamp benefits mmatched at current. match rates, " 
e' 	 chlld support is matchcrf at qrt.es speci£iedin the hypothetiCal, plan; . 
• 	 comprehensive demonStmtion grants are matched at a: 100 percent federal 

match. . 

" :1'1, not'show costs on'these tabies for changes that will be made through regulation rathet"', , 
atute. 

, .!1?wirig is a description of these options and costs. 

;~: the option that was priced for the Presidential briefing onMa.roh 22, with'severu 
.. n,ents in the -Improving Government Assistance" (IGA)" seCtion. Under this plan, 20 ' 
; t of our targetpoi?ulation would be phased in during FY 1996,the first year of 
,'(lrt. This plan yields ,R five year total cost of $15 billion and a fixe year federal CQst 
, ,'H1ion. ' 

'rt3.rison to the table for fue President's briefing,' we have m~e the following changeS 
,<iA section: . 	 . . 
I 	

" 

The' UP 'parent provision ,reflects 'the fact that some of the changes in the 100 hour, 
:llie will be accomplished through regulation and not stalute; this portion of' the 
,hange will not ,yield a seorable cost Also, ovemll·costs were rcmsed downward. ' ' 

'. 
'Ne changed the earned mco~e disregards to $120 per monJfi, indexed to inflation, 
',nd the child support disregard of $50, indexed to inflation, with s~te flexibility to 
j~regardincome above those 'amounts. There 'would be compl¢flexibility in fill the 

'" ap poliCies. " ", .",-,< . ~~;;- . 	 . , 

. . 	 . . ~ 

There are no longer costs attached to the changes in the rules· governing 'IDAI S and "',- ' 
:,ficroenterprises. ' ' • . . ' " . , , ~ 
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" 

We increase the tefrltorieS' cap, by 50 percent rather than 100 percent.. 

The change inautoni~ile aod.accounting pr~ures'willbe by regulation. 

1,le.2 

'1ble costs out the same plan as· shown in Table 1 excePt thaHhis plan fully phases in 

:~~et gIOup!~iit FY 1996. Thi~.plan yields a five.yeartotal cost. of $)7bi1tion and a·,·five 


,;dem cost of $14 bi1lion~ '", ' ," , '," ",,,,'" ' 

-' t." '''' ' 

:" 3 

" . 

. I~'C 3, we use the same basic plan as Table Z' (with ,the full 'phase-in irl FY 1996) with 

J owing ~justrrients: ' ' 


Working Poor Child Careiscapped at $lSbillion (decreased irQm $2 billion) in 
f.'Y 1999" Yielding a five 'year federal cOst of $3 billion. 

TheUP Provision is, a ~tate option. 
" 

Demonstration prognuns 
-

(except for comprehensive prevention d~monstrations) have 
been reduced. ", ' 

" " \':U fiveycilr cost of this plan is $14 billion with a fiye year federal cost of $12 billion. 
,. \ 

1 is thesarne as Table 3 with, the following adjustments: 

The cost ofJOBS-Prep is set at ,0. 

'.Vorkfug Poor' Child Care' is capped ~t $1 billion in FY 1999, l'i:elding afive year , ' 
federal cost of $2 billion. ' 

Demonstration programs ,(except,'for co~prehensive prevention de~onstJ:ations) .have 
been reduced by 50% from the le"eJ'of spending shown in Tabie 3. .. ..' , ' . 

'.' . 

. The policy of conforming asset rules to those in Food Stamps remains but the asset. 
i mits will not be increased.· . 

There is no· inc~ in the.lterritorles~cap. 

, -<., . L':n: yields a total fiye rearms! of $12 billion with a'five'year federal QOJt..Qf"·· 
'''\:,&11.. 
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'.,' 

'-Ie 5 

.: c 5 is ·the same as Table 4 with thefollowing adjustments:' 

We return to the Table 1 policy of phasing in'20 percent of the targetgroup.ih . 
FY 1996. . ' 	 .' 

", 	 We reduce Working. Poor Child care to $500 million in FY 1999, yielding a five 
year' federal cost of $1 billl~n. _"' . ,~:' 

~. >·r~'· • 

:~ 	 nl:m yields;! total five year CQstof$9-biltion and a five y~ federal·~st Qf $8 billion, 

'" .. 

• 	 I; : .... 

. '. 

.'1 	 . 

',-" 

http:targetgroup.ih
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TABLE l-;PRIl:LIMlNARY SUMMARY COST EST.IM.ATES (FEDERALAr.m STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS'OF A WELFARE REFOKMPROPOSAL' . 

(By rascal year, ill mil.lioru: or,doUam) 

.5 Year SYear 10 Year 10 Year 
Total Federal Total Federal ., 

. , .­(as) 
.... .jJiLioiial BenefitS Cor Additional Children . 

(85) (30)rMothen . (1.10~ 
. (11Q)(220) (2.,150(660)..,'}uppott Bnfo~l 

'~ (400)(SlS) . .(90) (2.0RO), . .:;.'lUtyBBtabliihmCllt (Nc;t) , ~:;"'-:i~''"'' .... ~:,J.l '.
1'1:.i' .. (1,555)~ '" ,,' ,:'orccmcnt (Nd)J. . (100) (4.700)(4OS) 

., .. 370 8704165' 1.OSS 
:':::~(l;2lO)... .. ' '(l"sO)":.. ····:(130) (8.0SS).""S'U~.8f:t; P~NTAL RESPONSn'JL1lY 

. . '\ NSI110NAL ASSISTANCE FOLLO~ED BY :WORK 

245 1,005 
", ,n/Vl JOBS =h;g 
':~'P:r '.,. 30S 1.255 

" 7,220 5,715:'1.135'l.()70
1,880' , l,~OS . 3,995. · ...ci"oal Child for JOBS ",99S 

"Progw , : . 790 
.,al " Care for WORK 365 
J'om Child Care and 0Ihc:.r EXpansion '(90) 

.:, nal Child Care S60 
, ; Teen CaSe ManagcmCIIl 210 
. CUcioad Reduction, .. (S2O) 
,::.ral and Sta.tc Sh'ltc:mslAdmin Effioienoy 680 

6,SSG 

<UBTOTAL,JOBSlWC;»RK AND PARENTAL REsr 
. JIlTOTAL. JO SIWORK.. , 

5,630 

, ,'lNG rooR ClULD CARE (Capped at S2b 
,5,000 .;r~cPPARENT(UP) R.ESTlUCnONS ' '1~05 

,oJ,c:nsiv~ DcmoRSttation onws 200 
tOdial Pal'Q'lt ~OBSlWORK 375 ., 

~ranU and Parenting ~nstrations ·135 
SSG',·,pOrt.Miurancc Demonstta.lioM 

. Mioroentetpriso Deinoostralions 300 

~JBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,560. 

'lING. GOVER.NMENT ASSISTANCE (lGA) 
, . '. .' -' 

!.,ibility on I3.amcd Income 
,;~d su~port Disregards' 710, 

~~. ; fCon 1m Al5Ct& fD F<xKi SUmps 26S 
TC;"ilOrie£' Caps . 185 

. 8.(10630 10,890 
:290 4,985 3.990 

. (SO) (755). (1.37S) 

; ..2,065 .450 :2.,580 :, :\.. , 
47S :~ • "'f595110. 

(2,800).,(lBS) (S~090) 
715 . , .' 

'':.,/ SSO' 82S 
2O~g8()5,670 . 23;235 

.5,540 18,825 ": 21,25$ .'
'".''''' ':, 

"'16~70.4,000 13,015
3,100 .. 5,61~,~O 

3S0200' 3S0 

300 1.940 I,sSo' 
28S 230110 

440 l,sOO 1,200 
.".. ~.. :­

700'2AO 560 
3.8!JO .4.7751.190 

.', 

385 8S0Z:J2S 
,100 65S," 

" 240 
" l8S S3S S3S 

i! ., (75) (165) "(5)J~ 3.250 . 1.610:UBTOTAL IGA 1;085 

11,325 .42,880'TOTAL' 14t780 48 73S 
'5 Table with 20% Phase-ln ia FY 1", with A~ustmel1U ill IGA 

~r,,' 'arentheses denote A.V~., . '. '" 
:vc Yeararui Ten Year edeml ~n:p~80% ahU cx.pcnditu~' c:.xccpt for 

~' ;- following: beneflfJ are at t'.W't'eftt match rites; ehlld sUpport is malch~ at rates ,'," , 

• ific:d in the b~ctil.7.&l plan; aad c:ompn:bCnsivc ~.,st.mt:ion.gfi,DtI arc ma.t.chod Ii 100"• 
[liSIASPgsti e:stltnatt:4. 1'beIe ~ have beeI:laha1"ed with staff wilhinHHS and OMB but 

.,",,'.<:C,fofljeiaUl rc;ricWQi'by OMB. "fbQ po1ic:.ic:a do not l'CprqlCrlt e. copaensus n:eommendlllion=~ 
'....... '-, ..,lcingCi,roup. Co-Cbain. ~- . ' - . "', . .­. 

~ ..ot~.... 
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TAm..F.. 2 - PKELIMlNARY SUMMARy COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOK ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE R£FO~ PR.OPOSAL ' . 

(By flSCBlyear. in milrlOllS or dollars) 

5 Year' 5 Year 10 Year',' 
, Total llodH'1l1 Total'; 

, 	 Il~ _ ....... 
 ,a a 

... '(,mocs 

~: ..,. naJ'Beaeftts for Additional Children 

".JOrt Bnfo~' 


>ity BstAbUthment (Nit) 
,"CIlJ,cnt (Net) .,

". ;:ur..ef'COdJ,f " 

'_'I:STOTAL, P.ARENTAL' R.ESPONSIBIUTY 

'.: I.TlONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

"'rep 

d,JO~S=~ " 


,.d Child CorIOBS . 
,,,,gram .

{~hi1d·CtrC for WORK 

.Il ~ Can! and, Other ~n ' 


,! Child Calc ' • : 
,Ai Cue Managcmc:nt 
",,~oloa.d RcdlKltion 
1 and St.a.rc SbSiW" A.dmin efficienoy
i'OTAL, JO Q'RK ' 

! TOTAL, JOBSIWORK AND PAR.ENTALIlESP . 
,:G POOR. CmLD CARE (Capped at $2bi1lioa'.,' 'ndJ(R;' 	 ,,rw 0ENl (l.JP) RESI'RICTIONS , 

,Hive DemoDSU'Ulon Grants 

'\at Parent JOBSIWORK 

its a.nd Pa.reuting Demonstrations 

It AssuntDCC Demolllltnluons .. 
'~fOent.erpriso Oe!nonstrations 

" 

, , , . 
TOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS ' 

.'"lG GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (lGA)., 
" ,'" 

• ;lity OA Ea.rned Income ' ' . 

..:u~rt Disiq;anls " .'


,>In nn ,Aslld::l to Food. SWnps
mtom'Cap'" , , .. 

;~TOTAL'IGA . " . ' 

. 
")TAL 

(8S) 
(660) 

~' 

~!5~ ,
465 

.. ,(1~) 
<" 

. 
375 


2.870, 

1,010 


1,660 
760 
(18S) 

555 
2.10 

' 	(390) 

680 


8,54.&; 

1,325 

5000 
1~O5 

200 
490, 

135 
550 

300 
1,675 

710
2.65 . 
185 
(75)

1,085 . 

l',S~ 

' 

10 Year 

Federal 


" 

(85) 
(810) 

" 

(4~
.. (l..5S 

'" ,,·870 
,·(1,980) , .. 

1,095 
5,690 
3,930, 

9,190 
4,190 

(815) 

2.050 
4'JS 

(3,340) 
660 

,23,t25 

11,145 
'­

13,015 

3,100 


350 
1,600 


230 


1,200 


560 


3340 


850 

-" 240 


S3S 
(5) 


1,620 


42,820 

(30) . (220) 

(t~ 
' - :370 

(130) 

' . 

' ,300 
2~9S 
1,610 

1,330 
610 

(100) 

'44S 
170 

, .(21S) 
S4S 

6,990 
6,860 

" 

4,000 
830 

, ' 

(210) 
(2. ISO) 

, , g.080) 
4,700)

::':":L08S 
, '(8;055) 

1,370 
7,110 
4,910 

11.490 
S,240 

(1.480). 
2.S6S 

595 
c (&,070)

' 825 
26,S!S 

18.500 

ItJ~70 
5,615 

'2.00 
390 

110 
440 

. 240 

350 

2;000 

lIS 

1,500 

700 

;'able with FuU Pb.ue-Ia ia FY 1996 with Adjastmeals iA IGA 

' 1,310 

385 
100 
l~ 

~ 
, IJ.'l3S 

. 

4,835 

.. 

l,llS 
'6SS 
S~ 

(165)
'. :3;1.50 

' .48,470 

, 
.•theses dc::notc I8.vmgs. ' '. _, . ' '., '~., 

¥cv and Tc:n Ycv.PcQcru eati.mateuqnl:lc:nt 80% ohll e.x.pendituml. ~for'~ 


,owing: bcncfil.l arc at currmt..l'I1l1.tCb raIesj ehUd IIUpport is! matcbed at mtes ... ' .. , 


.'cd in the ~ca1 pJa!!.i and comprc:hc:nsivc: demonstration grants are'malcJ~edat 100'%. 
;/ASP!! ffAffestimlUel.'M&& estimates have been shued wir.h&taffwidlin HHS and OMB bUt 

• ,I officially rcMcwed by, OMB. ~.po1icW do nOt rcptC!Ient a consensus rceommccadation 
~g GroupCo-Cb.iinL '~ , '..,.. ' . 

__ I. 

",,' , 
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TABLE 3 - rItELlMlNAR.Y SUMMARy COST ES11MATES (fEDER.AL AND srATE)
'. . I"OIt ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE R.EFORM PROI'OSAL ""'. 

(By fISCal year ~ In mllUoas of,doIIan) 

l' SYear S Year 10 Yatr' 10 Year 
J 

Total Federal . Total Pederal 

' ,·"F :"1'1 :.'\L Kr.i)rvl"l.,1 PI l.I' T l' 

, ... 
. "ol,hetS (85) 

, ;,)[•.a.1 Bc:.ncfit.& tor Additional Children. (660) 
,.;'91"t Enfareemetll .. 

. ,: :ry Establlilhm~t (Net) -, (53$) 
, : ':::ment (Net) (405), ' 

. riliCr. Costs -:.,;'" , 46S 
(1,220).. ,Jl(TOTAI.., PARENTAl. RESI»ONSIBIUTY .. . . \. . 

<! nONAL 'ASSISTANCE FO[,.I..oWED BY WORK 

";-ep 37S 
,...:I JOBS Spaiding 2,110 

,!' Child Care' roc JOBS 2,010 

', "t;r;atn . 1.660.. ­
, 760 

, ,! Child Care and Other Expansion 
:hild Care for WORK . 

(185) 

. 1 Child Care sss 
.,

c.M CaSe Management " ·:110 
scload Rc4uction ' (390)

, 680 i and &aft) SystemS/Admin Effioiency 

. fOTAL, JOBSIWORK : 
 ~,S4S. , 


(,TOTAL, JOBSIWORK AND PARENTAL RHSp 
 7~25 , . ., ... 
, 


. 'iG'POOR cmu) CARR (C.ppedat$l.5 hUlion 

''ndil1g). 3,750 
1'\\'0 PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 895 

.. 

,.".~jve Demon.stration Gmnts' 200. 

Lal Parent JOBSIWORK and 


:UJltlillilld PD..nmting Demonstrations 
 400 
, , . , 


.r{ ABaumncc Dcmo~oD8 
 300 
·.~ rocntctprise Oc:monatnmon.c " 

" ISO 
.' TOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,050 

(30) , (210) (8~
,(210) (2,IS0) (810. 

,~ 

(SlO) (2.080) (400) 
. (4,701:) ,(160) (1.555)........... -. ­

.:;:,.. 1,085' 810""'"'.- '370 
, : ...... ('30) . . ; (8,OS5) , '(1,'80) . 
'. 

' , 

, .. 
1,09S '1,370" 300 

2,295' 5,6907.110 
4;910' 3,9301.610 

11~'d.90 9,1901.330 
5,'240610 4,190 

(100) (1.480) (815) 

'44S ' 2,5GS' 2,050 

'. , 
170 55'S 41S 

: (215) (6,070) (3,340) 
S4S 660825 

6,990 ' 23,125U.SSS 
6,860 18,500 21,145 

! 

3,000 ".7S012••18S 
1,875.. 1,580.' .495 

- 200 350 3SO . 
" 

32.0 1.780, 1.42S 

240 825 GCiO 
12.0 • 350 310 

. 3,305 2,745880 
.'-1'" 

..' ,'1G GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (lGA) 
, , 

'." 

'.clity on earncxi Incom, ' 
, SuppottDisr:egards 7LO 2,m '850lSS 
'"nronn A.3Rn to ·Pood..Stamps 26S 100 6S5 240 
· ritories' Caps : . ",' " 

185 liS S3S S3S 
, ' 

(75) (5) (165) (5) 
'1,085, cl.TOTALIGA , 1,620665 3,lSO 

, , 

·... TAL 
, 

'11,900, 40,11514,105 30~840 
", .. 

''able with Full Phase-Ill iA FV 1"'~ ,AJijUsbDula ill I('..A, WorkiDg Poor Child.Ca~ .' 

-vll5j UP Parent Pm'Yisioa as Slate Option. 
, "ntbeses denoto 1a,V1ngs. ,,". .,' , ... ' 

,': ¥c:&r al\d Ten-"(ear PcdCral csdrna£cs rqm:.sc:nt 80" of.u c~dilur:es Cltc:cpt for 
'!owing: benefits &n) IlL ol.\mxitmi.tob rates; Child IIUpport is matched w.t rafe8 ' 
. xl in the hypothl:Ueal p1&ni aod c:omp'~II:NiVc dcm.onstDtion grmts are matcbCd at 1OO~. 
,.fASPB &taff c:atirnaU:s. n_csti.rtWeallave beeft iIhated with 8l&ffWith.ift HHS·ud OMB but , 
,j officially nwicwcd. by OMB. The poncieado not represent I. consensus rccommcndal:ion· 

· "g Group c&.cbaits., " " ' , . , , 

.. ,' 

http:Child.Ca
http:11~'d.90
http:fEDER.AL
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TABLE 4 - PRELlMiNARY'SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAl.• ANI) STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A ,WELFARE REFORM.PR.OPOSAL . ' 

,(BJ fascal year, ill mi1IioDS of doUan) 

S. Year ' 5 YeO! 10 Year 10 Year 
Total . Federal Toml' FOOcild." ,. 'TNTAL~r ,­

.f"'.hcrs (210) (SS) 
." "rOal Bectofit'sfo," Additional Children 

(30)(85) 
(220)«(,60) . a.ISO) . (810) • 

... ·,7"..;!'ort Enforcemc:oE 
'. 

.. 
'. .. .. .. (90) (400) 

:.~.:mcnt (Net)··.· 
... ;ty 2stabl.ishment (Net) '. ($35) ~080)

..;r.,;.'" . (4,700) . (1,555)(405) (160) 
.. '-, .. , .: '.,.~1.0.85:';ulCr:Coats=" '. .._ '370:46S ... ··:::870 ., 

.'UIJ'OOT.u., P~ENTAL RESPONSIBILITY..·· (1,2l0) ; (1,980)Q.3~) .+ (StOSS) .. 
,'\: 

:: TIONAJ... ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

0n::p' 0 00 
'1.110<J~I JOBs Spciuting . 2,870 2,295 5,690 

,.\ Child Care for JOBS , 1,610 2,010 4.910 3,930 

ngra.m },330 11,490 9,190 
Child Care for WORK. 

, 1.660 
760 610 4.190 

In .child CtIr& and Other Bx.patIRinn .. 
" . S.240 

(81S)'(1,480)(185) (l00) .. 
.• 1Child Ca.ro 555 2.050 
:een Cue Managcmc:nt 

44S "2.565 
.. 475 

',.ucload Rcduaion 
S9S170210 

(390) (6,070)(21S) (3,340) 
,J and ~S=lI/Admln Efficilmcy S4S 825 600 : '·680 

8,170 21,030 

. rt'I'OTAL, JOBSIWORK ANDPAKENTAL R,ESr 

6,690 25,185.iTOTAL,JO '. ~RK. . .' 
,-,SO ,,,560 20,050 

'~G POOR. emLl; CARE (Ca~ aUl bliDoa 

11,130 

.._<:!Ildlllg). . . . . 2,sOo 6,505.8,1302.000 
' 1,875'. TWO PARENT (UP) usnucnONS 895 .495 1,580 

.. 

. nsive DemonstnlliOl'l GrantJ 
 . 350 
'dial Pare.nt IOBSJWQRlC and 

200 350200 
, . '. 

" , " 

890-:mnts and Pa.rcnting D,emonsttatiOftll 7iolEO2QO
; . ,

. 120 ·')It Assumnoe Demon.stratiODS 33041SISO 
I·" 140 

iJTOTAL DgMON~TlONS 
17S•icri:lcntcrprisc Dcmon8t'rl1ions i5 60 

'1,5301,8306Z5· 540 
, . 

