
MEMO 


TO: Performance Measures Working Group 
PROM: Wendell Primus 
DATE: 5-3-94 
RE: Performance Measures 

I want to comment on the April 25th (7:40 PM version) specs document on Performance 
Measures. The direction and tone of the proposal is on the mark, particularly in the long 
run. However, I've had a chance to think about this some more and want to suggest some 
additions and modifications. Hopefully, these comments anlicipate some of the issues that 
might generate contentious debate on the Hill or with the states. 

My major concern is that we are not quite ready to "sell ~ an outcome-based performance 
system. I'm concerned for several reasons. Pirst. we haven't really talked through how our 
broad program goals might be operationaIized and how those detailed measures would effect 
program operations for good or bad. Second, there is potentially a lot at stake for the states 
and we should think: through the outcomes upon which we will exercise our sanctions and 
incentives. Congress and the states will. Third. using someone else's measures may be too 
easy an out. Por example, taking Labor's JTPA self-sufficiency outcomes has great appeal 
for several reasons (inter-agency coHaboration being one) and might be the direction in which 
we will eventually head, but we have nol rigorously analyzed these standards to determine if 
there is a downside that should he considered before adopting their measures for a program 
that is different both in terms of the population served and how they are served. Fourth, I 
strongly suspect that both Coogress and the states will be concerned about the "level playing 
field" issue. Again, while ITPA', methods for adjusting for relevant inter-jurisdictional 
differences might work, we would want to evaluate that methodology with our stakeholders. 

I·agree that. the legislative language must have some specificity. The failure to meet 
legislative intent to develop outcome-based performance measures for the JOBS program as 
expressed in the Family Support Act was unfortunate. Some in Congress may see vague or 
dilatory language in our proposal as an attempt to avoid building meaningful standards and 
expectations into the law, At the saine time, however, we do not want to unnecessarily 
constrain ourselves, We are walking a fine political Hne here. 

I suggest a fourfold strategy; (1) Articulate a few prelimioary program accountability 
measures -- designed to ensure that the program is operated in a competent manner -- which 
will accompany the introduction of the new law, This includes introducing federal match 
rates that send clear signals about which outcomes are desirable. (2) Develop measures that 
are specific to the WORK program. (3) Provide financial incentives for motivating states to 
invest adequate resources JOBS, WORK, and child care. (4) Clearly specify that the 
Secretary wil1 be accountable for moving from a performance system that is based on 
accountability measures to one based on outcomes. A key aspect of this is to delineate a 
general process for accomplishing this transition that will both guarantee a substantive role 
for key stakeholders and provide some protections for them. 
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I comment on each of these strategies below: .,... 
1. 	 The program accountability measures we build in from the start should be relatively 

few in number. However. they are very important because they will show how this 
new program operates and whether it is being operated as intended. 

• 	 First, the language must indicate that we will continue to assess the accuracy 
of eligibility determinations and the accuracy of payments, but that this is no 
Jonger the most important measure of how well the new program is working, 
In regard to financial incentives for payment accuracy, [ would use a system 
based on current policies. 

• 	 Second, we must specify a participation rate, but I am in favor of one that 
would more usefully measure the performance of the system than the current 
rate. I think we should suggest the concept of a coverage measure, which 
measures the extent to wh ieh the program works with the entire mandatory 
caseload. l This rate would measure the proportion of individuals who either 
participated, became employed, left AFDC, or were sanctioned within a 
specified period -- I would recommend twelve months. As part of the 
regulatory process, it would be specified that a minimum level of services 
would have to be received to be counted as a participant. 

Using 	a coverage concept, close to 100 percent coverage is both feasible and 
desirable, I would recommend that financial penalties (a decrease in FFP) be 
applied to JOBS money if states did not meet a very high coverage rate. The 
penalties would work as follows: 

1. Coverage measures are used to assess the extent to which programs are involving or 
"covering" all eligibles in ways deemed appropriate by legislation or regulation. A program 
is said to ·cover· all individuals, who within a specified time (such as six months), either 
participate in program activities. are sanctioned, find employment. or are exempted from 
activities. There are two primary advantages of this type of longitudinal rate. First, it 
drives states to work with their entire caseload and only rewards "acceptable" behavior. 
Second. this approach enable, one to set a higher participation rate -- the SWIM coverage 
rate was 97 percent within a 12 month follow-up period (where participation was defined as 
receiving at least one day of services) -- which is politically appealing. This rate also 
avoids several problems of the current monthly participation rate: (I) it cannot be a hign 
rate -- 50 percent" is considered to the maximum rate, (2) it does not indicate whether the 
same individuals were participating month after month or whether the program served the 
entire mandatory caseload, and (3) the data required is very difficult for state, to coiled and 
the quality is poor. 
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No pel1lllty: Coverage rate between 96-100 percent 
1 percent reduction in PFP: Coverage rate between 91).95 percent 
3 percent reduction in FFP: Coverage rate between 85~89 percent 
5 percent reduction in FFP: Coverage rate less than 85 percent 

• 	 Third, given that we are also concerned with the dosage of services received 
before the time limit is reached. I think we might consider stating that service 
"intensity" also would be a performance measure. For this measure, I would 
propose a measure that required a specified proportion of the caseload to 
participate at least half the time their nclockri was running within a specified 
period, To be consistent, this rate could be calculated over a 12 mo~th period 
- at the same time and for the same sample as the coverage rate. TIle 
expected rate would be that 25 percent of the population "participate" at least 
half the time.' 

I would recommend thal positive financial incentives (an increase in FFP) be 
applied 	10 JOBS money if slates exceeded Ihe base raie, The incentives would 
work as follows: 

I percent increase in FFP: 30 percent participate at least half of their eligible 
time 

3 percent increase in FFP: 35 percent participate at leasl half of their eligible 
time 

5 percent increase in FFP: 40 percent participate at least half of their eligible 
time 

• 	 Fourth, we might well need some way of measuring how accurately the clock 
is being calculated. If we don't. we might see wholesale appeals when tlle 
time limit begins to expire. There may be other similar measures which f 
hope you will suggest. I recommend that slates forfeit all incentive payments 
if it is found that the clock is not running accurately. 

2. 	 As a performance measure for the WORK program. I recommend tilting the federal 
match schedule in favor of WORK slot placements for tho,e who hit the wall. I 
would tentatively suggest cutting the federal match rate for benefits in half for those . (;;'1 
who are in the WORK program but have not been assigned a WORK slot. For any \..U 
montil where a state had less than 90 percent of their WORK eligible clients 
participating in a WORK slot, I would lower the match rate on benefits for those not 
in an assignment. This would create a strong incentive for states both to get as many 

2. Th.e exact definition of this rate -~ particularly how "participation" would be defined (for 
example in terms of number of days or number of hours) -- would be determIned through the 
regulatory pr~cess. 



people as possible off the rolls before hitting the time limit and to ensure individuals 
were in a WORK slot once they reached the limit. t ..... 

3. 	 Finally. 1 would like to build in incentives for states to use all the federal money 
being made available. That is, states would receive an enhanced match rate if they 
spent their entire JOBS, WORK, and child care allocations. The attached analysis • f() 
shows this could he a strong incentive for many states to spend their entire allocation. I'J~ 
It is critical that this incentive be coupled with requirements on participation, possibly _____ 
service intensity, and WORK requirements (described above) to ensure the money 
was spent appropriately, 

I would recommend that states receive a 5 percentage pOint increase in FFP for 
JOBS, WORK, and child care if they spent the state share of their entire allocation 
for all programs. In addition, stales would receive the bonus, even jf they did not 
spend their entire anocation, if they met an the performance measures discussed 
above and also did not have any unmet working poor child care needs. 

4. 	 This brings me to the last point, specifying a strategy for developing outcome 
standards. We are specifying some accountability measures that are designed to 
ensure that the new program L~. in fact, being implemented in a competent fashion. (t 
would be consistent with our overall rhetoric to argue that this is a dramatically 
"new" system with a substantially different mission and culture. It would only be 
prudent policy making to develop 1il!l outcome standards against which states will be 
judged in very considered manner. 

What do we mean by "'considered manner" and how do we ensure states they will be 
fairly treated as we transition from a system that primarily measures how well the 
program is running to measures how well the program is working, as assessed by 
changes in client-based outcomes. I believe the specs ought to make the following 
points: 

• 	 We ought to keep some general language in ahout the kinds of things that will 
be used as outcome measures of performance. Clearly. diminished reliance on 
welfare or subsidized employment and increased Jabor market participation and . 
earnings are two factors that will considered as fundamental to a successful 
program. We may also reference including some measure of economic well
being if it proves to be a feasible measure. 

• 	 The Secretary, after careful consultation with oOler Departments and 
stakeholders, will develop a set of outcome standards, including how tiley will 
be operationalized and the data collected. To ho implemented, the Secretary 
will show that the measures meet the objectives of the act and demonstrate the 
effects of these measures by puhlishing them fOf a year prior to implementa
tion to show their impact on states. The specs could also include a time frame 
for developing the measures. 



* 	 The states will be assured that whatever financial parameters are established 
with reference to the accountability measures win not OO-.changed as outcome 
measures become more prominent as standards of performance. That is, if 
variation tn performance Can result in a 15 percent variance in FFP, that same 
scale will persist when the new measureS are introduced, 

Will Congress buy this? I think yes, if we at least provide some general sense of what 
factors will be tapped. 

Naturally. this strategy begs a lot of questions. The hard work of developing measures and 
standards. as well as setting up the kinds of information systems essential to running the new 
system and providing essential management information remain to be worked out. As soon 
as the legislatJon is OUt. we ought to sit down and plan next steps to ensure that progress is 
made in this area. 

Prepared by; Tom Corbett, Karin Martin,on, John Wolff, Audrey Mirsky 



Impact of a Proposed Enhanced Mateh Rate "Bonus" and 
Investment Spending Returns On State Share o,tSpending .. .,.... 

Summary Conelusion: If one assumes a higher investment return, it appears 
thot Stales would hove an incentive to draw down lhe enhonced malek, regardless 
of which a 5 or 10 percent bonus level is used and whether or not they are a high 
or low FMAP State. Ifone assumes a lower investment return (e.g. 15 percent), the 
1() percent bonus would be the more effective incentive to encourage States to draw 
down their entire allotment. 

Discussion: A principle guiding the development of match rates is that States 
should be expected to spend their entire JOBSIWORK allotment. One way te 
encourage States to do this is to provide an enhanced match (or additional 
"bonus") if the total allocation is expended. 

Two match rete strategies are conBidered for JOBSIWORKIChild Care: (1) the 
current JOBS FMAP match with a 10 percent bonus, and (2) a JOBS FMAP + 5 
percent match with a 5 perrent bonus. In this analysis, we also examine Ii range 
of "investment program spending" retums and their impact on the overall 
proportion States would have to spend to qualify for either the 6 percent or the 10 
percent enhanced bonus match. 

The attached table summarizes how much States will need to spend, under a few 
different scenarios, in order for the higher match rate to take effeet and the total 
allotment to be spent. Two exampl •• are shown: States with a 60140 JOBS FMAP 
(e.g., New York, California) and States with a 75125 JOBS FMAP (e.g., Arkansas, 
North Carolina, West Virginia). 

The break point (that is, the point at which States will draw down the enhanced 
match) for each type of JOBS FMAP State is shown using two bonus match rates-
ono at 5 percent and one at 10 percent. For example, under a 10 percent bonus, 
State. which currently receive a 60140 JOBS match would draw down this 
additional proportion of Federal dollars if the tetal allotment were spent. 
Given that there will be AFDC savings as Ii result of spending on "investment" 
programs (Le., JOBSIWORKlchild cere), the impact of a 15 percentl25 percentl40 
percent retum on investment dollars on the break point was also examined. 

In general, depending on their origiual JOBS FMAP and the percentage of 
investment dollars retnrned, States must put up between 45 percent and 76 
percent of their own dollars in order for tbe 10 percent federal bonus to kick in. 
Under a 5 percent bonus, States would have to put up between 50 and 90 percent 
of their own doll,srs to reach a pOint where the total allotment would be spent 
(again, the percent 'of investment retum assumed and the JOBS FMAP level 
causes the variation). . 



Note that high FMAPStatas will need to spend somewhat less than lower FMAP 
States in order to get the bonus. However, the difference dimillishes as th~ 
percent share of investment return increases. For example, if'"'tnere were no 
Investment return, there is a 15 percent difference between what a 75/25 JOBS 
FMAP Stata naeds to spend to get the bonus compared to a 60/40 JOBS FMAP 
Stata. Assuming a 40 percent investment return, there would ouly be a 5 percent 
difference between the high and low FMAP Stetes. This general pattern occurs 
using either the 5 percent or 10 percent bonus levels. 

