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MEMO
TO: Performance Measures Working Group
FROM: 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
ron. However, ['ve bad a chance (0 think about this some more and want (o suggest some
additions and modifications. Hopefuily, these commenis anticipate 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. 1'm concerned for several reasons, First, we haven’t really talked through how our
broad program goals might be operationalized and how those detailed measures would effect
program operations for good or bad. Second, there is potentially 2 Iot 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. For example, taking Labor’s JTPA self-sufficiency outcomes has great appeal
for several reasons (inter-agency collaboration being one) and might be the direction in which
we will evemtually head, but we have not rigorously analyzed these standards to determine if
there is a downside that should be considered before adopting their measures for a program
that is different both in terms of the population served and how they are served. Fourth, |
strongly suspect that both Congress and the states will be concerned about the "level playing
field" issue. Again, while ITPA’s methods for adpwsting for relevant inter-jurisdictional
differences might work, we would want to evaluste that methodology with our stakeholders,

I-agree that the legisiative language must have some specificity. The failure to meet
legislative intent to develop outcome-based performance measures for the JOBS program as
expressed 1n 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 o unnecessarily
constrain ourselves. We are walking & fine political lne here.

[ suggest a fourfold strategy: (1) Articulate a few preliminary program accountability
measures - designed 10 ensure that the program is operated in a competent manner -- which
will accompany the introduction of the new law, This includes introducing federal mateh
rates that send clear signals about which outcomes are desirable, (2 Develop measures that
are specific o 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 will 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 aceuracy
of eligibility determinations and the accuracy of payments, but that this is no
fonger 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. 1 think we should suggest the concept of a coverage measure, which
measures the extent 10 which the program werks with the entire mandatory
caseload.! This rate would measure the proportion of individuals who either
participated, became employed, left AFDC, or were sanctioned within a
specified pertod - I would recommend twelve months. As part of the
regulatory process, it would be specified that a mintmum level of services
would have to be received 0 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 o "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 advaniages of this type of longitudinal rate.  First, it
drives states to work with their entire caseload and only rewards “acceptable® behavior.
Second, this approach enables one o set o higher participation rate - the SWIM coverage
rate was Y7 percent within a 12 month follow-up period {where participation was defined as
recetving at least one day of services) - which is politically appealing.  This rate also
avoids several problems of the current monthly participation rate: {1} it cannot be a high
rate -- 30 percent is considered to the maximum rate, {2} it does not indicate whether the
same individuals werg participating month after month or whether the program served the
entire mandatory caseload, and (3) the data required is very difficult for states to collect and
the quality is poor,
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No penalty: Coverage rate between 96-100 percent
I percent reduction in FFP: Coverage rate between 9805 percant
3 percent reduction in FFP:  Coverage rate between 85-89 percent
5 percent reduction in FFP:  Coverage rate less than 85 percent

L Third, given that we are also congerned with the dosage of services received
before the time limit is reached, | 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 "clock” was running within a specified P
period. To be consistent, this rate could be caloulated over a 12 month period
~ at the same time and for the same sample ag the coverage rate. The
expected rate would be that 25 percent of the population “participate™ at least
half the tme.?

I would recommend that positive financial incentives {an increase in FFP) be
applied to JOBS money if states exceeded the base rate. The incentives would
wirk as follows:

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

tirne
3 percent increase in FEP: 3% percent patticipate ai least half of thelr eligible
titme
5 percent mcrease 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 the
time limit begins to expire. There may be other similar measures which |
hope you will suggest. | recommend that states forfeit all incentive payments
if it is found that the clock is not running accurawely.

2. As a performance measure for the WORK program, 1 recommend tilting the federal
match schedule in favor of WORK slot placements for those who hit the wall. |
would entatively suggest cotting the federal match rate for benefits in half for those -
who are in the WORK program but have not been assigned a WORK slot.  For any /:2
month where a siate had less than 90 percent of their WORK eligible clients
participating in a WORK slot, I would jower the match rate on benefits for those not
in an assignment. ‘This would create a strong incentive for states both to get as many
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2. The 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 process. '
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people as possible off the rolls before hitting the time limit and to ensure individuals
were in 3 WORK slot onee they reached the limit, v, :

Finally. | would fike to build in incentives for states to use all the federal money
being made available. That &, states would receive an enhanced match rate if they
spent their entire JOBS, WORK,| and child care allocations. The attached analysis
shows this could be a strong incentive for many states o spend their entire allocation,
Tt 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 § percentage point increase in FFP iy
JOBS, WORK, and child care if they spent the state share of their entire allocation
for all programs. [n addition, states would receive the bonus, even if they did not
spend their entire alfocation, f they met afl the performance measures discussed
above and alsc did not have any unmet working poor child care needs.

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 is, in fact, being implemented in a2 competent fashion. It
would be consistent with our overall rhetoric 1o argue that this is a dramatically

"new” system with a substantially different mission and culture. It would only be
prudesnt policy making to develop fhe outcome standards against which states will be
judged in very considered manner.

What do we mean by "considered manper” and how do we ensure states they will be
fairly treated as we trassition 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. | believe the specs ought to make the following
points:

* We oughit to keep some general language in about the kinds of things that will |

be used as outcome measures of performance, Clearly, diminished reliance on

welfare or subsidized employment and increased labor market participation and -

carnings are two factors that will considered as fundamental to a successful
program. We may also reference including some measure of economic well-
being f it proves to be a feasible measure,

* The Secretary, after carefuf consultation with other Departments and
stakeholders, will develop a set of outcome standards, including how 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
gffects of these measures by publishing them for a year prior o implementa-
tion to show their impact on states. The specs could also include a time frame
for developing the measures.
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* The states will be assured that whatever financial paramelers are established
with reference to the accountability measures will not ber.changed as outcome
measures become mare 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.

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

Naturally. this strategy begs 2 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
systemn and providing essential management information remain fo be worked ouvt. As soon
as the legisiation is outf, we ought to sit down and plan next steps to ensure that propgress is
made in this area.

i"rcpared by: Tom Corbett, Karin Martinson, John Wolff, Audrey Mirsky



Impact of 2 Proposed Enhanced Match Rate "Bonus" and
Invesiment Spending Refurns on Siate Share o‘,&Spﬁnding :

Summary Conclusion: If one assumes « higher investment return, it appears
that States would have an incentive o drow down the enhanced match, regardless
of which & & or 10 percent bonus level is used and whether or not they are o high
ar low FMAP State. If one assumes a lower investment return (e.g. 15 percent), the
10 percent bonus wouldd 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 o spend their entire JOBS/WORK allotment. One way fo
encourage States to do this is to provide an enhanced match (or additional
"bonus"} if the total allocation is expended.

Two match rate strategies are considered for JOBS/WORK/Child Care: (1) the
current JOBS FMAP match with & 10 percent bonus, and {2} a JOBS FMAP + 5
percent match with a § percent bonus. In this analysis, we also examine 8 range
of “investment program gpending” returne and their impact on the overall
proportion States would have to spend to qualify for either the 5 percent or the 10
percent enhanced bonus maich.

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 effect and the fotal
allotment to be spent. T'wo examples are shown: States with a 60/40 JOBS FMAP
(e.g., New York, California) and States with a 76/25 JOBS FMAP (e.g., Arkansas,
North Carelina, 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--
one at & percent and one at 10 percent. For example, under a 10 percent bonus,
States which currently receive a 60/40 JOBS match would draw down this
additional proportion of Federal doliars if the total allotment were spent.

(Given that there will be AFDC savings as a result of spending on "investment®
programs {i.e., JOBS/WORK/child care), the impact of a 18 percent/25 percent/40
percent return on investment dollars on the break point was alse examined.

In general, depending on their original JOBS FMAP and the percentage of
investment dollars returned, States must put up between 45 percent and 76
percent of their own dollars in order for the 10 percent federal bonus o kick in.
Under a 5 percent honus, States would have to put up between 50 and 80 percent
of their own dollars to reach a point where the total allotment would be spent
(again, the percent of investment return assumed and the JOBS FMAP level
causes the variation).



Noto that high FMAP States will need to spend somewhat less than lower FMAP
States in order to get the bonus., However, the difference dimjgishes as the
percent share of investment return increases, For example, if'there were no
investment refurn, there is & 15 percent difference between what a 76/25 JOBS
FMAP State needs to spend to get the bonus compared to a 60/40 JOBS FMAP
State. Assuming & 40 percent investment return, there would only be a § percent
difference between the high and low FMAP States. This general pattern occurs
using either the 5 percent or 10 percent bonus levels.

In the absence of an investment return, the 10 percent bonus level clearly provides
a more effective incentive to States. With a 5 percent bonus, assuming no
investment return, States would have to spend somewhere between 75 percent
and 90 percent of their own State doliars before reaching the breakpoint—which is
not much of an incentive.

However, whethor the bonus is § percent or 10 percent becomes less important if a
40 percent investment return, or sven a 25 percent investment retwrn, is factored
in. For example, af 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 60/40 JOBS FMAP States and from 45 $6 50
percent for 75/26 JOBS FMAP. It secems 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 these
investment return levels seem too optimistic or if there is concern that States
won’t buy into the investment return argument.