.. . , NG GOVEIlNMENT ASSIST~CE (lGA) .. 
, 'ility on Hamed Income 

, ..; Support Disreptdi . .710 385 i 2.;Z25 SSO ...Conform {but not Increuo} ,

:. rood SWnps· 
 o· ,0. 0 0 

(5) (165) (5) 
.. ' "RTOTAL ICA .. g~ 2,060 845380 

,
"OTAL· . 32,02.5 .30,510. 11.605 9.975 

.,._ Table with FuB Pba.se-lll ill FyI"' with .PU~f.I' AclJ\Utme:ats ~ IGA., Workiag p. 
<!, and DeInons~tions; UP 'I'wo-Pare.ut Provision as State Op~Q; ElimiD.ate l~ease < -' . 

. "ies'Cap; CoDfonn AssetRu)<5,to Food Stamps but Do locceiise in LiJiJ.its. 

~thes.es deI10t0 avUigs. : ..' '. ," .... . • . .. .' . . ... 

'0 Year &lid Tc:n Ycac Fcclcra1 cstUti.a&c:s Rprc:sc:at 80" ofall CX~RI/I cxClCpt for 

Uowing: benefits .~ It cuneot match nrcs;,ehlId support is ~ .t I'lIk:s .~. . 
~'(cd in lite h~ plan; and eompllilhClD.:liVl; d~on&tn.tion 8f1U1lS ate rn.aJdlcd &1100~. 
:S/ASPlntaff estima.bx. TbCli:~ e&timates have beauharr::d with stalfwltbin HHS and OMU,but 
~ officiaUy reviewed by OMB. The policies do n~t represent I. ~c.nSU5 rCi:::om,maldation 
·.ing Group Co-Chainl. '. .', .' .. 

http:estima.bx
http:I'wo-Pare.ut
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TABL.E S- PREUMINARV SUMMAR.Y COST ESTIMATES <FEDERAL AND STATE) 
. . FOR ElEMENTS Of A WELf~E.lt.EroRM PKOP.OSAI.. 

. (By rlSCal year~ ill milflOos of doU.nl .. 
.. . . 
.

. 

. 

5Ytar 
. Total 

SYear 
Federal 

10 Year 
Total 

10 Year 
Fedend 

. ,'j,c:l'li 
. : ..; 1 BcneQt!1 (or Additional Children" .. .' 
·:oft I!n.Coceement 

. _,)'g~bli.slunent (Net):.:'
'.'.;, neni:(Ni:l)': ::.:", .: ...~:.. , ': 

.. 
.....­

. , , ·.;.'f.Costs­ ...... .. •. . "'.. 
·;;".:'I'OTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBIUTY . 

~ -' .. 

:'IONALASSISTANCE FOUOWED BY WORK 

'0 
'JOBS Spending , 
: Child Care for JOBS 

,,>ram 
.ild.Care for WORK 

, Child Care and Other Expansion 

~hildCate 
. 11. Ca.lic Management 

.. :Ioad Reduction . 
.nd State Systems/Admin Efficicnoy 
)TAL, JOBSIWORK . 

OTAL. JOBSlWORK AND PARENTAL RESP 

.: 	POOR CHILD CA.R.E (Cal'ped at $SOO iniIJioa' 
'l~. . 
·YO PARENT (UP) RESTIUcnONS 

-. 
,; '.fe Dcmonstn.tionanuits 

Parent JOBSIWORK IL!1d 

.,(3 &nd' Parenting OcmOlUtlations 
Assurance Demonslntions 

? 

;penterpristc OcmonstnLtioQS 
:)TAL DEMONSTRA110NS 

~ GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE OGA) , 

:'1 on Earned Income 
?port Dis~,8.rds , 

-" 
.dann (but not lnen;ase) 
:«1 Stamp.s 

. ,OTALICA 

T' AL 

(210) 
• (2.150) 

(1,080) . 
<4.700) 
I,OS5 

(8,055) 

0 
.... 7.'2.2.0 

4.995 

10,890 
4.985 

'(1,37S) 

2$80 
S9S 

(S.090) 
S2S 

lS~625 

17,570 
.. 

4,055 
1,875 

350 

.890 

4t5 

175 

1,830 

2,225. 

" 	 .0 
(165) 

2.,060 

28.390 

.. 

(1lS) 
. (660) 

. (53S) 
(405) 
46S 

(1)20) 

'0 .' 

2,670 
,1.880 

790 
36S 
(90) 

S60 
. 210 
(52Q) 
680 

6.54S 

~,J~ 

1,250

895 


. 2.Oj) 

" 150 
15 

615 

710 

0 

~~) 
." 

8,730 

(30) 
(220) 

""c'~(90) 
(160) 
370 

(130) 

0 
,2,135 
I,soS 

"630 
290. 
(SO) 

.450 
170 

(1&5)
5S0 

S,42S 
. '5;2.95 

1,00<1 
495 

200 

160 

1:::!O 

.60 

54 

3&5 

0 
(5) 

310 

'.110 

Jm 
·"(fm·­

:.870'·:·..··.­
(l'~980)' 

.0 
5,775 . 
3.995 

8.710 
3.990 

(ISS) 

2,065 
475 

(2.800) 
77S 


22,.230 


20;150 

' 3,245 

1,580 


3S0 

710 
330 
1<40 

1,530 

850 

0 
(5) 

845 

21,450 . 

~:l,,~;.' 

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

~--~. ~- .~ .. 
.. 	 ..~ ~ 

. ''lie with 20% .I':1!ase:-1n ill FY 1996 with Further A~uslments ill IGA IlD~ 

Child Ca.re;.. tiP T.wo-Pllroit Provisions at Stare Option; EliaW.uaLc'Iucrease 
Cap; ~-'2ronn Ass~ to Food. StamF hut. do dot IncreaseLimifs. ' . 

."\QCS denote &aV&ngs:. .' .' '.;"" 

. car and Ten Year Federa.l ~ates Rpi'efcat 8070 ofall cxpendituras cxccpr. (or 

,ing: be4elits 11ft; at current l'I\IUI:h (1d:Jos; dilld IIUppolt is ma1.eltcd at ftlCI . 

in the hypOlhetlea,l plan; and comprdlensiYe ~n gnuitS ~ matcbcd at 1OO~. .' 

SPE afrmumaiM. These estimates have been dla.rcd with ctafTwitbln MRS and OMD but 

iliciaUy revieWed by OMS. The policies do DOt. rq)reserlt. OOnscftSUS rceommCl'ldatioo ,-, 


, 	Group Co~. . . . . ~. , 
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.'AnDmONAL ENTrrLEMENT AND REVENUE" OPTIONS.. 
(In millions of dollars) 

1995-99 

, ·r· ... 
';;..f"';';'­ , . 8' ~t royalty .On hatdrock . . 

'.: :'js':n;mOy~'frQm~Federat lands . ::. "7:'" .:-;~:;~'.:;'.~{~: 
. .. ... _.. ,~. 

.'f' 

! . rnilrQac:l safety user fees 169 
...' . . "~ ~'. , 

. <.,,! Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco' .' 
:'~re3nns fees 194 

~ 

.!~ all sunseUiates On Veterans' 
..:,n8 in O~RA 1993 (FY99). '; 545 

, ;)at.eflt aild trademark .surchargeS (FY99) 120 .' 
. . 

r ,~c fees (FY99) .500 


:'1creases in SEC fees (FY99) so 


. ; ncrea.ses in tonnage.duties (FY99) 70 

,'" 

'''·Dld.ing fee on o~c:rs of inining' 
: on public lands (FY99) 54 

:.~ustom ~ice user charges (FY99) 900 

. ':evenue Items ." 

't, ' 
", .' 

. : on of marketable securities 
"~ated as- cash ··225 

~'A x-deferred annuities. per ~uple, ."" 

,00,000 .. ..::... 800 
.'.Jw'~ 

'';~!;;:;:'¥-

:I!perfundtax .. 2,300 

'k'Tlployers to 'offer employees tax-tree 

. of-cash, which woUld be taxable 
 500 
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, , 

. . 

'."'. ~ODeficit Reduction Document : 

:rl:U'ket prices for electricity sold 

.'/ er marketingadrniriistIations ~T-(1) 


!,1Clear wastC diSpoSal'fees fOflitflation (ENT-04). ,,~.. '. 

,""~" ,."y fr~m price-~llppoftPJ"9g~l"P.¢ople_. ' .',c, ,. .' 

, '')$8 revenue~fromcommoditysa1es, ": .....~:,>. - ' 

~500,OOO (ENT-09) 

, . CC user fees (P..Nf.::}.6):' ... ,,, 

·~alty fof early redemptions. 

.tS bonds' (ENT-55) 


;~tgage interest deductions . 

d homes (REV-(4) , ' 


i : mit for, deferrals in saiary 

, plans to $4,000 (REV -08) 


. , 

minimum tax on foreign-owned'
:s (REV..19) , 

" 

:~1e capital gain$ from home 
:xcess of $125,000 (REV-20), 

: ,unions with. more than $10 mil1ion . 

, '. :ike, other thrift institutions (REV-25) 


','Jhol fuels credit. and partial 
. { exemption: (REV-29) 

'-, 

I. ._ 

. nUlT.1her of t),mes the $70,000 exclusion 
, ,e earned abroad can be used to. 2 

'T. for individuals and"corporanons 
.j tWice ".:~", . , . 

,)Umum,,~g.rtgage· prinCipal eligible for 
, ,;oouetions to $500,000 or $750,000 

.' . 

, : ;' 

4,800 

720 

·255 

670""".' 

.240' 

,2600 

t2_ 900' 

2,600 

1,400 

3;400 

3,200 

'] 

,', 
, ~.:., 

, .... 

'] 
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, , 

, '" " 

FINANCINGOP!rIONS, ' 
" , 

S";;Yeat', ' 5-Year lO;-:Year..: lO-Year 
." 

Total Federal Total~ Federal' 

4.0 4,.0.•'~'" ~~ Chil~-~ara':~:':' ,.,~~:~'\:~~:"'~'·'lt . .,.> i ~7 1. 7 
Food program : ..- ,._, , 

,'._-:.f..it Reduetion,If .. , 2.,,1.::,' ".9 .'1. •• •• !...' •••~ : 

.. :' .' .... " Grandp.~rents ~J1.., ' , ... U_',· 

Dwelling·unit ' 
; ~, f Y sponsor-tO-Alien 2.2 
. D~emin9/, Tighten' 

PRUCOL' . 

,'" yment By Social ":6.4 , 6.4 

. securi.ty To , 


General Fund 

,- "!ASsist.ance 
 1. 5) 1,.9 

,~nd T~ Compliance 2.7 2.7 

, 15.0 13.4 -45.1 ' , 40.5 
. I . " 

: 

. .~ " . i'. 

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

i 

http:securi.ty
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. '- ~ 'Emergency Assj"stanCI?--Modify 1:;he. current AFOC-Emergency . 
,:.stance Program by establishing a Federal matc.hinq,c~p for 

..,:', .State' s EA expend-itures . This cap would be set... at.. an omount 
"il'to 3 percent of the State's total AFoe benefitpayment.s 
;,rred during the previous fiscal 'year, grandfathering States ". 

"rt, are above that level at their FY 1993 expenditure level. 
. ' ,'" , ' 

'net Child Care Food' program~-This proposal would utilize ' , 
- ,,'.::;-;..;testing in determining" the',· rate of Federal reimbursement 

, meals. pro,y.i;ded to children in family daycarehome.s. Those,."",,';:: 
1.1y' day care homes that'~are'ttot""located, .in :c.ens.us: ~racts where 

'. 	 :"trd or half 'of' thechil:dren·..are .below 200 percent (;)f poverty 
... ,: ,receivesliqhtlyreduced Federal subsidies formefals. " 

".it Reduction ,If Grandparents In DWellio,s-u..ni:t-'..;;This proposal 
,';.:.reduca Moe benefits~by 'one-third to reCipients whose 

'parentsreside in the dwel1inqunit. wit.h the recipient and 
. income above 130 .percent'of the poverty quidelines< This', 
:'7tion is based on the presUmption thats'uch, qrandparent.s· are" 
~buting to the support and maintenance of these' AFDC, 


'. ~ents--us\l(;illy a daut;Jhter ·'and grandchild(rep,). . 


" "y Sponsor;...to....Alien Deeming. Tighten. PRUCOL--This ~ption 
;ts,of'two proposals. The first wourd~ make permanent the 

,':1t .5,!"'year sponsor-to-alien deeming per,ipd .in SSI I, 'and extend . 
.")li:cy toAFDC and Food Stamps; and~ if a .. gp~nsorrs ad"'justed 

income exceeds $40,000 then continue. sponsor-to-alien ' 
'lq for t.en years (or citizenship, whichever occurred first). 

J~cond proposal wouldeffect.ivelY reduc'e ,the current number 
,.lCOL cateqo'ries of immigrants eligible for' benef:its, and 
::hese 'categories consistent with those covered 'under, the 
:l Security Act.' The proposal would define in statute the 
fic categories 0'£' temporary immigrants that wQuld be ' 

. ~")le for SSI, AFDC, and Medicaid benefits (similar t<? t.he 
'{ch already utilized by the Food Stamp pro9r~) . 

. '':\ent By Social ,security TO General Fund--Situations exist in. 
the ,Social Security Trust Funds have, benefitted at the' 

;;e of the, General Fund. ' We propose that these situations be 
.'~ted. This option includes 1) crediting the. Trust Funds . 
'~ncome from, taxation of benefits when ·"those taxeSilre . 

'-:ted instead of using the currerit liability method; 2) 
:ent of the lump sum credited to the Trust Fund by. the. 
~l Fund to offse't the cost of granting 'deemed military wages 
In-covered military service: 3 ) ~liminating spe.ci,al wage 
.s for' military service after 19'56 for retirement 
~cia:ries 'whic;h would· eliminate. the, requir,ement that ,the '. 

"11 Fund pay FICA tax ::on these' credits (credit would continue 
granted for, disabilityands.urvivor benef.i:ts-""and the Tr~st 

:' wQuld"-be reimbursed for' the cost of any increase1n the-­
·~t amQunt) I anq,;4 ) reimbursement by' the ~rust Fund to the 
a Fund for the amQunt of the actuarial reduc,tion. suf~ered 
,current SSI benefic;i.aries . "The Trust Funds would be held 

, .' 

http:c.ens.us
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"'nless by proposals which would increase revenues or 'reduce 
;t'including 1) prosective elimination of entitiernent of 
.lren,andyoung wives (entitled on the basis of a:'young child 

'·:;r ca.re) of retirement beneficiaries; 2)" ext;ension of Social 
,;:ity coveraqe to stu~ents" employed by their educational. 
titutlons, and; 3) PICA tax revenues resulting from increased 

,;yment thro~qh welfare reform. ' 

Tf Assistanee--currenely, several States define a.: ,signi,~icant 
.on of ,their AFDC:qrant to families as "special. en!3r gy 

. :~: "." ,.;tanee" . The Food Stamp proqr~(FSP)' .excludes 'such 
tance from their determination of,-wincome", which results in 
,ter amount of food stamp benefits going to such households 
:ouldotherwise occur if the, f~ll MDC grant were .taken into· 

- ',t ;': "Th~s proposal would allow' the FSP' to "count ,such special 
, ,'/ assistance as income for the purpose of determining food 

benefits, and, would result in'savings in the FSP'. 
" 

'':ndTax Compliance-:-A nUmber of proposal'S compri'se this'" 
'),and are meant to modify and, improve current 
':entation of the EITe, as well as the treatment of gambling 
gs. Improvements, in the EITC include: denying EITC to 
sident aliens; extending EITC to active military families 

,; overseas; and counting-nontaxable' earned income, of 
rypers~,!1nel. Chang-es in thetreatmerit· of ,. gambling 
gs include; increasing- the withholding rate on gamblirig 
g6 in excess of $50,000; imposing- withholdin.goncertain 
:19' winnings for which there is currently .no withholdingi ,', 

«''lu,ir'ing additional reporting of infQrzQ.~tion on gambling 
'g'S of $lO,OOO,or more. 

'­

\ " 

.' ", 



.. ' . 
. Possible 'Welfare Refonit Package-.Federal/State Costs 

5-year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 , 1999 Total' 

" :'1 , 
/'.' Program ~~ending,~~c~-age 

. "~--j 

• ,"C! ~ 

JOBS-Prep . ~"·o .. 6.015 
Additional JOBS Spending~",,- O· 0.1.' 
Additional ChiJd Care 0 0.07 

,", .' 

WORK Program 0 0 . .. ,Additiomil Child Care for WORK 0 0 
. Saving's from .Chi1dCare and Other Expan~io~ 0 0 

It. 

Transitional Child Care 0 .0 
Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 0.02 
Savings Caseload Reduction 0 0 
AP~ Federal and State/Admin Efficiency 0.05 0.05 

Sub Total Core Program 0.05 0.255 

.. 
Generally Conform A~ts to Food Stamps 0.02 . 0.04 

,Set Auto I;xdusion tp $4500 Equity Value 0 0 

.. 
SubTotal Add-Ons from Demos and IC;A : 0.02 0.04 

Total Costs 0.07 0.295 

Mandatory Savings Options Under Consideration'; . 

. Limit Emergency Assistance 0.26 0.35: 

TargetChiId Care Food Progra,m 0.00 0;00 

Tighten Sponsorship and Eligibili ty' Rules 
. ' for Aliens:' . 0.36 0.36 

Parental RespOnsibility 0:00 '0.05 
;~, .' 

. 

Eliminate School Lunch Subsidies for 
Children with Household Income> $50K .' 0.44 0.44 

~. 

.Subtotal 1.06 1.20 

Spending m,fnus Saving . 

dollars in billions 
dollars in billions 

.. 0.085 0.095 
0.67 0.85 

"'-:~'2"~',. 

",0.465 0.6 

'0 0.08 

'0.· .. 0.04 

.0 -0.01
.. '. 

0)2 ();l85 
0.055 _ 0.065 

-0.08· '-0.25 

0.095 0.21 

1.41 1.865 

0.065 0.07 
0.305 .. 0.32 

0.37 0.39 . 
) 

' 1.78 2.255 

0.45 0.50 

0.18 0.19 
:­ ... 
0.36 0.36 

" 0.24 0.31 

0.44 . , 0.44' 
".~ 

1.67 - 1.80 

3/24/9412:25 PM. 1 
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TABLE 1- PRELlPwnNARY SUMMARYCOS'f ESTIMATES (FEDERAL..\NO STATE) . 
. FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFAlRE REFORM PROPOSAL 

. (By fISCal year. in millionJ of dollars) 

Minor Mothers-,";:~: , 

No Additional Benefits for Additional Children ' 

Child Support Enforcement . 


PaternIty EslJ1bUshment (Net) 

Enforcement (Net) , 

Computet Costs .. 


SUBTOTAL. PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWEliBy'WORK 

JOBS.Prep , 
'~:. Additional JOBS Spending 

Additional Child Care for JOBS 

WORK Pro{;ntm 
. Additional Child Care (or,WORK . "'I. 


Savings from Child Care and Other , Expansion 


Tronsitional Child Care 

Enhanced Teen Case Management 

Savings - CaseloadReduetion ' '. 

ADP FederaLand State SystemslAdmin Efficiency . 


. SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK , 
, '~ , 

SUBTOTAL, JOnSIWORK AND PARENTAL RESP 

WORKING·POOR CHILD CARE 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 


Comprehensive Grants . 


Non-Custodial Parent JOBStWORK Progra.ms 


Aeeess Grants md Plirenting Demonstrations r, 


Child Supporc Assurance Projects 


IDA 'and MicroCnteCprise P~jects . 

SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 

IMPR9VJNG GOVER~ENT ASSISTANCE OGA) 

State Flexibility on Earn~ Income 

. and Child Support Disregards'. . 

GencraUy Coriform Assets to Food Stamps 


Ine~e Territorics' Caps." 

All Others 


SUBTOTALIGA 


GRAND TOTAL 

5 Year 
Federal 

. Paclc!,ge 1 

(30) 
(220) 

. ..::(90) , 
(160) 
370 

, (130) 

0 
2,295 ' 
1.610 

1.330 
610 

(100) 

445 
170 

('2,15)
545 

6.690 
6;.560 

·1,SOO 
. 4~5 

'. ' 

200 

i30 

30 

120 

. '60 

540 

.' 385 
0, 

0 
(5) 

380 

,9,475 

S Ye.ar 

Feder-al 


PackageZ 


,(30) 
(220) . 

(90): 
(160) 
.370 
(130) 

300 
2.295.« 
1.610, ~-

1'.330 
610 

(100) 

445 
170 

(215) 
545 

6;990,,' 

6,860 

3,500 
. 495 

200 


. 390 


10 

,290 

145 

1,095 
\ . 