In the absence of an investment return, the 10 pereent bonus level clearly provides 
a more effective incentive to States. With a 5 percent bonus, assuming no 
in"estment return, States would have to spend enmewhere between 75 percent 
and 90 percent nf their own State dollars before reaching the breakpoint-which is 
not much of an incentive. 

However, whether the bonus is 5 percent or 10 percent becomes less important if a 
40 percent investment return, or even a 25 percent investment return, i. factored 
in. For example, at the 40 percent return level, there is only a five percentage 
point difference in the break-even point for the two bonus levels; the break point 
ranges from 50 to 55 percent for 60140 JOBS FMAP States and from 45 to 50 
percent for 75125 JOBS FMAP. It seems reasonable to assume that most States 
will choose to spend their total allotment with either a 5 or 10 percent bonus at 
high investment return levels. A 10 percent bonus is preferable only if the.. 
investment return levels seem teo optimistic or if there is concern that States 
won't buy into the investment return argument, 
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PERCENT OF ALLOCATION AFTER WHICH STATE RECEIVES BONUS 
(I.E. ENHANCED MATCH RATE) AND DOES SPEND />N( ADDI'ftONAL DOLLARS,

""". ' BY JOBS FMAP, INVESTMENT RETURN RATE, AND BONUS lEVEL 

Match Rate Bonus State Percent of Allocation After Which State Does 
Receives For Spending Not Spend Any Additional Dollars 
Entire A1looation/AFDC 
Savings from Investment State At 60/40 State At 75/25 
Returns JOBSFMAP JOBSFMAP 

10 Percent Bonus 
No Investment Return 
15 Percent Return 
25 Percent Return 
40 Percent Return 

5 Percent Bonus 
No Investment Return 
15 Percent Return 
25 Percent Return 
40 Percent Return 

75% 
65% 
60% 
50% 

90% 
75% 

60% 
55% 
50% 
45% 

75% 
65% 
60% 
50% 

Note: An interpretation of the shaded box would be as follows. 

Assuming a 40 percent Investment return on JOBS, WORK, and Child Cere, 


. a 50/40 JOBS FMAP stata would draw down the enhanced match 
after they spent 55 percent 01 their allocation. This would resuH in 
the total allotment being expended through the eX1ra federal dollars 
provided through the enhanced match. After states reached this point, 
they would draw down the total amount 01 money available to them. 
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL 


MOVING rowARDS RESVL'fS.OR!ENTEJ) PERFORMANCIl MEASURES Al!ID lJ~'~t 
STANDABDS. 

To measure the quality of State efforts in administering the JOBS and WORK programs a limited set 
of process and results--oriented measures will be set out in the statute. Three possible sets of 
measures have been identified: 1) JOBS outcomes; 2) participation in the JOBS and WORK 
components; and 3) percent of cases reaching the time limit. Statutory language on outcome 
measures for JOBS would, in part. be based on language on performance measures in Section 106 of 
the lob Training Partnership Act as amended. JOBS outcomes could thus be measured by .uch 
factors as placement in unsubsidized employment and increases in earnings. 

A modified QC system would remain in effect. Payment accuracy would stiU be a performance 
measure. but it would no longer be the principal measure. and fewer resources would be devoted to 
that aspect of performance. (Under consideration fur incorporation into the QC system are other 
measures of performance; one option is to treat as erroneous payments excess cases of non
participation in JOBS and WORK.) 

Option: A Trl11LSltion Period/or Developing Outcome·Based Petformonce Measures 

It is important for the legislative language to have some specificity. Some in Congress may see vague 
language in our proposal as an attempt to avoid building meaningful standards and expectations into 
Jaw. At the same time, we do not want to uMecessaiily constrain ourselves, Thus. one option is a 
strategy where, first, we articulate a few preliminary program accountability measures - designed to 
ensure that the program is operated in a competent manner - which will accompany the introduction 
of the new law. This includes introducing federal match rates that send clear signals about which 
OUtcOmes are desirable. In addition, however. the legislative language should clearly sp~ify that the 
Secretary will be accountable for moving from a perfonnance system that is based on accountability 
measures to one based on outcomes. A key aspect of this is to delineate a general process and time
frame fOf accomplishing this transition that will both guarantee a substantive roJe for key stakeholders 
and provide some protections for them. 

It would only be prudent policy making to develop ~ outcome standards against which stJltes will be 
judged in very considered manner. To ensure states will be fairly treated as we transition from a 
system that primarily measures bow wen the program is running to measures how well·the program is 
working. as assessed by changes in cnent~based outcomes, we propose the specs ought to mate the 
following puints: 

• 	 W. ought to keep some general language in about the kinds of things that will be used 
as outcome measures of pcrformanee. General language saying the system will build 
on ITPA. to the extent appropriate, will also be included. Clearly. diminished 
reliam:e onwelfare or subsidized employment and increased labor market participation 
and earnings are two factors that will considered as fundamental to a successful 
program. We may a150 reference including some measure of economic well~being if 
it proves to be a feasible measure. 
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• The Secretary. after careful consultation with other Departments and stakeholders, 
will develop a set of outcome standards, including bow they will be operationalized 
and the data collected. To be implemented, the Secretary will show that the measures 
meet the objectives of the act and demonstrate the effects of these measures by 
publishing them for a year prior to implementation to show their impact on states. 
The specs could also include a time frame for developing the measures. 

• The states will be assured that whatever financial parameters are established with 
reference to the accountability measures will not be changed as outcome measures 
become more prominent as standards of performance. That is, if variation in 
performance can result in a 15 percent variance in FFP? that same scale will persist 
when the new measures are introduced. 

Option 2: (Is there another proposal with stronger emphasis on JTPA?) 

Implementation Schedule 

During the transition, revisions to JOBS participation measures and new AFDC QC procedures could 
be implemented. The perfonnance measures related to JOBS participation would be established and 
published by the Secretary within one year of legislative enactment. Also, during the transitional 
period, automated systems would be developed which could capture longitudinal information on 
welfare receipt and status, participation in JOBS Prep, JOBS, and WORK. Using a consultation 
process, additional perfonnance measures would be developed related to outcomes of those in the 
transitional support system. As described above, perfonnance standards based on these measures 
would also be developed through a consultation process involving other Federal agencies, various 
State and local groups and other interested parties. Specific standards would be established based on 
State experience in implementing the programs. All measures and standards would be periodically 
reviewed and modified as appropriate. 

How much time should be allowed for development of new outcome-based performance measures? 

While it might be possible to develop new participation measures and standards in a relatively 
short period of time, many of the new measures under consideration are measures with which 
we have no experience or data. Also, we are committed to invol,:,ing important stakeholders 
in the development of such standards. Thus, it will be difficult to proceed very fast. At the 
same time, it is important to establish the general framework for the perfonnance system so 
that we and the States can proceed on the development of the computer systems and data 
collection needed to support the perfonnance system. 

ISSUE II: 

How much time should be allowed for development of systems to report State performance against 
these measures (and for validation of data or systems certification)? 

There must be simultaneous development of the national registry system and of new State 
systems which will feed the national system and pennit longitudinal tracking. Based on JOBS 
experience, even with a substantially improved technical assistance effort, we might need at 
least two years for the hardware and software development and an additional year to work at 
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the bugs in reporting at the State and local level. ,Even then, we could expect a few 
stragglers. 

ISSUE III: 

How much time should be allowed between implementation of a measure and specification of 
standards? 

The assumption is that there sMuld be an adequate length of time for States to report on a 
measure (and to validate reporting on that measure), to compile infonnation on State 
performance against that measure, and to set a standard which is sensitive to State 
performance. 

ISSUE IV: 

How much time should be allowed before States are subject to incentives and sanctions based on their 
perionnance on the new outcome measures? _ 

The assumption is that States should be given some warning about where the standards are set 
prior to their use fur reward and sanction purposes. 

ISSUE V: 

If a subset of the perionnance standards (e,g., participation measures) are implemented earlier than 
the rest, should the fiscal consequences be higher for failing those standards than they would be in the 
future when additional measures come into play? 

OPl'lONS: 

a. 	 The penalty for failure to meet JOBS participation standards would be set early on 
(probably as a percent deviation from a baseline match rate) and W{)uld be maintained , 
as additional performance standards and fiscal reward/sanction policies were put in 
place, 

b, 	 While lOBS participation standards stands alone as the performance measure. failure 
to meet them would bave,bigger fiscal oonsequencesfor States Iban later,when " 
outcome measures were in place, 

ISSUE VI: 

Sbould there be a period of time in the transition during which the State is not subject to any potential 
penalties or bonuses? 

Jf we adapt new JOBS participation measures, we must allow some period of time fur States 
to set up the systems and begin collecting useable data. Unless we require duplicate reporting 
if "old participation rate- and new panicipation rate data during this period, we will nOl have 
a basis for assessing penalties during the transition. 

ISSUE VD: 

3 




Should there be penalties for inadequate data collection or reporting efforts? 

OI'TlONS: 

a. Fixed sanctions 
b. Ability to step in, collect data, and charge costs to State (I/QC) 
c. Ability to deem that State failed to meet standards 

ISSUEvm: 

What, if any, performance measures apply to those who are not phased in? 

OI'TlONS 

a. Maintain QC look at payment accuracy 
b, Apply new procedures for measuring payment accuracy 
c. Keep exi.ting JOBS participation standards (minu. UP rates?) 
d. Require maintenance of effort in terms of expenditures on volunteers 

PERFORMANCIHIASIID INCENTIVliS AND PI!NALT!FS. 

Perfurmsnce stand""" in JOBSIWORK would b. sot i. three ar...; 

1) Service delivery, Measures may be participation rates or other measures such as timeliness of 
employability plans and services in JOBS. For WORK the measures may be participation rates and 
the number of WORK slots created relative to the number needed. 

Lfl",,"","\-
2) Achievement ofself~sufficiency. Measures would be developed with a goal of compatibility with J. ~ 
thos. used in the lTPA program. ~
 
3) Percent of cases reaching the time limit. Measure would be percent reaching time limits. (ISSUE: 
Additional work needs to be done on denning the denominator), 

Over time, there would be a system of rewards and penalties phased in associated with perionnance 
vis-a-vis these standards. . 

ISSUE I: 

Should child care expenditures be subject to any standards or potential disallowances based on 
perfonnance? 

ISSUE llr 

Which program failures, if any, should be subject to the largest potential fiscal consequences (in the 
form of sanctions/penalties or bonuses)? Child support, AFDC. lOBS. Or WORK? [see separate 
analysis of the relative etrect& of some of the current options} 
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Options for JOBS Rewards and Penalties 

ISSUE I: 

Should JOBS participation standards be substantially altered? Do we continue to ask States to monitor 
attendance? 

There seems to be some level of agreement that the existing standards should be revised. in part to 
get a longitudinal rather than a cross-sectional loot at participation. That decision aside. there are 
still many ways that participation can be measured, AU of these measures are open to criticism that 
the system is roo process~focused. Further all simple, one-dimensionaJ: measures can be easily gamed 
and create perverse incentives for the progra.ms. 

OPTIONS: 

•. Measure coverage (percent served by program over time) 
b. Measure intensity (percent receiving services at least half of their eligible rime) 
c. Measure conformity (relationsbip between plan and services received) _ 
d. Measure depth (hours of service) -.' 

ISSUE II, 

Should failure to meet expectations for lOBS be assessed as a penalty against AFDC payments, lOBS 
payments. or both'! 

OPTIONS: 

a. 	 Impose penalties (and rewards) for failure (or success) in meeting JOBS service 
measures against JOBS funding, but impose penalties for failure to achieve outcomes 
against AFDC payments (I.e., item #1 measures vs. Item #2 and #3 measures). 

b. 	 Link performance of JOBS service measures to JOBS funding. Specify penalties for 
failure to'meet outcome measures at later point, although penalizing benefits could 
remain .an option. 