PERCENT OF ALLOCATION AFTER WHICH STATE RECEIVES BONUS
{LE. ENHANCED MATCH RATE) AND DOES SPEND ANY ADDIFIONAL DOLLARS,
BY JOBS FMAP, INVESTMENT RETURN RATE, AND BONUS LEVEL

Match Rate Bonus State Percent of Allocation After Which State Does
Raceives For Spending Not Spend Any Additional Dollars
Entire Allocation/AFDC
Savings from Investmeant State At 60/40 State At 78/25
Returns JOBS FMAP JOBS FMAP
10 Percent Bonus

No Investment Ratum 75% 80%

15 Percent Retum 65% B8%

25 Percent Return BO% B0%

40 Percant Retum 50% 48%
5 Percent Bonus

No investment Return 90% 75%

15 Percent Hatum 75% : 65%

25 Percent Return 65% 80%

40 Percent Return 50%

Note: An interpretation of the shaded box would be as foliows,

Assuming a 40 percent investmant return oh JOBS, WORK, and Child Care,
- & 60/40 JOBS FMAP state would draw down the enhancad match

" sfter they spent 55 parcent of their allocation. This would resulf in

the total allotmers being expended through the extra federal dollars

provided through the enhanced match, After states reached this point,

they would draw down the total amount of money avaiiabis 1o them,
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PERFORMANCE MEASURES PROPOSAL

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 Job Training Parinership Act as amended. JOBS ountcomes could thus be measured by such
factors ag placement in yosubsidized employment and increases in earnings.

A modified QU system would remain in effect. Payment accuracy would still 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 for incorporation into the QC system are other
measures of performance; one option is to treat as erronecus paymens excess cases of non-
participation in JOBS and WORK))

Option: A Transizion Period for Developing Outcome-Based Performance Measures

1t is important for the legisiative 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
law. At the same time, we do not want to unnecessarily 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 mannsr ~ which will accompany the introduction
of the new law. This includes introducing federal match rates that send clear signals about which
gutcomes are desirable. In addition, however, the legislative language should clearly specify that the
Secretary will be accountable for moving from a performance system that is based on accountability
measures o one based on putcomes. A key aspect of this is to delineats a general process and time-
frame for accomplishing this transition that will both guarantee a substantive role for key stakcholders
and provide some protections for them.

It would only be prudent policy making to develop the outcome standards against which states will be
mdged in very considered manner. To ensure states will be fairly treated as we transition from a
system that primarily messures how well the program is running 10 measures how well the program Is
working, as assessed by changes In client-based outcomes, we propose the specs cught to make the
following points:

* We oupht to keep some general language in about the kinds of things that will be used
as cutcome measures of performance. General language saying the system will build
on JTPA, to the extent appropriate, will also be included. Clearly, diminished
reliance 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 also reference including some measure of economic well-being if
it proves 1o 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 how 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?)

lementati hedul

During the transition, revisions to JOBS participation measures and new AFDC QC procedures could
be implemented. The performance measures related to JOBS participation would be established and
published by the Secretary within one year of legislative enactinent. 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 performance measures would be developed related to outcomes of those in the
transitional support system. As described above, performance 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.

'ISSUE I:
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 involving 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 performance system so
that we and the States can proceed on the development of the computer systems and data
collection needed to support the performance 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 permit 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 # few
straggiers.

ISSUE III:

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

The assumption is that there should be an adequate length of time for States to reporton a
measure {and 10 validate reporting on that measure), to compile information on State
performance against that measurs, and to set a standard which is seasitive 1o State
performance.

ISSUE TV

How much time should be allowed before States are subject to incentives and sanctions based on thelr
performance on the new oulcoms measures? )

The assumption is that States should be given some warning about where the standards are set
pricy 1o their use for reward and sanction purposes.

ISSUE V:

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

OPTIONS:

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

b. While JOBS participation standards stands alone 35 the performance measure, faflure
to meet them would have bigger fiscal consequences for States than later when - .
outcome measures were in place,

ISSUE VI

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

I we adapt new JOBS participation measures, we must allow some period of time for States
1o set up the systems and begin collecting useable data. Unless we require duplicate reporting
if "old participation rate” and new participation rate data during this period, we will not have
a basis for assessing penalties during the transition.

ISSUE VII:



Dt - for discomion anbyr
Should there be penalties for inadequate dats collection or reporting efforss?
OPTIONS:
a. Fixed sanctions
b, Ability to step in, colleet data, and charge costs to State (//QC)
3 Abitity to deem that State failed 10 meet standards
ISSUE VIR

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

OPTIONS

8. Maintain QU look at payment accuracy

b, Apply new procedures for measuring payment accuracy _

<. Keep existing JOBS participation standards {mipus UP rates?) .
4. Require maintenance of effort in terms of expenditures on volunteers -

Performance standards in JOBS/WORK would be set in three areas; O
g
31 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 crested relative to the number needed. I
gl bl

2}y Achievement of self-sufficiency. Measures would be developed with a goal of compatibility with Do
those used in the JTPA program.

3) Percont of cases reaching the time limit, Measure would be percent reaching time limits. (ISSUE:
Additional work needs to be done on defining the dengminator),

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

ISSUE It

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

ISSUE 1I:

Which program failurss, if any, should be subject to the largest p{:ﬁemi;&% fiscal consequences {in the
form of sanctions/penalties or bonuses)? Child sepport, AFDC, JOBS, or WORK? [see separate
analysis of the relative effects of some of the current options]
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ISSUE L:

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 sxisting standards should be revised, in part to
get a longitudinal rather than a cross-sectional look at participation. That decision aside, there are
sti!l many ways that participgtion can be measured. All of these measures are open to criticism that
the system is w00 process-focused. Further all simple, one-dimensional measures can be easily gamed
and create perverse ingentives for the programs.

OPTIONS:

a, Measore coverage {pereent served by program over time)

b. Measure intensity (percent receiving services at least half of their eligible time)
c. Measure conformity (relationship between plan and secvices recezved) -

d. Measure depth (hours of service)

ISSUE H:

Should failure to meet expectations for JOBS be assessed as a penalty against AFDC payments, JOBS
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 (Le., item #1 measures vs, Itemn #2 and #3 measures).

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

Considerations:

e JOBS iz 3 ouch smazie: ;:mi of ﬁmds ’i‘o take geaaizws only agazzzs: }{}Bﬁ fzzzzf.is wazzki
make it difficult for JOBS performance to get the same level of attention as payment accuracy
and child support enforcement.

0 Penalties against JOBS funds could be self-gefeating.

0 Pual system might create a muddied 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 penalty is still
sizeable because the cut in matching rates is so large,
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Option 1: Performance standards would be established in each of the above three areas. Exceeding
the performance standard by x% would result in an increase in the FFP rate by 2 percent. Failure to
meet the performance standard by x% would result in a decrease in the FFP rate by 2 percent. Each
performance standard would be considered separately. Thus, a State that exceeded all three
performance standards by x% would be eligible for an additional 6% in their FFP rates. Likewise, a
State that faited in all three performance standards by x% would get 6% poins less in FFP, If a
State exceeded two and met (but did not exceed) one, it would be eligitle for 4% higher FFP,

{(Issue: In the case of achievement of self-sufTiciency where there might he 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 JOBS/WORK is set at 65%. The range then would be from 59% to
T1% FFP. A State that excesded one standard, just achievex ane, and failled one beyond the
tolerance would get 65% FFP. A State that exceeded two of the performance Standards would get

69% FFP.
Option 2: The following set of JOBS performance standards have also beeo proposed:

{H Using 8 coverage concept, close 1o 100 percent coverage is doth feasible and iigéirabia.
Financial penalties (a decrease in FFP} be applied to JOBS money if states did not meet 3
very high coverage rate.  The penalties would works foliows:

No penalty: Coverage rate between 96-100 percent
I percent reduction in FFF:  Coverage rate between 50-U5 percent

3 percent reduction in FFP. Coverage rate between 85-89 percent

5 percent reduction in FFP:  Coverage rate less than 85 percent

{2} Positive finuncial incentives {an increase in FFP) be applied 1o JOBS money if states exceeded
& rate mepsuring servige intensity. The incentives would work as follows:

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

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

ISSUE N

Should State expenditure levels be g basis for JOBS incentive funds {2.g., higher match rates)? One
proposal is that states receive a § 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, states would
recave the bonus, ¢ven 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 child care needs,
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ISSUE I
What form should WORK sanctions take?
OPﬂdNS:

a. Reduce AFDC payments by treating these cases as QU cases and by rreating any
payments to families who exceed the threshold number of post-transition families not
in WORK slots as payments to ineligibles.

b Reduce FFP for cash assistance payments to any individual who has been in WORK
fonger than x months by x%. However, States would be required w pay benefits at
the same payment level as provided in AFDC,

¢, Substantially cut (i.e., by 50 percent) the FFP rate for benefits to families who exceed
a threshold number for post-transition families not in a work slot.

Meaningful reporting requirements would be developed 10 ensure that the data necessary 1o measure
program performance ind evaluate the program are maintained and readily accessible. Section 487(b)
of the Social Security Act would be amended to permit the Secretary 10 establish in regulations
requirements for uniform reporting of information. In adopting the performance standards, the statute
wonld allow the Secretiry to use appropriate methods to obtain data as necessary and could parailel
the methods used by JTPA. For example, data collection mechanisins may include earnings records,
State employment security and FICA records, statistical sampling techniques, etc. Appropriate
safeguards to protect the confidentiality of records would he required, States would be expected
maintain automated case management systems that would ensure accurate tracking of time-limits and
participation levels and such other data negessary to validate delivery of services. Support from the
Federal government will be esseatial w encourage States to make the maximum use of available
technology to enhance systems capsbility. Fonding at enhanced FFP levels will be provided.