385 
100 

185 ' . J5) 

.~ 5 

12,615 

" " 
",,::,'!,~'<.':' 

r.'~ .. 

rr:esident's .Table with Full Phase-In inFY 1996, with Further Adjus1me.nts 

- ,in IGA, Working pO<lr Child Carc, a'rid Det:nons;;60ns;.l}P TWo-Puent 

_, ProviS~n_1lS State Option, Comp~risons ~~Package'l and Pa';k:iige Z' 

http:Progra.ms


If 

o 
...; 
o 

" CO 041UI94 : ,j.
o 
o 	 SUMl'vlARY OF COSTS FOR WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES'
(§I 

(Dollars in I\'lillions) , 

" 

Q . 	 FY 1999 
'" 

5 Year 10 Year 
-: 	 • ~ ItJ.l 

tJ.l PACKAGE 1 COSTS ".,1 	 Total Total' Federal State Tota] "Federal State 
,~ 

tJ.l ", ' , " , , , 	 '\; 
U 
;:::. PARENTALRESPONSmlLITY 	 (625) (1.220)(130) (1,090) (8,055) (1.980)' (6,075),~ 
/:Q 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE . ; 3,305 8;170 ,6.690 I.480 25,185 ,22,030 ' 3,1~5. , ~ , 	 ~ .t' 
t 
't WORKJ.NG POOR ,CHILt>XARE , " 	 900 1.875 1,500 375 6,930 5.545 , 1,385 

(.L. TWO P~NT cUP) ~R9V1SIONS 	 375 895" 495 ' 400 2,875 1,580 1,295on 
...; 
"'I' SPECIAL INITIATIVES, ' 225 625 ' 540 85 '1,830 ' ) ,530 3oq~ 
g: IMPROVING GOvERNMENT ASSISTANCE 265,635 380 255 '2,060845 1,215'

, ' 

. (/) ,
< 

o 
(/) 

TOTAL COSTSFOa PACKAGE 1 4,445 10,980 9,4151,505 30,825 29.550 1,275 
(/) 

::t: 	 , F\" 1999 , ' 5 Year 10 Year 
::t: 

PACKAGE 2 COSTS 	 Total Total Federal State Total Fede:nU ,State 
,;;. 

f~ 	 ',,'" 

PARENTAL RESPON8mo..ITY 	 (625) (1,220) (130) (1,090) (8,055) (1;980) (6,075) 
i~

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 	 3,415 8,5456,990 1,555 26,555 23;125 3,430 

<? WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 	 1,875 1,,4,375 3,500 " , 875 1(945 11,955 2,990 
co 
<? TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 	 375 ,895 ", 495 400 2,875 ~.580 1.295r:-­

T~ 
0 SPEClALINITIATlVES ' 'r' 505 '1,315 1,095 220,3,945' ,3',225 720 
OJ 
«) IMPROVING GOvE~IENT ASSISTANCE 400 1;085 665 420' 3,250 " 1';620, '1,630' 

C'-l . . 

0 
C'-l 	

·1· 
~ TOTAL COSTS; 	 5,945 14,995 12,615'· 2;380 43,515 39,525 3,m 

Note ,1: Pare~theses denote savings, 	 ~\ 

r- Note 2: Five Year and Ten ~(ear Federalestirflates represent 60% of all expenditures except for J. on 
thef9l1owing: benefits are at current matCh rates; chUd support is match~d at rales 

, 	C'-l 

...;, 


• specified in the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%. 

Source: HHS/ASPE"staH estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but 
"'I' 	 .' 
Ol 	 <"',~.have not been officially re~iewed by OMS. The policies do not represent:a consensus recOmmendation 
C'-l
", 
...; of .the Working Group C~~Chairs. .' , .' 	 , 
"'I' 	 ~; " 

.1 0 
~, 

! i 

-4\­
, ( 

i~ \' 

http:WORKJ.NG
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'.:.", -

TAlJLE Paekage'l- DETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
. . 

, 
, FOR ELEMENTS OF AWELFAIlE REFORM PROPOSAL 

'(By fas.cal year~ i~ millioDS of dol~rs) 

. 5 Year 
, Total 

5 Year 
Federal 

10 Year 
Total 

10 Year 
Federal 

,Minor Mothers 

, No Additional Bcoefits for Additional' Children 


'""Child Suppon: Enfot'CI,~!'lent . , . 

Paternity Estabtishinent (Net) 

Enforcement (Net)' . 

Computer Costs . ,__ ' 


SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL .RESPONSIBILITY 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

, JOBS.P~ 

Additional JOBS Spending 

Additiona.l Child Care for JOBS, 

~e;. 

WORK P";snlrn . . 
Additional Child Care· for WORK 
Savings from Child Care and Ocher ~xpansion 

. Transitional Child Care , .. 
Enhanced Teen Case Managemcnt" 
savings - Caseloa.d ~cduction ,". 
ADP 'Federal and State Systems! Admin Efficiency 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 

SUBTOTAL, J,ORS/W,?RK AND PARENTAL RESP . 

, WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at S900million 
. in net'spendiog).' 
REMOVE TWO PAREN'r (UP) RESTRICTlON~ . 

Comprehellsive' Grants' 

Non~Custodial Par~t JOBSIWORK prog.:ams. 

Ae.cCss Gran~ ,and ~arcnting Demonstrationll, 

Child Support As~urance Proj~ 
IDA and Microen(erprise Projccrs , 

SUBTOTAL SPECIAl, INITIATIVES 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (IGA) 

State Flexibility; on Earned Income 
~ . and <;:hild Support Disregards 

Generally Conform (but not Inorease) 

Assets Lo Fopd St.'\mps. 

All Others . 


, . SUB'rOTAl'lGA 


. GRAND TOTAL 

, , 

(85) (30) (21P) (8S) . 
(660) (220) (2,150) (810) 

. (535) (90) (2,080) (4.:90) 
(405) (160) (4,700) (i~555) , . 
465 370 1.085 870 

(1,1.20) . (130) . (8,055) (l.980) 

0 0 0 0 

2,870 2.295 7,110 5,690 

2,010 1,610 4,910 3,930 


1~660 1,330 ~: 11,490 9,190 

760 610 5.240 4,190 


. (185) , (100) (1,480) (815) 


555 445 2,565 2,050 
210 , 170 595 . 475 

(390) (215) (6,070) (3,340) 
680 545 825 660 


,8,170 6,69~ 25,185 22,030 


6,950 6,560 11,130 .20,050 
, ' 

1,875 1,50~ 6,930 5,545 

895 495 . 2,875 1,580 


200 200 350 350 

165 130 81S 650. 

:35 :30 75 60 

150 120 415 330 

20 'IS 175 140 
~70 495 1,830 1,530 

710 385 2.225 850 
.:;.. 

0 0 0 , . 0 
, (75) (5) (165) (5) 
635 380 2,060 845 

10,925 ' .9,430 30,825 29,550 

Pres,ideni's Table with Fuil Phase-In in 'F, 1~96 ':"itb,Furihe~ Adju..<:trllents in IGA; Working Poor 
. . '". '" . '.. 

Child Care, :and Demonstrations; UP ~Parent ProviS~n asStgteOption; EIimmate lucrease' 


in,Terri~ries'~'C3P; Con'Cor'm Asset Rules tr. Foc>d Stamps 'but ~o InCJ:eBse in Li~i~. .......;~_,~_~~..",.,.-:--__.:::;,.
.... 

Note 1: Parentheses denote savings. "', . . ~ '," 


.;;; " 

N.otc 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federabc;stimatal n:presq'!t 80% of aU c:.xpc:ndilures except for' 

the fOllowing; benefits are at eurrenlmatch ralcll; ehild support is matched at rates 

specified in the hypothetical plan; ~d comprehensive demons~raLi(ln grn.nts arc matched at 100%. 


Souree: HHS!ASPE staff c.o;tima!eS. Thc:;c estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but 
have not been officially reviewed by OMB. : The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation 

.. of the Working Group Co·Chairs, 



04/12/94 

J 
12: 58, fi'202 690 iJ8J HHS OS ASPE, 415F ......... BRUCE REED , !gJOIO/OIO 


. ',:: 

TABLE l'ack~ge'2 - DETAILED Sl1:MMARY C(iST EsTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
. FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE R.EFORM PROPOSAL . . 

(By, fIScal y~.a.... in milliOD.'1 ofdollar-s) . 

5 Year S year 10 Year 10 Year 
Total Federal Total' Federal 

Minot Mother.i 

No Additional;Bcnefili for Additional Children 


. Child Support Enfo1'l:Cmcnt ',. 
Paternity Establishment (Net) " " 
Enfo~ment (Net) , . _",;;:2 
Computer Costs ..-.." . 

. , SUBTOTAL. I)AR~NTAL RESPONSI81LITY 

TRANSITlONA..l ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED By"WORK 

" ,
JOBS.Prep ' .. 

Additional JOBS Spending 

Additional Child Care for JOBS 


WORK Program , . 

Additional Child Care for WORK' 

Savings from Child Co.re and Other Expansion 


Tcinsitionid Child Ca're 

Enhanced Teen Case MnnagemeO! 

Savings. Co.scloacl Reduction . 

ADP Federal and StIltc Systems/Admin Efficiency 


SUBTOTAL,.JOBS/WORK 

',SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTALRESP 

WORKING POOR cmLD CARE (Capped at S1.9 billion 
in nct spending). . ". ' . . 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 

,
Comprch~nsive Grants 

Non-Custodial Pareot'JOBSIWORK Progrnm$ 

Access G~nl.Sand Pafenti~g Demonstratiollli 
" , 

(85) 
(660) 

375 
, .... 

2,870. 
2,010 

1.6<iO 
76IJ 

(185) 

555 
210 

(390) 
680 

8,545 

7,.325 

4,.375 
895 

' 200 

490 
'.' 85 

360Child Support Assurance: Projccts 
, 180lOA and Micro<:oterpnsc Projects 

SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES i· 1.315 
. ' 

.. , 
IMPROVINGGOVER~NT ASSISTANCE (lGA) 

'. 

Slllte Flexibility on Earned Income 
and Child SUPP9rt Disregards .. 

Generally Coitfonn Assets.to Food Slllmps , 
Increase Territorics' Caps
All.Others . 

SUBTOTAL lGA 

GRAND TOTAl.. 

.. 

710 
265 
185 

" (75)
1,085 

,.. .' 14,995 

(30) (210) (~5) 
{2,ISO}(220) (810) 

'" (90) , ," (400)(2.Q,SO) 
~,(160) (1,555)(4.700) 

.;:,,';;'~',:l'

1,085 . 870 
(8,055) 

, 370. 
(1,980)'.'" (130) " 

1,370300 1,095 

2,295 
 7,110 5,690 

1;610 
 4,910 3,930 

11,4901;330 9,190 
610 , S,240'f 4,19() 


. (l00) 
 (1,480) .• (815) 

2,050, 
170 
445, 2.565 

475595 
(6,070)(215) (3.340) 

545 . 660 

6,990 


S25 
26,555 ' 23,125 

6,860 21,145.18,500 

3,500 . 14,945 11,955 
495 1,5802,875 

. 200 350 ., 350 

390 2,000 '1:,600 


' " 70 180 145 


'. 290' 995 795
'. 
145 420 335 


1,095 ' 3,945 3,225 


, 
" ' ,-, , 

.- 385 ' 2,225 , 850 
100 6SS 240 

>ISS 535 535 
. (5) (165) (5)
665, . J,250 1,620 
, . 

.12,615 43,515 39,525 

President'~ A~rnble \l.!ith Fun rhll~e-ln in,FY J996·with Adjust~~lt; in IGAt World~g Poor Child Care" 

Demonstrations;. UP Parent ·r:rovi.~ion as State Option: 

Note 1: Parentheses d.c;;note savings', '. . :;.::~.!\ " ': _ 

., Note:2: Fiv~ Year and Ten Year Fedeml estimates represent 80% of aU expenditurc.s except for 
" ,the following: benefit, a.re at current nimh rates; ~hild support is matchci:i a.t rates. l' 

specified in the hypothetical plan; and cOlllPrcl1ensive dcmonstnl.ti'~.n grants a.re mal.c?hed at 100%. " . 
Source: HHS/ASPE slsf[ estimates, These est:ilitatCs-have been shared 'Nith staff within HHS and OMS but 
have not bo:::n officially reviewed by OMB, The policies do not rep~'e,lt 8. conseo!lU8 recommendatio!l 
of the Worlcing Group Co-Chairs, " 
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TABLE 1- PRELIMINARY SUMMARY FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFAAn: REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By r~1 year, i4 milliom; of dollars) 

5 Year 5 Year ,5 Year 
Federal Federal Fedenl 

Pad:aae IA Packa2e1 B Package 2 

PAIUi:NTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

Minor Mothers , (30) (30) (30) 
No Additional Benefits Cor Additional Cbildren.', o . (220) (220) 
Child Support Eaforcement ' 

Pateauty Establishment (Nd) ·(90) (90) ..•. (90) 

Eoforcement (Net) .;1':;:':' 
Com urer Costs ',"- ­

"': (160) 
'370 

(160) 
370 

, (160) 
370 

SI%TOTAL, PARENTAL RESPQNSI8ILlty., - -', 90. (130) (130) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED ByqW(JRK 

..Additional JOBS Spending'. 2,195 2,195 2,195 
Additional Child Care for JOBS 1,610 1,610 1,610 

WORK Program' - ' . , 1,.330 1,.330 1,330 
Additional Cbild Care for WORK .. 610 610 610 
Saving.<; Crom:Child Care.ud,Other Expansion (100) (100) (1'00) 

Transitionai Child Care US '225 225 
Enhanced Teen Case ,Management 170 170 .170 
Savings· Calleload Redoetion " ' (215) (215) (215) 
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin ErrlCiency , 54S 545 545 

, SUBTOTAL, JORSrwORK 6,370 .. 6,370 6,379 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 6~460 6,.2.40 ' 6,.2.40 

WORKING POOR CHILO CARE , 
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 

1,500 
495 

1,720 
495 

. 3500 
: '495 

Teenage Pregnaney Preveation Grants' 200 200· 400 

Non.(:ustodial Parent JQBSrwORK Programs 130 130 390 
Access Grants and,Parenting Denlonstnltions 30 30 .. 70 

Child Support Assurance Projects 120 120 290 
IDA and M'1C~oenterprise Proje::ts 60 60 145 

SURTOTAI; SPECIAL 'INlTIATIVES 540 540 1,.295 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE OGA) 

State Flexibility on Earnedlncome . 
aod Child Support Disregards . , 385 38S '385· 

Generally Conrorm Assds to Food Stamps 100 100 100 

Increase Territories' Caps, o o 185 
All Others ... (5) (5) .6Jr·, SUBTOTAL IGA 480 480~ ., 

GRANO TOTAL 9,475 9,475 12,195. 

Piesident's Table with Full,Phase-ln in FY 1996 witbFllither Adjustments, 


in (GA, Working Poor Child Care, 'and Demonstrations;: UP Two-Pilreot _ 


('rovisioo as Stllte Option. u:mipar~ons bd:ween Pacr.:a~:cs lA and 18 aD«(Pltcka~e 2 .. 

Notel: Parcnlhese& d<lnole SJlvillgu., ,~,"." , 
NOIc2: Five Y"sr Fedel'1ll esUmalc. rcpres.e,nt 110$ orall cxpeli~illJreS excC:pi for Ihc'foIlQWing: 


bcneiilt are al cumnt match tales; child s.uppolt is matched HI nics speoific:d in the 

h),pocJleliCllI plan; lind Icc,~8'D pregnaucy prevel11ion grantslll'\: matche4 al 100%. 


Source: HHSf ASPE 'iliff estimatcs.These elllimatc! have been Bh"re,d with &1.11 IT within HHSand OMB but 
huve not been officially I'e'llic:'wed 6)' OMB. Thc.p<llicies do ~l"rcll resent II consensua fCCommcndauon 

. of the Working Group C~aira. , ' , " .. ., "",. .. . 

t6/9Z/tOeHe L 069 ·ZOZ.Q,(133M 3)l1MIi ;- ...... .:ISH 3dSV SO SHHZOOIZOO !PI 
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TABLE i-PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 
(By fascai year. in millions of dollars). , . 

5 Year 
Federal 

, I'aekage lA 

5 Year 
Federal 

Package IB 

5 Year 
Federal 

Package 2 

I'ARENTAL RESI>ONSI8ILITY 

Minor Mothers 
NO-Additional Benefits ror Additional Children 
Child Support Enrorce~ent ' 
'-~; PaterOity Establishment (Net) 

" Enforcement (Net) 
Computei' Costs 

SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RE~PONSIBILITY 

..... ;;:'..' 

(30) 
0 

(90) 
(160) 
370 

90 

T~ANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

Additional JOBS Spending 
Additional Child Care for JOBS 

2,195 
1,610 

WORK Program . 
Additional Child Care for WORK' 
Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion 

1,330 
610 

(100) 

. Transitional Child Care 
Enhanced Teen Cas,e Management' 
Savings - Caseload Reduction 
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin ErrKieney 
, SUBTOTA~, JOBS/WORK, 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/~ORK AND PA~ENTAL RES~ 

225 
170 

(215) 
545 

6,370 

6,460 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS . 

,r, • 
1,500 

495 

Teenage I'regnancy.l-revention Grants 

,Non:.custodial Parent JOBS/WORK Programs 

200 

130 

Acc~s Grants and Par~nting Demonstrations 

Child Support As.surance Projects , 

30 

120 

, IDA and ~icroenterprise Projects 

SUBTOTAL SPECIAL l~lItIATIVES ' 
60 

540.' 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE'(lGA) 

St.llteFlexibility on Earned Income , 
and Child Support Disregards 

Generally,Conform Assets to FOOd Stamps 
385 
100 

Increase Territories' Caps 
All Others " . , 

SUBTOTALIGA 

o . 
(5) 

480 

',GRAND TOTAL 9,475 

(30) 
(22"0) 

. '-(90) 
.. - "(160) 

370 
(130) 

2,195 
1,610 . 

1,330 
610 

(100) 

225 
170 

, .(215) 
545 

6,370· 

" 6,240· 

,1,720 
495 

200 
~, 

130. 

30 

120 

60 

·540 

385 
100 

0 
(5) 

480 

9,475 

(30) 
(220) 

T,l,'':';' . . - (90) .. 
(160) 

370 


(130) 

I,· 

2,195 

1,6'-0 ' 


1',330 

610 


(100) 

225 
170 

(215) 

545 


6,370 


6,240 

.3,500 

495 


200 
.'" 390'. 

70 

290 ' 


145 


1,095 


,­

385 
100 

t, 
185 -­(5) 

665 


. 11,995 

: .President's Table ~Jh Full Phase-In in FY 1996 with Further Adjustments_ 
,. j~'" 

in IGA, Working Poor Child Care, and Demonstrations; UP 'Two-Parent 
,~.y·r , J'ro~ision~scSiate Option. Comparisons between Packages iA and 18 and Package 2. 

--N~te I: P~rentheSes denote SlIvings. _ ' _ 
Note 2: Five Year and ,Ten Year Federal estimates represent 89c% of.all exp~~ilure8 except for' 

the following: benefits are 81 cu~nt match rate8;':hild support is match~.at,rate8 . 
specified in the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grani.s are matched at IOO%.·~ 

("':'Source: HHSI ASPS staff estimates. These estimates hav~ been s.hared with staff within HHS' and OMB bU'i'~;' 
have nOl been officially review~ by OMB'. ' The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation 
of the Working Group' Co-Chairs. 
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SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES 

(Dollars in Millions) 

04/26/94 

r'" 
10 Year 

PACKAGE lA costs 
IT 1999 5 Year,, 

Total Total Federai State Total Federal State 
" 

" , ' . 
j. - ' 

(360) (560) 90 (650) (5,905) (i,nO) (4,735)P~NTAL REsPoNsIBILITY 
;~ 

23,465 ' 20,655 2;810TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3;225' 7,770 " 6,370 1,400~ 

WORKING POOR CHILD' CARE 6,930 5;545 1,385900 1,875 , 1,500 375 

TWO PARENT' (UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 '495 , 400 2,875 1,580 1,295 

625 540 85 1,830 1,530 
" 

300SPECIAL INlTIATIVES . . ' 225 

9.00 480 ' 420335IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 2,715 1,085 ' 1,630 . 

'. ", : 

".:): . ­
' , 

4',700TOTAL COSTS FOR ~ACKAGE lA ' 11,505 9,475 2,030 31,910 29,225 2,685, 
: ,­10 Year 

.. 
IT 1999 5 Year 

Total - Federal StateTotal Federal State 'PACKAGE IB COSTS' 
' . 

Total 
" ...;~ 

, 

.. 

(62.5) , (l,i10) , (130) (1,090) (8,055) (1,980) , (6,075)PARENT AL:RESPONSrBILITY 

23,465·, . 20,655 ' -2,810'' 3,225 7,770 6,370 1,400TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 
"J" ­

' " 

7,780 6,425 ' '1!;555:1,000 2,150 1,720 430WORKI.NG POOR CHILD CARE 
. 895 495 ,400 . 2,875 1,580 1,295 

SPECIAL INITJA.TIyES, ;"~ 

' 375TW,? PARE;N1' (Up) PROVISIONS , 
1,830 

' , 

1;530 . 300625 540 85225, 
2,715 ~,085 . 1,630900 480 420335IMPROY.JNG GOVERNMENT AS~~STANCE . . , 

> •• 
" "~ " " 

" , , 
" , 4,535~ 11,120 9,475 1,645 ~ 30,610 29,095 1,515TOTAL COSTS '., -, 

Note 1: Parentheses, denote savings. ~ 

Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year, Federal estimates, represent 80% of all expenditures except for. .{ 

I 
l 

the following: be~efits are a~ current'match rates; child support ismatch~ at rates 
, . 

speciiied In the hypothetical plan; and,comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%. 