Considerations: 

o 	 JOBS Is • much smaller pool of fonds. To take 'penalties only against JOBS fond, would 
make it difficult for JOBS perfOnnance to get the same level of attention as payment accuracy 
and cbUd suppurt enforcement. 

o 	 Panalties against JOBS foed. could be self-defeating. 

o 	 Dual system might create a muddled message-might be difficult to play factors off against 
each other. 

o 	 The existing JOBS penalties are only against the JOBS funds, but the potential penalt)' is still 
sizeable because the cut in matching rates is so large. 
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Option J: Performance standards would be established in each of the above three areas. Exceeding 
the performance standard by x% would result in an inctwe in the FFP rate by 2 percent. Failure to 
meet the performance standard by x% WQuld result in a decrease in the FFP rate by 2 percent. Each 
performance standard would be considered separately. Thus, a State that e.ceeded all three 
performance standards by x% would be eligible for an additional 6% in their FFP rates. Likewise, a 
State that failed in all three performance standard. by x% would get 6% points les, in FFP. If a 
Stale exceeded two and met (but did not exceed) one~ it would be eligible for 4% higher FFP. 
(Issue: In the case of achievement or self-sufficiency where there might be more than one 
measure, should we accord either more points or divide the two points up among the different 
measures?) 

Example: Assume that'FFP for JOBSIWORJ( is set at 65%. The range then would be from 59% to 
71 % FFP. A State that exceeded one standard. just achieved one, and failed ODe beyond the 
tolerance would get 65% FFP. A State that exceeded rwu of the performance standards would get 
69% FFP. 

Option 2: The followinlr set of JOBS performance standards have also been proposed: 

-
(1) 	 Using a coverage concept, close to 100 percent coverage is both feasible and desirable. 


Financial penalties (a decrease in FFP) be applied to JOBS money if states did not meet • 

very high coverage rate. The penalties would works follows: 


No penalty: 	 Coverage ..... between 96-100 percent 
I percent reduction in FFP: Coverage rate between 90---95 percent 
3 percent reduction in FFP: Coverage fate between 85-89 percent 
5 percent reduction in FFP: Coverage rate less dian 85 percent 

(2) 	 Po,itive financial incentives (an increase in FFP) be applied to JOBS money if states exceeded 
a rate measuring service intensity. The incentives would work as follows: 

1 pertent increase in FFP: 30 percent participate at least half of their eligible time 
3 percent increase in FFP: 35 percent participate at least half of their eligible time 
5 percent increase in FFP: 40 percent panicipate at least half of their eligible time 

(3) 	 We also may need some way of measuring how accurately the clock is being calculated. If 
we dori't, we might see wholesale appeals when the time limit begins to expire. There may 
be other similar measures which [ hope you will suggest. One proposal is thautates forfeit 
all incentive payments if it is found that the dock is not running accurately. 

ISSUE Ill: 

Should State expendimrelevels be a basis for JOBS incentive funds (e.g., higher match rates)? One 
proposal is that states receive a 5 percentage point increase in FPP for JOBS. WORK. and child care 
if they spent the state share of their entire allocation for aU programs. In addition, states would 
receive the bonus, even if they did not spend their entire allocation, if they met all the performance 
measures discussed above and also did not have any unmet working poor chUd care needs. 

OpUons on WORK Rewards and Sl!nc;tions 
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ISSUE I: 

What form should WORK sanctions take? 

OPTIONS: 

a. Redu,. AFDC payments by treating these cases as QC cases and by treating any 
payments to familles wbo exceed the threshold number of post-transition families not 
in WORK slots as payments to ineligibles. 

b. Reduce PFP for cash assistance payments to any individual who bas been in WORK 
longer than x months by x%. However. States would be required to pay benefits at 
the same payment level as provided in AFOC. 

c. Substantially cut (i.e" by SO percent) the FFP rate for benefits to families who exceed 
a threshold number for post-transition families not in a work slot. 

SlATE UNIFORM DAIA REPORTING REOlIIREMENTS. 

Meaningful reporting requirements would be developed to ensure that the data necessary to measure 
program performance and evaluate the program are maintained and readily accessible. Section 487(1)) 
of the Social Security Act would be amended to permit the Secretary 10 establish in regulations 
requirements for uniform reporttng of information. In adopting: the performance standards, the statute 
would allow the Secretary to use appropriate methods to obtain data as necessary and could parallel. 
the methods used by JTPA, For example. data collection mechanisms may include earnings records, 
State employment security and FICA records, statistical sampling techniques, etc. Appropriate 
safeguards to protect the confidentiality of records would be required, States would be expected to 
maintain automated case management systems that would ensure accurate tracking of time--iimits and 
participation levels and such other data necessary to validate delivery of services. Suppon from the 
Federal government will be essential to encourage States to make the maximum use of availab~e 
teehnology 10 enhance systems capability. funding at enhanced FfP I""el. will be provided. 

FEQERAL M'D SlATE REVIEWS. 

This proposal envisions a redesigned Quality Control system with expanded monitoring and review 
functions of JOBS and WORK program elements in addition to payment accuracy in the AFDC 
program. 
The Quality Control system would be the mechanism used to validate the data to determine State's 
performance in acbieving self--sufficiency and measures of provision of services and percent of cases 
reaching the time limit. Section 408(a) of the Social Security Act would be amended to require the 
Secretary to derennine. under the Quality Control system, disallowances required to be repaid due to 
erroneous payments made by the State in operating the JOBS and WORK program. Erroneous 
payments in the JOBS and WORK programs would inclnde AFDC payments made to a family not 
participating in JOBS or WORK because of an inoorrect deferral, grant of extension, or failure of me 
State to provide JOBS services or a WORK slot as required. (Note: Should we also include in the 
..1,ulaUon erroneous expenditu .... made from lOBS and WORK funds). The Secretary shall 
establish. by regulation, a-iteria for determining and establishing national tolerance levels for 
erroneous expenditures in JOBS and WORK components, The Quality Control system would begin 
measuring State performance in JOBS and WORK in ?, Disallowances would be imposed on States 
for failure to reach specified performance levels in JOBS an WORK beginning in'? 
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

ASSUMPTIONS fOR ALLOCATING STATE COSTS AND COLLECTIONS 


I CURRENT LAW HYI'OTHETICAL 
, 

34% regular 26% regular 
10% enhanced 

Expenditures 
10% snhaneed 

Incenti'Jes I 
% of collections 6%1010% ~ ,
tNAFDC limited 10115% of AFOC , 

, collectionsl 
" 
, 

, % of expenditures 10% 10 20% Ii 
, 

AFOC Collections (FMAP) 21% 10 50% 	 21% 10 50%I 
, NAFDC Colleclion. 8% 	 I 8%, 

,(eost avoidance assumption} 

OVERALL ASSUMPTIONS 

There are several basic assumption which affect all of th.e child support estimates: 

Q 	 State eXQGodituras are constrained by total program size. rather than the state's net pro
gram costs. It i4 assumed that fTE limitations arc as muci'J a constraint on prooram 
spending as ia the state $hare of program expenditures. 

o 	 It is also assumeD th3t like the federal budgOt, state do consider AFOC oHsets (and 

incentives) that directly accrue from child support colleetiooA but that most states do not 
use non~AfOC cost 3VQidance as part of its budget negotia.tions. 

o 	 Specific state: behavior was not accounted for In devefoping these estimates:. It was as
sumed thBt $tate improvements would be better captured by current trends than by guess
timates of state behaVioral response 10 specific prollisions. 

o 	 Enhance ADP funding under current 13w and new AOP expenditures under the hypothetical 
are not included in these estlmates, Child suppOrt ADP expenditures have been developed 
separa't&ly. 

EXPENOITUBES 

Total ExQ:§nditum: Total expenditures for each $tate were estimated hy dev&loping a trend line 
based on total expenditures In each stat. 1rom FY 1S89 thrOugh FY 1992. expenditures 
were then adjusted for the difference ;n the trend line total for that year and the estimated 
aggregate expenditures for that vear unde, current law {as projected in th., President's 
budget) and me hypothetical' 6$timates. The difference was allocated using each sUta's 
I'toponionollt8 share. of expendltu,e, fO'r that year based on the trend line projections. The 
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same methodology was osp.d for alrl1Cating the estimated expenditures under cunP.nt law 
and under the child support hypothetical. lIi>icept for the Etxpansion of serviC8$ 10 all familie,s 
with child .support awards, foUl foul' atate$ that already run a "univetsa''" chill;! support 
program were not included in the aune allocatIons, These Stat!:s are Michiga.n, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin. States UIc.e Ca!ifOrnia, New York, Illinois and Texas dtfinaudy 
do not run universal systems. Many other statAtO are .somewhere in oeLWeen. 

Statei 
{i Share at Cou: A state's sl'lare of lOtal expemfrtures W8' determined bv applying the 

applicable mateh rate for that state. 

Under current law the basie federal matching rate for child support is 66 percent of 
expenditures. Stares may also receive 90 perCGnt FFP tor certain paternity establishment 
actMnu, The current taw the match rate: was determinitlg by taking the average of the 
state's share af expendltures i" FY 1992 and FY 1993. ThIs was done to account for 
differential state spElnding under the 90 percent 2nhaoCGd matching for paternity 
establishment testing. The State! share of IRxpendttufoS WitS reduced by the stitt'S 
incentive paw,,,, to derive an adjusted state share 01 expenditure under the program, even 
thQugh in many $law the:, state iU'Id !ocal CS€ dfrectocs do not dirtctly c2ntro! use Qf the 
ingmpve payments in their budgets. 

Under the hypothetic;l, the state share is estimated at 75 p&rcent (the base matching rata) 
prua a standard 10 or 20 percent allocation for incentive payments. NQ jlrtcmpt was made 
12 determine tbe levY! of ingcn'thres that a state might receive based 9n it" cYfrent level g1 
Qsrformam;e or its ~haviora:1 resPoose- to the ptogOsai. 

AFDC CQll.ECTIONS 

TOlil AFOC !,:QUections: Total collections were allocated by d~veIQpjn9' a trend lina for each state 
based on the stat.'s total AFOC eoile.ctions from t:V 19B9 through FY 1992. Collections 
were then adjusted to account for the difference ill the trend line totals and the Pfojected 
aod the estimated national totals under (ameot law and the hypothetical. As with total 
expenditures, the diHetence was allocated using each State'S proportionate share ot 
expenditures for that yltar based 00 the trend line proJectioM. 

Paymtt'tU to Families: P;ayment to AFOC families were estimated in the aggregate and them 
subtracted from the total AfOC collections. The Ilroportionate -$tate share of payments to 
families (average of Ns 1992~19931 was used to distribute payments to familJ8$ for both 
the current law estimate and the child support hypothetical, 

Siale Share of AFCC CQllections: Matchirtg rates, using the FY 1995 FMAP. were applied to each 
state', shar. of total AFDC collections, less payment. to families, 

InCentive Payments to States: Incentive payments IJndl3( current law we-ra taken from the Presi 
dent'S budget pl'Qjed:ions and then allocated to states bssed on the average of each states 
prOIlOftionate share of incentive payments in FY 1992 and FY 1993. Incentive payments 
undnr the hypOthetical were assigned at 0%, 10% aru:f 20% to provide 8 range depending 
on state performance. 

2 
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NAFPC COLlECTlQ!lS 

Totar NAFDC Co!kWlgna: Total non~AFOC collections Ifor the existing non~AFOC casoload) were 
allocated by developIng a trond line for each stare based on th& state's total non~AFOC 
co(leetiona from FY 1989 through FY 1992, NAFDC collections were thon adju:ited to 
aceount: for the diff~t'e in the trend line totals and the projected and the estimated 
national total$: under curtent law and the hypothetical. As with total expenditures, the 
diffetence was: ;:Ilocated using each s.tata'$ proportionate share of expenditure. for that 
yeat based on the trend tine projections. This methodoloQ'v was aQplied to The estimate of 
nOf'looAFDC collecttoos under current law and under the child support hypothetical. 

New NAFDC CullectiOf1l; For new noo-AA)C collections from the expansion of child t)upport ser 
vices to aU cases wIth Child support awards, additional cofleetions were distributed to less 
than 100 percent of the stam. Four states which ourrentlv provide IV~O services to aU 
award cases were excluded, 

NAfDC Collectjoos Eliaible fm Cpst Avgidanoe; Only cotlectlons that would not have been paid in 
the absence of the ,,,oposal wer. ccmsidered available for cost avoklance. All regular non
AFDC colleeUons were considered ol~gible for ~ost avoidance because NAFDC clients 
TYpically comu into me system bec,*use child support it not bOlng paid. Only 15 percent of 
tho new NAFDC collections junde.r the Qxpansion to all child wpport awards) were 
considered eligible for COst .,voidance, This is baud on census data which refleetG an 85 
pe<eont compltance rate for now awards outside me CSE system. 