This proposal envisions a redesigned Quality Control system with expanded monitoring and review
functions of FOBS and WORK program elements in addition to payment accuracy in the AFDC
program, Lo

The Ouality Control system would be the mechanism used to validate the data to determine State's
performance in achieving 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 determine, under the Quality Control system, digallowances required to be repaid due 1o
erronsous payments nade by the State in operating the JOBS and WORK program. Erroneous
payments in the JOBS and WORK programs would include AFDC payments made to 2 family not
participating in JOBS or WORK because of an incorrect deferral, grant of extension, or failure of the
State to provide JOBS services or a WORK slot as reguired.  (Note: Should we also include in the
calentation erroneous expenditures made from JOBS and WORK funds). The Secretary shall
establish, by regulation, criteria for determining and establishing national 1olerance levels for
erronecns expenditures in JOBS and WORK components. The Quality Control system would begin
measuring State performance in JOBS and WORK in 7. Disallowances would be imposed on States
for failure to reach specified performance levels in JOBS an WORK beginning in'?,

e

—
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
ASSUMPTIONS FOR ALLOCATING STATE COSTS AND COLLECTIONS

STATE SHARE SUMMARY
s s et e 144 e T i o — ’mr
CURRENT LAW HYPOTHETICAL
Expenditures ‘ 34% reguiar 25% regular
10% enhanged 0% anhanced
fl intentivas
% of collsctions £% to 10%
INAFDC fimited 10 115% of AR
. collactions)
% of expenditures 10% to0 20%
AFBC Collections  {EMAP) 2% 10 50% 21% to 30%
NAFDC Caollections 8% B%
{eost avoidanée gssumption
W e s —— e —
OVE SELUMPT

There are sevaral basic assumption which aH{ect all of the ehild support estimares:

o State expeonditurss are consiraingd by total program size, rather than the state’s net pro-
pram costs. )t is assumed that FTE Emitatlons are s mugch a canstraint on program
spending as is the srate share of program expenditures,

) it ig also assumed that like the federal hudget, state do ronsider AFDC offsats {and
incentives) that directly acorue from child support collections but that most states donot
use non-AFDC cost avoidance as part of its budget negotiations.

o Specific state behavior was not sccounted for In developing these estimatag, It was as-
sumed thet state improvements would be betler capturegd by currant trendg than by guess-
timates of Kate behaviaral rgsponee 10 specific provisions, ;

o Enhance ADP funding under current law and new ADF expenditures under the hypothstical
are not intluded in these estimates. Child supsart ADP sxpanditures have been daveloped
sapardtely.

EXPERDITURES

Tomal Expenditures: Total expenditures for each state were estimatsd by develaping 2 trand line

sased pn total axpenditures in each state from FY 1989 through FY 1992, Expendityres
were then adjusied for the difference i the trend line 10ta! for that vear and the gstimated
aggrepate expenditures for that year under current law {35 projectad in the President’s
budget! and the hypothetical estimates. The difference was aliocated uging sach stata’s
progonionate sharg of expenditures $or that year besed on the irend line projections. The
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sarme mothodology was used for allocating the estimated expenditures under current law
snd under the child suppont hypottetical, except for the expantion of services 1o all families
with child support awards. Four four states that aiready run a "vniversal” child support
program were not included in the state ailocations. Thess states are Michigan, Chic,
Pemmsyivania, ang Wiscongin, States like California, New York, lHingis and Texas definately
do not run undversal systemns, Many other s1aies are somewhgrg in betwasn,

State’s Bhare of Cosp: A state’s share of 1otal experditures was determined by spplying the
applicable march rate for that state.

Linder current law the basic federst matehing rate for child support is 88 parcent of
expengityres. Siates may algo receive 80 parcent FFP for certain paternity establishment
activitisg., Tha current law the match rate wis determinicg by taking the average of the
ztate's share of expenditures in FY 1892 and FY 1893, This was done to acgount for
diffarential state spending under the S0 percent enbancad matching for paternity
astabhshmem testmg hare af 8x aditures was reduced by the &

Under the hypotheticat, the gtate share i estimated 3t 75 garcent (the base mmchmg zaw}
plug a mandazd 1& or 20 pe{cent alloc.’man for incontive payments. N A ;

i Al ena: Totl cellections were aliocated Ly developing a wend linsg Yor each state

based on the state’s total AFDC collections from FY 1989 through FY 1832, Cellections
were then adiusted 10 account for the difference in the wend ling rotals and the projected
arg the estimated national totals under current law and the hypathetical.  As with o8l
pxpendituras, the diffsrence was allocated using each $1at6°8 proportionate sharg of
expenditures for that year based on the wend ling projastions.

Paymants 1o Families: Payment 19 AFDC families were astimated in the agqregate and then
subtracted from the wial AFRE vollections. The proportionate state share of payments to
families {average of FYs 1982-1883) was used io distribute payments to famsilias for both
the currant law estimata and the child support ypothetical.

Susze Share of AFDC Collactions: Matching rates, using the FY 1535 FMAP, were applied 15 sach

srare’s shars of 1otal AFDC collections, less payments to families,

Incentive Pavmerts to States: incentive payments undar current faw were taken from the Presi

dant's bugpet projections and then allocated 1o states based on the avarage of sach states
proportionate sherg of inCantive payreents in FY 1982 and FY 1383, Incentive payments
under the hypothetical were assigned 2t 0%, 10% aad 20% o provide a ranpe depending
an state parformance.
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NAEDC COLLECTIONS

Total NAFRC Collestlong: Total non-AFDC collections ifor the existing non-AFDC casoload) were
allocated by dovsloping 2 trend fine for each state basad on the state’s tota! non-AFDC
goliectiong from FY 1989 through FY 1992, NAFDUT collections wars thon adjusted 10
aczount for the differance in the trend ling totals and the projected and the estimated
national tomals under current taw and the hypothetical. As with total expendityras, the
diffaronce was aliccated using e3ch state’s proporticnate shoare of expenditures for that
yons based on the trend line projactions. This methodology was appiied 1o the astimate of
non-AFDE gollections under cutrent faw and under the child suppont hypothetical.

New NAFDC Collections: For new non-AFOC collections from the expansion of child support ser
vices 1o il caxes with ¢hild support awards, additions! collections wera distributed to less
than 100 parcent of the states. Four states which currentiy grovida Vo3 services to all
award cases ware axcluded.

X ¢ ngs Only colleetions that would not have been paid ia
zhe absenca of tbe propzw ware considered available for cost avoidance, Al regular non-
AFDL collections warp comtiderad dligible for cost avoidance becavse NAFDC diants
rypically come into the svstem becaose child support is not boing paid. Only 18 pergent of
the new NAFDEG coliastions funder the expansion 1o all ohild support awargs? were
considered eligible for cost svoidance, This iz based on census data which refistts an 8B
peceant comphiance rate for now awards outside the C3E system.

Cost Avoidanss 8avinga: Basad i an CUSE swudy, cost avoidance sgvings are gstmated at 20
pereant of non-ARDC collections. Thase savings arg sttnbutable 1o 00818 avaidad in the
AFDRC, Faod Stamp and Medicaid programs. Cost svoidance $avings are low becauss the
majority of non-AFDC womaen eligible to receiva CSE sarvices ate not poor. For non-AFDC
wornan, GPS-CSS dats indicates thar over thesg-guanters of womea with child support
awards and slmost two-thirds of CSE olients without awards hgve incomes above 150

paroant of poverty.

of € sidanca: State shars of cost aveidancs IS astimated at 8 percent of non

AFE}{: ca!iection wbtis the Federal share Is estmated at 12 percen?, iFor a combinad
Fedoral-Swte rate of 20 percent.) The federal share of cost gvoidance is estimatod 5t 8
slighdy higher rate than the federal rate under FMAP caleylations because all the Food
Samyp benefit cost avoidance is atrributable to the Fadgsral goverament. The B and 12
percent sulit wag develaped by CBO. Neo state specltic cost avoidange rases have been
develyped.
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Chart 14
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Current Law Savings