Source: HHS/ASPE ;taff !tStim~tes .. These ~stimateshave b~en shared with staff within HHS and OMB but 

have not been officiallY,' reviewed by OMB.' The policies do not represent a consensus recommend~tion 
,!' .' 

of the Working Group Co·Chairs. 
,;7. 
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SUMMARY OF costs FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES "04126/94 

(Dollars in Millions) 
j. 

j" FY 19991 5 Year 

PACKAGE 2 COSTS . Total Total· Federal 
, " 

PARENTAL RESPONSffiILITY (6~) (1,220), (130) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE' 3;225 7,770 6,37,0 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1·,875 4,375 3,500 

TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 
! . 

- 375 895 495 

SPECIAL INITIATIVES 505. 1,315 1,095 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE . 400 1,085 665 

- TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE2 5,755 I . 14,220 -11,995I 

State 

(1,090) 

1,400 

875 

4()() 

220 

420 

2,225 

10 Year 

Total Federal 

. t 
(8;055) 

23,465 

14,945 

2,875 

3:945 

3,~5'0 

40,425 

(1,980) 

20,655 

. 11,955 

.1,580 

3;225 : 

1,620 

37,055 
Not& 1: Par&nthes&s d&not& savings. 


Not&;2: FIv& Y&ar and T&n Year Federal estimates represent 80% of all expenditures except for 


" th& following: ben&fit~l ar& at current match rates; child support.!s matched at rates 

spectfl&d In th& hypoth&tical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%. , 
Sourc&: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These estimates hav& b&en shared with sta~ within HHS and OMB but 

hav& not been officially r&vi&wed by OMB. 
k • 

Th& polici&s do not r&pr&s&nt a cons&nsus recomme'ndatlon 
' ­

of th& Working Group Co-Ch~ii's. 

',..~ ~. 

,¥ 

-. " 

".I 'i 

State 
I 

(6,075) 

2,810 


'2,990 


1,295 

! . 
~l. :120 
,.~ 

1,630 

3,370 

; ! .\ . 

'. 

,".

'"'iJ 

.! !' 

l ~ 

•.i.,. 

~:. 
t. l \' 



~1 	 ~ : 

" ~~ . 
'.1,£ 	 i 

...::\~ r ­
~ /.. 

TABLE I" 	
; i: 

, 
t :.

I 

~ 

~ .. PROJECTED CJ\SEWADS UNDER A'HYPOTHEI1CAL PROPOSAL, 
. 	 " <. 

, ' ,ASSUM.ING IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFfER 197~ ..' ,~ 
!!i 

, 	

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

' ---	 . 
- . -' 

.' , 

! . - , 

Projectect Adult· Cases ~WithParent . 
Bor'" .After 1971 -Without Reform _ 

" 

·Off welfare. w·ith Reform 
-(Health reform after 1999, EIT,C, 

! Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc.) 
' 

~, 	 ~,' 
. . ~-

Program PartlClpants 
" 

" 

Working While on Welfare 
j: 

:, J OBSParticipants , 

Ij::.~- ' 

- ., -WORK 'Participants 
I 

JOBS-Prep-disability/age limits work, , 

J013S~Prep~severely disabled, child ' 
; 	 ,­

Jl9BS-Prep-caring for child ti~der one 
" 

~', : 

.., 

_.- • 
" 

. FY, 1997' ~ 
I 

" 1.43'million 

~04 mill ion '­
, .­

.' 
. 1.39 million 

.12 million 

.74 million, 

.00 million-' 

.24 'million 

; .06 million 

.24 million 

, ~ f ,- _, ': ",."'\' 
, ­

-' IT 1999 ­

1.93 million 
~ j, 

j . ~': 
:!.l.' 

.08 -million 

,- . 

1.S5.million 
, 

.17 million 
;' 

.89millioh 

.17 million, 
- .' 

.31 million 

.06 mUlion 

.25 million 

t ..,. 

, ' FY 2004 
, 

3.34 million 

.81 million 
- " 

" ',.

,,' -, 2.53 million 
, ." 

-~21 million 
'­

.92 million 

' 	 -.54 million 

.44 million 

.08 million 

, ..35 	millionj 



;~ : 'j 
~~ . TABLE 2 i 

!~ , Projected Welfare and Work StatUs for PerSons Born after 1971' 
'" 

-~" 

rj " .!. 
;, , Who Would Have Been on Welfare' Without Reforms " r 0 

~;:! " .. " ( 

c . ;"­
-

\ , 
! 

! , FY 2004 -:: Without Reforms ' FY 2004 ­ With Health an..d 
Welfare Reforms 

'Working'with Subsidy;,In 
Mandatory Education, Training 
or Placement; or Off Welfare 

23%' 

t 
I. 

74% 
, ' .. 

, ' 

with Reforlns 
, , ' 

" 

i. 

" " 

~. , 

Not Working; nor In manda­
tory: Education, Trainin,g or 
PlaceI1lent 

' , 77% 
" ' 

, 

.. 
' , 

26%, ',. 
:F.
'/',.
,i; 

" . 
" '. 

, . 

TOTAL. , 100% ' . 100%" 
, 

II! . i~~ 

:', 

;;. 
.':::' 

t 
:.: , , 

:-t 
:";- r 

.< 

'.J 

::i 
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TABLE 3:- PRELiMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND sTATE 
• it ~OR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

I , (By rascal year, in millions of dollars) 

, 5 Year 5 Year 10 Year 10 Year' 
Total Federal ,Total .Federal 

YAK~NTAL K~YUNSIHILIII 

Minor Mothers (210) ,(85) 
No Additional Benefits for Additional Children 

(85) (30) 
(660) (220) (2,150) (810) 

Child Support Enforcement iti: 
Paternity Establishment (Net) . (535) (90) (2,080) (400) 
Enforcement (Net) (405) (160) i (4,700) (1,555) 
Computer Costs 420 1 1,085 975 

SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 
I 465 
(1,220) (80) (8,055) (1,875) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY' WORK 

JOBS-Prep 1,105 
Additional JOBS Spending ;, ' 

305 275 1,225 
6,425 

Additional Child Care for JOBS 
2,320 7,1402,580 

4,4101,805 1,625 4;900 

WORK Program ,9,135 
Additional Child Care for WORK 

to,150790 710 
4,125 

Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion 
330 4,585365 

(90) (50) (1,27~) : (700) 
.'; 

Transitional Child Care 2,320 
Enhanced Teen Case Management " 

505 2,580560 
535 

Savings - Caseload Reduction' 
210 190 595 

(5,090) (2,800) 
ADP Federal and State Systemsl Admin Efficiency 

(520) (285) 
900 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 
680 665 825 

6,685 6,285 25,635, 25,455
i 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK,AND PARENTAL RESP 5,465 6,205 17,580 23,58'6 
$A ,.-.--=, l~ ~, : ~ ,. " . 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE~ (Cappecfat $2b 

in net spending). ' 
 4,5005,000 16,270 14,645 , 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS' 1,1602,210 8,260 4,355 

Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 200 350 350200 

1,670 'Non~CustodiaJ Parent JOBSIWORK 335 1,855370 

255,Access Grants and Parenting Demb;nstrations 135 120 285 

Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 1,350550 495 . 1,500 
, 

IDA and Microenterprise Demonstrations 630300 270 700 

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,555 1,420 4,690 4,255 
,.,: . r . 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT AsSISTANCE (lGA) 

Slate F1exibility on Earned Income and 
and Child Support Disregards 2,695 


GeneraUy Confonn Assets to Food Stamps 

1,720 945 4,895 

240' 
Set Auto Excl.usions to $4500 Equity Value 

100 655265 
955 2,785 2,785 


Double Territories ' Caps/Adjust for Innation 

955 

, 1,060 790 

All Others ,t 

;! 
' 


370 275 
555 2,265 1; 1,375 

--- .SUBTOTAL IGA , 
905 

2,830 11,660 7,8854,215, ~ f' 

--16,115 58,460GRAND toTAL 54,720 '18,445 

23,580OPTION 1 - No Child Care,:Z Parent,Demos or IGA 6,205 17,5805,465, , 

OPTION 2 - No 2 Parent, 50~~hild C~ret 5~~, Demos 
and 50% IGA ' I ,J 10,580 33,890 36,97310,850

~' 

11,740, 42,150OPTION 3·50% Child Care, 50% Demos, aod 50% IGA 13,060 41~28 

48,650 ' OPTION 4,· 50% Demos and 50% IGA . ,13,990 50,28515,560 

OPTION 5· TOTAL PLAN : 54,720 
Note 1: t'arenUleses denote savmgs. 

18,445 16,115 58,460 

Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal estimates represent 90% of al1 expenditures except for 
the folJowing: benefits are at current match rates; child support is matched at rates 
specified in the hypothetical plap; and comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%. 

Source: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but 
officially reviewed by OMB. The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation '. 
of the Working Group Co-Chairs. . 



TABLE 4 - PRELIMINARY f1NANCING ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)' 
, , (By fiscal year, in milliOWi or dollan) ,

i,: 

, 1 " 

" 

~ : 

Reduce by 112 

Reduce by 113 

Cap Emergeocy Assistaoce 
Target Child Care Food ~ 

Conform AFDC to Food Stamps 130S POY. 

ia

2,110 

570 

6,990 

3,495 

2,330 

2,110 

570 

3,845 

1,920 

1,280 

, 

5,640 

1,720 

15,340 

7,610 

5,110 

5,640 

l,nO 

8,435 

4,220 

2,810 

for Aliens: I, 

Make current 5-year SSI deeming rules 
permanent and extend to AFDC and 
Food Stamps and limit aaaistance to 
PRUCOLS I 

I
•

Extend deeming period to 7 YeAnI 

Extend deeming peri'6dto citizehahip 
: j , 

Denial to non-resident auellB ,,:' " , 
" 

! . ;; 

, , ~ , 

Info reporting for DOD pentQnnel 

Reduce inappropriate crediLB ;, 
" 

Gambling: 
Increase withholding on gambling 

winnings >$50,000 to~'36 %, ; 
L 
";

"' ' 
Withholding rate of 28 % on keho, &Jots, 

and bingo winners > $7,500 

ghten Sponsorship and ~Dility Rules 

",,0' 
! 

,', 

,! 

, 
2,740 

3,450 

6,820 

130 

190 

III 

530, 

250 

1,850 

2,320 

4,670 

130 

190 

III 

530 

250 

9,110 

12,000 
, 

23,990 

330 

570 

na 

830 

300' 

1 

6,110 

7,990 ' 

16,290 
' , 
, 

,330 
, ' , 

570 

; 

na 

830 

300 

Require infonnation reporting on 

winnings of $10,000+ from gambling , 
r 

regardleaa of odds (excpt St:loucriea) 220 220 640 640 

4 % excise tax on net receipLB of gambling 

establishmenLB (except State loucries) 

PhalC down to 10% for penlOllB 

with AGf over $70,OQO 

epeodeot Care Tax credit!:",D

, , 

~' 

~ -­

, 

- , 

3,160 

630 

3,160 

630 

! 7,340 

1,220 

7,340 

1,220 

Full Pb.as&-out for persoas with ; 

AG I starting at $90,000 j : : ~ , 790 790 1,680 1,680 

EITC: 

,I ,
,1,\ 

OPTION 1 (5 Yr I>etming. No 130~ Iocome Test) 

OPTION 1 (1 Yr Deeming, 113td 130S Iocome Test) 

, 
OPTION 3 (Deem to Ci~ipj ,112 130% Test) 

5 Year 5 Year 10 Year 
Total Federal Total 

10,530 9.640 27,700 

13,570 11,390 35,700 

18.1OS 14,380 50,150 

, ! ' 10 Year' 
Federal 

, .. 

.•,1 

.i 
" 

I J 

I 

24,700 

29,390 

14 

39,100 
, " 

, L 

" .v'. 
OPTION 4 (Deem to Citizeusru~~ Full 130" Test) 21.600 16,305 57,920 43,315 

" 
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Introduction" . 
','~ ........ ,'Ili., 


, Ovc!r the past months, ASPE and AGF have:been estimating the:,cost of provIding child care 
, for childfl!1l' whose parents,will partici~te in JOBS' and WORK' and to those whose parents ~ ~''', 

do not receive cash~assistance but are still poor. In order to accomplish this task, we have 
been lookinga.t data from different sources to inform us' about the costs of providing ,child 
.car~, the number'ofparents that would use paid child care if irwere available and the 
nuniber of hours children woulq need to be served. These sources of data include: ACF 

, 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 ' 
th~ National Child CareSurvey'(1990), the Profile: of Child,Care Settings Survey (1990), and 
the Survey of Income and Program Participation. ,In addition, we have been in close 
communication with CBO about their methodology, assuq1ptioris and unit costs . 

.,.. ,., ... • - .•,' -'. • ," ••. ," ...." 1'- ',1 • 

There are three, basic assumptions' that underlie the cost estimate for APDC families. 'We" ' 

believe that child care costs will increase when welfare reform is implemented for the, 

following reasons: ' 


• There will, be more people participating in JOBS. , ' 

, ., There will be more younger children served because of changed exemption policies. " 

• ' " ;With the increased participation standards' and fe'wer exemptions, it will be mo're ' 


.. difficult for states to "cream" by preferring, participants with older children, smaller 

, families andlor access to'iIlformal arrangements., ' , 


We also assume, that there will be higher utilization rates for working, poorfamilies if more" 

money is put into child care subsidies for this population: " 


The following memo will 'describe themethodoiogy used to operationalize'theSe assumptions. 
, 11lis model estimates the total Federal and State costs for the provision of'child care to, 
, AFDC and ,working poor families. I will also discuss the assumptiens and unit costs that 

inform the estimates', Since many policy decisions are stiif"oPen, all estimates are 

preliminary and"'subject _to revisio,!1 as..policie~ change.,,' " ~ " " .'. , 


'::., ... 



" • "j 

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 family population (Current Population Survey (CPS), 
1993) and the distribution of ages for these populations. Once I determine how many 
children potentially will need to be serVed (based on the participation rates of AFDC families ' 
and the number of poor fa~ilies in the workf?>rce), I divid~ these families into these who 
potentially will need full=tfine and part-tim~:chi1d ,care.. Then'j'l attach a utilization -rate for 
paid child care t~ each child. ­

'Finally,' r multiply the number of children whose Parents will need and use paid child care by' 
aunit cost that varies by the age oCthe child tO,determine the,ovenui cost of the provision of 

,child, are. After attaching an administrative cOst of 8%, I can apply a specified federal 
match ~te",t() allocate spending between, the' federal and state governments. ' ~." 

..... 

I am i~, contact' with the policy office at FNS, and they are getting ready to prepare cost k ' 

" , :,estimates for the increased use of the Child and Adult Care Feeding Program .. Since, I have 
. . .. .' 

not yet received ~hese ~timates, the cost of,~he program iSJ.lot included in this dis~ussion. 

" 

In the Sections below, Idetail my specific assumptions. 

'AFDC Children 

'" ',Number and Age'DiStribution 
J 

, ' , 

The number of participants in ,the JOBS and WORK program vary according to the different 
policy op~ons and are"produced by ASPE's AFDC-SIM model. ' 

From the 1992 QC d~ta, I have determined the number andages ~f children under 12 whos~ 
parents would be phased into this program. As the cohort ages, the children age and the 
number of children increases. 

, " 

, FUll-time vs. Part..time Care ' 

I assume that all JOBS and WORK slots will averag~ 20 hours ~r'week. Th~refore, they,' 
are all part-time. The children of. these participants, will need 30 hours of care per week.,' 
This assumption is subject to change as decisions' are finalized concerning the WORK 
'program. , 

" 

Take-Up (Utilization) I,blt~ 

Although we know (fr.om the above assumptions) how many children might 'neea care, we do' 
not 'yet kilow how many'parents would use paid child care. The percentage of paients who' 

:­



, 
j' 

". • I . 

would use child care that the federal government would;pay for is Called the take-up (or·
utilization) ,rate. ' . '., . ., . 

· Current estimates or'the overall take-up rate for IV.:A funded child 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 .f?ltes for parents wHo work full-time are higher than those who work part::-,time 

(NCCS "''l990) " . :.":" " " . . ......... ,
,.",;'.'l, . .. ',:"-' .. . - . . '. - : ..' 


" . 


I assumed that when additional people are added to the JOBS and. W9RK programs, the take­
. up rate will rise. First of all, the population we are serving will·inore closely resemble the 

. overall AFDG, poPlllaiion than,doos-the, current JOJ3Spi~gniffi-. ~ ,This means that there .will. " " 

be more.infants and toddlers whose parents will be participati'ng. Second, hours of .._.... 

participation will be increased. Finally,. there will be :more'PeoPle: with larger families and 

less. acCess to informal care as the population being seivcif incteases~. 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 Demonstration project" the over3.ll take-up rate for agency':'paid 9hild care 

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


.participating part-'time,. I will use this rate for part-time earefor children 5. and under. The· 

NCCS da,ta sho'Ys that the take-up ratefoi:full-time'cani' for 'yolulgchildren is approximately 


· twice the rate for part-time Care. Therefore, I use a t3.k:e-uP'rate of 90% . for AFDC parents 

who are participating full-time .. At the present time, no AFDC parents are participating full­

, time. . '.' . , . . 
., 

Children over 5 ' 

- These children need part-time care',during the ~hool year whether or not their parents work 

full~time or part-time during the year. Therefore, I assume the same take-up rate for all 


,. 'children between the ages'of6 and 12.. According to the'NCCS data, the·take-up rate for 

children between the. ages of6 and 12 is approximately one-third for both full-time and pait­

time care. In my estimate, I assume that the take-up.ratb for all children over 5 will be 

35%. These rates apply to AFDC, working' poor families"and TeC-eligibles: .. 


Curre'ntLaw 
.--.-, 

· Current law is the portion: of the CQ.st~for JOBS child care th,at wou~d have been spenton the 
..~u::."population we are phasin!fin to the JOBS and WORK pro~ram; . ~'.' . 

I 

http:over3.ll


. '" . 
! ' 

Transitional Child Care 

. ,'1

Number of Children ~ : 

, Each year, a ,certain percentage of the AFDC caseload leaves the program. If they have 
, ' ,received AFDC for at least three months and leave for ~ork, they are eligible for one year 

, of transitional, child care benefits. According to ,DonnaPavetti, an average of four percent of 
, the adult AFDC caseload leaves th,eprogram each month, and. sixty percent s~yoff of 

AFDC for at "least one year: Half of these exits are for work~ , 
,.:;:..;:-.1, 

I~a welf~~-'refoIm scenario:"~e assume,. that an additiO:nal average .6% of AFDC~~ii>ie~ts' '. 

wi11l~ve the program each month because o(the impacts of our reform efforts. We, also' , 

assume that two-thirds of all exits will now be for work because of health 'care and the 

i'mpacts ofedticatiori ,and training. Therefore, the marginal' increase in eXits for wo!k, is, ' -,,' ~. " ..

17%'. -_...... .. , ,',., , " , 

We, are currently discussing the issue of scoring TCe,costs with OMIt Therefore, 'the, TCC 
costs that" have been reported up until now, might be overestimated in sCoring terms. ' 

FtiU-Tillie vs. Part-T'ime Care 

, .In most states it does not pay to leave AFDC for a part-time job. Therefore, I assume that 
the majority of AFDC recipients (75%) who leave AFD~"for work ~i11leave.for full-time,' 
jobs and 25% wi11leavefor part-time jobs; Part~time,work is defined as twenty hours per 
week of work, requiring 30 hours per week of care. Full-time work is defined as forty hours 
per week of work, requiring" 50' hours per'week of. care. ' 

Take-Up (Utilization) Rate 
I 

. . . I,. 

For the purposes of our estimates; we divide the TCC-eligible populati?n into three groups. 

G~OUP 1: Those who are' not phased into our "26 and tinder" welfare reform wi11leave 

AFD:C at baseline rates and will utilize TCe at a baseline 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 tJ:tat rate over~he next five years. This take-up rate .w~ll be phased 10 over the next five' 

years at the following rate: ' 


1994.:)0%, 1995.~ 13%,' 1996: 15%, j997:'15%, 1998:,17%',)999:20%.',' 

'There is no additional TCC cost attached, to this group. , 
.. ·.~I,' 

\ '.:: . 
,;..,'>0 

" 



.. 

(. 

GROUP 2: We assume that moSt of the "26 ~d und~rs;' who leave welfar6 would have left 
the program without our reforms and' that half of them will leave for work. ,These people 
will have increased utilization rates for TCC because of: our. changes in welfare offices' and 
the. regulations governing TCe: .Therefore,.their take-up rates will increase above baseline 

. by the following amounts: ...,. 

1994: 0%, 1995: 0%, 1996: 10%, .1997.; 15%: 1998: 18%, 1999: 20% ..' 
':-- ~ " f'..' 

wi"are in the proces~ of disc~ssi~g the~costs for this group with OMB: It is likely that this 
casUs not scorable'and its inclusion in our estimates has' 'Caused them to be'too h!gh. . >~.;, .. 