Cost Avordanee Sa.vinQi: Basad Oil an OCSE study. cost avoidance savings are estimated at 20 
percent of non~AFDC oollections, These tiavings are attributable to COS.TS avoided In the 
AFOC, Food Stamp and Medicaid programs. Cost 8voidan<:c savings are low ber;iiusa the 
maloritv of non,AFDC women eligible to receive CSE services are not POOL For non·AFOC 
woman/ CPS-CSS date indicate& that ovor th(88-quartcrs of women with <:hild support 
awards and almost t'NO-thirds of CSt: clientS without awards have incomes above 150 
PGrcQnt of poverty, 

Statn Sh3fQ of fZost Ayo!$lanee: State share of cost 3vold3nce Is estimated at 8 percent of non~ 
Af!:OC collection, while the. ~ederal share is estimated at 12 percent, IFor a combined 
federal-State (ate of 20 pefcent.~ The federal sharE! of CQst avoidance is estimated at a 
slightly higher rate than the federal rate under FMAP r;fJlculatlons because all the Food 
Stamp benefit cost avoidance is anributable 10 the Federal gavtltl1ment, The 8 and 12 
porcent spilt was developed by cao. No state specific cost aYoidan(:e rates have been 
developed. 
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euttREHTtAW Current Law SavIngs 

(tM'_ 

Baaaline with Coat Avoldllnef! 1 

Total Fo!l. Stat. 
Savin It Savin s Savin 3' 

A.."", ($..... "1:U~ .......... _.. M ("') ll),t 
(19.0) (11.1) (0,11) 

'.7 (I"'~ ... 
1t1.'1 t!l2..1) ...... -""'- u ,...eotorado (15.9) 

CtmntlotJold .... (O,S) .... .......... ('.lI) (1.01 
 ."
0.1;. _.. ... 0,. s.. 

17.. 1"-1 .... 
G...... .... ... ..,. 
n ..... (1.0) (2.11 1,. 
H.....lj U (2.1) '.1..... .., u0.11m_ 

('''') ('>.lI) =,.,.,.
In,"". au ".7 ...... .... ,2.. ".7
....... ".8 U 1$,0 


".7 ... 17.8 
Lou~I."1!I I'.» (7,7) 0" 
&hI". ... 0.01 &.2M_ 

67.1 Ht$ ",G _.....- V., ...•"'..
IIIld!lgan ..... .... ,.... ... ,...MI_... C2•• 
.....I...jppl '.7 ... 3.3 
MI..... .... 9.2 37.S_no 

3.1 0.4 2.7 
tMbraka 1.' (151 ... ....... (2.1) (1.0; ... 

Nllw~ ... p.5) S,S 
NaWJiU'U)' .... 417.0) ..,. 
H_Muk:o 14.0 7.7 0,3 
NowYotk 1t1.7 (1'9,,2; 130.1 
NoM 0ar0II'Nl 32,2 ;J1,Z0" 
Not'lh DakOta ... ... :La ..... ... 12,3'0,'


14,4 ""........ .... '.1 

Oroaon ..... 10.9 23." 
P~MYNanla 212,5 17,' 1:M" 
P\I-.M Rlc:1iI lS.7 7••,.. 
Rhodo lalaftd 15.0 11.$3.' 
Boulh Caronna Z!•• ... 1>.. ..... "".... '.1 1,$ ... 
Tan_ ,... 11,t ...• 
T.II*a (IU) (71.2) 5.3 

1.•.... 7.' 0,' 
v~_ 2..2 (Uj ... 
VIrgin hlal'ld. (0.1) 0.3••• 

,.."Virgin" 2U (aG) 


W..I~Jng('iln (>.7) 78.9
".2 

WfltYTrglnl1!l 13.4 1.1 5.' 
WIHOn.m 7", 21.5 .9.& 
Wyoming 2..2 (0.4) 2.7 

ToW 11._': ..... *',13.3.6 

uellnc without CNt Avoidance 2 

Tota' Fe•• State 
Savin IS Savin s Savin s

-") 1_7) (S"') 
~.2) (7.') ... 

135.1) (2U) (7,8, 
(7.2) (7.11) ••T 

{n.G) (16SA) ,.... 
(5.1) (1S,8) HtT 
U,Q {te.1) .... 

(lo.$) (0,1)~"'I 
(O.6) (3.2, ...... (11") ...... .. OU) 38., 
(?'2l (U) 0.8 

(""l (8.2) ... ,..(U) f....) 
,$4.1) (M.l) ....... 37.2U 
17.$ (2.3) 1.. 

3.1 {G.O} '.1 
2.8 ($.2) I,D 

~ (~.9) (4.6) 
2.S (4,41 ......,'2.3 (H.3).... (8.2) .... 

>S., (41.1') 7... 
(12.2) (:.10,2) ,.., 

(8.4) IU) (1.5) 
,.<I (1l.3) 19.3 

(Ul (3,21 ••• 
117.0) {14.6} (2.4; 
(14.5) (1,*,S) ... 

(4.7) (1.1) ... 
(....) (16.3) ,,",8 ..... ... ... 


(•.S) {M.5} .... 
(11.2) 125.1; 13.9,..M (t.1) 

(UQ,,; (Ht.S} (11.3) 
2.7 (1.l1) U... {tU) 11,0... (41,0) 51.. 

{to.4) (1.7) (U),... 1.' 10.3.. (t ,1) .,'
0.. (1.2) ... 

(U; ... 
(164.5) (130.3) (3.4.2) 

(5.6) (•.7) 0.0 

(0,,, (3.0 .... 
(1.2) (1,0) ,0,2) 

flU) (29,51 15.7 

(S.6) ('2,1) 46.S... '.7 I.' 
(12.1) (....) le,l 

(1.3) {2,6j 1.2 

($'53.0) {Cl,23e,l) $1s.G.l 

Not. 1: Saltllnt* e AFDC QQu.ctfona pI... Non-AFOC Cost Avokionl:;ll mlmuo e.p.ndJturM. 

JIot4I Z< SoYinp ,=,.FOe Colloc1lon. mlru.lt Expendltur.. (flO ct.dlt fvI e-t AVllllbMa). 
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FY1~8 """"e 
CUMEHTt.AW 
($ Million.) ChQd Support Enforcement ExpendHu... 

(Buellne) 

TotAl Fed. Stll. State Elf. 
Exp. Shafe Shore Sh... (0) FFP 

Exp. Exp. Incent, 

........ $&IIA ..... ..... i11.1 
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o.c. 7.' ... :u ... ,." 
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I"ho 14.$ '.1 ... U .... ....... 138,3 "1.1 41S.5 31.9 17"
........ 29.4 .... ... (,1.0) 


".. 
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"'"''''''''LouWana ..., 1'.& 

10.1 
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.... Zu ,... (Ii"') "."........- ,.1.2 .,,,
"........, 100.7 61.5 •••
,,- .... 2B.705.3 ."."'_HI
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.."'I"
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""lIOn .... .... "'. ... .." 
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TePln__ ,... .". 11.t :u,..,T_ 274.'& ".1 ..",,,'''''7 
Ut,h 33,' Il2.' 11.% ... .." 
V.,rnClflt 7.2 1.7••• .." vt,gln I_haml. "" •.' M ,...U 1.1 

-. 74.0
VI,.."" .... ".1 ,. 
33.7 

.• SO" 

Wuhlnvton "". 11",7 ".0 .." 
W..tYlrglnl& ..... ,... 71'4 

74.1 ".2 .... ... .... 
WyomltiG ... ••• 7.' 1 •• """ 
T.... $3.711.0 la,S01.2 ",2ro.e 1&45,& """ 

lII9le: E1f. PFP t. Ula S......Iuar_ gf -oxpe11dlh"U ,~uC04 by ill. Statu'. 
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COwl ,eFY1'" 
cuR1WlTLAW 
(111- AFDC Coil.ctlon. ond Coal Avoidance 

AFDC COllecliono aseUne Cost Avoidance 
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Al'De t. (Net) (St.t. Share NAFDC Share 
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2.7 61.1 '\II,"""'0'" ... •.2 1$.5%...... (Ul (Z,l) (•.» IU) •••s .• (•.7) 10.1 ... ",3%....... ... to.&) ... ... &.7" 
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11.S (U)........ -
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Sow1h l.hikv\. ... ••• ',D ... 182.5%
r."n_ ..., ,2.• •.7 ... ".9'4 
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117 10.3 ... ... 13(1,8% 1>.1 13.1 0,1 (1),8) ~3"'II. 

"'.7 218.0 72,7 .... 4S.,(i% ....7 a7G.2 1,Ui (3$.4) .1D.9%..., ..,. ~, 117.$ 1n.6 11$02) :12..1%117.5 3M:" 
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2Tl.Z 14,$ (".5) .......
291.& 21M: .... (1,t) ·2.1,., "',8
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ALLOCATING STATE COSTS AND CO-!:!tCTIONS 

STATE SHARE SUMMAIlY 

CURRENT LAW HYPOTHETICAL 

Expenditures 34% regular 
10% enhanced 

25% regular 
10% enhanced 

, Incentives, 

% of collections 
iNAFOC limited to 115% of AFOc 
collections) 

6% to 10% 
•••· 

·, % of expenditures
• 

•: AFDe Collections IFMAP) 21% to 50% 

10% to 20% 

21% to 50% 

NAFDC CoUectiornl 
(cost avoidance assumption; 

8% 8% 
· · 

OVERAlL ASSUMPTIONS 

Thoro are several basic aSlWmption which affect all of tho child support estimatos: 

o 	 State expenditures aro constrained by total program size, rather than the state's not pro~ 
gram costs. It is assumed that FTE limitations are as much Ii constraint on program 
spending as Is the state $hare of program expenditures. 

o 	 It is also assumed that like the federal budget, sUite Q2 consider AFOC offsets tand 
inc8ntives~ that dltoctly accrue from chUd support collections but that most $tates dQ not 
use non-AfDC cost avoidance as part of its budget negotiations, 

o 	 Specific state behavior was not accounted for In developing these estimates. It was as~ 
sumed that state improvements would be better captured bV current trends than by OUe&s
ttmates of state behaviorsf response to specific provisions. 

o 	 Enhance ADP funding 'under current law and new ADP experu:frtures under the hypothetical 
are not induded in these estimates. Child support AOP expenditures have been developed 
separately. 

~lSpeI'lDiTURES 

Total Exoonditures: Total expendituros- for each atate were estimated by developing a trend line 
based on total eXJ,)enditures in each Slale from FY 1989 through FY 1992. Expenditures 
were then .adiUJlted for the difference in the trend fine total for that year and the estimated 
aggregate e-xpefiditures for that year under current law (as projected in the President's 
budget) and the hypothetical estimates. The difference was allocated using each state's 
proportionate share of expenditures for that year based on the trend line projections. The 



same methodology was used fut allocating the estimated expenditures under ClIl'tont law 
and undor tho child support hypothetical, Qxcept for the expansiona. services to 8,1.1 families 
with child lWpport awards, Fou( four states that already run a "unlversal- child support 
program were not included in the state allocations. These states ore Michigan, Ohio. 
Pennsylvania. and Wisconsin. States like California. New York. Illinois: and Toxas definatety 
do not run universal systems. Many other states are somewhere in between. 

State's SbarQ of Cost: A $tate's share of total expenditures was dotorminoo by applving the 
applicablo match rate for that state. 

Under current taw the basic federal matching rate for child support is 66 percent of 
expendlturQs. States may also receiWl 90 percent FFP for certain paternity establishment 
activities. The current law the match rate was determining by taking tho average of tho 
state's share of expenditures in FY 1992 and FY 1993. This was done to account for 
differontial state spending undo( the 90 percent enhanced motching for patemitY 
establishment testing. The States share of expenditures was reduced by the state~S 
incentive WlYment to derive an adiusted state share of exoendjture under the prooram. even 
!bouoh In roam states the state and local CS~d!rectors do not directly CQntrol use of the 
jncentiye oayments in thejr budpots. 

Under the hypothetical, the state share is estimated at 75 percont (the base matching rate. 
plus a standard 10 or 20 p&roont allocation for Incentive payments. No attempt was made 
to determine the level of incentives that a state might receive based on its current Iml 01 
performance or its behavioral reSQgose to the g(ooosa!. 

AFDC COLLECTIONS 

Total AFOC CoDect!onsi Total collections were allocated by developing a trend line for each state 
baSfld on the state's total AfDC _dons from FY 1989 ,hr<rugh FY 1992. Collections 
were then adjusted to account fO( the difference in the trend line totals and the projected 
and the estimated national totals under current law and the hypothetical. As with tGtal 
expenditurQs. the difference was allocated using each state's proportionate share of 
expenditures for that year based on tho trond line projections. 

payments to Famili&$; Payment to AFOC families were estimated in the aggregate and then 
subtracted from the total AFDC collections. The proportionate state sh3Ce of payments to 
families taWirage of FYs 1992~1993) was used to distribute payments to famities for both 
the current law estimate and the child support hypothetical. 