(Basaline without Cast Avoldance} 2

200l

Yot Fed. ‘State Total Fed, State
Savings Savings Savings | Savings Savings  Savings
$1o 9136 3.4 {336 {3317 {$9.9)
1.5 2.6 Wt .3 7.9 6%
{19.0) {18.1} £ (35.7) Qe .8}
s7 { A1) 58 s ek ar
9113 {82.1) T a8 {Le {1648} 1545
L &4 5.0} 165 (5.1} {15.8) 5%
294 05 289 35,6 9.1} 8.1
4.8 (7.6 23 £10.6) (105 (6.9}
60 0.8 3 0.6 3.3 2.6
bl ) 1A $4.3 26 {at.m) M4
45.4 9.8 588 28 1164 38.1
(1.9 &) 1.0 X R 08
At 7Y TR B3 {82 20
49 o8 &4 (2.4 ) 3.1
£u.7) {#3.8 =2 #H4.1) #a.3 52
238 it 497 #15 4.3 ara2
2.3 326 297 178 o 198
17.8 28 150 3t {60} 9.1
267 82 17.8 a8 5.9 5D
1.5 an §2 {8z #3.%) {4.8)
5.2 {1.0) 8.2 2.5 {4.4) 8.9
€21 88 486 2.3 {14.3) 3%
Fr A3 81 58.4 38,6 & 468
2384 80.9 1583 35 . 5.8
2.4 25 3 12.2) el 150
57 0.8 a3 (8.4) 6.5 i1.5%
459 9.2 ne 1.0 {183} 19.3
A o4 7 2.8 3.2 0.4
14 {35 8 {17.9) {14.6) 24
@) o5 54 {H4.5) {14.9) 0.8
- 1) {25 $5 ®7 {733 24
a2 a7.0) 0.4 {55.m (76.3) 208
14.0 17 £3 2.3 e FY
1417 125 139 {0.B) {865} B&.1
n2 0y =13 Ly {26.1} 138
6 1.4 38 08 1.1 Y
m £8 723 {130,9} {119.6} (4.3
144 53 8.1 27 .8 A5
348 10.9 233 &e a8 11,0
2125 7.8 24,9 &9 {a7.0) 519
1487 13 7.8 {10.43 on 2n
15.0 34 1.8 118 1.4 10.3
23 2.4 130 B4 {t1j E.1
§4 18 38 06 {t.2) 1.8
324 i1 204 58 2.4} 28
LR M.z B3 11645 (130.3} 34.2)
71 ip &0 5.8 &.n 0%
22 133 34 0.9 {1y vz
a2 {o.6} [ 1.2} [1.0% .2
21 (5.61 .Y tiae (24,5 15.7
752 o) 183 (5.6 42.1) 483
13.4 A ] 59 26 8.7 1.3
THY IR d9.6 {12.4%} (284} 6
23 {0.4) 2% 1.3 {265 12
31,8582 $£388 $1,6358 {$453,0}  {83.238.4) $7856.1

Note 11 Sevings = AFDC QoBections plug Non-AFDE Cost Avoldancs minus Expanditures,
Mote 2: Sevings = AFEC Colloctions minue Expanditures (no credit for Gout Avaidanza),
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FY 1959 Chart 18
CURRENT LAW
£ Millions} Child Support Enforeement Expenditures
{(Bosaline)
Total Feod Siste Eiate Eff.

Exp, Share  Share Share {) FFP
Exp. Exp, Incont

Aabarny sheq $a6.6 §2e.8 7.3 5%
Alaxke 203 124 6.0 5 /6%
Arizona 76 4381 4.5 200 TE%
Arianixan e 183 . 4.2 3%
Caltforsis ASSA 3.8 1839 BE4 B
Colorade 7.8 ne k331 02 B1%
Cermecticit L %] . 4.8 £4 ans
Dalawists b2 14.0 T2 53 5%
4 X2 T4 4.9 25 08 B%%
Feostda 124.7 fi2.8 %13 32 3%
Georgls a1t 245 247 8.7 9%
Luam &8 4.5 %3 1.7 T5%
Howall 18.1 1.9 82 4.0 r8%
ldehe 148 27 4% 22 869,
Hinols 1383 218 46.% Jt.8 T
indiane 8.4 13X 43 1.5 137%
fows 3323 21 11.2 {2.8) 192%
Konnas 38 29 106 %3 B&%,
Kentucky % S 7 %4 4.8 10.1 82
Louietana 59.3 387 185 %9 8%
Maine iag 9.7 L& N 185%
Waryiand 530 351 7.9 ts Bi¥%
Hesaunhusstie s 238 120 8.8} 126%
Ml-higat 1522 100.% 3 K3 &4 2171%
Minneasts BE3 556 28.7 1%.4 82%
Minslenippl 4y 277 1390 85 8%
Wisom s 5.4  BE2 "4 BER
Montins 129 X 4.3 Z8 5%
Hablache 299 b3 % 10 7.6 T5%,
Hevads 2601 hi-% 1 %4 &3 %
New Hempahire 1% e 6.1 3 5%
Now Jerpoy 175.F i31 % 348 5.4 Ta%
Hew Moxicy 12% a5 4.3 1.5 6%
New Yark F ] 1802 a2 9% =N
Horth Caralton 3101 e ira i f1%
Hearey Dakots 75 5& 5 ot SO0%
{ihin i1 183.3 B33 685 TE%
Ciidnhoma 204 9.0 10.8 53 2%
Gragon 3688 258 120 48 £8%
Ponnsylvanis 47 w7y . €3 7.6 sa%
Puarts Rico 144 a7 4.4 % ki3S
fihodw lstand 122 8.1 41 a3 9%
Beouth Carnfing 235 9.8 8.5 iy 8%
Fewth Dekota &7 4.1 28 64 4%
Tarnessns 155 216 11.0 A3 9%
Taxsa -l T S 87 91.? a8 TI%
ok 334 .2 1.2 &4 1%
Vatmont 188 7.2 88 1.7 24%
Virgin Isfande 1.6 1.1 &5 0.5 %
Virginia k¢ ) 9.3 251 1% 80%
Washinglen 1728 1147 580 .7 84%
West Virginia 265 1y 98 &é 7%
Wisconsln 74 43,2 pes 85 88%,
Wyotning 30 4.0 34 1.5 8%
Totof NTIA0 L2587 31,2758 $545.8 B43%

Mota: E#. EFP Is the Sigtes share of papenditures raduicsd by ihe Stato's
Ineentive payments over teial axpendiiures.
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Chant 1C

AFDGC Collections and Cast Avoldance
AFDC Collections {Haseline) Cost Avoldancs
Total Peymerd  Federal Bhate State Total Fed  State
ARDC to  {Net} (State  Share HAFD  Share Share
Coll. Famlfies Incentive} Coll. @12% @ 8%
334 8.8 1.8 5.8 323 nav.s $20.1 4134
2.4 24 56 1.0 8.8 3.6 B2 s
2.1 53 2.0 45 124 2318 $1-3:] 6.7
289 €4 04 1.5 53 4.8 7.8 52
534.9 BS.E 1568 414 e 155 3.8 43,1
484 87 158 68 123 244 &% 50
5.5 78 189 9.8 295 728 a7 58
13.0 54 Y 1.8 53 29.0 as 22
8.4 14 1.7 1.7 3.4 as 48 28
1488 T 218 51 gk 8% 37 %1 4449 200
-] 743 878 o W] 56.9 21T RER 174
7.0 2.4 3.7 0.6 2.3 £.5 0.7 85
1 .8 e 22 ¥ £0.? 6.1 L%
139 7 4.8 27 LY 38,5 a4 2.9
95.2 AR 2% 14.8 I 2125 258 7.0
858 1z 733 b e 4 26,2 1564 B8 125
s8¢ 8.1 19.8 12.0 8.0 12432 149 33
ws 49 153 55 1432 73.8 8.8 EX
& 128 aze 8.8 183 . 11 14.4 98
432 124 158 8.3 g 135 8.2 10.%
s a4 5.3 55 8.3 285 34 2.
802 14.6 #n4 139 327 2738 329 219
92,8 1.3 153 ne 370 144.3 17.3 11.5
250.3 &.0 £8.9 1.4 80.8 1,021.% 122.6 a7
5.6 127 264 143 Zné 2van 338 218
£34 10.% 20.5 53 ¥ 80,4 .3 4.8
aza 158 3% 137 107 229,48 R7.E 1371
Y 1.1 84 1.7 2.9 209 5k 2.4
16.0 a 53 2.5 5.1 9.8 11,0 73
15,2 1.8 ar 33 6.3 818 7.4 a3
15.8 2s &8 1.4 8.7 36.8 iy a1
1409 26.7 9.8 208 BoA 454.9 58,3 29.5
24.3 2.6 1135 ze 6.9 234 BA& 1.9
a1 % 9.9 3.7 iz $36.0 5810 (7 ] 449
1284 2.9 473 16.2 *wh s 6.0 174
5.8 1.6 49 1.3 25 242 24 1.8
179.4 s%8 63.6 28 72 1,045.4 $25.4 836
we 43 14.1 41 0.? sa} FA-] 4.7
487 83 174 8.4 156 1543 ;-2 3 2.8
1582 4.2 507 3.8 85,5 15508 124.% K30
1.1 1.3 1.6 0.9 .4 1304 18.1 10.4
283 4% 5.4 1.3 L6 16.6 20 1.3
€35 6.0 179 535 9.8 AL.0 a4 70
&8 1.2 9 1.7 2.2 228 27 14
514 10.5 5 1.5 13, 1358 163 150
1271.8 17 524 172 £6.3 FEEE 59.2 35.4
a7 4.1 155 4.3 7.3 64,2 17 5.1
123 23 5.1 1.9 &9 15.4 9 12
0.6 8.1 0.1 0.4 (133 69 o8 a.6
ny a8 203 103 305 174.5 ek 14.0
ann 21.8 23 24.3 802 454.9 48.5 ars
24.1 7 $3 X1 Az 7.7 572 6.9 45
80.7 Y -8 162 243 4188 495 A3
.0 1.3 s 4 -2 7.7 21 1.4
$4.078.8 $TAR0  $1.2681 $6A  $1LAM49 S105080  $1,2727  $848%

@ooT
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HYPOTHETICAL
£ Miions) Suvings Under the Hypothatical

{FFP & 75%: 10% Incartives)

Tetsd Fed State Change % Change
Savings Savings Savings In State From
\ Savings  Bassiine