GROUP 3: The remaining people in the '~26and under" group will leave welfare because of 
. ' ......re~oI1T1and theywil~ be more likely to leave for. ,¥ork..:\V~..~sume that th~~r~ipieIl~ 

. would not have left AFDC \Vithout our program 'and that th'eir utilization rates will equal.the 
baseline rates phis the marginal rates ,of 'the group above. Therefore their ·rates. will be the 
Jo,llowing:, '. ", ..,.. ... .,. '. ..... , . '~!1.~ .. ...:,'• .'.. :' ......". 

",, 
1994:0%, '1995: O%~ 1996: 25%, 1997: 30%., 1998: 35%, 1999: 40%', 

. ~ I 

These people will have a cost attached. to them' f~r their increa~ exit rates and utilization 
rate$. ' . .' . 

I· 

Current Law 

Current law is our current Transitional Child Care program ~hich will cover those people ., . 
who are"not ph3.sed~in·to our 'program 1mt leave'welfare fO'r 'work' . " ..... " ~ ,"""-", .-­

:'''.
Remaining Issue: 

There stili has to be apolicy decision made about wh~t kind 6f sliding fee scale we are going 
to have fOf the TCC program. All estimates up until this stage do not account for such a. 
mechanism. . ,.' . 

. 
.. Workina: Poor Chil~~'Care 

. , 

Number, and. Age Distributioil of Children from Working Poor Families 
~ • • .." , .., 'w • 

" I • , ' 

The first step "'as to determine the size 'of the' pOpulation of children who were undeti30% " .. 
of pove,rtyand 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 flUI!lber of-children 

. who r~ived ~d'did not receive AFDC .. Using this data, I found that, in_.l991, there were 
between 8",and 8,5 million children who were ·under: 130% of poverty and whose families did 
rfot receive AFDC. (TheSe families'will, in the future, be referred to as wt>rking poor . 
families to distinguish them frpm-AFbC. .. families~) . ,,~~.; . .,.'.....,' . 

,I 

,I J 
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• ~ . ' 	 ! . 

Since all.Of this data,was f.Or 1991, we then had t.O make Some estimate.Ofh.Ow the number 

.Of w.Orking poor children w.Ould change .Over the next 15 years fr.Om1991 to 2004. The , 


.. Census Bureau perf.Orms populati.On projt':Cti.Ons by agei each year, but n.O .OQe pr.Ojects poverty 

rates. Theref.Ore', I used Census data t.O determine the total number .Of·children in 1991. ' 


, 	 ,'" 

Using the TRIM data; I determined th~ percentage of children wh.O were bel.Ow 130% .Of 

poverty. Then, keeping th~se percentages constant, 'I ~pplied them toPopulati.On projecti.Ons 


-in subsequent yearst.Odetermine the .Overall populati.On .Of children bel.Ow 130% ofpOverty-. 

T.O get the number.Or' w.Orking }J.9Or .families" isubtract~ ACF's' AFDC casel.Oad projecti.Ons 


, from that number. Myjustificati.On f.Or using constant pereentages)s the fact that. ' 

'" 	 "rnacrOeCon.Omicconditi.Ons might 'lead ,t.O at;1ecrease in poverty cit~s: but dem.Og~phics·' 

(ii1~reasing number .Of single parents, .Out-of";wedlock bIrths) w.Ouid baIanCe this .Out by 
increasing poverty rates. 

Finally, I rem.Oved TCC participants fr.Om the w.Orking,.'JX?Or population: ,~ch . year 

appr.Oximately 1,000,000 children win be in families, Wh.O wi111eave welfare f.Or w.Ork and, 


'stay .Off .Ofweifare f.Or at least'.One"'year. I assume diat 90% .Of th.Ose', People win,stay b~I.Ow ' 

,BO% .Of poverty. Appr.OximatelY 900,000 children eadh year ~il1 be potentially eligible f.Or 

-'TCC,representing about 12% .Of the' working poorP<>PlJlati.On. N.On-TCe eligible children 


b~I.Ow 130% .Of poverty represent appr.Oximatdy 88% .OJ the populati.On .Of children bel.Ow 

130% .Of poverty. ' , 


FuIl~Time vs. Part-Time' Care 
.~. ­

,I determined the w.Ork statuses .Of the parents .Of these children. Families were' considered t.O 
"heed"fun~time'eare if they live~:nna two ,parent family in which b.Oth parents w.Orkedfull- ' 

time'or in a single parent family where the parent w.Orked full-time., We judged iliat children, 

w.Ould need part-time care' if their tw.O parents worked part-time .Or .One parent w.Orked full-" 

time and the .Other w.Orked ,part-time. If a, single ,parent w.Orked part-time, his or her child ' 


, w.Ould need part-time Care as welL If .One parent did n.Ot w.Ork, the child was n.Ot considered 
t.O need child care. ',These same standargs 'applied t.O legal. guardians .Of children wh.O did n.Ot 


, live with their parents. " . " 

~' . 	 , 

Our definiti.On '.Of a 'full-time;,~.Orker was s.Omeone wh.O~sua1lY w.Orks fuil~tirrie (40 h.Ours .Or 
0" m.Ore) during the year:, We defined a part-timeworker t.O' be someone wh.O did n.Ot usually 

w.Ork full-time during the year. We f.Ound that'appr.Oxi~ately25% .Of children bel.Ow 130% " 
.Of J>Pverty had parents who satisfied the definiti.On .Of full-time w.Or:k_3nd appr.Oximately 15 % .." 
had parents,wh.O Satis'fied the-definiti.On .Of part-time w.Ork. 

. . " ' . ". 	 . . 

" 	 , 
, ~l" 	 ", Take-Up (Utilization) Rates 

''',. 
• 	 ','!-1' 1 

I ~~umed that w.Orking poor families w.O\1ld have the same utilizatIon rates f.Or full-time and 

part-time 'care and that these rates are .the same as those :f.Or AFDG.faJ1li~les~ln..part.;time ' 

w.Ork.. These rates are '45 %",f.Or full-:time and part-time care f.Or child~~n who ar(f· five years 


. .Old and y.Ounger and 35% f.Or, children wh.Oare six years old and .Over. ,The average, rate is 

http:the-definiti.On
http:definiti.On
http:definiti.On
http:populati.On
http:poorP<>PlJlati.On
http:Myjustificati.On
http:number.Or
http:populati.On
http:toPopulati.On
http:populati.On
http:estimate.Ofh.Ow
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approximately 40%, representing about a10 percentage points increase Qver 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 child care, I subtract what we are 
,'.currently spending on the following programs: Child Care Development Block Grant (90%), 

Food Stamp Disregard, and At-Risk Child Care: .. ,;, , , , .' " ' 

. -.,!.,,, 
' .... , 

~ ...4 ..Unit Costs , 

In',fQY estimates, I used the same unit costs fO,f"AFDC ~d worki~g poor families. 
• . 1 I' 

,Although 'some 2 to 4 year aIds will be in preschool-; this estimate assumes that all of 
children will need full..;year full-time or part-time care depending on their parents' , 

, . -- . ", " 4 ., .'
participation in the labor force, JOBS or WORK. }here is an offset for children 10 Head 
Start. These Children ar~ only assumed to need, wrap-ar.ou,n4, GaI'e for the hours they,~e~not 
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. ,'" i 

I ' 
" Iassunied tha~ the average 5 year old would be in kindergarten during the school year (38 
weeks) for 3 hours per day, 5 days per week (Departmen~ of Education). The child would 
then need wrap-around Care fOfJhe time they are not insc~ool and full-time or part-time care, ' 
during the summer (14 weeks)., I alSo assumed that the:average6 to' 12 year old would be in 

• ' , " I , ' 
school dunng ,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; if a 
child's parents work'part-time, he or she would oI)ly need part-time care during the summer. 

'.' . , 

The costS we are using are weighted averages determined from data in the Profiles in Child 
Care Settings and National Child Care ~ui:yeys by multiplying the hourly Cost of care in 

, differen,tday care settings (centers, regulated family day care and unregulated family day' 
care) by the percentage ofchildren in each setting. TheSe weighted averages.come out to 
approximately $1.70 for children under I, $1.75 for t,·2year aIds, $'1.90 for 3-4 year aIds, 
$1.70 for 5 year aIds, and $1-.80 for school age children '(in FY 1994 dollars) (pCCS-NCCS, 
1990)., . ' , 

..\:. ~ 

The 1994 full-time and part-time yosts are sh~wn in Table I .. In subsequent years, they will 
be inflated by inflation (3%) plus 1%. 

" i 

i 

• 1r';"., 

I . ,,'.' . I , 
.. "''' . 

.. .' 
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Table 1 - Unit Cost per Child 

Age. of Chil~l 

0 

FUll-Time 

4602 
.. , 

! 

Part-Time 

2779 

.~ , 

1 
_. 

2 
..... ~...-. 

.3 

4 

, 

....... ;;::'! 
"'1 

4669 

4724 

4931 

5057 

'. 
: 
: 

.-­

! 
.'" ,­
, . ;' 

, , 

2820 

2875 . 

3044 !:;..'~ 

3147 
."~-. 

5 3604 '.,, 1791 

6-12 ,"., 2726 802 

Oth-er Assumptions 

• I assumed an additional 8% cost for administration (ACE assumption). 
1 . 

- ,,. 
• . All costs are combined federal and state costs. No final decisions have been made on 

'. the issue of match rates. " . 

. f, • 

'I ' 
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::;r 
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Note to Wendell Primus 

From:, Steve Bartolomei~Hill 

Subject': Cost estimates for eliminating special .eligibility. 

'requirements for two parent families" 


I 	 .: 

This not'e provides an estimate of the impact of eliminating the . 
special eligib:i:l.. i.ty requ'ire.J.!lents, +or two-parent familie's. Five .'::::," 
different sources were used to inf6rm our e,stimate of eliminating' 
'these requirements 0 ,These sources ,are: ,TRIM2; Food Stamp Program 
QC data; SIPPi arid,' experience~in Michiganandwashihgton. , 

Of note, the ~stimates from these 'sources vary widely. In 
general, the estimates from TRIM2" FSP QC, and'S IPP are in the 

, same general balipark, while'the experiences in M~chi~~n and 
, , Wasl1'lngton indicate that a ,somewhat different result could be 

expected. ' 

I believe that the eU:.gibility. e~timate;s generated by TRIM2 
reflect the financial circumstances o,f low-income families. 
These estimates. are suppor'ted som~what by FSP QC: and SIPP data. 
I also believe that 'some adjustments need to be made to th~ TRIM2 
estimates. That is,', while I am comfortable with the eligibility 
estimates, (with a minor adjustment )', the par~'icipation e~timates 
need some 'adjustments .' 

·Below I 'discuss the 'different, sources and the estimates generated 
f rom them.,;-"a,; ."vo . J....l~ ,,~\ 

!," '\'Z,..:>o~~ 

EXPERIENCE IN TWO STATES 

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

and, the'work history requirement: Michigan and Washington., 


," 'Michigan ' 

Michigan implemented the change on October 1,,, 1992. From 

'september 1992 to October 1993., the,UP caseload i~Michigan 


,,~..increased by 29 percent 'while benefit costs increa,sed by' 33, : 

, percent. ,. 	 .' . . ~ .. : 

, However, it ,is possible that not ",all of, this caseload growth can 

be explained by the change in rules. :For example, nationwide 

(net'of Michigan and California). the 1.!P; caselo~d·grew by 7 ' 

percent . 


. ,' 	 Much of the, ,change experienced in Michigan r'esults,frorn sta~e .. 

trans~~rring." ..two-parent families from a: previously state~-:,fundec:i.. 

'program into .the AFOC program. The state .estimates that about :, .. , 

2/3 of .. the groWth is direc"tlyattributahle to transferred cases. 


, " 



, . 
" 

washington 

Washington implemented the change in July 1988 as part of a state 
welfare reform demonstration. 'The, two:"'parent rule ctlanges were 
repealed af~er 10 months due to, rapid increases in the case!oad. 
At that time, 'UP caseloads had increased: 50- to 65% in 
demonstration, sites (overall 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 special eligibility 
requirements for two-parent families increased the UP caseload by 

,',. ­ 25 to.30 percent.,,' , 
'\

ESTIMATES FROM SURVEY, AND PROGRAM DATA, 

TRIM2 ::~. ~ ~ l . 	 ,, 

i 
, TRIM2, a CPS-based micl:osimulation model developed and, use,g, by 
. the '~Urban Institute, ~stimates that elimination of 'the special 
'eligibility requirements for two-parent families would increase 
the, UP 'caseload by 90 percent and incr,ease 'annual AFDe benefits' 
by 62 percent. ' ,,"; I "", 

TRIM2 estimates that the number of new eligibles would increase 
by 95 percent, (470iOOO in 1991). Of , these, 259,OOO':were 
'simulated to_be receiving Food Stamps.: ' 

Notes 	about the TRIM2 estimates: 

,TRIM2 do~snot si~ulate the 'quarterso~work rule. HO'1ever, 
TIUM2 l:"e,quires that the principal" wage earner ,be in, the 
labor force. It is possible'that this ;requirement may be 
more stringent than current practice. If so," :thi~ would 
mean that TRIM2 undere'stimates the number of eligibles' under 

" current 'law. This, would influence the efltimates, in two 
, ',1 	 , 

ways: 

,'1). 	 Because it would underestimate the nuInbeJ;: currently" 
eligible, it would overstate'the number 'that would 
become newly eligible under ,the reform opt~on . 

.:~ ,2). 	 Because it would underestimate the number currently 
eligible, the participation ,function used in TRIM2 
w()uld 'be too high. ' .'. 

The combination df these two (too many new eligibles 
estimated, and too high of a participation f~nction) would 
mean that the TRIM2 estimates would be too high. , 

. ,,-,.1. , 
, , ' . ," ,,~ . ' , 

Qf note, 'I. believe ,that tlie concern a~ove is legitimate. 
Howev.?,r,. changing TRIM2 I S eligibility criteria would bi~s ' -,," 
the estimates· in the other direction. As a matter of ~, 
pract~ce~TRIM2' s' labor "forceatttachinent requirement is . 

, : " 



I- ." 

lik~ly,a good proxy for caseworker behavior, although there, 
would be some exceptions. I 

TRIM2' also estimates :that F90d Stamp costs would- increase by 
, 1.2 'percent ~ This results from many' of the new;Ly 
,participating'AFOC units also bec9ming newly ,participating 
Food Stamp,households. 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM QUALITY CONTROu ,(FSP,QC), DATA 

FSP QC dat,a' was used to estimate the effects of the rule change 
from units currently receiving Food, Stamps. 'The' analysis was 
limited .to "pure" two-parent. households with children under age .' 
18.That,it, the analysis does not include two-parent families 
when "someone outside the family is' incl1uded in the ,food stamp 
unit. Further~ the analysis 'does not include units that do not 
currently receive 'Food Stamps' (TRIM2 estim~te~ that. there woul~t 
be ,210, 000 ri'E~wlyeligible units. from this group). Estimates from 
FSP QC indicate that from current.food'stamp households alone 
that UP case,loads wol),ld increase by' 63 per'cent, (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 tabu~atioQs. ar,e of r,eported income and program, 
participation, and do' not correct for'underreporti~g. 

In,January 1992, ,among pure two-parent households with children 
under age '18, there were 197,000 with income below 50'percent of 
pove~ty who reported receiving Food Stamps but not AFOC; another', 
94,000 with income between 50 and 75 'percent,of, poverty ~eported 
receiving Food Stamps but n~~·AFOc. I 

..Assuming 90 percent of those under hal'f', of pov~rty, 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, yield 224,000 newly eligible units from among 
those ctlrrently receiving food' stamps. This estimate is close, to 
both the FSP QC and TRIM2 estimates. Note, too, the SIPP 

: tabulations are for pure two-parent households only. " . . . .. 

There were another 320,000 households with income below 75 
percent of poverty who reporte'd receipt of benefits from neither 
program. ' 

, , 

Also of. note, SIPP tabulations shoJ'~ '258,000 two parent famil.ies 
"-~with incomes above 7!j'percent'of poverty report food stamps but 

not' AFOC. ""This suggests that thE! tabulations above may 
....... understate increases in AFOC eligibility:, and that even' under the. 


1 
'1 1 
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reform, many households would be eligib:le for food stamps but not' 
. AFOC. 

OPTIONS 
I 

·It seems that there are three options f9r estimating the costs:'of 
',.eliminating the special ,eligibility requirements for two-parent 

fam,ilies .. 

1). 'Using estimates from th~ expe:r:i'ences 'in Michigan and 
'''''- Washington; ",>,.:' "~;' 

2) '. Using esti'mates generated by TRIM2, perhaps with some" 
adjustment.s for the noted ~concern ~>n estimates of those 
,c\lrrently el.i~gible; and, 

., ''''':, 

3).' 	 Selecting a point estimate between'that. gene:r;ated by,options 
1 or 2 above0'"" ' 

Options 1 and 2 are,discussed'below. ADseIlt·a rationale for the 
point estimate, option 3 isn't much of an option. 

1. 	 M~chigan and Washington 

It is difficult to argue' against, !.ls'lng: estimates based on the 
experiences'of Michigan and Washington. Both cases provide 
evidence of what would happen to cas'eloads' base<;l on actual 
,experience. 

Unfortunately, neither state reform effort· has a'n evaluation 
component that can indicate .whY,caseloads changed as they did. 
For example, it is unknown whether cases came from current food 

, I ' 

stamp households, or households. ~ho were brought intq.the welf~re' 
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 nationally :( recall, Michigan's change
'was made during a :recession~) . " ' 

, i 

One note, 'in Michigan, benefit costs inc,reased rrtore t,han the 
caseload increased.' This result. is different than those 
generated,byTRIM2 or FSP QC, and different, than what one would:.: 
expect. l' have' contacted ,the state' fo~ possible explanations." 

" 	 ,Extending Michigan's experience of a 33 percent ipcrease' in 
benefit costs to the entire UP caseload would increase AFOC costs 
by $730 million in 1999.' ' ," 

2. 'TRIM2 

TRIM2 is time-:-t:ested and well-understood, ·as ,a tool for' estimating 
expansions to the AFOC program. Further~ 'it appears that the 
estimates generated by TRIM2 ,could be substantiated by the FSP'QC 
results and SIPP tabulatiops. 



· . 


, , 
, , 

In' addition to the concerns nO,ted abov~ 'regarding' TRIM2,' s 

estimation of ,currently eligible UP units"it ,may be appropriate 

to 'adjust TRIM2~s'participation function for those who would 

become newlyelig'ible for AFDC among those who ar'e, eligible for 

but not participating 'in the Food Stamp program,: "One could 

reas()nably expect, that thos,e people who have a lower propensity 

to participate, given that,they aren't presently .r;ecelving 

benefits for which they are eligible: ,I, 


With,out adjustment~ ,'-TRIM2 estimates that AFDe· costswoulcl' 
, increase by $1.37 billion in 199'9'" Addit;ional Food Stamp·"costs 
would increase,the tot~l to $1.6~bill~on ~n1999, 

t" "RECOMMENDATION 

'r believe tha:t, TRIM2's eligibility estimates represe~t the 
financial circumstances of low-income two parent t'amilies who, ' 
could become eligible ...:;,for AFDC. However, I have ,made an , 
additional adjustment to reflect thatTRIM2 may,uncierestimate the 
number who are cur'rently' eligible. ' , 

Therefore, I recommend the following: 

1) " 	 Adjust the 'current ,law estimate of1eligible households 

upward by assuming that 20 percent

l
, of those,"newly eligible" 


based solely on the Labor force participation screen are in' 

fact currently eligible, 1 ',' " ' 


, 
2 ) . ,This ,has the effect 'of increasing the "number of currently 


eligible units '(by 26,200); decreasing" the number of newly 

eligible units' (by' 26,200); and~, decreasing the 

participation rate among currently eligible units (from 

54 , 5 %, to 51. 9 % ) , ' 


, 3a), 	If we stopped there, and applied t,he new:'partic.:Lpation rate 
to,the'new es~imate of eligibles"w~ would increase the 
cas~lo~d by 80.2 percent~nd increase costs,~y 5~.5 percen~. 

1. I 	 believe this. is a reasonable est"imate'.. We can as'k ,for ~.. ;, 
'simulation that would 'indicate the, impact of the labor force 

participation, screen if, it were ,applied :,universally. 


In 1988, TRIM2 was used to estimate the imp~ct of, mandating up'in 
all, states. TRIM2 estimated' thatthis'would 'increase federal 
costs 	by $98 million in FY, .92.' Actual qosts in 'the new states' 
were 	$91 million in FY 92 (a 7' percent,diffe~ence) ~"', While this 

,	estimate is close, "recall that there' was a recession that 

increased UP caseloitds in all"states,', "Absent --the recession, it 

seems reasonable that TRIM2 may have overesti~ated eligibility by 

20 percent (with more time, we,could'take amodestly"more 

scientifie approach), ' , ' 




',... 

';,' ' 

In' the' ,recommendation' above, ·r have igr;tored th~ distinction 
between newly eligible units who are and are not current FSP 
recipients .. But; we need to think ,about the secondary effects of 
~his reform on .~he Food Stamp ,pro~ram.'· , 

Some individual components ofth'e participation estimates 
,generated by TRIM2 dq not ma~esense (although, in the aggregate, 
they appear reasonable). ,As', 'an example,' ,TRIM2 estimates a 

,participation rate' of 51· percent for. all new elig.:i:bles,' ':,However, 
'. the simulat~d participat4.on rates for. current food stamp 
. recipients ;.are lower than' t.he simulat.ed 'participation rates, for 
those who do .not currently receive food stamps; This does not' 
make sense. Therefore,' I believe another II adjustment II is 
necessary. 