State Share of AFOC Collections: Matching ratos. using the FY 1995 FMAP. were applied to each 
state's share of total AFDC collections, less payments to families. 

Incentive Payments tQ StalSlIi: Incentive payments under current law were taken from the Presi 
dent's budget projections and then allocated to states bued 00 the average of each states 
proportionatG share of incentive payments In FY 1992 and PI 1993. Incentive payments 
under the hypotneticnl were assigned at 0%. 10% and 20% to provide a range depending 
on state performance. 

2 




NAFOC COllECTIONS - .Iotal t:!6EOC COllectfoos: Total non-AFOC collGctions (for the existing non-AFOC caseload) were: 
allocatod by developing a trend Iloe for each state based on tho state's total non-AFOC 
collections from FY 1989 'through FY 1992. NAFOC collections were thon adju!;;ted to 
account for tho difference in the trend line totols and the projocted and the estimated 
national totals under current law and the hypothetical, As with tota1 expenditures, the 
difference was allocated using each state's proportionate share of expenditures: for that 
year based on tho trend line projectlons. This methodology was aDplied to the estimate of 
noo-AFOe conections under current taw and undor the child support hvpotheticat. 

New NAEOC Collections: For new non-AFOC coliections from the expansion of child support sor 
vices to all cases with child support awards. additional collections were distributed to less 
than 100 percent of the states. Four states whk:h currently provide IVMD sorvices to all 
award casas were excluded, 

NAfDC CQllecti!ws 8islible for Cost Avoidance: Only collections that would not have been paid In 
the absence of the proposal were considered available for cost avoidance. AU rooular non
AFDC coll6Ctkm$ were considered eligible for cost avoidance because NAFDC clients 
typically come Into the system because child suPPOrt is not being paid. Only 15 percent of 
the now NAFDC collections (under the expansion to all child support awardsi were 
considered eligible fOf cost avoidance, This is based on census data which reflects an 85 
pefC(!nt complianco rato for new awards outside tho CSE system. 

Cost Ayoidance Saviogs: Based on an oes!:: study.. cost avoidance savings are estimatud at 20 
percent of non-AFDC collections. These savingS are attributable to costs avoided In the 
AFDC. Food Stamp and Medicaid programs. Cost avoidance savings aro low because tho 
majority of noo--AFOC women eligible to (eceive CSE services are not poor. For non~AFDC 
women. CP$-CSS data indicates that owr three-quarters of women with chad support 
aW1:lros and almQst two-thirds of cse clients without awards nave Incomes above 150 
percent of poverty. 

State Share of'Cost Avojdance: State share of cost avoid1:l0CG Is ostimatoo 1:It 8 percent of non~ 
AFOC collection, while the Federal share is estimated at 12 percent. (For 8: combined 
Fedefar~State nlte of 20 peroont.) The federal share of cost 1:Ivoidance is estimated at a 
slightly higher rate than the federal rate under FMAP calculations because aLi the Food 
Stamp bene-fit cost avoidance is attributable to the Federal govornment, The 8 1:Ind 12 
percent splIt was developed by cao. No state specific cost avoidance rates have been 
devetoped. 
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HYPOTHlmCAl 

($'"'''''''0) Savings Under the Hypothetical ..... ..(FFP@75%; 10% Incentives) 
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a.otgl. 7... 22.11 47.3 (8.3) .11.5% 
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11.3 7.S . '.1 2.0 20.1"......- ,8.3 ... ".. 0 

2.7 

.. ..""....... """'" ....
Sou1h Cti0Un4 ,2.6 14.3 1.3 9.1"
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u .......... ... ... ... (••11) 
 ... ('.3) 11,3 ,.• 70"" 
M....... .... .... 35.7 (.... ........ "" " 
 .... 8.7 .... 14.2 27."% .......... ... ... ... (0.1, 
 ... (0.8) ...5.4 ... ... _.... ... (2.l!) .., 1.2 ,........,. " U (0.2, 12.5 M ...... 

( • .3) (8.21 ... ..... (0.3) (..... 11.9 ... ...... 
N.w Hamp4Jhfte ... (U) ... ... "..,. ... (SA) 10,3 ... ...." -_....... .,.. (5.'1 .... 
 at.. (42.8, 104.8 42.3"....... ..." 
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Sod! carollM .... 11.3 -15.8% .... as 17.4 ... ...,,'_....... 'SA (U) 
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http:Incenl.lw


--
------

••• 

••• 

FYl'" """" 3A
HYl'OTHencAL 

esc: Expendlturea($"'
(FF? @75%; 10% Incenllve.) ""'. 
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.... 35.B .... ... 6" 7$1.1% 
".7 .... 5.1 (/),1) ·1 ............. .... .... ... C ·1.....
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HewH...,.,... .... .... ... Cl.4, .......
..... 160.1 (lU)2B.2 ....." 
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22.6 0.3... ..•••. ... ..."... 152..5% ,.... ....100.1 12.1 
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33.2 2.4.... 11.1 
...'"2......... ..... ... ,..... 
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PROJECTED BASELINE - FY 1999 

....... 
Projected 
~nditures pr~ect.d Pr0j:cted Effective 

1999 Fe eraJ Share Sta Share Federal 
BASELINE FY 1999 FY 1999 Match Rat ~UU~~••MM._______________________~_.......~___________• ______________~ _~_~___ 


Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Distnct of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky

. Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
,Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missoun 

Monlana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washiooton 

West Vlr~inia 

Wisconsn 

Wyoming
- ........- .......--------~- -~-----

$33,579,69TOTAL _____________......... 


185.20 
158.23 
409.33 

95.65 
7920.66 
266.25 
527.98 

67,96 
173.61 

1244,37 
698,65 
191.81 

48.71 
1262,11 

402.24 
244.47 
205,87 
363,78 
289,16 
159,50 
524,58 

1097.24 
1731.87 
618.70 
141.97 
447.74 

75.61 
140.85 
79.05 
85,04 

927.42 
173.03 

4239.73 
621.71 

47.41 
1458.66 
324,05 
319,64 

1367.85 
177.58 
189,94 

40,89 
401.59 
924.84 
132,87 
91.93 

371.04 
974.25.' 184.08 
665.90 

48.71 

126.12 
79.58 

262,21 
66.45 

3984.85 
142.54 
265.89 
34.40 
88.02 

695,27 
425,93 

96,62 
32.12 

639,88 
244,91
150,57 
119,08 
239,83 
205,50 

99,25 
265.47 
563,28 
972,48 
334.65 
105.62 
284.23 

51,89 
83,37 
39,83 
42.79 

472.81 
123.09 

2132.56 
389.99 

31.63 
866,32 
216.63 
195,06 

, 752,20 
98,51 

129.31 
27.25 

258,35 
570,35 

93.60 
55,40 

187.67 
508.56 
135,41 
406,37 
28,94 

$18,392.55• 

59.08 68 

78.55 50 


147.12 64 

29.21 59 


3935.79 50 

123.71 54 

262.09 50 


33,55 51 

85.60 51 


549.10 55 

272,92 61 

95.19 50 

16.58 66 


622.23 51 

157.33 61 

93.90 62 

86,79 58 


123,95 66 

83,66 71 


62
2gg:i~ 51 

543.96 50 

759.19 56 

284.05 54 


36.35 74 

163.51 59 


23.72 69 

57.49 59 

39.22 50 

42,25 50 


454,61 51 

49,94 71 


2107.17 50 

231.72 63 


15.76 87 

592.54 59 

107.52 87 

124.78 61 

835.65 54 


79.07 55 

50.63 66 

13.65 67 


143,24 64 

354,49 62 


39.27 70 

36.63 50 


183.37 51 

465.68 52 


48,66 74 

279.53 59 


17.77 62 

---------- ------......--

$15,187.14 ~ 55
........... n 
------- . 

Date: 04-May.s4 
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PROPOSAL 1 
Investments =.WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) at 
75%Fedotal 
_.fils {AFOC and WORt<bat FMAP 
AdmlnistraHon (AFOC and hlld Carol at 50% Fedoral Match 

,""", 

Chan~ln Percent State Share Effective 
Federal Share State liars Chan~e from of New radaral 
FY 1999 State Share Spant Sasel ne f!>:penditurEls Match Rata 

_~~'._.~~..__._.__.~.~~~u~~__..'~'.'.4 .4~'~.~._.~._._.__. ~_.~____. ~.~..~_________.__4....~n.. .~....___ _______.. 

Alabama 159.15 70.10 11.03 19% 25% 69 
Alaska 89.03 79.54 0.89 1% 9% 53 
Arizona 308.01 154.58 7.47 5% 14% 67 
Arkansas 84.87 34.52 5.32 18% 22% 71 
California 4552.47 4021.47 95.69 2% 13% 53 
Colorado 179.66 126.41 4.70 4% 11% 66 
Connecticut 314.14 266.23 4.14 2% 8% 54 
Oolaware 44.25 33.29 -0.27 -1% -3% 57 
District of Columbia 102.25 86.00 2.40 3% 14% 54 
Roode 851.79 575.49 26.39 5% 14% 60 
Georijla 521.14 287.78 14.66 5% 14% 64 
Hawaii 109.75 97.77 2.59 3% 16% 53 
Idaho 38.90 16.62 2.03 12% 23% 68 
Illinois 807.72 651.09 28.86 5% 15% 55 
Indiana 299.78 165.61 8.29 5% 13% 64 
Iowa 177.90 100.24 6.33 7% 19% 64 
Kansas 144.53 69.31 2.52 3% 9% 62 
Kentucky 292.42 136.86 12.91 10% 20% 68 
Louislana 259.43 101.95 18.29 22% 25% 72 
Maine 116.28 63.21 2.95 5% 15% 65 
Maryland 333.44 262.52 3.40 1% 5% 56 
Massachusetts 646.71 545.63 1.68 0% 2% 54 
Michigan 1130.71 788.26 29.07 4% 16% 59 
Minnesota 390.44 288.66 4.60 2% 8% 57 
MiSSISSlrpl 139.60 48.69 12.34 34% 27% 74 
Mlssour 328.71 192.98 9,46 5% 13% 63 
Montana 59.40 26.23 2.51 11% 25% 69 
Nebraska 99.05 58.34 0.86 1% 5% 63 
Nevada 51.43 40.57 1.35 3% 10% 56 
New Hampshire 54.09 42.22 ·0.02 .0% -0% 56 
New Jersey 570.11 468.57 13.97 3% 13% 55 
Now Mexlco 141.77 55.72 5.78 12% 24% 72 
New York 2443.41 2125.46 18.30 1% 6% 53 
North Carolina 475.02 244.38 12.65 5% 13% 66 
North Dakota 36.63 17.13 1.36 9% 21% 68 
Ohio 1051.55 618.97 26.43 4% 12% 63 
Oklahoma 249.13 114.81 7.29 7% 18% 68 
Oregon 227.43 130.88 6.11 5% 16% 63 
PennsylvanIa 909.59 651.62 15.96 3% 9% 58 
Rhode Island 114.72 80.31 1.24 2% 7% 59 
South Carolina 160.86 71.07 10.44 17% 25% 69 
South Oakota 32.82 15.26 1.61 12% 22% 68 
TenneSS(h) 320.42 157.23 13.99 10% 18% 67 
Texas 763.62 383.20 38.71 11% 17% 66 
Utah 106.02 43.92 ••65 12% 24% 71 
Vermont 63.32 37.73 1.21 3% 13% 63 
Virginia 250.78 189.68 6.29 3% 9% 57 
Washington 591.40 468.79 3.11 1% 4% 56 
West Vir~inia 158.77 66.03 9.37 19% 29% 73 
Wiseons n 468.18 290.74 11.21 4% 15% 62 
Wyoming 34.29 18.56 0.77 4% 13% 65 

_~n___..~_"': ___________ ___ww.------------- ----- ------ _._-
TOTAL ______n_n_n_. _.~~~~$21,866.90________ $15,710.21 _______ $523.07 _______ 3% __~_ 13% ___._u_~__~~~_~ __________. 58 

Increase 1n Federal Expenditures $3,466.35 
._-------------------------_.._--- ._._..._------------
TOTAl EXPENDITURES $37,569.11 
=~===========~===== ======== 