#Asbama 4.8 [ +2:K. $122 8.9 71.9%
Afwwica 104 1.4 18 1.7 34.4%
Arrzane %4 @sm 10.3 1.2 100.7%
Arkacsun 80 o8 .4 1.5 2tk
Cailtarela 14 (79.8} 2540 5.4 s
Colorsds i1 {6.¢) 223 ¥ 3 25.93%
LConneciou e 43 k& ] 4.0 11.0%
Beivwere {45 a0 &3 At SEI%
oL, 72 14 3.7 8.4 Ti%
Florida 8T8 196 7.0 1A8 17.5%
CimoTyie 702 228 413 4.3) -17.5%
Guam {6 .8 28 5.9 4TS
Hawali 58 2n 8.& 28 28.3%
#daho 6.8 18 5.2 6.3 0%
Hinoks HnEny {544} 2N 1659 A33%
Inciiares 843 454 304 {143 RN
iewn My e we .3 B %
Kupoan 221 [ 43 15,1 11 17.9%
Rentouky bR 4 123 s 4.9 7%
Loutsine 12 1#on 128 55 12.4%
Haloe &4 1.7 a7 (2.5} J38.0%
Maryland i 25.% L34 4.8 #.0%
Massachilsotle -8 %2 40.€ 8.8} +17.6%
Minhigan 2744 1YRE 156.6 1. “1.2%
Minnasola .4 45 484 5.5 19.%%
Minsliginppl &5 LA .5 35 AL.I%
Missout £s 4.8 438 6.3 14.6%
Montgns 4.6 ¥ A0 1.3 31.3%
Wubrnsky 2.3 {&.0) 23 . 44 a4l 1%
Havnda 0.3} 3 a8 36 39.79%
Kaw Hampahitn 46 {3.58} 23 28 4 2%
Have Jarany 1.8 (25.9) 85.¢ 24 26.6%
My $nxlen 128 $0.8 8 8.7 2.9%
How York 1485 {14.%5) 1Hae b & 8.1%
Kovth Caroling 424 o Aej 14 w0 24.6%
North Dakols 8.4 3.0 33 8.1 2.4%
Ohlo 084 83) 4.8 1.3 38.0%
Ditahoms 19,3 A 119 27 k54
Qregon . 420 15% 26.2 14 B.6%
Punnsyivania =347 = R 1866 1.5 TO%
Fumrte Rleo 172 15 9.7 28 25.i%
Risesedes lalanst 18.3 6.5 LN + R4 6%
Soull Caroline b %) 12.5 4.3 f S.1%
Seuth Dalate 5.3 &7 3.5 0.4} F5%
Tannounsne 30,0 148 2.1 1.4 BE5%
Tazen &4,y {101.% £7.0 41.7 U8, %
Liah £):%:3 29 8.5 23 _3LE%
Yormont 33 {681 &1 0.7 16.84%
Virghs lulunde 0.3 (6.5 .6 3 8rE%
Virginds 294 0 358 R 23.5%
Washington 1088 {1.1} 02,0 a2 2%
ot Yisginis 13.0 &4 2.8 kA4 38¥%
Winissireln 813 303 53¢ 15 £.5%
Wyoming 33 0.2 a4 0.8 2.6%

Yol [A RS $152.% $15565.3 $355.3 17.9%

a8
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$Y 1999 Churt 28 Savings Under the Mypothaties!
MYPOTHETIOAL
{8 Mitlinns)
(FFF & T5%; No intentives) (FFP @ 75%; 20% Incentives)
Tatglt  Fed  State Change % Chonge Total Fed  Stale Change % Change
Savings Savings Savings In State From (Bavings Savings Savings in State From
Savings Baseline Savings Baseline
#labarmy #78) ®2n .y 1.5 30.2% {#r9y Y $19.5 $i61 22.4%
Alasks 14 oA 4.8 0.5) B3> 1 104 3.5) 138 12 A%
Arfzona A58 (8.0 28 &8 133.8% {15.9 (32.4) 1820 18,9 105,0%
Arkinins a0 A6 5 A S3EI% B {29 103 | 48 © A3a%
Callfcrnis 1754 289  zo24 0.5 7% 1734 f131.2) 3056 101, 310%
Cotorwdo 15.% i ¥1.2 X 1.4% 188 (1.8 z74 0.7 20.7%
Connnctlout 38 9.0 832 nn “ZA% 10> (0.4 we &y Z2.5%
Dalawste 2.9) 55) - X s ZHan {3.5) {11.4} 7.5 53 $3.9%
ne, 12 24 &4 2.4 H1% a2 a8 B3 1.2 15.6%
Flotide 87.8 4 Bae n3 g.4% pr.e &4 813 re 2Y.5%
Goargls .2 ns kN {i8.9) 43.3% W2 14.2 £8.0 0.4 8.7%
Gysm (0.8) 2.4 12 62 15.5% 03 3.8 23 1.6 £1.0%
Haweoti 3.5 0.8} 6c.e a6 7% 6.8 .5 168 4.4 42.3%
dytse 88 b 34 as .8} ~21.3% £4 &1 LN 23 Jex
Hinok 8.3 (9.7 244 2z 2.1% {15.3) LY %34 nE 58.%
Indino 84,8 a8% a2 [1am “37.2% 4.8 123 Qe 78 3] £5.T%
fown 510 284 1.2 {54} w22 7% 1.0 19.6 1.4 1.7 8%
Kanusa 233 ¥ 148 o -16% 231 3 Z1.5 £.8 BO.2%
Kentuchy 4.7 183 164 {12 AL - Lo 4 6.3 28,5 183 28.3%
Loulsling 1.2 %.4) 58 10.5) 3.5% 12 {17.0) 1K 124 FET%
Malne - ¥ a3 51 M5 -H0.0% 84 oz 8.2 {1.0) 11.5%
Maryland ™w.e na AT.T (X ~1.9% ra.8 9.8 9.2 8.8 17.8%
Massashiisetis 8.8 339 A58 {128} -Y5% THE %53 £3.5 (4.93 5.2%,
Michigen aTes 1339 14,5 {185 2.8% 244 t6L7 1727 1.3 8.4
Minnseots 5.4 14.% 403 o4 1.0% 54.4 4.2 858 ia? A%
Misslzslppd 6.9 45 . 24 0.5 -3.7% 8.9 4.9 £1.2 7.2 10.3%
Miewouri 568 ns 352 £1.9) £4% £8.8 &7 513 4.2 27.4%
Monisng 4% z0 28 0.5 -4.5% 4.6 ik 5 84 28 48,8%
Nebrasky 33 £2.8) &4 13 1925 3.3 .2 125 7.5 80.1%
Hoyudn oy 2 8.0 1.6 8.5% on 123 3.0 6.5 Bian
How Hampahira 4.8 (1.6 64 0.5 15.2% 4.8 (5.4} i3 4.8 16.6%
Naw Juraay v “i 48,9 6.5 4% 1.0 @28 1045 842 A2.a%
How Moxion 17.8 120 58 0.9 A23% 17.6 8.2 a4 21 24.5%
Hewe York 149,5 1485 1388 s 9% 1593 4357 1838 B2.¢ S2.0%
Korth {atoline 43.4 17 n7 {35} LY 3.6 9.9 53.2 N8 23.3%
Hotlh Dakoty 6.9 38 33 on A.3% &3 22 4.7 a9 18.7%
Ghio 104.% 20,0 84.% & 14.3% 104.8 (384 1422 788 dna%
Oklakomn 193 106 By 0.5 S5 19.% 4.2 150 59 9.2,
Oragen [3:3+] PR 2240 1.9 -2.8% £2.9 1.7 303 6.4 Fiksd
Pannaylvanis Za4.7 1135 3 3 -2.0% 2847 B2.5 A1 72 14.8%
Pusrto Blow 173 87 ¥ 3] 4.4% 17,3 6.4 10.% R 2BE%
fihods Intand 18.3 73 05 {11 18.5% .3 L2 13 1.5 t1.48%
Soinh Corollng 6.9 158 13 {1.8 »15.6% b X 2.8 174 4.4 25.1%
Senth Dakots %3 34 29 {o.8 -26.1% £3 2.1 £2 25 15.7%
Tanassns Jae 207 153 {£.4) SINIX m0 3.1 5.3 5% risko
Yexan 545 {Ta. N} REA i26 70.4% BE (105 7682 769 A%
Uraks 108 55 54 0.6 SALI% 109 (1.6} 125 &3 51,0%
¥otnont 33 ¥ | 0 {0.5) ~158% 3.3 k) 53 18 34.8%
Vitgin lelands 0.3 {3 Ba 3 5.0 0.3 ©.5 0.3 08 59.2%
Virginia Z9.4 (1.4} 0.2 1.1 7% PHA 7.4 468 EA A6.6%
Washington 1688 7.3 E =¥ ) a8 5.7% 1010 £14.5) 1205 £1.6 3454
West Virginia 16,0 1.5 B& ¢7 10.4% 189 54 126 &7 31.4%
Wisconsin a3.3 3aa 45.2 (4.4 H 5% asx s &5 11,3 $3.8%
Wyaing E % | a8 25 0.2) vB.5% ) ) ad L7 35.6%
Tolal $2,3514 5850 $1.5864 (347D S0% 1 271514 2400 $2387.4 37508 L%