TRIM2 estimates that 55· percent. ofne~ :eligibles .currehtlY 
receive Food Stamps, and 45' percerit()f 'new eligibles do not 
receive Food Starnps.Int~e· ag.greg·ate, we should expect that 
current food stamp recipients are more 'likely to receive AFDC 
because, they are already in the welfare: system and have " ' 
demonstrated a 'will'ingnes~ to: accept b~nefits (this 'is not 
re'f.lecteq. in .;rRIM2' s partiqipation estimates) 7 ' , 

I attempted to apply different participation rates to each group, 
but the resultS would only' increase the TRIM2 aggregates. For 
example, .if I assumed 85% of'FSP units ~nd 15% of noh-FSP units 
pa~ticipated in AFDC, I would end up,with more new·units than 

, TRIM2 estimated. . I preferred ,generating a new 'participation 
number in'this manner',. but it does not make sense for ne~ units 
'to have' 'a' hicjher part:icipation rate than cur.l."ently'eligible
units. ' . , ' 

Instead, we might say that some ,perce'ntage of·,new recipients come· 
from current FSP units, and some come frpm those not currently 
receiving FSP benefits. '. For e.xample, 80 percent aI\d: 20' percent, 
respectively, may be appropriate ratios, . . 

TRIM2.would have. to be "hard wired" to come up withthi~" or we' 
would have to, ,make .the adjustment out oii model. In any event, 
this would reduce the purrent, TRIM2 estimate that FSP, costs ,would 
,increase by l. 2 percent ($300' million in 1999). In fact, it ' 
would, likely gene,rate "Food stamp savings" . ' , 

, , 

Finally, I don't believe that our assumption that it, would take 
thr~e years bef,ore the full caseload affects would be, felt is a 
good assumption., Michigan 'ariel Washingtqnexperienced their 
caseload ..growth in a, relatively short, period of time. And, """ 
looking a~ caseload~'in the new UP states may suggest th~t two­

" years 'is' a sufficient periodbe'fQre ,the full imp~Gts of' the 
,program can' be expected.

= 
.i, 

I, ',I, 

,; , 

http:simulat.ed
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A note'on these costs: 	
. I. 

Th~ 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 ~aw. 
However, cao may score this differently .. This would potentially 
increase th~ ·costs of this provision . 

. I 

~:J,.so, th~ parti:cipation, rates used in TRIM2· are. historically low, , 
in· part resulting . from the.' extension. of eligibili,ty for two­
parent families 'in all states '(likely also a function of economic 
conditions) .. Subsequent years of the CPS may have higher 
participation rates'~ which .would increase the cO,sts of this . 
'proposal'; For example, when TRIM2 was ,based on the 1990 CPS, the 
UP participation rate was 79 percent.' ,The current model, which' 
,uses th!3 1991 CPS, uses a par,t:..:ic..:ipation rate 6f 54 percent.' 

. 	 I 
t 

.....,.', 

" 

• J", 
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Costs (AFOC costs increased by 55% over the UP baseline~ :Also, 
at this time, we will assume no food stamp costs, although our 

"assumptions, will likely' ge,neratesome modest food stamp savings 
(modest housing savings will be e~perienced as well,' and are ,not
reflected he~e) " ' , ' 

Total 

AFOC o o 600 1,200 1,2003,000 

"'FSP Savings TBO D, L-{-,? 
fir "'u: 5 

,u •• 
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March 16, 1994' 	 ..... 

Note 	to 'We,ndell 

From: Steve 

Addemdum to UP estimate' 
r 

,Two.things,:,"that c,ould result in lower estimates. 

1) . 	 I am':x;-econsideringmy.cionclusion'on the take-up rate. In 
concluding that two years was ample time, I wasn't 

..~ considering ,the average, mQnthly, caseloao" but thecaseload 
at 'the end of each year.' Therefore, I will look at the 
caseloaddata from the new UP states and see if. it is 
appropriate to phase in ,the costs,: mor'e slowly. 

, 
" 

2) . 	 When TRIM2 removes all special ~ligibility'requirements for 
,two-parent families, it removes all special'requirements. 
Most notably,' it eliminat~s the labor .for~e attach.niemt 
requirement. As a result, it br,ings in students ,'and "others 
not in the labor force. " 

'labor force attachment ' -- "for example, 
spar 1c1pa e 1n:JOBS, ,o~reg~ster vith the 

state employment agency (this is the spirit of current law). 
, Of co~rse,~ome would do 'that, and some students could have' 
their education count as, JOBs. Nonetheless; some would get 
screened out. ~, 

cc: 	 Bill, Toin, Reuben, Don, Canta 
, i 

"':" . 

,,'l.'­

,~... 
• • 'I 

, ' 
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March 16', i994 
, 1, 

Note to Wendell 

From:' Steve Bartolomei-Hill' 

: <Subject: Reinventing Government'Savings 
. . . . 

Several filing unit is'sues regarding n:HlJ.venting government are 
discussed below. Relevant TRIM2 simulations are at,:t.atched.
~., ,. ; 

Note, these, costs are, not ,additive., Tl)at is, if all the polic'y 
options were selected, the total impaC'~ would be less than'the 
sum of the. individual impacts. 

1. Reduce Payment Standard for Child~Only Units 
, 'i 

'First, some caveats. Reuben did some work on child only 
units- last summer. He found that ;the number is growirig"and 
it is somewhat ,volatile. ,For example, this analysis is 
based on the 1991,QC model at the, Urban Institute, and 
estimat~s 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 showi'ng 'cha:nges in the number of ' 
child-only units is, attached. . 

The estimates below come from, the' :FY 91' AFOC-QC mode)..,
, . l' 

The:policy simulated here'was'to, set the payment standard ' 
and maximum payment fO,r 'child-only, units. equal to the 
increment'of between the levels~for n+1'people and 1 adult. 

'In 1991, such a policy would have ~educed' the AFOC ~aseload 
by ,.4%, and resulted in monthlybehefit savings of 4,,3 
percent. ' , 

, Appl'yihg that AFOC benefit' savings, percentage to' the 
baselines in other years would yield the following savings: 

, , 

AFDC Savings' Food~Stamp' Costs 
. '­1995 :, $ 1. 00 billion $ .0, billion 
1996 ':, 1.03 , ".0 

1997: 1.07 .0 

1998: _1.10 i, '.0


i 
i999: 1.14 . 0 

5-years: $5.34~billion '$ . billion 

Food Stamp e:;itimates generated, by -the QC mOde.l'we~e 
.;, ,implausible. 'I am having some tabulations done "t:hat wil·l be . 

<:' , used to do ou't-of-model adjustment~. For now, I think Food 
Stamp costs of $1~5 billion per year is'close'towhat we can 



expect, for n,et, five year savings:' of $3 ~ 84 billion. ' t also 
will need t() make an'adjustment for increases in housing 
cqsts, 'which will decrease ,the' savings ,slightly. ' 

Impacts in California are forthcoming '( California has 
roughly 1/4 of all child only u~itit. 

Notes: 
. . 	 I 

" 	There 'were 560 million aver..age monthly child only units in 
1991 --;- about,"!3 percent of the.AFOC caseload.' : 

• .+ 	 • 

Almost all (99%) of those -units were negatively' affected by 
this proposal. 95 'per6~nt ieceived lciwer benefits -~ an 
average of $130 less-per month.' 4 percent lost eligibility 
entirely ,averaging '$282, pe'r, month.'" ,. 

Attacll..ed 'is a table, Canta did showing how~t'he' payment 
standard would have changed, if this policy were in effect in 
January 1992 ~ 

I " ',' 	 , i· 	\ . 
We can,·'t examine 'poverty impacts becaus~ 'AFOC'QC data is 
used. TRIM2 ,is not a good source; for exarn.i,.'ning chi~9.-only, 
units. 

2'. Include SSI 'recipients in theAFDC, unit 
, 	 , 

The policy option: simulated 'here fsto ,not 'exclude people . 
from the. AFOC ,unit based on SSI recEdpt.' Unlike other times 
we have simulated this optio'n,thj;s tim~ we ;did not include 
a disr~gard for income 'from SSA,pr:og:r:.ams,. 

" 

Some caveats: 

TRIM2 does not: identify 'children younger than 15 as SSI, 
'recipients'. It would appear ,then', thatthe'se estimates 
woul,d be' much too low •.• because, SSI kids· are missed." , . 

. liowever, TRIM2 does 'note the prese,nce of SSIincome in the 
. family'; it is usu~lly assigI1.ed to an adult -..:. perhaps 
erroneously to the AFOC casehead .. Nonetheless, in those 
cases, it would' bring an SSI reciplient:.l.nto the, unit. . 

TRIM2, is based on the 1991 CPS. ,. 'Therefore I ,any growth in 
'SSI ca'seloads among people' 'who would otherwi'se be in an AFOC 
unit would not, be reflected "in these estimates.. 

TRIM2 estimate~ that including SSI recipients in the AFDC 
unit would reduce the"average monthly number of uni,ts by 5'.1 
percent and reduce anriualAFOC benefits by 5.4 percent. 

,..... '- Some .of thes~ savings were offset by,increases iri-,EoQd 
""~tamps (1. 6,i of baseline) 'and" housing' (.6% of baseL1ne).' 

" -	 " 
",: 

\ . 
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IAFDe Food.Stamps Housing TOTAL 
I(savings) (costs) (costs), (savings) 

1995: , $1.. 25 bil. .38" .13 .74' 
1,996 : 1.29 '.39 '.13 .77 

.1997: .'1. 34 .14.41 '. 79 
1998: 1.38 .42 .14. . 8'2 
1999: 1.44 '.44 . .14 .86 

5-yearb',,;;' $6.70 $2.04 : $ .68 $3. ,98 
-

Poverty I:mpacts: 

If one definesincome·to'include Food Stamps and housing 
assistance, and the relevant unit is the household {versus 
th~ Census definition of the family), then, . among households 
who would participate at some time during the year in ~ither 

""', the baseline or th~ alternative: ' , ,,".' 

f of Households in' poverty.: increases by -2 .. 3% (50,000 
, households), '. 

if of kids in poverty, increa'ses by 1. 7 percent (88', 000 kids ) 

The, poverty .g~p i~cre~ses, 3. 1 perc~nt ($2,34, million)., 


.' .. 

, c 

, .' 

'. ',t 

",' 
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January 1992 !'Ieed and Payment Amounts .' , 

Diff, betPay. Stand. 
2.:1 &1for 1 Adlt. 

Alabama 100 100 ',-' 0' ' 123 ' 23 ·77 
Alaska 498 315 183 792 477 162 

, Arizona 198 198 o 266 68 ·130 

, Arkansas 81 81, 0' 162 81 o 
California 341 341. o 560 219 ·122 
Colorado '253, 117 136 , , 331 214 97 

Connectic 356 3,56 o 473 117 ·239 
'Delaware 201 ,-201 o 279•., , 69 -132 

DC 258 258 o 321 63 -195 
Florida 167 167 o 225 58 ·109 
Georgia 155 155 Q 235 I " 80 -75 

, Hawaii ,'396 396 o '531 135 -261 
Idaho 208 208 '0 254 46 , ·162 

Illinois 212 102 110 268 166 64 
,Ind;ana 155 '155 o 255 '100 -55 

Iowa 183 ' 183 o 361 178 ·5 
Kansas 239 239' ,0 321 82 ·157 

, Kentucky . 162 162 0 196 34 ·128 . " 

Louisiana 72 72 0 138 66 . ·6 

Maine 214 ,127 87 ',337 210 83 
Maryland 167 167 0 294 ,,127 -40 

Massachu .392 392 0 ,486 94 ·298 
Michigan 332, 116 216 446 330 214 

Minnesota 437 250, 187 532 282 32 

Mississipp 218 218 0 293 75 ·143 
Missouri 132 132 0 228 96 .:36 

Montana' 232" 83 149 310 227 '144 

Nebraska 222 222 0 293 71 ·151 
Nevada 246 ,246 0, 309 ,63 ·183 
'NewHam 145 145 o 451 130,6 161 
New Jerse 162 162 o 322 '160 ·2 
New Mexi 192 192 0, 258 66 -126

1, 352 'New York 352 o 468 ,11.6 -236 
North 9ar 177 177 o 231 '-123, 54 

North Oak 217 108, 10'9 326 ,218 110 
Ohio 199' 199 o 274 ·124 

,Oklahoma, 211 95 116 264 ' , 169 74 
, Oregon 297 ' 202 95 380 ..:.. ,178 ·24 
,Pennsylva .205 205 o 316 ·94, , 111 

Rhode Isla' 327 327 o 449 122 ·205 
South Car 261 261 o 350 :89 -172 

South Oak 284 162 122 357 1,95 33, 
Tennesse 95 ,95 o 142 47 -48' 

Texas 75 63 12 , 158 95 32, 
Utah 233 233 o ~23 

, 

190 ·143 
, Vermont 768 768 o 937 ··599169 .~.",'" 

.",':;;" •. ". Virginia 157 " 157 o 231.:.:~', , ·83 

: Washingto _ 339 339 o 428 , ~89 -250 :X... 

West Virgi 145 """14,5 o 201 ,56 -89 
Wisconsin ""'- 248 '248~' '0 44p 1~2 ·56 

,,'
,Wyoming 414 414 o 585 171 ·243 
Guam 60 60 o 120 60 o 

, 32Puerto Aic 32 0, 56 24 ·8' 
Virgin Isla 82 82 o ,180 98 16 



. ; . 

, " 

MEMORANDUM 

:r0: ' Steve Bartolomei-Hill 

I 'FROM: " Linda GiannarelW' 

SUBJECT: Simulation Q. with the AFDC~'QG.model: .' 
, . Redudnj~ benefitsforchlld-only units . 

",..-", 

DATE: March 15. 1994 
I' 

. 	 , ~ , 

Attached are [Wo tables with the results of simulation Q. We simulated this 
alternative using tbeAFRC-QC model for IT 1991. ~t us know ifyou nee,d more details, 

, ~, ' , , 

What we Simulated' ' 

i. 	 , We modified both the payment standard and the maximu~ payment(buL not the 
need standard} for child-only units. " 

, ., .' I: 	 ' 

, For ach1ld-only unit of n,ch.11dren (and 0 adults) we sellhe payment standard to 
the difference between lhe'paymenl slandard for n+ 1 people and the payment standard 
for 1 adult. And we set the maximum payment<to'tll~ state's,rt19,AiI11u'W payment for n+1 
people minus'the maiimum payment for 1 adult. ' Notice Lhat the calculation uses the 
payment standards andma"ldmum payments for 1 adult; some states havc lower payment 

, standards and ma~ri1Um paymcnts' for units consisting of just one child ,vs. u'nits 
consisting of just one adult:' 

The results 

The results iook good,. -Keep in mind that all Lhe data apply t~' the 'average month. 
'-', 	 . . ' 

Table 1 gives, the aggregate results. Average monthly' caseload falls by .4- percent. 
because the reduc,tianin the payment standard and maximum' payment is enough to 
make some units ineligible for -aI}Y benefit.· Total benefits faU by' 4.3 percent.' ' 

, .. 	 I ,. 

Table 2 shows 'more delail onlhe losers. A total of 552 thousand units lost some 
. or all benefits. This seems correct because published dala. show about 560 thousand· 

:J;.' ',j." • 

lpaul Johnson did the prograrnrriing for this analysis. 

1 
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child~only uf!..its inFY' 1991.:1 . Most of the ~nits losing benefits in. the simulation, 532 
thousand.' received lo\ver benefits but were sUll"eligible:, the average loss was $130.· Only 
a handful lost all th.eir benefits. , ' . ' . . 

, , ' 

'!. ­

=::;;.. 

- , . -' .. ~, : 

,'. 	 ,. 

, 

'. 

• 	 . 2 Probably. au the child-oniy ~nits the moCtdfound 19~t'some or ~l.beneI1LS. The differt:IlC'C between our 
552 thousand '¥ld the 560 thousan'cnn the pubIJsheddata 1s probal;>ly due,~o ourdropping some wlil:::l from 

..... . the QC model's baselinE: simulation becauge they look tnellgible. We could check this, to be certain if you· 
think It's imp~rtant.' . 

2 
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,TABLE 1 , 
EFFECt'OF REDUCING PAYMENT STANDARD ANDMAXIMIM PAYMENT, 

, , FOR CHILD:.ONLY UNITSl ' ' , 

, BASED'ON THE AFDC-OC MODEL, FY 199'1,. ' 
, 
.] ,'" 

: Alternative: Percent ehg: 
~... 

,BaselinE?: Reduce bens: Alternative 
-~ 

1991 law for ctJiJ9.:.9:r)ly: 
~'!' 

vS.Baseline 

.. , 

",;~..:- ,v~.' 
.,.......
,', 

-
AveragffMonthly Caseload.. 

- , 


Units (milL) " , ."', 4.375 4.356 -0.4% 


. 
Persons (miil.) ,12.974: 12.'939, ~0.3% 

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

,Benefits (bil. of91 $) $1 :731 
: $1.657 

" 

-4.3% 

, ....~ 

Avg. benefit per unit $396 $380 -3.9% 
'. 

" 

Annual Benefits (bil of 91 $) $20.776 $19.878 -4.3% 

.-.. ~ •• ",•• ', ,<" ,-~ ,; • 

./ 

", 
. J: 

SourG,e: The Urban. institute's AFDC;.aC,modeL FY19,91 dat~: 
'1.: 

1 F.or a unit consisting of- n children' and 0 adults,' the payment standard~nd maximum , 
payment are both set to equal the amount for n:+-1 people minus the ,amount fOT' 1, adult. 

, , 
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,., ' , TABLE 2 ,. 
. AFDC STATUS'CHANGES QUE TO' 

,REDUCJNG PAYMENT STANDARD AND MAXIMIMPAYMENT 
FOR CHILD-ONLY UNITSI 

• '.. t 

BASED ON THE AFDC-OC MODEL, FY 1.991 

I 
I. 

NUIl)ber,~ . Reduction in AFDC Befiefits 
: ot-units ~Aggre.gate ."•. Per ~(lit wi . 

(mill.) . .(billJ 'lIlLs_change 
~, .:, .' 

.TYPE OF CHANGE .; 

.... ~ ",j>. 

Lo:ver benefits, sfill:8ligible 0.532 ~~0~069 $130 .. ", I 

I· 
I 

Become i[1eligible., .... 0.01'9 I $0.00;5 " $282 

..,$136TOTAL 0.552 $0.075 

. '. 


, . ~ " 

I . 

" 

'.,.' " 

..~...\ . 

( 


,"" , . 

L '", .1ffJe,"" 

Source: The' Urban i'nstitute's AFDC-OC model, FY'f991 data' 

::;., . 
 . ' 

! For a unit consisting of n children and 0 adult.~, the payment standard and maximum .' 

payment are bot~ set to equal th~amount.for n+ 1 people minus the amount for 1 adult. 


. ,. 
) . 
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.1 

PRIMARY ISSUES 

1 ~ Should Administration propose a cpordinationof the' tax and 
transfer system? 

2. Is this primariiy a device for coritrolling abuse in'transfer 
·system,; reducing EiTe abuse; coll~cting child support or ..... recapturing, benefits. from f·ami.lies with part year earnings or 
experiencing hous.eho.ld composit:±6n changes t;.hroughout the; year? 

3. "How do -we ge.t better ~stimates of ~6tential abuse? ...... 

4. Ho:w should qoordination work - simply include.benefits in'AGt 

,,' 

or develop a separate worksheet," 


5.' I-fbenefits· in.AGI, which' ones and howshouldinteract':ion with 
EITe work? . . ....," ' 

6,.' If worksheet, what should the four parameters' be? See attached' 
paper, 

7., What 'other entitlement reforms' or taxation options should be 
considered? 

of fri;vl.: --:h L ~-4fDc ~~ I~'~ ("1J,/) {Ii . A.cv I '. (" ')' 
. , ' 'I" 1 v /. (h:JS<. """'--'1T"V\- /11'''''( '4"'5 {~~ 'r -'12-51<:. 

. . , ,. '., ' .. 

£I-rc P~~. RAn I<;lttl>~€' I oo'/..
M ' ~ 
~'K. C~ A'~DC. ",.~ j....,~ cl.TC p~o~~. n~·c..v...rr blTC ".,..I .... C...... 6 f'i>12.. A-R)c 1>"~':,B ? ( 

~I"'-'S CS7As<;J"[}VI..u7. " . ..-1 
1\ •. ,' r.~ A.<'_',. c:'r FJ A--sA c. r - ( f1l-.o "'- 'f\..i.6 1ZT. ,Wi"':'\. ) 
, ..t\A'LlA-·~' 'lrU'-'1 ;"' ....... 1 ~ . 
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Republicat:t,Welfare Reform Bill HR. :3500 

A comparison ofJpreliminary HllS.and CBO'priciilg 


(in millions of dollars) , I ' 
. ',,, . .. 

,Iitl~ i!nd S~ttiQn 	 FY94 'FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 
~, .. _... , .. 

, ­

• fI<';:'~(_:;": ,~_i.'p,';. I'). 