Date: 03-May.94 
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PROPOSAL 1 ~ Working Poor/At-Risk Child Care at 100% Foderal Mntch 
Inv.slmonts (JOBS. WORK Operating eosts, and Child Care) al 
75%F_Match 
Benefits (AFOC and WORK) at FMAP 
Administration (AFOC and Child Care) at 50% Fedo",1 Match 

">-'<', 

Change in Percent Stale Share Effective 
Federal Share State Oollars Change from 01 New Federal 
FY 1999 State Share Spent Baseline Expendlturos Match Rale 

Alabama 163.60 £5.65 6.58 11% 15% 71 
Alaska 90.18 78.38 -0.27 ·0% -3% 54 
Arizona 312.82 149.78 2.66 2% 5% 68 
Arkansa. 87.38 32.04 2.83 10% 12% 73 
Callfomia 4604.70 3969.23 33.44 1% 5% 54 
Colorado 184.86 123.23 -n.48 ·0% ·1% 60 
Connecticut 320,34 260.03 -2.06 -1% -4% 55 
DoI.ware 45.30 32.24 ·1.32 ·4% ·14% 58 
District 01 Columbia 102.98 87.27 1.67 2% 10% 54 
Florida 868.53 558.75 9.65 2% 5% 61 
Goorgl. 529.79 279.13 6.21 2% 6% 65 
Haw"l 111.54 95.98 0.80 1 % 5% 54 
Idaho 4O.23 17.28 0.70 4% 6% 70 
illinois 825.92 632.89 10.66 2% 5% 57 
Indiana 806.58 158.81 1.48 1% 2% 66 
Iowa 181.S4 96.80 2.90 3% 9% 65 
Kan... 147.98 65.86 -n.93 ·1% -3% 63 
K.ntuc~y 298.43 132.86 8.91 7% 14% 69 
Louisiana 264.48 96.91 13.25 16% 18% 73 
Main. 117.71 61.78 1.52 3% 8% 66 
Maryl.nd 340.98 254.98 -4.14 ·2% -6% 57 
M....chu••1ts 655.17 537.18 ·6.78 ·1% .7'1(, 55 
Michigan 1143.87 775.10 15.90 2% 8% 60 
Minn.sota 397.14 281.98 ·2.09 ·1 % -3% 58 
MI,slss:r'pi 142.37 45.92 9.57 26% 21% 76 
Missou 335.42 186.26 2.75 1% 4% 64 
Montana 60.33 25.30 1.58 7% 16% 70 
Nobmska 101.21 56.18 ·1.31 ·2% ·8% 64 
Nevada 53.51 38.49 -n.73 ·2% ·6% 58 
New Hamp.hire 55.80 4O.51 ·1.73 .4% ·15% 58 
NawJ.rsay 581.32 457.36 2.75 1% 2% 56 
New Moxleo 143.69 53.81 3.86 B% 16% 7J 
Now Yorl< 2470.04 2098.83 ·8.34 ·0% -3% 54 
Nol1h Carolina 482.64 236.76 5.04 2% 5% 67 
Nol1h Oakola 37.37 16.4O 0.62 4% 10% 70 
Ohio 1065.33 605.19 12.66 2% 6% 64 
Oklahoma 252.74 111.20 3.68 3% 9% 69 
Oregon 231.07 127.24 2.46 2% 6% 64 
Pennsylvania 925.21 536.00 0.35 0% 0% 59 
Rhode Island 115.98 79.04 -n.03 .0% ·0% 59 
South C.rollna 154.81 57.11 6.49 11% 15% 71 
South Dakota 33.70 14.37 0.72 5% 10% 70 
T.nn..... 325.92 151.72 8.48 6% 11% 68 
Tex.. 787.77 369.05 14.56 4% 6% 68 
Utah 110.63 41.31 2.05 5% 11% 73 
1I000on! 64.03 37.02 0.50 1% 5% 63 
Vlrglnl. 260.20 180.24 -3.13 ·2% ·5% 59 
W••hlngtcn 599.27 460.92 ·4.77 ·1% ·6% 57 
West Virginia 160.40 66.39 7.73 16% 24% 74 
WisconSin 474.79 284.14 4.61 2% 6% 63 
Wyoming 34.93 17.91 0.13 1% 2% 66 

.••.____._.____....._ ...: ____ __.~_.__ • ___________________________ ____~_. ____• ____ ___no_____ ' 

TOTAL ______...._u_$22.210.34....________ $15.358.77n_______ $171.64 _____u..._ ...._____ 4% ___ 59 _~~._____. _ 1% ._._._u_u._._ __._~ 

In""",.. In Federal Expenditures 53.817.79 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37.569.11===t::I ____ 
-.-.--.--.--=====~= 

http:37.569.11
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------------------------------ ----------------- ----------------- ----------------- --------------- ----------------- ----
-------------------------------------------- -------------------

PROPOSAL 1 - With Net Effect of Child Support (75% FFP, 10% Incentive) 
Invesbnents ~OBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) at 
75% Federal atch 
Benefits (AFDC and WORr<6 at FMAP 
Administration (AFDC and hild Care) at 50% Federal Match 

'". 
Chanbln Percent State Share Effective 

Federal Share State ollars Chanae from of New Federal 
FY 1999 State Share Spent Baseline Expenditures Match Rate 

----------------------------------.---------- .- --- - -------------- ---------------- - - - - -------------------- ---------_. ------- ------------------ --------------

Alabama 165.55 61.30 2.23 4% 5% 73 
Alaska 87.83 77.84 -0.81 -1% -11% 53 
AriZona 315.71 143.38 -3.73 -3% -7% 69 
Arkansas 84.17 33.02 3.82 13% 18% 72 
California 4539.97 3971.37 35.58 1% 6% 53 
Colorado 179.58 122.81 -0.90 -1% -2% 59 
Connecticut 309.34 262.23 0.14 0% 0% 54 
Delaware 46.35 30.29 -3.27 -10% -38% 60 
District of Columbia 101.45 87.60 2.00 2% 13% 54 
Florida 845.09 561.89 12.79 2% 8% 60 
GeorQia
Hawaii 

508.04 
110.35 

296.08 
95.27 

23.16 
0.09 

8% 
0% 

22% 
1% 

63 
54 

Idaho 37.80 17.82 1.23 7% 18% 68 
illinois 818.32 634.19 11.96 2% 6% 56 
Indiana 277.48 175.91 18.59 12% 36% 61 
Iowa 167.30 102.14 8.23 9% 33% 62 
Kansas 142.33 86.21 -0.58 -1% -3% 62 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 

289.32 
262.53 

131.96 
96.15 

8.01 
12.49 

6% 
15% 

14% 
18% 

69 
73 

Maine 113.58 65.71 5.45 9% 28% 63 
Maryland
Massachusetts 

326.44 
626.61 

257.72 
554.43 

-1.40 
10.48 

-1% 
2% 

-2% 
13% 

56 
53 

Michigan
Minnesota 

1093.81 
388.04 

790.16 
279.16 

30.97 
-4.90 

4% 
-2% 

20% 
-10% 

58 
58 

Mississippi
Missoun 

139.90 
323.11 

45.19 
186.88 

8.84 
3.36 

24% 
2% 

20% 
5% 

76 
63 

Montana 59.20 24.93 1.21 5% 14% 70 
Nebraska 101.55 53.94 -3.54 -6% -24% 65 
Nevada 53.13 36.97 -2.25 -6% -20% 59 
New Hampshire 55.09 39.42 -2.82 -7% -30% 58 
New Jersey
New Mexico 

577.01 
138.87 

443.17 
55.02 

-11.43 
5.08 

-3% 
10% 

-12% 
24% 

57 
72 

NeW York 2438.61 2092.46 -14.70 -1% -5% 54 
North Carolina 474.02 234.18 2.45 1% 3% 67 
North Dakota 35.43 17.03 1.26 8% 25% 68 
Ohio 1066.55 577.67 -14.87 -3% -8% 65 
Oklahoma 246.93 112.11 4.59 4% 13% 69 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island 

222.43 
889.09 
111.62 

128.58 
640.02 

80.11 

3.81 
4.36 
1.04 

3% 
1% 
1% 

12% 
3% 
7% 

63 
58 
58 

South Carolina 157.66 69.77 9.14 15% 24% 69 
. South Dakota 31.62 15.36 1.71 13% 28% 67 

Tennessee 315.52 155.83 12.59 9% 18% 67 
Texas 793.72 351.50 -2.99 -1% -1% 69 
U1ah 107.12 41.02 1.75 4% 11% 72 
Vermont 62.82 37.03 0.51 1% 6% 63 
Virginia 
Washington 

.West Vlrainla 

251.58 
588.80 
157.87 

180.56 
445.59 

54.33 

-2.81 
-20.09 

5.67 

-2% 
-4% 
12% 

-5% 
-33% 
20% 

58 
57 
74 

WisconSin 459.38 287.24 7.71 3% 13% 62 
Wyoming 33.99 17.75 -0.03 -0% -1% 66 
---------- --------- ------------ -------- --------------- ------------ --------------- --------
TOTAL $21,729.60 $15,358.31 $171.17 1% 5% 59 

Increase In Fed.eral Expenditures $3,337.05 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37,087.91 
=================== ======== 

Date: 03-May-94 

http:37,087.91
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PROPOSAL2d 
Investmonts (JOBS, WORK 0rerating Costs, and Child Care} at 
JOBS FMAP&!:US 10% Fed .... Match 
Ben.fils {AF and WORI% at FMAP 
Administration (AFDC and hlld Care) at 50% Federal Match 

*"-..., 

Chanbin Percent State Share E:tfective 
Federal Share State ollars Chan99 from of New Federal 
FY 1999 State Share Spent Baseline Expenditures Match Rate 

~.~~~~~.~.~.~._~._u_.._...~...~.....~ ._u_.._.._._. n.~...~....u..u.. ......____________.. ._.._________~u _....____........ u__n____ 


Alabama 163.38 65.87 6.79 12% 15% 71 
Alaska 88.05 80.52 1.87 2% 18% 52 
Ari%ona 309.36 153.23 6.12 4% 11% 67 
Mans.. 88.04 31.35 2.15 7% 9% 74 
CalifornIa 4499.42 4074.52 138.73 4% 21% 52 
Colorad. 175.78 132.31 8.60 7% 21% 57 
Conooctlcut 309.22 271.15 9.06 3% 17% 53 
Delaware: 43.14 34.40 0.85 3% 9% 56 
District ot Columbia 100.81 89.44 3.84 4% 23% 53 
Florida 836.34 590.95 41.85 8% 23% 59 
Geor31a 515.20 293.73 20.81 8% 19% 64 
Hawai 108.51 99.01 3.83 4% 24% 52 
Idaho 39.71 17.80 1.21 7% 14% 69 
illinois 791.51 667.29 45.06 7% 23% 54 
Indiana 297.56 167.83 10.50 7% 17% 64 
Iowa 176.58 101.56 7.65 8% 23% 83 
Kansas 141.62 92.22 5.43 6% 19% 61 
Kentucky 297.73 131.56 7.60 6% 12% 69 
louIsiana 269.10 92.29 8.63 10% 12% 74 
Maine 115.71 63.78 3.53 6% 18% 64 
Maryland 326.22 269.73 10.62 4% 15% 55 
Massachusetts 636.33 556.01 12.05 2% 13% 63 
Mlahlgan 1114.70 804.26 45.07 6% 24% 58 
Minnesota 384.22 294.88 10.82 4% 18% 57 
MI••I'.;rPI 148.77 39.53 3.18 9% 7% 79 
MisSQU 321.53 200.16 16.65 9% 23% 62 
Montana 60.48 25.15 1.43 6% 14% 71 
Nebraska 97.13 60.27 2.78 5% 17% 62 
Nevada 50.31 41.68 2.46 6% 19% 55 
Now Hampshire 52.88 43.44 1.19 3% 11% 55 
Now Jersey 560.55 478.13 23.52 5% 21% 54 
New Mexico 148.36 52.14 2.19 4% 9% 74 
New York 2410.76 2158.12 50.95 2% 15% 53 
North Carolina 474.40 245.00 13.26 6% 14% 66 
North Dakota 37.11 16.65 0.87 6% 14% 69 
Ohio 1034.39 636.13 43.59 7% 21% 62 
Oklahoma 254.26 109.S6 2.14 2% 5% 70 
Orogon 225.36 132.95 8.18 7% 21% 63 
Pennsylvania 692.61 888.59 32.94 5% 19% 57 
Rhode Island 112.87 82.15 3.08 4% 18% 58 
South Carolina 164.59 67.33 6.70 11% 16% 71 
South Dakota 33.25 14.83 1.18 9% 16% 69 
Tennossoe 322.64 155.00 11.77 8% 15% 68 
Texas 756.7S 400.06 45.58 13% 20% 65 
Utah 111.91 40.04 0.77 2% 4% 74 
Vermont 62.51 38.54 2.01 6% 22% 62 
VIrginia 244.52 195.92 12.58 7% 18% 56 
Washington 561.97 479.21 12.63 3% 15% 55 
West Vir91nla 164.08 52.71 4.05 8% 12% 76 
Wlsconsm 461.23 297.70 18.17 7% 25% 61 
Wyoming 34.00 18.84 1.07 6% 17% 64 
~--~~-~~-~~-~~-~~-~~-~-~~- ~.----.. ------ -------- -_.._--------- ---------
TOTAL 921.644.50 $15,924.61 $737.48 5% 18% 58 
~__~_~_~_*~_~_.~.~_~.__.__"_.__~._~.~~.~.~.~.... ~._~.~_.~_.~.....~. ~..~.~~......_....___..........~~__~ ~_~____~"W__" • • __• __~"~ 