+

8503784

134:54

FY 1999

HYPQTHETICAL

{$ Miftiora)

Connectizut

How Hampehite
HNew Snrmuy
Now Mexioo
Naw York
Kaorih Saroline
Norh Epkota
Ohla
Oklshomsa
Oragon -
Pannsyhrie
Puarto Rk
Rhode Iniand
Bouth Carolina
Sowth Dakola
Tannescos
Toxoe

Whak

Yarmont
Virgin holands
Virginla
Washington
Wost Virginla
Wisconaln

Wyoming
Totgl

TR20: &89 6362 LHHSZASTEAHSE
Shimet DA
ESE Expendihires
(FFP @ 75%; 10% incentives)

Yotal Fed Stwte  Chunge % Change
Expend. Share Shars  In Stme From
HYPO) @85% @ 15% Dollors  Baseline

$T3.0 $82.0 $10,9 464 -36.8%
2.8 184 LE] a4 123%
T 58 1.6 B £2.2%
9 248 4.4 ©.5 SE%

Bi55 4385 7" 5.0 B.1%
a8 0o 7.8 (1.8 ATE%
§6.4 3998 7.0 17 30.5%
225 9 34 =9 ~36.5%

B0 L3 12 04 51.5%

1335 1143 200 (1.3 Sa%
BET 78y 134 12,3 1701.9%

£ 81 1.4 $%.7 B2
194 6.5 28 1.1} 28, 1%
15,6 1.2 23 LY 2.1%

147.2 1253 2. 5.8) a0 A%
"7 FiA) a8 187 142,45
358 abé 54 6.3 7HL1%
37 284 514 .9 Q5%
(1 813 90 11.9) 10.3%
63,2 3.7 5 (&) S27.4%
158 LEF 23 30 £55,4%
7.4 438 8.8 28 43.5%
385 227 58 158 158.9%

{508 1382 24.1 25,1 £355%
g1.4 i 13.7 4.8 15.9%
3 LY 8.5 {20y 23.0%
509 £8.8 12 %4 6%
19.2 ", 29 8.5 20.5%,
L R 273 i Fde g IH2%
299 254 &5 (1.B} 29.1%
19.4 1131 29 {1.4) B2.9%

1833 1860.1 29,2 1Y) BN
137 113 -3 o8 385

207 A 43,8 6.3 427%

1178 9.9 174 3.8} -15.8%

848 68 12 o8 65.0%

2921 248.3 438 (25.7 ERT
ME 2 43 o5 A8
419 356 83 1.7 I%

155.4 132.1 233 6¥ 32.3%
1.8 'Y 1.3 (.8 -321%
129 110 1.9 1.6 435.2%
0.6 2.0 %5 ¥ 22.8%

8.6 55 1.0 o6 185.6%
p R 3z §.7 1.4 A55%

wis 248.0 439 200 41.%
158 0.2 53 1.3 AT.2%
1.9 38 1.7 o0 1.9%

14 1.5 8.3 o ~41.8%
#9,1 8.0 128 2.8} A8.0%

1840 $58.4 ne (5.1 ABI%
20 253 45 $.9 P2%
733 $6.5 1.7 3 25.8%

%8 8.2 14 oY A0T%
0268 E04R12 $BU2Y (s 7%

Boio
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Alzbamx
Alankn
Arisorn
Arkaress
Califnrriy
Cotorado
Connsoticyt
Dalnware

[+ X8

Fiorida
Leorgin
Guamn

Hawnil

Kahe

Hiincis
indlana

fown

Kansas
Kentoeky
Louieiany
Jalne
Murylnnd
Massachuselis
Michigan
Minnewois
Minalasippd
Misgout!
Mortans
Hobraoks
Nevada

Mow Hampabire
New Jorney
Hew Mexioo
Mew Fork
North Carciing
Horth Dakots
Digle
Okiahorg
Cragas
Ponnuylvanis
Puerio Rlco
Rheds eland
Sewth Garaling
South Bakais
Tannaasns
Toxas

thal
Variant
Virgln mlands
Virgints
‘Washinglon
Weat Vinginia
YWiaconasin

Wyoeming
Fatal

14:3%43

8202 699 BEEZ BHES/ASPE/HSP ol
Chart 31 CSE Expendityres
FFP @ 75%; Ho lncentlves) (FEP @ 75%; 20% incentives)

Totat Fed, State Chenge % Change Total Fed State Change % Change

Exp. Share Share In Stale From Expend. Share Bhare In Sty From
{(HYPO} @75% @23% Dollars Baceline (HYPO) @95% @ 5% Doltars  Baseline
$r3.0 54,7 $iea #1.0 % $7a.8 $59.% 225 $11.6) FB.9%
216 182 54 2.5 Hro% 2.6 205 14 {18 -02.5%
e 578 19.3 o Ny 4 rra 732 as 8% -20.7%
3 2.0 7.3 27 57.9% 263 2r.8 15 (38 GB.5%
5158 389 1206 %56 55.5% &183 50,1 258 (54.8) B8N
Bo.x Xy 126 34 37.0% 50,6 48} 25 & STES%
46.9 s 1.7 £ IE% 469 &5 23 e HE.4%
s 16,8 8.6 03 B.4% a8 21.4 1.4 an JI1B.9%
£ %] 5.0 2.8 1.2 152.5% 8.9 75 A 0.4} -49.5%
1315 £00.1 A4 124 58.9% 1315 1288 6.7 (14.8) £ 1%
8G.Y 5.9 ny 20.0 0%.1% 6.7 1% E R 38 S 5%
T2 54 1.8 8.1 3% 7.2 &5 0.4 .4 F8.5%
9.4 14.% 4.4 o9 22.1% 124 18.3 1.0 .9 S5,5%
1% 1My 38 1.7 1% 136 13.8 o8 {1.4) 0%
1472 0.4 L 4.9 $1.3% 1412 1394 74 {24.8) “78.9%
3.7 2.8 1.8 18.9 172.4% e 02 15 126 114.5%
ass 2.8 %] 2.7 1254.9% 35,8 Mo 1.8 2.8 A6.4%
37 253 8.4 - %1 £4.0% 34.7 B0 iR 3.5 A7 2%
503 s 15. ¥ A%5% 803 573 30 A SI0.1%
L g 474 158 27 1% 63.2 £0.1 3z 9.9 “15.8%
1%.6 1.7 3% 1L $32.3% 15.8 4.8 B8 1.4 21835
8r.4 430 145 84 139, 7% 874 545 2% fan SRI%
355 289 9.6 194 182.2% ns b1 1.9 117 119.6%
tg0.2 1208 43 k% eI, 14508 1527 &0 40 88 5%,
1.2 €A 5 w28 1.5 AB.5% 3.4 pe.8 4.8 {10.8) ST AN
442 31z 1.1 24 2MI% 4.3 s a3 {#.4) IRH%
809 807 202 % VE.A% 80.9 758 E¥ T4 LALS
22 10.3 14 b 23r% 12 13,8 oy 4.5 V3%
B . L] o8 B.0%, 3z s 1.6 {6.8} 18, 7%
2 =4 1.5 14 18.1% 298 28.4 15 (4.6 764%
15.4 S 4.8 9.5 11.5% 19.4 184 10 34 27.6%
188.3 1412 44 T4 I0E% 188.4 1755 4 299y TE%
137 10.3 34 13 1350.6% Y 3.3 N d .8 5.8
2.7 2184 727 X1 45.6% 2807 2 185 @5.4 78.0%
1178 L5 R 24 R 29.4% 117.5 $11.6 53 (5.5 TR
8.0 &0 20 1.3 TED.1% 6.0 78 0.5 (a3} A8 5%
P21 2393 70 F ¥ E.9% 282.1 2715 148 {839 TET%
a8 %% 80 - 4 50,4% b3 e 1.8 {37 “69.9%
439 nA 1.8 58 M 413 k1% ] =1 (2.6} 54,07
1654 1186 8.5 212 120.6% 1584 L+ 78 (9.8) 558%
1.8 8é Z29 6.2 13.5% 11.5 4.5 X3 {20} ~F 7 A%
129 .7 12 2% BS2.1% 2.8 Y23 0.8 .3 P8A%
we 225 7.8 38 104.2% 305 288 1.5 {2 5%.2%
£8 5.0 .7 1.3 370.0% 84 €3 &3 (0.8} 5.8%
3.3 0.8 .8 5.8 143.1% aai ann 1.5 {2.0) SEA%R
2.8 a8 Ta.9 1.9} 2% 248 #1732 14.8 et -BOA%
158 287 8.9 a8 T a8% M6 ko 34 1.8 ar 2%
118 &85 2.9 tz £9.8% 1.3 iog 0.8 {t.13 S
1.8 13 8.4 (0.0 2.0% 1.8 1.7 8.1 {o.%) B0, 6%
a9 9.0 206 %2 381% ant 78.1 48 {10.8) SFA.0%
184.0 1384 LLE 143 35.6% 104.6 1748 4.2 {24.5) 274
33 Vo N3 146 1.5 18.0% 30,3 288 1.5 %9} IBA%
3 887 186 10.% 126.4% 7 9.4 a9 %S 54.7%
88 Tz 24 0.5 38.9% 8.5 s o8 {nn e
$4,0250 F1087 SLOE2  EiBeS 5L9% $40Z50 RBRAZAY 32012 {SAARS) ~SRE%
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Alabums