, "L?" 
-f....,.:_:,.. 

305 	 No Additional Benefits for New 

Children 


CBO· ' AFDC ' ,-90 '-200 -260 : -320 -350 -1,220 

F90d Stamps. 50, 100 " 140 , 160 190 640 
-'t 

',Total 40 -100 . -120 . -160 -160 -580 

HHS' AFDC -160 440' 
_,c. 

-620 -810 -J;020 -3:,050 . 

• CBO has indicated that these AFIfsavingi estimates area little high ~nd,willbe reestimated. 

,;. ' 

, . 
'O'H' 

" 

, 
.' 



State' Matching,' 

Several principles have guided the l deliberations of the 
,wo-rking group in formulating our policn:~s. ,All ,cost numbers 

reported in this memo refer to a-total change in federal and 

state costs of welfare relative to current law., The "principles 

are: 


" , 

1. In the aggregate, states should.not· bear any additional 
costs. 

) ""-' . 
,.;7,~" • ,­ 2 . .There will ",pe state matching' 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 
likely to be less vested in the outcome;of' the program.

I " 

'.3. If the state bears no additional cost relative to '. 
current law, there. should be significant penalties for. not 
spending all federal monies allocated to .the, state provided there 
was significant need in the state. 

4. To 'the .extent possible,' administrative matching. rates: ­
should be standardized across programs within a given state. 

" ... 

5.· Poor performance by a' state relative to, other st'ate as 
measured by a well defined performance I,!leasur.e should be' 
reflected in reduced fund~ allocated to'the poor-performing 
state. 

6. To the maximum extent possible"principle number one 
which is our' most important principle should also apply to each 
individual state. However, that will not always, be possible 
e'specially if undercurrent law not all funds allocated. to the· 
state for child care or .JOBS were not utilized. ',' ' 

As the overall' policies in this' proposal are finali,zed, the 
working group ,intends. to work closely wi·th the state's in 
ascertaining the. fiscal impact upon each state. 

, ,:i"' 

• ~_ I· ~ 
,: ,.,,~,., 



·' 

Materials for State M~tch Discussion' " 

Some initial thoughts on match rate issues/principles: 
, ' 

The programs to pe'cover~d by tlle match rate analysis include: 

1. Administration --. 50% (AFOC, JOBS, Child, Care) 
2. AFOe:: ,-- FMAP' (50--80%),. ' 


;-. 3. JOBS ,-~.,~fMAP with a ,flo<?r of' 60%'1 (90% for WIN S'$)

4. TCC ~- FMAP'~" ,.<' 

5; IV-A Child Care -- "FMAP' ,- , ' 

6. At-Risk Child Care FMAP 
7. WORK--' 
8. WORK ,wages.-:-­
9. Child Support 66%' p'lus.' incen:t;ives equal to 6-:-10% of 

, afdc and nonafdc collections 
""" **** Child supportc'u~rently'not in the analysis. 

St~te ,financial participation' (SFP.) in 'any program ,or program 
component should not be less than 20%. I 

Any' enhanced payments (e.g. 90%, for APP) must be time ,limited and', 
should be performance based. 

I 

,The ,current '90% ,match 'rate for WIN money would be discontinued. 

Administrative costs must be continued 'at a 50% match to avoid 
cost shifting betwe~n programs (i:e. Medicaid and FS).' 

Benefits .would coritinue at FMAP. 'Work,for wages ,wh~re wages are 
a function of benefit would be matched at FMAP. 

,Investment programs ...,.- JOBS, WORK, Child Support and Child Care' 
, would 'have the same base match rate-:-- E:!. g. 70%, FMAP plus 10, 
etc. 

Match rates could vary between states but' ~ot withihstates 
across 'inve~tinent prograins~. 

Incentives must ,be related to.the match ratel
. ,J , . 

Incentives :would differ by ,program bu(in no case can a state's 

combined match rate and incentives exceed,90% ill any program or 

program qomponent ~ , , 


States should be rewarded wit.h higher f~deral'financial 

participat,ion (FFP) (5 to 10 percentage points) for spending all 

allocated federal monies ,for:-"invest~e'nt: programs or program 

components rather than, sanctioned for poor performanc'e., _. 


, 
, , 

1 



Option :'to vary the ,match' rate by a sta!te' s level 'of effort in 
this case a state. would. be allocated JOBS,wORK·and child care 
doliars based on case load and possibly other need based fattors. 
The amount of a state's drawdown·of the allocation would he'a 
measure of effort; this would be calculated on a quar~eily basis. 
The . match could vary by the proportion: drawn. Incent.ives would..' 
be based on program effectiveness" to avoid states. running ineffi...; 
cient programs (i.e. spending down all,theirallocation,but. 
serving few mandatories, etc.). r 

...,,;' 

-"".:':' , 'Match rates' for JOBS~and WORK ..could include a",;·counter-cyclical 
adjustment to-avoid penalizing a st'ate: with il'ign uriemployment. 

Allow states some flexibility between JOBs.and WORK monies. 
While this could potentially ·workbothiways.it would provide a 
state the option of drawing down mote federal money for 
investments within the two year time limit. ­

-.-...;.~. 
States· can not use working poor child care funds for TCC or IV-A 

.child care. 

Lower state match- (e.g. 25%) while a person is on a waiting:list I J.. ' 
if within two years 6f tim~ limit.. ~ 

, 

Issue: In ~ORK: as in curre~t Jb~S the delineation between service 
arid administrative costs will be bothersome -- WORK funct.ions 
such as worksite ~evelopment and worker, assignment, participant 
monitoring, ,enfor~ement/sanctioning.· r:s developing and 
monitoring a work slot administration or service? ' 

! 
I· 

I 

...::-, 

'. -, '·'1 

.. 
,', 

~ 
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Some proposals: 

In this a'natysis we present two basic proposals. In the first 
proposal we maintain:the cu~rent law match rates for the 
administration of the AFoe and child care'.programs and AFoe 
benefits ~ncluding WORK wages and supplements. The match rate 
for investment, programs (JOBS, WORK and child care) is set at a 
frat 75% federal share (including administration of JOBS and 
WORK).. ' 

'.;:';' 'The. second proposal has,"'four increasingly' gener,o,u~s mat9h. rates 
for investment pro·grams. The .match .ra'te .for investment programs' 
is based on the current.JOBS-FMAP and is increased by 5, 7, 8 and 
10 percentage points. This' propo,sal maintains cu~rent law match 
rates for administration of the' AFoe and child care, progr~s and 
AFoe' benefits including WORK program wages····and supplemehts. 

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


PROGRAM 
 proposal 

, Law 

Current 

2b 2c 2d1 2a 
" 

Admin '(AFDC,' 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 

JOBS, CC) 1 
 eX.JOBS:eX.JOBS ex.jOBS' exJOBSex, JOBS 

FMAP'AFDC Benefits FMAP FMAPFMAP FMAP FMAP 
" !50-80% 

" 
, . 

.JOBS­FMAPJOBS --.Services 75% JOBS­
60-80%· 

JOBS­J:OBS­
FMAP. 

(WIN 
·FMAP +5 FMAP +7 FMAP +8 

'@ +10 
90%) • 

, 
JOBS-'Child Care, (At­ 75% JOBS­ JOBS­ JOBS­F~ .. FMAP +5 FMAP +7 FMAP +8, FMAP 
+10 

r'isk, IV-A, TCC) 

WORK ' . Services JOBS-,75% JOBS­ JOBS­JOBS­
, ,FMAP +5 FMAP.. +7 FMAP +8 FMAP 

+10 
. , 

" 

'FMAP'jFMAPWORK -- ,Wages FMAP FMAP FMAP 
and Supplement ! 

Note: The current slll\ulat~on model does not d~fferentl.ate ~etweenservl.ces anc 
administrative costs for JOBS and WORK programs. The impact'of this omissiop 
is that we underestimate state expenditures. 

',' 

i 
'" I

, ! 

.;.. .' 

.:,"', . 

. .~. 

.3 

; • .-:.:r,. 
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Table 1 

. Current Law Projected Expenditures and 


·Reform Proposal 

, .. 

PROGRAM CURRENT LAW .. REFORM PRO­
POSAL 

CHANGE 

AFDC BENEFITS $26,520 !. $26,300 ( $220) 
-"",,'.

CHILD.CAREAFDC AND 
ADMiNISTRATION 

JOBS 

AFDC/jOBS/WORK CHILD CARE 

, 

.­
to. ~ , 

' 

3,591 

1,648 

1,080 

, , 
.... ~',. 

-
3,591 

21'398 

2,165 ' 

.::;" 

.. 

0 

750 

1,085 

TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE 360 '-620. 260 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 
~ ..,'.,.­

WORK - OPERATING COSTS' 

526' 

0 
I 

, 

2,401 

862 

1,875 

862 

WORK - WAGES 

TOTAL 

(ABOVE AFDC) ° 
,$33,725 

362 
.. 

$38,699 

362 

$4,974· 

... 

,. 
, 

Table 1 contains ~CF projections forFY 99 ,current law expendi­
'tures by program for the programs ,. under· consideration in this 
analysis. The -total FY,' '99 expenditures: is expe'cted to be$33~ 7 
billion. Under the reform proposal an additional $4.97 billion, 

,. is estimated for a total of $38.7 billion. In our analyses of 
state expenditures under FY 99 current iaw and welfare,reform we 

,. allocate total expenditures to the' states according' to the" ' 
, following:! 	 . 

ALLOCATION OF NEW EXPENDITURES 
, 

, ,I 

JOBS: ·Based on FY 93 allotment of JOBS cap. 

JOBS/WORK CHILD CARE: Based on FY92 AFDC caseload. 
. ' 

TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE: Based on ,FY ·92 AFDC caseload. 
, 

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE: Based on FY 93 :allocation of "'At-Risk, 
: .. ' Child Care. cap.· 

WORK: Based on FY 92 AFDC 	 Caseload. 
. " 

CASELOAD"'REDUCTION'SAVINGS: 	 Based on allocatio~ of new JOBS, 
expenditures:; 

. ..,...... 
, I 

4 



Table 2 .. (~ttached) contains the ACF pro'jection for FY 99 current 
:law expenditures and the calculation'of federal and: state . 

expenditure shares across all programs (AFOC, JOBS, ,child care· 

programs). The match rate for benefits is set, at FY 95 FMAP. 

The match rates for JOBS and child care aie set' at F~ 9~ JOBS­

FMAP and FMAP levels.' Total across program' expenditures are 

projected at $33.6 billion' (riote - our state by' state analyses, 

exclude Puerto Rico and the, territories)" 'The ,federal share, is' 

$18.4 billion (55 percent) and the st~tes'share beirig th~" 

remaining $15; 2 billion... Note th,at ACF budget proj.ectiOns for 

FY 99 indicate that states, in: the' aggregate,; 'will drawn down 

'about 98.5% 'oft-he$l billion in federal JOBS money. 


Tables 3' through ,7 contain the match rate 'alternatives applied to' 
budget projections based on the reform:pro~osal. ,Total' . 
expenditures across all programs is $38 billion including $4.97 
billion 'for the reforms. . 

..-;:.... 
Each t.able (3.through iY' contains six columns. ThE;! ~irst and 
second columns contain the federal arid state shares of the total 
projected expenditures under the reform proposal calculated using .. 
the, new match rate. The, third column displays the'change in 
state, dollars ne~ded to fund. the reform increas'e. The fourth 
column shows the percentage change in' state expenditures from 
their baseline expenditures displ~yed {nTable 2. The fifth' 
column displays·· the percentage of the r,eform costs that would be, 
borne by the state ~ The final column d:isplays the. state's 
effective match rate across all programs. ' 

" . 	 Under Proposell 1 in'Table 3 benefits (ipcluding WORK wages apd 

supplementation) would be matched at current FMAP. levels ,and 

investment programs would be. matched at 75/25f~deral/state., The 

,total change in state financial participation (co,l~ 3) is $ .78 

billion or 5% over current law baseline; projections .. The' , 


, variation between states in < thepercenta'ge increase in' expendi­

tures between. baseline and reform (column 4) ranges from a low of 

i% in oelaware'(California 3% and New York'2%) to a high ,of 40% 

in Mississippi. The state share of new' expenditures (column 5) 

is 16% of ~he cost of the projected FY 99 budget iricreasedue,to 

welfare reform, $.78 of the total $4.9'billionreform package. 

While the: overall number is well within the 20% figure 'that the' 

states' share of the reform expenditures not' exceed, thirteen 

(13) states 'exceed a 20% share. " . 

Under Proposal 2a displayed in Table 4 i:?enefits (including WORK 
wages and supplementation)'would qontinue at current FMAPand 
investment programs would be, matched at the current,JOBS FMAP 
pru's 5 percentage points (the floor moves from 60 to- 65% while 
'the highest matchwo~ld be about 83% thus. violating the principle 
of minimum state' parti:cipation )-: J'he total, change, under this, 

«,.' 
proposal, in SFP is $1.4 billion' o'i 10% ,over current law 

5. 



, projections of state expenditures,., The variatiol,l between states 
in,the percentage incre.se in expenditures between baseline and 
reform ('column 4) is quite large-- ranging from a low of 5% in 
New York and Alaska to a high of'25%in Texas. ,Th~ state share 
of new expenditures for the reform (column 5) would be 29% or,' 
$1.4 billion. The state share of the cost's 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 
~nder this match rate proposal. 

_,' Proposals 2b through, 2d differ from proposal 2a in that they 
incrementally increase the JOBS~FMAPby'7,' 8 and'IO percentage 

, points" respectively. The overallaffec,t of movin'g from JOBS­
FMAP' +5 to JOBS-FMAP +10 is that the state share of new 
expenditures declines td'20 percent in :Proposal 2d shown {n ~able 
7. Even in this more generous proposal 23 states exceed'20 
percent financial participation. JOBS..iFMAP' +10 also puts the 
highest match rates for JOBS, WORK and child care atab()ut 88%' 
federal participation. 

'-_ r 

, " 

, , 
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i' 
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Table 2 
PROPOSAL1' 


Investments (JOBS, WORK ap_ting Costs, and Child Care) at 75% Fed....... Match ' 


Booefilll (AFDC and WORK) at FMAP . 


Administration (AFDC and Ch"d Care) at 50% Federal Match 


fleCorm Proposal ' Change'" P....cenl Stale Snare Effective 

Federal Snare f;lelorm Proposal Stale oo.lars. Change from 01 New Fed....a1 

FY 1999 State Snare Spent Baseline Expenditures. "Match Rate 
.............................................._..._._-_. ------- ­

I.' 

Alabama 168.92 73.36 14.26 24% 25% 70 

Alaska 91.54 80.38 1.73 ~ ·13% 53 

Arizona '1 ,316.67 156.14. 11.02' "-;7% 16% 67 

Anc.ansas 90.30 38.33 " 7.13 24% 23% 71 

Calilornia 4009.76 -4000.57 124.76 3% 15% 53 

Colorado 190.84 ·132.14 6.43 7% 15%· 59 

Connecticut 327.~ '270.70 .6.61 3% 12% 55 

Delaware 46.53 34.05 0.49 '1% 4% 56 

District of Columbia '0:'.03 68.59 2.00' 3% 16% 54 

RoOda 668.92 567.67 .38.n 7% .17% 60 

Georgia 540.60 :i94.26 21.35 6% '16% Ej5 
Hawsu 1\3.62 00.06 3.68 ,'. 4% 19% 53 

Idaho 41.73 19.56 2.96 "6% 24% 68 

IIhnOlS 847.93 '664.50 42.27 7% 17% 56 . 

tndiana 314.61 170.56 13.23 8% 16% 65 

IOwa 165.42 102.74 6.84 9% 20% 64 
KAnsas 151.97 91.79 5.00 6%. 13% 62 

Kentucky 301.66 139.95 16.00. 13% 2f% ) '" 68 

Louisiana 270.94 105.79 22.13 26% 25% , 72 

Meme 119.52 '64.26 4.03 7% 17%, 65 

.Maryland 349.91 266.01 6.69 . 3% 10% 57 

Massachusetts 665.46 551.69 7.93 1%' 7% 55 

MtChlg6f1 1160.55 796.21 39.01 5% 17% 59 
Mfnnes9c6 404.96 293.50 9.44 3% 12% 56 

MISSISS1PPI 146.05 50.84 14.49 40% 26% 74 

M~ssoun 343.55 .1'97.92 14.41. 6% 15% 63· 

Monl~na' . 61.44 26.91 3.20 13% 25%' 70 

Nebraska 103.70 59.69 .2:41' 4% 1,1%· 63 

Ne"ada 55.84 42..04' 2.62 7% 15% 57 ' 

New Hampshire '57.73 43.44 1.19 3% 7% 57 

New Jersey . 594.70 476.n 22.16 5% 15% 56 

New Mexico 146.07 57.15. 7.21 14%, 24% 7"2 
New York 2503.04 2145.34 38.17 2% 9% 54 

North c",rOlina . 492.16 250.09 16.37 6% 15% 66 

North Dakota '38.22 .\7.66 1.69 '. 12% 22%' 66' 

Oh,o 1003.14 629.50 36.00 .6% . 15% 63 

Oklahoma , 257.13 117.48 9.00' 9% 20% 69 

Oregon 235.42 133.55 6.n. 7% 18% 64 

Pennsytvanla 944.15 663.13 27.48 .' 4% 13% 59 

Rhode Island 117.59 61.27 2.20 3% 10% 59 

. South c",rolina 169.59 73.96 13.35 22% 25% 70 

Souttl Dakota 34.73 15.69 2.24 16% 23% 69 

r~nassee 

. Jexas 

332.91 

616.50 

161.39, .. 

410.63 

16.15 

56.33 

13% 

~ 16% 

20% 

19% 
67 

67 

Utah 113.59 45.76 6.51 .17%. 25% 71 

Vermont 64.90 38.26 1.73 5% 15% 63 . 

Vffglnl8 270.00' ·100.40 13.03 7% 14% 56 

WaShIngton 606.76 474.56 6.90 2% 6% 56 
Wosil/irgin;a ·162.63 59.32 10.65 122% 26% 73 

Wisconsin ·462.76 295.60 16.07 6% 17% 62 
WyomIng 35.!>6 19.01 1.24' 7% 16% 65 

$15,970.25 .• $783.11 :.,' "5% 16%TOrAl 
............._..._--::-:-;::-------...,..----'-- ------.."----------- ------ ------

59 


Increase.n Federal Expenditures . $4.246.45 

\. 
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Table 3 , , 

PROPOSAL2a 

Investments (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and childCar&) at 

JOBS FMAP plus 5% F9deral Match 

B<>nefits (AFDC and WORK).a! FMAP 

Adml,,!lS!ration '(AFDC and Child (;are) at 50% Federal Match 

Reform Proposal 

Federal Share 
Pi 1999· . 

Relorm Proposal 

State Share 

Change in 

State Dollars· 

. Spent 

Percent' 

Change from. 

Baseline· 

State Share 

01 New 

Expendirures 

Effective 

FederOl 

Match Rate 

..........................................................................-......................................................~......--;.-....--~--.- ..---- ­

70 


Alasj<a 89.25 82.67 4,02 ~% 


Alabama 169.:32 ,72.95 13.88 23% 


52 


Ari~o:... 314.00 162.12 15.01 , 10% 22% 66.. 


AtIulnsas 91.113 34.70 5.50 ,HI% 18% 73 


CaliiOrnia 4548.02 4182.31 246.52 6% 30% 52. 


. Gcilorado 181.56 141..42 17.n 14% 31% 56. 

Connecticut 315.92 282.34 20.25 8% 29% 53
'. 

Defawate 44.00 36.58 3.03 9% 24% 55 


District 01 Columbia· 100.91 91.71 6,12 7% .32% • 52' 


Ronda 653.06 623.73 74.63 '14% 32% 58 


Georgia 521.90 312,00 '40.04 '15% 29%, 63 


Hawaii 110.62 102.06 6.88~"':. 7% 33% 
 52 . 

loIJahu 41.76 19.53 2.95 ,18% 23% 00. 

IIhnocs 810.16 702.26 80.03 13% 32% 54 


\ 

Indl4l'\8 .. 305.39 119.78 ,'" 22.46 14% 27% ,63 


Iowa 180.59 107.57 13.67 15% ·31% 63 


Kansas 145.15 98.61 11.82. .14% 31% 60 


Kentucky .301.14 140.49 , 16.54 13% 21% 00 ., 

" 73Louisiana 274.70 102.03 18,38 '22%. 21%, 

Matne 116.97 66.83 6.58 11% 27% .~ 


Maryland 333.29 284.63 "25.52 ,,1.0% 27% 54 


Massachusetts 642.21 575.14 31.1.8 6% 26% 53 


MIchIgan 1124.56 834.19 75.00 10% :3:3% 57 


Minnesota 390.60 307.88 23.82 30% 56
j.8% 

Mississippi 152.57 44.31 7.00 .22% 14% 77 


Mlssol.Jn 327,21 2i4.26 30.75 :17% 33% 60. 


Montana 6\.62 . 26.74 3,02 ;13% 24% 70 


Nebraska '99.10 64,50 7,01 ' 12% 31% 61 


Nevada 53.03 44.85 5,63 14% 30% 54. 