Increase In Federal Expenditures 33,251.95 
w _______~_~.~_.~_._.~·.__ 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37,569.11 
~a=D_=a_DD=_D=__DD_ ==-=---= 
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PROPOSAL 2d • WOrkln~ Poor/At~Risk Child ear", at 100% Federal Match 
Investments: (JOBS, we K Operating Costs, and Child Care) at 
JOBS FMAP~US10% Fe<I",aI Match 
Benofits (AF and WOAfb.t FMAP 
Administration (AFOC and hlld care) at 50% Federal Match .. ,.. , 

Chan'bin Percent State Share Effective 
Federal Share State oHars Chanpo from of New Federal 
FY 1999 State Share Spent Basellno Expondltures Match Rate 

~...__~_..~_~~ ... _.~_n.~._~.~.u~ ~~~_.~~~.~~...__._ ~n_.._~'__._.. _n..n.......... _.~__~_.._..._._______
_____~____.~ 

Alabama 166.86 62.39 3.31 6% 8% 73 
Alaska 89.44 79.13 0.48 1% 5% 53 
Arizona 313.90 148.70 1.58 1% 3% 68 
Al1<ansas 89.66 29.74 0.53 2% 2% 75 
California 4582.10 4011.84 76.05 2% 12% 53 
Colorado 182.00 128.09 2.38 2% 6% 59 
Connacticut 316.66 263.71 1.62 1% 3% 55 
Delaware 44.39 33.15 .0.41 ·1% -4% 57 
Disbict 01 Columbia 101.58 88.57 2.97 3% 18% 53 
Florida 856.43 570.8S 21.75 4% 12% 60 
G:';9la 524.81 284.12 11.20 4% 10% 65 
H I 110.65 58.87 1.68 2% 11% 53 
Idaho 40.78 16.74 0.15 1% 2% 71 
Illinois 813.36 645.45 23.22 4% 12% 56 
Indiana 304.90 160.49 3.16 2% 5% 66 
Iowa 180.35 97.79 3.89 4% 12% 65 
Kansas 145.76 88.08 1.29 1% 5% 62 
Kantucky 301.00 128.29 4.33 3% 7% 70 
Loul:slana 272.60 88.78 5.13 8% 7% 75 
Maino 117.24 62.25 2.00 3% 10% 65 
Maryland 335.21 260.68 1.57 1% 2% 56 
Massaohusotts 646.48 545.86 1.90 0% 2% 54 
Michigan 1130.50 788.47 29.27 4% 16% 59 
Minnesota 392.26 258.84 2.79 1% 5% 58 
Misslss~PI 150.03 38.28 1.91 5% 4% 80 
Missou 329.58 192.10 8.59 5% 12% 63 
Montana 61.19 24.44 0.72 3% 7% 71 
Nebraska 99.69 57.70 0.22 0% 1% 63 
Nevada 52.81 39.19 -0.04 ·0% -0% 57 
New Hampshlre 54.93 41.38 -0.86 ·2% -8% 57 
NowJ....·V 574.01 464.67 10.07 2% 9% 55 
New Moxlco 146.64 50.86 0.91 2% 4% 74 
NawYork 2442.72 2126.16 18.99 1% 6% 53 
North Carolina 482.11 237.29 5.57 2% G% 67 
North Dal<ota 37.74 16.02 0.25 2% 4% 70 
Ohio 1050.54 619.98 27.44 5% 13% 63 
Oklahoma 257.16 106.78 ·0.74 ·1% -2% 71 
Orogon 229.39 128.93 4.15 3% 11% 64 
P0./1nsylval1la 911.35 649.86 14.21 2% 8% 58 
~hode Island 114.40 80.63 1.56 2% 9% 59 
South Carolina 167.64 64.26 3.65 6% 9% 72 
South Dakota 34.03 14.05 0.40 3% 6% 71 
TennQssGO 327.81 149.84 6.60 5% 9% 69 
Texas 782.55 374.28 19.78 6% 9% 68 
Utah 113.63 38.31 ·0.95 ·2% -5% 75 
Vermont 63.34 31.71 1.19 3% 13% 63 
Virginia 255.62 184.62 1.25 1% 2% 58 
Washington 591.42 458.77 3.08 1% 4% 56 
West Vj~lnja 165.09 5UO 3.04 6% 9% 76 
Wiscon n 469.15 289.77 10.24 4% 14% 62 
Wyoming 34.69 18.15 0.37 2% S% 66 
<~ ~~~.~.~._~.~.~.~••unnn.~!!.~_. __• ~_~ ~_~__~~ _.__••__.~_._ .~n~~M_U~~.~.~ .~•••" ••~~~____ ____ ___...__ 

TOTAL $22,038.54 $15.530.57 $343.44 2% 9% 59 
•••nnnw___________• __ ._~ .._..________.________..._._._.u~.....~~ . _________~ . " 

. ,'"lneraasa in Federal Expenditures $3,645.99 
':~_"'_~__.-.•- __':"'-.----.•~ ====CCJ:::I= 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37.569.11 
=================== ::::::::::;:::::===== 
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PROPOSAL 2d - With Net Effect of Child Support U5% FFP, 10% Incentive) 
Investments (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and ChIld Care) at 
JOBS FMAP plus 10% Fedeml Match 
Benefits (AFOC and WORK) at FMAP 
AdmInistration (AFDC and Child Care) at 50% Federal Match 

Change in Percent State Share Effective 
FedQfsl Share Stall;) Oo!ffim Chan90 from of Now Federal 
FY 1999 State Share Spent Baseline Expenditures Match Rate 

Alabama 16$,78 57,07 -2,01 -3% -5% 75 
Alaska 66.85 76,82 0,17 0% 2% 52 
Arizona 317.06 142,03 ·5,09 .3% -10% 69 
Mansas 87.34 29,95 0,65 2% 3% 75 
California 4486,92 4024.42 99.63 2% 15% 63 
Colorado 175.69 126.71 3.00 2% 8% 58 
Connecticut 304,42 267.15 5.06 2% 12% 53 
Delaware 45.24 31.40 -2.15 -6% -25% 59 
District of ColumbIa 100.01 69.04 3.44 4% 22% 53 
Florida 829.64 577.35 29,25 5% 17% 59 

502.10 302.03 29.11 11% 28% 62G0:9ia 
Ha i 109.11 96.51 1.33 1% 10% 53 
Idaho 39.61 17.00 0.41 2% 6% 69 
Ulinols 802,11 650.39 28.16 5% 15% 55 
tndla:na 275.26 178.13 20.80 13% 41% 61 
Iowa 165.98 103.46 9,55 10% 39% 62 
Kansas 139.42 89.12 2.33 3% 10% 61 

, .. , Kentucky 294.63 126.66 2.70 2% 5% 70 
" Louisiana 272.20 86.49 2,93 3% 4% 76 

Maine 113,01 86.29 6.03 10% 30% 63 
Mruyland 319.22 264.93 5.82 2% 10% 55 
MaasO,chusetts 616.23 584.91 20.85 4% 25% 52 
Michigan 1077_60 806.16 46.97 6% 31% 57 
Minnesota 361.82 285.38 1.32 0% 3% 57 
MIssissippi 149.07 36.03 ·0.32 -1% . -1% 81 
Mlssoun 315.93 194.06 10,55 6% 17% 62 
Montana 60.28 23.85 0.13 1% 2% 72 
Nebraska 88.63 55.87 -1.62 -3% -11% 64 
Nevada 52.01 38.08 -1.14 -3% -10% 58 
Now Hampshire 53.88 40.64 -1.61 -4% -17% 57 
New Jersey 567.45 452.73 -1.88 -0% -2% 56 
NowMeXico 142.46 51.44 1.49 3% 7% 73 
New York 2405.96 2125.12 17.95 1% 6% 53 
North Carolina 473.40 234.80 3.08 1% 4% 57 
North Dakota 35,91 16.55 0.77 5% 15% 68 
Ohio 1049_39 594.83 2.29 0% 1% 64 
Oklahoma 252.08 106.96 -0.56 -1% -2% 70 
Oregon 220.35 130.65 5.88 5% 19% 63 
Pennsylvania 872.11 656.99 21,34 3% 15% 57 
Rhode Island 109.77 81.95 2.88 4% 20% 57 
South Caronna 161.39 68.03 5.40 9% 14% 71 
South Dakota 32.05 14,93 1.28 9% 21% 68 
Tennessoe 317.74 163.60 10.37 7% 15% 67 
Texas 786.86 358.36 3.86 1% 2% 69 
Utah 111.Q1 37.14 -2.13 -5% -14% 75 
Vermont 62.01 37.84 1.31 4% 17% 62 
Virginia 245.32 186.82 3.46 2% 8% 57 
Washington 579.37 455.01 -10.67 -2% -18% 66 
West Vi~in[a 183_18 49.01 0-35 1% 1% 77 
Wlseons n 452_43 294.20 14_67 5% 24% 61 
Wyoming 33.70 lB.04 0.27 5% 

U _______~u_~_____~~~....~__~_____ n_____~_______n__~~___n________1% ._______._. ___.n__ 85~ .. 
TOTAL $21,515.20 $385.58.._____ $15.572.71........__._.......____~ 3% 

..~___. 11% __.__ 88 

_~_~____...._...______....~. ______.._~ __. _____u 
Increase in Federal expenditures $3.122.65 
----~------.-.--.- ~-----'--

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37,087.91 
=================== ======== 

Data: 03.May-94 
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Proposal 3 
Investments (JOBS, WORK QPeratin9 Costs, and Child Care) at 
Stata f?0rtion of JOBS FMAP reduce by 30% 
Benefits (AFDC and WOR~at FMAP 
Administration (AFDC and hlld Care) at 50% Federal Match 

.~ 

Chan~ln Percent State Share Effective 
Federal Share State liars Change from of New Federal 
FY 1999 State Share Spent Baseline Expenditures Match Rate 

Alabama 162.50 66.75 7.68 13% 17% 71 
Alaska 88.44 80.13 1.48 2% 14% 52 
Arizona 309.44 153.16 6.04 4% 11% 67 
Arkansas 87.27 32.12 2.92 10% 12% 73 
California 4520.64 4053.30 117.51 3% 18% 53 
Colorado 177.34 130.75 7.04 6% 17% 58 
Connecticut 311.19 269.18 7.09 3% 14% 54 
Delaware 43.58 33.96 0.40 1% 4% 56 
District of Columbia 101.39 88.86 3.27 4% 20% 53 
Florida 842.52 584.77 35.66 6% 19% 59 
GeOfs'a 518.06 290.87 17.95 7% 16% 64 
Hawal 109.01 98.52 3.33 4% 21% 53 
Idaho 39.55 17.96 1.38 8% 16% 69 
illinois 797.99 660.81 38.58 6% 20% 55 
Indiana 298.79 166.60 9.27 6% 15% 64 
Iowa 177.25 100.88 6.98 7% 21% 64 
Kansas 142.78 91.06 4.27 5% 15% 61 
Kentucky 296.72 132.57 8.62 7% 13% 69 
Louisiana 266.83 94.55 10.90 13% 15% 74 
Maine 116.05 63.44 3.18 5% 16% 65 
Maryland 329.11 266.84 7.73 3% 11% 55 
Massachusetts 640.48 551.86 7.90 1% 8% 54 
Michigan 1121.11 797.86 38.67 5% 21% 58 
Minnesota 386.71 292.39 8.33 3% 14% 57 
Mississippi 146.36 41.94 5.59 15% 12% 78 
Mlssoun 324.40 197.28 13.77 8% 19% 62 