Marylang
Hwnnachusonts
Michigsn

Wleaort
Moty

s Mampmbin
Nuw Sntfsary

How York
sanh Carollng
Nosth Dwdisvte
Ohle

Okl shorma
Lirmgon
PacteayNania
Puaree Rices
Fosds fstwred
Souwth Qaroline
South Thaksds
Tannmwwws
Teony

Vermom
Virgin tslands
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Totnd

14:55 23202 €90 6382 BHHS/ASPE/HSP _pe12
St & AFDE Coituctions and Cogt Avnidance
AEDE Coliectivas Eost Avoldance

Totak  Pas Fod., Otate Dhange % Chonga Tutal Total Fed, Stale Change % Change

AFRC to Share Share inSiats From NAFDC EHig, 8nare Share i Sipte Frem

Coll. Famllles Share  Basaline Colt, forCA Bi2% @8% Share FHasoline
41 3112 2187 iz 30.9 12.5% $204.6 $ane [ - X 249 9.8 1.0%
s ¥ az 11,1 1.3 14 151% .8 @i 5% ¥ e 71, 3
e g0 85 144 24 16.4% 2.4 £34 11.2 £ 3 0.6 1A%
b R ] %3 w8 8.4 6.7 104% 557 ks e 55 0.5 T1E%
652 k377 TIeé 2754 293 HEX BSKS sh7.8 8y 550 £ 127
0.3 £ 8.3 s 33 16.6% 1907 &34 e 8.7 27 nm
a4 Az <L A £% 18.7% 1043 a3 LY ] 55 [+ %4 12.4%
W 19 4.1 6.1 23 14.7% 1.3 228 3.9 2% 0.3 0o
o4 5 23 a4 % 14.7% u 4.9 388 a4 %3 2.3 HE%
T8 b2 ¥ 810 4.4 X 5% 188 4184 353 e N 35 11.4%
ey 1102 67,3 A8 A 5% Pt R Fa1.4 o & 125 £ 11.7%
LR -] x$ x5 &z a2 L% EE ] &Y o8 &5 [+ % 11.9%
%2 An 9 Y 18 HI% 43.3 58y Han 45 0.5 Ham
172 29 5.4 &3 24 165% E 50.7 L% LR 33 0.4 125
N3 PR 2.3 az,1 53 13.7% 2HE bac” 13 w6 190 2.0 120%
13 b= 1.4 wna A8 152% 2y ¥ 3 1748 X LLX 1.4 11.0%
2.0 136 8.5 3 LR | 15.4% 1555 1389 Y 1.4 13 4%
a7 54 ol 8.8 3 %.5% 1018 a2 R L5 &F LI%
3.0 W0 13 =¥ - 4 % WAL 1318 161 w7 tR 1A%
2 1.9 243 04 1% 1% ﬁ 1818 348 18 121 1.3 1.0%
uns 2 172 &3 8.2 20% &85 aR.e Al 28 94 7w
90§ 1ie rs 318 &% 148% s .7 A 24b 25 15.%
1138 2.4 42.4 424 5.9 HAN #es L% 9.5 a4 1.8 12.0%
B84 A H"ae a 142 IZ5% 1,121, 14211 (pEN 7% 4 86 A%
1057 2.1 £33 8 33 1%5.8% MG |/EE an.r a4 2.8 THA%
5 K3 ny 2.5 a1 =% ] 13.5% AR ] ET& [ ] 54 0.6 1A%
VR F A 15 384 4.7 15.0% ki1.¥ ] 2587 e b1 A3 3 %
s L oz 34 0.8 % 3.5 .9 448 27 %3 3%
1.7 £ Ly 53 0.} A% 1505 1% 124 3.2 3 1205
123 E2 13 L 14 1% 1.8 sy [P &5 0.8 1HEX
4.8 40 1.y 7.7 1% 15.6% 538 424 S5 35 a4 3.0%
787 32 [+ %] 83 2% 10.9% £95.6 isag ma A4 &8 121%
bR EY 3.3 1. 1.6 4% 2.8 26.1 3.1 nr 0.2 1.5%
16,6 &22 1312 318 33 15.6% THLE &85 T4 509 54 1L0%
gL 455 =Y 0y 4.2 1A% bR FATS .1 e R "%
%3 N 55 3.6 #A 15.4% -2 et -4 3.2 - J 0.2 1%
1.0 “®o 1514 £5.7 % 14,1% ARE 11874 131} e 52 8%
[T ] ¥ irs LiF | 18 HE% 8.9 &55 A4 52 " 8.5 1.4%
51.3 i34 A 185 24 HI% 2218 180.4 33 4 LR 1.z 1.9%
8.3 %58 3.8 8% 5.2 1% 1,13%.3 ERL R 136.Y ¥ 5.3 2.5%
1.3 1.3 &3 B3 w0 122.0% 187.% 1466 ira "y 1.3 A%
My Tk 5.3 i R X 3 15.5% 240 e 2.2 1.5 [} fZ4%
59 ne ms L1A 13 TLA% 2.1 9r.8 .7 8 nE 0%
1 1 b-T- S X 28 2.3 BN £ ¥ 5.4 38 0 Bz L%
1.3 wr g 5.5 19 v 1552 LEY R 5.2 122 3.3 4%
1572 ML X % .8 $6.5% Gag.t 5.5 .12 A g ix 11.4%
A | 140 5 RS 12 15.3% ga.1 A 0.6 &7 L6 9%
W 37 I8 43 33 4 4. T% 2.5 173 2y 14 .1 1LE%
4.¥ o2 8.3 2.1 6.6 14.0% 9.7 14 R % 4.9 12.4%
¥0.6 F ¥ LY, 32 16 o 53 195.7 75 167 13 1LY
2ar 75 191.9 33z 74 I 538.3 4508 LY 381 33 11.6%
L =% | L ¥ 3 %5 3.5 13 5% Tl 623 .7 8.4 b8 14%
¥ 2 2.1 283 2.3 135% A58 s 508 we 3z %
4.1 22 L% 3 13 %4 16.8% 5. 1R x4 F 02 11LER
$20150  $1IN88 SLNGAE  RIgARA Z14B 14,9% NEESLE  $19,M.0 S aig TR 548 1.2%
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14: 583 202 680 8563 DEHS/ASFEAHSP

PEaae Chart A Net Effoct
WYPOTHETICAL {FFP @ 75%; 10% Intentlves)
(& Rililonw)

Wi Cost Avoldance Without Cost Aveldance

Total Fed, State Total Fea.  Slale

Savings Savings Savings (Savings Saviags Savings

Alabams 28 (5.4} a8 (L5 8.1 2
Alaskn bR 1.2 1.7 L F as 12
Arizone 38 on 1.2 1.6 FCE 105
Arkanaup 23 6.1 1.5 0.8 Y 0.9
Latffornda &2 {25 501 47.8 is 447
Coinzadn 5.6 0.4 56 4.0 o9 A9
Connmeciost 87 448 4.0 89 ar 3.3
Delewnrs 0.9 29 AG 8.2 {2.5} ¥
n.c. 1.2 g.8 a4 0.5 9.4 0.1
Farien 20.3 8.7 1346 1"s 1.4 0.4
Gaorgla 4.8 151 {8.3} {0.3 30.0 {10.3)
Gram o.1 ¥ 0 Q.0 i X3 0.9
Hawint} 19 {6} 28 9.7 (1.3} 20
daho 1.8 £.1 0s 1.4 0.6 34
tillnols £.3 (108} 164 1.2 137 14,9
Instana 1 22 {15.%; .4 b8 | {11.8
Iowa, :X:3 113 {r.9 87 8.2 ja.1}
Kuromunn 52 22 31 1e i1 24
Karbaoky BOo E X 4.8 52 14 3.7
Loulsiana 27 5.1} :$ @4 B 4.5
Maine 03 27 (2.5 0.5 23 2.9
Maryiand 1.8 186 48 53 at 22
Meansachanite 13 20,1 a8 % 17.9 {1623
Michigan 381 3wy {1.5% 54 254 &5
Minnasota 1.8 2.4 .5 5.5 1.5 .0
Minelanlppd 2% 5 3.8 1.8 .4} 2.9
Minsoard 113 . 3 &1 6.3 2.3 4.0
WMaontang 14 0.2 1.3 o8 0.7 1.0
Nebraxks 1.8 (2.5} &8 55 {2.8) aLB
Novads 1.8 1.0 3.6 4.5 {2.5) in
How Hampahire 18 {1.0) 28 08 {L.6} 25
S Jarany 148 (5.9} 54 65 {181 i R
Haw Mawfee a8 23 0.7 30 25 0.5
Howe Turk ar.7 as 330 242 5 %) 27.6
Kot Seroling 142 3.6 2 &1 2.1} 8.3
Nonh Dakown 13 1.2 a1 8.7 Q.5 6.3
[v],14] o B | {15.0) 413 8% Z7.3) 333
Qklahaoms 4.8 22 2.7 5 1.4 bR 4
Cragon 12 548 . 23 34 27 B
Panngylvonin n2 2.5 1.8 1.8 2.4 b -1
Puerio Rico 1.8 0.4} 20 i 2.8 07
Rheds tatand a3 iR oz 23 - 99
Bouth Caroflon &5 iz 1.5 2.4 1.5 83
Houth Dekots Ly 1.2 {4y 3 0.9 ©.3
Tonnusses a4 4.9 1.4 iz 0 R
Texas ) {0.1) 41.7 0.3 {36.59) b b
akh 8 LI - X - -1 23 5.9 23
Yaemord 1.1 03 .7 0.8 .2 0.5
Yirgln liuwds ot (%3 &3 @1 @B 0.2
virginia 23 .8 %3 43 (34 74
Washingion 258 28 - 83 5.4 (3.0 Ep:X-J
West Virginia i8 0.9 b 3 33 2.1 a2
Wisconsin 1.8 9.6 b %3 4.1 38 0.2
Wyoming 5.0 0.3 0.E 0.6 <] 0.8
Foint 24432 $127.% $3553 by £ ] $14.5 $2805