New tWnpShire 64.82 46.35 4.10 10% ·25% 54 


New Jersey' 572.30 499.16 44,56 10% '31% 53' 


New Mexico 147.00 55.53 5.59 11% 19% 73 


NewYa1< 2429.19 2218.60 111.43 5% 27%" 52 


NO<1h Carolina 419.63 , 262.64' 30.92 13% 26% 85 


North Dakota 38.03 17.86 2.08' 13% 25% 66 


Ohio' ',042.,5 670.48 n.95 13% 31% 61 


Oklahoma 257.19 117.42 9.90 ,9% 20% 69 


Oregon 228.62 , 140,35 15.58 12% ,32% 62 


fJt:'nns~vania 905.58 701. 70 ~.05 10%' 30% 56 


Rhode Island 113,52 85.34 6.27 '6% 29% 57 

1. 

SOUlfl Carolina ·,70,14 '73,43 '" 12.80 21% 24% 70 


Sculh Dakota 34.41 16.21. 2.57 19% .26%' 00 


Teri~essee . 327.24 167.05 23.82 17% '26% 66 


Texas 784.64 442.00 88.20 25% 29% 64 


Utah 115:45 4.3.93 4.66 12% 18% 72 


Vermanl 62,93 40.23 3.70 10% 33% '61 


Virginia 255.78' 211.62 ,28.25 : .15% 29%, 55 
 ~" 
" WashIngton 587.60 495.74 30.06 6% 28% 54 


Wes1 Virginia 165.42 '56.53 7.87 1'6% 21% 75 


Wisconsin ·466.90 311.46 31..93 (1% 35%' ,60 


Wyoming 34.57 20.12' 2.35 13% 29% 63 


.............- ....-----.--..-'.. ----.-- ------- ~'"--~~- -----:----7'- -=--------- ­
·'·'·r0 T III $21.975,60 $16,633,85 SI.446.51 ... 57 

' •• '1

":, ., ... , .....--....................--......--,.--.~........_,"-................._..._--_...... ---_..-.. ~---
Increase in Fed....at Expenditures .' $3,583.05 

http:3,583.05
http:SI.446.51
http:Mlssol.Jn


Table 4 
. PROPOSAL 2b 

Investmenls(JOBS. WORK Operating C~sts: and Child ~e) al 

JOBS FMAP plus'7% Federal Match 

,Benefits (AFDC and WORK) ai FMAP 

AdminIstration (AFOC and Child Gate) at 50% Federal Match 

Reform Proposal Change in . Percent State \>ha,e . Effective 

, Federal Share RefOrm Proposal State 0,0/1"", Change from of New . Federal' 

FY 1999 State Share Spent Baseline Expenditures Match Rate 

Alabama 

Alaska 
'Arizona ._,,: r 

ArlUtnsas 

Califomia. 

, CoIo<ado 

Cor!necticut 

Delaware 

'Distnct of Columbia 

,Flonda 

Georgia 

Haw8li 

Idaho 

1IltO()lS 

kldlana . 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Loutsiftna 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 
, Michigan 

Minnesota 

MIssissippi 

MissOuri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New' Hampshire 

New JerseY 

New Mexico' 

NewYorI< 

Nortn Gatolina 

Nortn Dakota 

on,o 
OI<lahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

SOUIIl Gatol;na 

SOUtn Dallota 

lennessee 

T~J(as 

'Ulan 

VEIm'Ionl 

VIrginia 

Wash,nglon 

Wesl Virginia 

WIsconsin 

WyClfl'ling 

,171.14 

89,70 

316,90 
, .92.60' 

4572,37 

,183.42 

318.25 

. 44,SO 

'101,53 

660.24 

526.72 

11 1.22 

42,15 

817,72 

308,03 

181.90 

146,52 

300,71 

277.53 

117.73 

336.61 

646.66 

1131:76 

393.47 

;'54.10 

330.48 

.62.04 

100.00' 

53.59 

55,40 

576.78 

148.66 

2444.44 

484.38 

~.33 

.1050,96 

259.44 

230.40 

913.30 

114.34 

171,68 

34.74 

330.SO 

794.16 

116.51 

63,36 

256.82 

591.83 

,166.63 

470.08' ' 

34.68 

7f.14 

82.21 

'.;.159.91 

33.83 

4157.96 

139,56 

260.01 

38.08 

91;09 

61'6.56 ' 

308.15 
, 101.46 

19."14 

694.71, 

,177.14 

106.26 

97,25 

137.92 

99,20 

66.07 

281.31 

570.49 

826.99 

305:00 

42.79 

211.00 . 

26.31 

63.54 

44.29 

45.76 

494.68 

54.56 

2203.95 

257.90 

17.55 

661.68 

'115.17 

138.57 

693.99 

84.52 

71.89 

15.~ 

163,80 

433.17 

'12.66 

39.60 

208.56 

491.51 

55,32 

308.29 

19.81 

12.08 

3.56 
" ' 

12.79 

4.63 

222.17 

15.85 

17.92 

2.52 

5.49 

67.46 

35.23 

6.28 

2.56 

72.46 

--19.81 

'12.36 

10.46 

13.97 

15.54 

5.62 
, 22.19 

26.53 

67.80 

20.95 

6.44 

27.46 

2.80 

6.05 

5.07 

3.52 

40.08 

4.61 

96.76 

26.18 

1.78 

69.14 

7.85 

13.80 

58.34 

5.46 

1 t.26 

2.23 

20.56 

76.67 

3.59 

3.27 

25.21 

25.63' 

6.66 

26.76 

2.04 

20% 

5% 

9% 

16% 

6% 

13% 

!7% 

6%, 

6% 

: 12% 

.13% 

7% 

15% 

'12% 
, . 
13% 

'13% 

j12% 

,11%, 
19% 

10% 
, 9% 

'5% 

'9%, 

;7% 

16% 

15% 

11% 
I 
11% 

13%" 
,6% 

9% 

,9% 

5%' 

11% 
11%' 

12% 

7% 
11%' 

9% 

7% 

19% 

16'l<. 
14% 

22% 

9% 

9% 

14% 

:6% 
14% 

10% 

11% 

21% 

26% 
.:~, 

19% 

15% 

27% 

26% 

25% 

20% 

29%, 

29% 
;16% 
30% 

2O'l4 
29% 

24% 

26% 

26% 

16% 

16% 

24%' 

24% 

22% 

30% 

26% 
, 12% 

29% 

20% 

27% 

27% 

22% 

,28% 

15% 

24%, 

22% 

21% 

27% 

15% 

28% 

27% 
'.26% 

21% 

23% 

2~ 

~ 
14% 

29% 

26% 

24% 

16% 

31% 

26% 

71 

52 

66 

73 

52 

57 

53 

55 

53 

56 
:·63 

. 52 

69 

54 

'63 

63 

60 

69 

74 

64 

54 

53 
56, 

, 56" 

,76 

61 

70 

61 

55 

55 
54 

73 

53 
'65 

59 
61 .' 

69 

62· 

57 

57 

70' 
. 69 

67 
65 

73 

~1 

55 

55 

75 
SO· 

64 

I • 

TOTAL ,~ 

J 
Increase In FedaraJ ExpendibJr~ , 

$22,142.64 

$3,750.09 

$16,466.61 $1,279.47 57 

·1 


. " 



-- -------- -----

Table' 5 

.......__._._-----_.._--------­

Alabama 


Alaska 

AriZona . ...,,:;! ... 


Arkansas 


California 


Colorado 


Connecticut 


Delaware 


Dislrict of Columbia 


Florida 


Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

IIhnois 


lridtana 


- Iowa 

Kansas 
Kentuck.y 

LC,lII.lisfana 
.Maine 


Maryland 


Massachusetts 


Mic'h~gan 
Minnesota 

. MisSlssippi 


Missouri , 


,Montana 


Nebrask.a 


Nevada 


New Hampshire 


New!';"sey 


New MeXICO 


New York 


North Carolina 


North Dakota 


Ohio 


Ok.lahoma 


Oregon 
Pennsylvania, 


,RhOde Island 


South Carolina 


South Dakota 


T'ennessee 


le..as 


Utah 


Vermont 


Vir91nja 

Washington 


West Virginia 


Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

IPROPOSAL 2c 

Investments (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) al" 

JOBS FMAP plus 8% Federal Malch 

,Booefil. (AFDC and WORlq atFMAP, 
\ 

Administration (AFOC and Child earel al50% F<;deral Match 

Reform'PropOsal ; Change;n Percent: 	 State Share Effective 

Federal Share Reform ProPosal State Dollars Change from 	 of New Fedoral 

FY 1999 State Share Spent Basejine, 	 Expenditures Match Rate 

---~--- ------- ----------,-- -----,----- ­

172,04 70.23 11.15 19% 20% 71 

89.9.3 81.98 3.33 4% 	 24% 52 
l~1!· 

,~1.8,00 158,80'';.:-,;' 11.69 8% 17% 67 

93.24 33.40 4.19, 14% 14% 74 

4584.54 4145.79 210.00 5% m 53 

184.34 138.63 14.92 12% ,26% 57 

319.41 278.85 16.76 6% 24% 53 

44,76 35.82 2,27 ~7% 16% 56 

101.84 90.76 5,18 . 16% 27% 53 

883.82 612.97 63.87: 12% 27% 58 

529.12 305,74. 32.82 12% 24% 63 

111.52 101.16 5.98 ,6% 29% 52 

,42,35 18.94 2.36 '-14% 19% 69 

821,49 ' 690.93 66.70 :1.1% 27% 54 

309.36 175.81 18 ,49 • .. 12% 22% 84 

182.55 IOS.61 11.71 '12% 27% 63 

147,20 	 00.58 9.77 il1 % 26% 60 
, 16%304.99 . 136,64 12.69 :10% 	 69 

278.95 97.78 14.12 '17% 16'l!> 74 
i ' 

116.11 	 65.89 5.44 .9% 22% 84 
, 22%338.27 279.64 20.53 8% 	 65 

849.19 ' 566.16 24.21 '4% 20% 53 

1135.36 623.39. 64.20 :8% 28% 58 

394.91 303.56 19.51 7% 24% 57 

15.4,66 42.03 5.66 16% 10% 79 

332.11 20!!.31! 25.85 14% 28% 61 

62.26 26.10 2.38 ·10% ' 19% '10 

100.54, 63.06 5,57 10%' 25%; 61 

53.87 44.01 4.79 12% 25% 65 

55,69 45.47 3.23 8% 20% 65 

579.02 4~2.44 37.84 18% 26%- 54 

149.15 54.07 4.13 '8% 14% _ 73 

2451.76 	 . 2196.62 69.45 '4% 22% 53, 

,466;75 265.53 23.81 1'0% 20% 66 

38.48 17.40 1.63 10% 19% 69 

'IOS5.36 657.28 64:74 n% ~, 62· 

260.57, 114.OS 6,52 6% 13% 70 

231.29 137.66 12.91 10% 26% 63 

91715 690.13 54.48 9% 25% 57. 

114.74 64.12, 5.05 6% .24% 56 

172,45 71.12 10.49 ,,17% 20% 71 

34.90 15.72' 2.07 -15% 21% 69 

332,12 162.17, 18.93 13% ! 20% 67 

798,93 428.40 73.91 21% 24% , 65 

117.04 	 42.33 , 3.06 , 8% 12% 73 

63,58 39.59 3.06 8% 27% 62 

260.34 207.05 23.89 13% 25% ~ 
593.95 489.39~' 23.71 5% 22% 65 

'167.23 54.72 6.OS 12% 16% 75 

471.66 306.70, 27.17 10% 29%' 61 
'':35.04' .19.66 1,.88 Ili% 24% 64 

j 

TOTAL 	 $22,226,16 $16,383.09 $1,195.95 8% 24% ,", ,58 

- $3.633.61 

r, 

http:3.633.61
http:1,195.95
http:16,383.09


/,
" . Table 6 

PROPOSAl~d 

, Inllestments (JOBS, WORK'Operating Costs, and Child Care) at 

, JOBS FMAP plus 10% Federal Match' 

Benefits (AFOC and WORK) at FMAP. 

, Administration (A,FOC arid Child Care) at 50% Federal Match 

RefOfTll Proposal Change;n Percent State Share Ellective 

Federal Share Reform Proposal State Dollars Change frOm 01 New Federal 

FV 1009 State Share Spent, Baseline Ma!ch Rate 

I 
Alabama 173,86 68.42 9,34 i6% 

' 
16% 72, 

Alaska '90.39 81.52 2.68 4% '21% 53 

AriZona , 320,22, 156,59 9.47 ,6% 14% 67 

:,\rkansas 32.53 3.32 ~I% 1,1% 7494,11 ,,-, 
" 

ealllOtnld 4608,89 4121.44 185.65 ,5% 23% 53 

CoIcwado 186,20 i36,.78 13.07 11% 23% 58 

Coonecijcut , '321.74 276.52 14.43 6% 21% 54 

Delaware 45,26 35.31 , 1;76 5% 14% 56 

District 01.Columbia 102.47 00,,15 4.56 ~% 24% 53 

Rorida 8!0,99 605,80 56.70 1~ 24% . ,59 

Geo<gia 533.93 300.93 26.01 10% , 21% , 64 

Hawaii 112.12 100,56 ' ;5.38 6%' 53~ 
, 1.96' 16% ~Idano' 42,74 ,18,55 If" , 70. 

Illinois' 829,05 683,38 61.15 10% 24% 55 

Indldna 312.00 173,17 15.84 10% 19% 64' 

low.. 18:),86 104,30 10.40 11% 24% 64 

Kansas 148,56 95,20 8,41 lq'lb 22% 61 

t(,t:n 1ucky 3{)7,55 134,08 10:12 8% 13% 70 

luuls~an.a 281.76 , 94.95 11.29 13%' 13% 75 

Maine 118,87 ,64,93 4,68 8% 19% 85 

Maryland 341.60 276.32 17.21 7% 18% 55 

Massachusetts 653:84 .563,51 19.56 4% 16% 54 

MIchigan 1142.55 816,20 57.00 8% 25% 58 

Minnesota 397.79 300,69 ' .16.63 ,6% '21% 57 

Mississippi 156,38 40,51 4.16 11% 8% 79 

Missouri 335.38 206:09 22.56 12% 24% 62 

~oot.ana 62.68 25.67 1.96 6% , 15% 71 

'1et>raska 101.49 62,10 4.61 8% 20% 62 

.,'levada 54.44 43.44 4.22 11% 22% 56 

'lew Hanipshira , 56,28 ,44,89 2.64 6% 16% 56 

~ .... Jersey 583.50 487,97, 33.36 7% 23%. 54 

'itNv MexIco 150,13 53,09 3.15 6% 10% 74 

'I.... Yorl< 2466.41 2161.97 74.80 4% 16% 53 

~ortn <:;arolina ,491.49 . 250.78 19,00 6% '16% 66, 

~ortI1 Dakota 38,78 17.10 1.33 8% 16% 69 

:>11'0 1064,16 646.47, 55.93 9% '22% 62 

::lklahoma 262.82 111,79 4.27 4% 6% 70 

::>regoo, 233,07 . 135.90 11.12 0% 63'23% 

?eol'lsylvania 924,87 682.42 46.77 7% 21% 56 

~ode'lsland. 115,56 8:),3{) 4,23 5% 20% 58 

)0011\ Carolina 173.99 69.56 6.95 15% ,17%,,; 71 

5,QU1I\ Dakota ' 35.24, 15,39 1.74 13% :;... 'fs%' 70 

leonessee 335,38 158.91 15.68 11% 17% 68 

l~xas 608.45 416,66 64,38 18% 21% 66, 
Jt<'ln • 118,11 41.26 1.99 5% 6%, 74, 

I~jflonl 64.00 39:16 2,63 , 7% 23% 62 

h(911')la 263,39 204,01 20,64 11% 21%: 56 

"'ashmglOf1 598.18 485,16 .111.46 4%' 18% 55 

~esl Virginia 168.~4 53.51 4,84 10%, 13% 76 

Vrscoosin 474.8:): 303.53 :_ 24.00 9%' ,26% 61 

~yoming 35,35 . 19.34 1.57 9% '20% 65 

iOTAl ........ $22,393.20 S16,216.OS . $1,028.91 


,"'-'-',-,-"-~-----....,.-"'-,----------------'------- ---~-----'---
.nc"",se,n Federal ExpendilUfes. $4,000.65 

http:4,000.65
http:1,028.91
http:S16,216.OS
http:22,393.20


! . 

" 

• 
Table 7 

J: 
I. 

Project8d 

Expendilures Projec:lod . Projec:I~ 'Elfec:tive 

FY 1999 Fodensl Sharo SII:Ilo Sh<Ir", Fodensl 

BASELINE FY 1999 . FY 1009 Malch Rale; 

.~.~~..­...-----....---------. 
~. .. 

-.... ! 
Alabama -­ 185:20 126.12 

.~:~ 

59.00 68. 

Alaska 
'-If'.i 

Isa.23 79.sa 76.85. 50 ",..0;::-

Anzooa 409.33 262.21 147.12 64. 

Ari<ansas 95.65 66.45 29:21' ;1>9 
California 7920.65 3984.66 ·~.79 50 

Colorado .266.25 142.54 123.71. 54 

Connec:ticul 527.98 265.69 262.09 '50 

Delaware 67.96 34.40 33.55' ·51 

o;strict 01 Columbia. 173.61 86.02 85.60 :.51 
Rooda 1244.37 695.27 549.10 56 

GOOfgia 698.85 425.93 272.92 61 -";-.;.: 

Hawaii. 
'-~";' 

191.61 96.62 95)9 ' ,so 
Idaho 48.71 32.12 " 16.sa 166 

IIhnoos 1262.11 ' 639.86 622.23 51 

Indiana 402.24 244.91 '157.33 61 

Iowa 244.47 150.57 93.00 ,62 
. Kansas' 205.81 119.00 86.79 ,58 

~enlucky 363.18 239.63 123.95 66 

Louisiana 269.16 205.SO 63.66 71 

Maine 159.SO 99.25 60.25 62 ' 

Maryland 524.58 265.47 259.11 51 

Ma.ssachuselts 1091.24 553.28 543.96 50 

Mocnogat\ 1,731.61 912.48 159.19 56 
Minnesota .616.10 334.65 284.05 &4 
Mississippi 141.91 105.62 36.35 14' 

Missouri 441.14 . 264.23 163.51 ·59 
Montana 15.61 . 51.69 23.12 69 

Nebraska 140.86 ". 63.37 51.49 59 
N~fllt1a 79.05 39.83 . 39.22 SO 

~t!W HampShire 65.04 42.19 42.25 SO 
NewJINsey 927.42 412.61 454.61 5,1 
New Mexico 173.03 123.09 49.94 71 . 

New Yorl< 4239;73 2132.56 2101.11 SO 

North Carolina 621.11 369.99 231.12 63 

North Dakota 41.41 31.63 15.76 67 

OhiO 1451!..86 866.3,2 592.54 59 

Dklanorna 3.24.05 216.53 101.52 67 

Oregon 319.114 195.00 124.76 ·61 

Pennsylvania 1387.85 152.20 635.85 54 

Rhode Island.: In.sa 00.51 19.07 55' 

SOUth Carolina· 189.94 129.31 60.63 68, 
South Dakota '40.69 27.25 13.65' 61 

(enness~ 401.59 258.35 143.24 64 

I ex.as 924.84 570.35 154.49 62. 
Utah 132.61 ·93.60 39.27 70i 
~enT1onl ' 111:93 55:40 36.53· ~:~ 50, 

'.:lIttginia 371.04 187.67 163.37 51 

• NaShington 974.25 508.56 .465.66 . 52:. 
Nesl Virgin", 184.00 135.41 48.66. 74 

Nisconsfn· 

Nyorning 

665.00 

. 46.71 

406.37 

26.94 

219.53 

17.n 
59' 

62; , 
... ..,. 

......' . 
._._-----­
IDIAL $33,519.69 $16.392.55" $15.181.14 55 

,---~-----~--------..----­



\ , 

Percent of 
Allocation 
Spent or 
D6llars 'if 
100' is Cap 

5 

10 

15 

20 


- \ v~ 25 

30 

3,5 

40, 

45 

50 

55 

60 

65 

70 

75 

8,0 

8'5 

90 

95 


100 


Proposed" Match for 
state Currently at" 
60 Percent Match 

Federal 

- " 

,Share 

3.00 

. 6.00 

9~OO 

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 
22.00 
24.00 
26 .. 00 
28. OO~, 
30.00 
32.00 

,34.00 
36.00 
'38. '00 , 
30.00 

10% Bonus 
Additio,nal state 
Match Required 
to Reach Total 

Allot.ment 

28.00 
26.00 . 
24.00 , 1 . 


22.00" 

20.00 
18.00 
16.00 
14.00 
12.00 

10.00, 

8.00 

(:)'.00 


, 4.00 
'" 2.00 

0.00 

-2.00 

...4.00 ' 

-6.00' 

-8;00 


0.00 , 

,I 

5%'B 
Additio 
Match R 

,'to Reac 
'Allot 

28.25 
26.50 ' 
24:75 

'23.00 
2·L"2S'''' , 
19.50 
17~75 

16.,00 
14.25 
,12.50 
10.75 
,9.00 

, 7.25 
5.50 
3.75 
2.00 


·0 .. 25 

, -1. 50 

'-3.25 
" 0'.00 

,r"' 