" " :,' " 'Montana 60.25 25.38 1.66 7% 17% 70... 
Nebraska 97.91 59.48 1.99 3% 12% 62 
Nevada ·50.76 41.23 2.01 5% 16% 55 

'. New Hampshire 53.37 42.95 0.70 2% 6% 55 
New Jersey 564.38 474.31 19.70 4% 18% 54 

. New Mexico 144.50. 52.99 3.05 6% 12% 73 
New York 2423.82 2145.06 37.89 2% 12% 53 
North Carolina 475.66 243.74 12.02 5% 12% 66 
North Dakota 37.03 16.73 0.95 6% 15% 69 
Ohio 1041.53 628.99 36.45 6% 17% 62 
Oklahoma 253.25 110.70 3.18 3% 8% 70 
Oregon 226.37 131.94 7.16 6% 19% 63 
Pennsylvania 899.41 661.80 26.15 4% 15% 58 

,""Rhode Island 113.61 81.41 2.35 3% 13% 58 
South Carolina 163.80 68.12 7.50 12% 18% 71 
South Dakota 33.19 14.88 1.24 9% 17% 69 
Tennessee 322.70 154.94 11.70 8% 15% 68 

"Texas 760.85 395.97 41.48 12% 18% 66 
Ulah 110.97 40.97 1.70 4% 9% 73 
Vermont 62.85 38.20 1.68 5% 18% 62 
Virginia 247.02 193.42 10.05 5% 14% 56 

. Washington 585.74 474.45 8.76 2% 10% 55 
West Vir9inia 162.76 54.03 5.37 11% 16% 75 
WisconSin 464.01 294.92 15.39 6% 21% 61 
Wyoming 34.15 18.68 0.91 5% 15% 65 ----_........_------_....__._------------ ------------------ --------------- ----------------- ----------------- ------------------ --------------
TOTAL $21.745.38 $15,823.73 $636.60 4% 16% 58 . 
-----_.--.-----------_.-.._--..-.-....._------ ----_..__._--------- ------------------- -------------------- ----------------- ------------------ --------------
Increase In Federal Expenditures $3,352.83 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37,569.11 
ccccc=c===c======c= ======== 

Date: 03-MaY-94 

http:37,569.11
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Proposal 3 ~ Working Poor/At Risk Child Car0 at 1 00% F~al Match 
Investments (JOBS. WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) at 
State portion 01 JOBS FMAP reduced by 30% 
Benefits (AFDC and WORK) at FMAP 
Admin1stratlon (AFOC and Child Care) at 50% Fodera! Match 

'-.Change in Percent State Share Effective 
Federal SIla.m State Dollars Change from of New Foderal 
FY 1999 State Share Spent Baseline expenditures Match Rate 

Alabama 166.18 63.07 3.99 7% 9% 72 
Alaska 89.74 78.83 0.18 0% 2% 63 
Arizona 313.96 146.83 1.52 1% 3% 66 
Arkansas 89.10 30.30 1.09 4% 5% 75 
caJUomla 4579.14 3994.80 59.00 1% 9% 63 
Colorado 183.15 124.95 1.24 1% 3% 59 
Connecticut 318.13 262.24 0.15 0% 0% 55 
Delaware 44.75 32.78 ·0.77 ·2% ·8% 56 
District 01 Columbia 102.20 811.05 2.45 3% 15% 54 
Florida 861.27 566.01 16.91 3% 9% 60 
GOO'll;. 527.20 281.72 8.80 3% 8% 65 
Hawall 111.01 96.52 1.33 1% 8% 63 
Idaho 40.67 16.85 0.26 2% 3% 71 
illinois 818.38 640.43 18.20 3% 9% 56 
Indtana 305.83 159.56 2.23 1% 4% 66 
Iowa 180.85 97.28 3.38 4% 10% 65 
Kansas 146.65 87.19 0.40 0% 1% 63 
Kentucky 300.13 129.16 5.21 4% 8% 70 
Loulsia.na 270.69 90.69 7.03 6% 10% 75 
Maino 117.52 61.97 1.72 3% 9% 65 
Maryland 337.55 258.40 -0.71 .0% ·1% 57 
Massachusetts 649.96 542.39 ·1.51 ·0% ·2% 55 
Michigan 1135.85 783.12 23.93 3% 13% 56 
Minnesota 394.21 284.89 0.84 0% 1% 58 
MI..lsslppl 146.02 40.28 3.93 11% 8% 79 
Mi$$oun 331.92 189.77 6.26 3% 8% 64 
Montana 61.01 24.62 0.90 4% 9% 71 
Nebraska 100.31 57.08 -0.41 ·1% ·2% 54 
NfNl!\da 53.09 38.90 -0.32 ·1% .2% 58 
New Hampshire 55.26 41.04 ·1.21 .3% ·11% 57 
New Jersey 576.94 461.75 7.14 2% 6% 56 
New Mexico 145.93 51.56 1.62 3% 7% 74 
NewYorl< . 2453.65 2115.23 8.06 0% 2% 54 
North Catotlna 483.19 236.21 4.49 2% 5% 67 
North Dakota 37.69 16.08 0.31 2% 5% 70 
Ohio 1056.70 613.83 21.29 4% 10% 63 
Oklahoma 256.28 107.67 0.15 0% 0% 70 
Oregon 230.21 128.10 3.33 3% 9% 64 
PennsylvanIa 916.89 644.31 8.66 1% 5% 59 
Rhode Island 115.03 79.99 0.92 1% 5%· 59 
South carolina 167.04 64.88 4.25 7'Ji, 10% 72 
90ulh Ookota 33.98 14.09 0.44 3% 6% 71 
TennessH 327.86 149.78 6.54 5% 9% 69 
Texas 785.66 371.16 16.61 5% 7% 66 
Utah 112.90 39.04 -0.23 ·1% ·1% 74 
Varmant 63.63 37.42 0.90 2% 10% 63 
VIrgInIa 257.57 182.87 -0.50 ·0% ·1% 58 
Washington 594.56 465.83 -0.06 ·0% .0% 56' 
W..t VI'glnla 163.93 52.87 4.20 9% 13% 76 
Wisconsan 471.41 287.52 7.99 3% 11% 62 
Wyoming 34.82 18.02 0.25 1% 4% 66 
--------~~-.------------~-. ~-----------.. ---_._._._--- ---------- ---------- ---_........._- -----.-.--

. TOTAL' $22,119.61 $15.449.50 $262.37 2% 7'Ji, 59 
_______n ___._...~_~_.__w._~~~ ~_.~.___~~~A~•• __~_____.~_ .............____n ~.__.~__••••• • •••••___ ••••••__••__ 


~ctease I~.~~~I·~~~~~!_~___ =~~3~7:~,~6~ 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37,569.11 
=================== ;======= 
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. . -. 
Propo••' 3 - With Not Effect of Child Support (75% FFP. 10% Incentive) 

Invesbnents (JOBS, WORK Operatl:ij Costs, and Child Carol at 

Slate ftortion 01 JOBS "FMAP reduc by 30~ 

Bene Its (AFDC and WOAr<bat FMAP 
Administration (AFDC and hild Care) at 50% Fodoral Match .. 

Chan~ln Percent Slat. Share Effactive 
Federal Share Slat<> II.,. Change from of New Foderal 
FY 1999 State- Share Spent Baseline Expenditures Match ABte.~.._._.__.._u~u____._____________________________________. ______________. _______________________._n_~ 

Alabama 168_90 57_95 -1.12 -2% -3% 74 
Alaska 67.24 76.43 ·0.22 ·0% -3% 63 
Arizona 317.14 141.96 ·5.16 -4% -10% 69 
Arkansas 66.57 30.62 1.42 5% 7% 74 
CaUfomla 4508.14 4003.20 67,41 2% 11% 53 
Colotado 177.24 125.15 1.44 1% 4% 59 
Connecticut 306.39 265;19 3.09 1% 7% 54 
Delaware 45.68 30.96 -2.60 -8% -30% 60 
District of Columbia 100.59 88.46 2.87 3% 19% 63 
Florida 835.82 571.17 22.06 4% 14% 59 
G90~ia 504.96 299.17 26.25 10% 25% 63 
Hawai 109.61 96.02 0.83 1% 6% 53 
Idaho 38,45 . 17.16 0.58 3% 8% 69 
Ulinols 808.59 643.91 21.68 3% 11% 56 
Indiana 276.49 176.90 19.57 12% 38% 61 
Iowa 166.65 102.78 8,88 9% 36% 62 
!\ans.. 140.58 87.96 1.17 1% 5% 62 
Kentucky 293.62 127.67 3.72 3% 6% 70 
louisiana 269.93 88.75 5.10 6% 7% 75 
Maine 113.35 65.94 5.68 9% 29% 63 
Maryland 322.11 262.04 2.93 1% 5% 55 
Massacnusetts 620.38 560.66 16.70 3% 20% 53 
Michigan 1084.21 799.76 40.57 5% 27% 58 
Mlnnasota 384.31 282.89 -1.11 -0% -2% 58 
Mlsstsslppl 146.66 38.44 2.09 6% 5% 79 
MiSSOUri 318.80 191.18 7.61 4% 12% 63 
Montana 60.05 24.08 0.36 2% 4% 71 
Nebraska 100.41 55.08 ·2.41 -4% ·16% 65 ;'Nevada 52.46 37.63 -1.59 -4% -14% 58 
New Hampshire 54.37 40.15 -2.10 ·5% -22% 58 
New JersQy 571.28 448.91 -5.70 -1% ·6% 56 
New Mexico 141.60 52.29 2.35 5% 11% 73 I, ,
New York 2419.02 2112.06 4.89 0% 2% 53 
North Carolina 474.66 233.54 1.82 1% 2% 67 
North Dakota 35.83 16.63 0.65 5% 17% S8 ;1 
Ohio 1056.53 587.69 ·4.65 ·1% -3% 64 

Oklahoma 251.05 108.00 0,48 0% 1% 70 

Oregon 221.37 129.64 4,86 4% 16% 63 

Pennsylvania 878.91 650.20 14.55 2% 10% 57 

Rhode Island 110.51 81.21 2.15 3% 15% 58 

South Carolina 160.60 66.82 6.20 10% 17% 71 

South Dakota 31.99 14.98 1.34 10% 22% 68 

Tanntmsee 317.80 153.54 10.30 7% 15% 67 

Texs9: 790.95 354.27 -0.22 ·0% -0% 69 

Utah 110.01 38.07 -1.20 -3% -8% 74 

Vermont 62.35 37.50 0.98 3% 12% 62 

Virginia 247.82 184.32 0.95 1% 2% 57 


.. Washington 583.14 451.25 -14.44 -3% ·24% 56 
- West Vi~'nIa 161.86 50.33 1.87 3% 6% 76 
Wiscom~n 455.21 291.42 11.89 4% 20% 61 
Wyoming 33.85 17.88 0.11 1% 65____.•.___________............____________.n.n___________ 2%-------- ---.--~-.~.-- -~..-~.-.--- -----
TOTAL ' ' . __________________~ __u$21.616.08 $15,471.83 • ______$264.70 2% 8% 58______._~~ ___________________ 

Increase in Federal ExpendlbJros $3,223.53
~____~___"U__U ____~_u__~...~~___~_nu~ u __n_n______ 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $31,087.91 
~============~=~;=~======== 

Date: Q3.May-94 
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FYl... Chart 1D 

CURRENT LAW Comparison Actual and ProJected State Performance. 
(S Millions) 

.....'. 
Total Collections AFoe Collections Total Expendhurea 

1992 1999 
 1992 1999 
 1992 1999 


AI....... 200
.. 23 33 
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AI.... 36 85 
 11 21 
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• ., 42 7.W1lfGOn"n 293 497" 

Wyoming 11 27 
 2 


83

• • • 
ToIo' 7,_ 14,676 2,243 4,070 1,913 3,778 



State Matching 

Several principles have guided the deliberations of the 
working group in formulating our policies. 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: 

l. In the aggregate, states should not bear~additional 7 
costs. 

2. There will be state matching for all programs in the 
welfare system - AFDe, 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. 

3. If the state bears no additional cost relative to 
current law1 there should be si9nificant 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. 

S. Poor performance by a state relative to other state as 
measured by a well defined performance measure should be 
reflected in reduced funds allocated to the poor-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 
especially if under current law not all funds allocated to the 
state for child care or JOBS were not utilized. 

As the overall pOlicies in this proposal are finalized, the 
working 9rouP intends to work closely with the states in 
ascertaining the fiscal impact upon each state. 