So1s
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FY 1599 Chart 50 Neat Effect
HYPOTHETICAL
(& Millinne} *
(FFP @ 75%; No Incertives) {FFP @ 75%: 20% Incantives)
Totsl Fed, State Tolal Fed, State
Savings Savings Savings Savings Bavings Savings
Alabams - 0.8 1.3 P& | % 18,3
Alauks © 28 a4 {0.5) 29 0.8 2.8
Aviznos 35 X ¢ s s {t15.6) 1.8
Arkmnnnn 3 ar (1.4} 23 @n £.5
Laitornia 2.8 4.3 {1.5} (R 30,4y 1617
Laloryde Be - 4 125 5e 4.9 10.7
Cannucticud . e? o4 £ 8.7 R &y
Delawarn 0% 0.1 1% a9 ([ 1) 8.4
DL, 132 1.6 0.4 3.2 0. 1.2
Florids 204 0.0 .3 pria fe } $.hn 210
Gaergie 4.8 217 {18.9) 4.3 44 5.4
Basmm .4 0.9} 0.2 v.1 .5 1.6
Howall 1.9 13 0.8 1.9 @) 4.4
iduho 1.8 7 {88} 1.5 "Wy 2.3
Eifrols A3 £1 22 &3 {25.3¢ e
Indlsne 128 . 255 (3.5 128 192 &Y
Jown 88 14,9 &5 X 7.0 1.7
Kansee 53 56 {02) 23 0.2 0.8
Keatwoiy 8,0 6.1 (1.2} ao 8.8 108
Lodshane % 4 p. 3 {05} =27 #.4 12§
Maine 0.2 43 {8.1} 0.z 2 §1.0%
Maryloni 1. 127 P8 5.8 1.3 e
Mussachasolis 1.3 238 REX ) "y 16.2 &9
Michigan 351 53.6 18 = 0.9 142
Minnosota 11,8 1.5 a4 11e 6,8 10,7
Mtsxisaippd 32 4.z {0.9) 3.2 w1 1.9
Misoourt 1.7 158 (1.9 1R; 2.5 142
Montann 1.4 .8 {81} 14 8 26
Hadraske 1.9 0.8 12 1.8 R ) 7.8
Neveda e 13 o8 1.9 un 6.5
New Humpshlrs 1A 0.9 4.8 1.8 {3.0} 48
Now Jersey 18.5 199 6.3 %8 250 44.2
New Mexico k23 4.5 0.7 36 B 2.1
Haw York T 328 3.9 3%.7 240 &£2.0
Nodis Caralino 1.2 128 {1.5} .z {ixn 1.9
Nortly Dakots 1.3 b .7 1.3 G4 g+ A3
Ohlo 26,3 142 21 6.3 {44.2} FOR
Oklahorns &9 5.4 .5 a8 0.6} 5.9
Qregon 7z .1 4.9 1.2 oA 6.4
Pernayivanis 322 36,1 X4 322 55 S ¢ ]
Puerio Rico 15 0.8 0.8 {8 {1.5} LR
Hhodw island b % | L ¥ (1.1} &3 1.8 1.6
South Carvline 4.5 £.% {1.5} L2 1 4.4
South Dakods 1.1 1.9 {88} 1.1 48 {: X1
Tannesson ToBg a8 2.4 4 1.1 82
Tusns 11.8 (6.9} 2.8 115 (59.3} 70.%
Utah 28 4.5 0.8 3.8 2.8 6.5
Varmont 1.8 1.6 (0.5) 11 2.8 1.8
Viegin tainnds i [ 0.1 CY 0.4} 0.5
Virginds a3 12 1.1 8.3 LA 17.3
Washington 258 216 .8 5.9 (15.8) $1.6
Wast Virginis 4.5 38 o.¥ 4.6 {2.1) 8.7
Wisconsin 122 168 4 123 0.9 1.2
Wyoming 10 1.2 o 1.0 ®.7 2
Totat =532 $5304 $47.2) $483.2 B2 £757.8


http:Marylo.nd
http:c.:.ror.do

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

ALy

ASSUMPTIONS FOR ALLOCATING STATE COSTS AND {:G&EC'RON$

STATE SHARE SUMMARY

g

——
CUHRENT LAW HYPOTHETICAL
Expenditures 34% raguiar 26% ragular
10% enhanced 10% enhanced
ingentives
% of colisctions &% to 10%
INAFDC timitad tu 118% of AFDC
colections]
% of axpendituras 10% ta 20%
AFDC Collections {(FMAP) 21% to 50% 21% 10 50%
NAFDC Coliactions 8% 8% 2
{mt svoidance asmm;ani w
Thare are several basic assumption which affact sll of the child suppart astimates:
o State axpenditures are constrainad by total program size, rather than the state’s net pro-

gram costs. 1t is assumed that FTE lmitations ars as much a constrgint on program
spending as is the stote share of program expenditures.

¢ §2 is also assumed that Bke the federal hudget, state do considar AFDT offsets land
. incantives} that directly zcerue from child support colisctions but that most states do 103
use non-AFDC cost avoidance as part of its budget nagotiations.

0 Specific state bahavior was not accounted for in developing these estimates. It was as-
sumed that state improvements would ba better capturad by current trends than by guess-
timatas of state behavioral response to spacific provisions.

o] Enhance ADP funding under current law and new ADP axpanditures under the hypothetios
ars not included in these estimates, Child support ADP expenditures have heen developed
saparatsly.

EXPENDITURES

Total Exponditures: Total oxpanditures for sach state were gstimatad by developing a trend fine
based on total sxpenditures in each state from FY 1989 tlvough FY 1882, Expenditures
were then adjusted for the differance In the frend line total for that vear and the estimsted
agaragate expendituras for that year under curront law {as projected in the President’s
budget! and the hypothetical astimates. The difference was sllocated using esach state’s
proportionate sharg of expenditures for that vear bassd on the trend ing projections. Ths



same methodology was used for gliccating the estimated expenditures under current law
and wider tha child support hiypothetical, sxcept for the axpansion,gj services to all families
with child support awards. Four four states that already run a "universal™ child support
program werg not included in the state allocations. Thase states asre Michigan, Ohdo,
Pennsyivania, and Wisconsin, States like California, New York, Hlinois and Taxas definntsly
do not run universal systems. Many othar states are somawhers in between.,

State's Shara of Cost: A state’s share of total oxpenditures was determined by applying the
applicable rmatch rate for that state.

{Under currant law the basic federal matching rate for child support is 66 percent of
exponditures, States may alse recgive 850 percent FRP for cortain paternity establshmaent
activities. The current law the match rate was determining by taking the averags of the
state’s share of axpendituras in FY 1982 and FY 1853, This was doneg {0 account for
dufferemual state spendmg under the 80 pamam enhanced matat;mg for patem:ty

Under the hypotheticsl, the state share i estimatsd at 7% percent {the basa matching rate}
plus a stamja:d ’i{} or 20 pamem ailocation for incentwe payments. WAk made

based on ﬁw state’s total AFDC collsctions from FY 1888 through FY 1982, Collections
were then sdiusted to account for the difference in the trend fine totals and the projectad
and the sstimated national totals under current law and the hypothetical, As with total
axpendituras, the differencs was allocated using each state’s proportionats gsharg of
axpeandituras for that year based on the trend line prajections.

Payments 1o Familigs: Payment to AFDC families were astimated i the aggragate and then
subtracted from the total AFDT collactions, The proportionate state gshare of paymonts fo
families {average of FYs 1992.1883) was used to distribute payments 1o families for both
tha current sw estimate and the child support hynothetical,

Siate Sharg of AFDL Collsetions: Matching rates, using the FY 1998 FMAP, were applied to each
stata’'s share of totsl AFDC collsctions, lass payments to families,

incentive Paymems 10 States: Incentive paymeants under current law were takan from the Presi
dant's budget projections and thers allocated to statas based on the svorage of sach states
proportionats shars of incentive payments in FY 1892 and FY 1883, incentive paymoms
under tha hypothaetical were assigned at 0%, 10% and 20% 1o provide a range depending
on state perfarmancs,

LR
s



AFDC Colisetions: Total non-AFDC collentions {for the sxisting raNAFOC caseload) ware
aikmatod by daveloping a trénd Hae for esch state based on the stawe’s toral non-AFDC
colisctions frons FY 1989 through FY 1992, NAFDU collections wers then adjustad to
aceount for the diffsrance in the trend line totnls and the projected snd ths estimated
nationat totals under currant law and the hypothetical, As with total expendituras, the
diffarenceo was aflocated using each state’s proportionate share of axpenditures for that
year based on the trand line proisctions. This methodology was sppliad to the estimate of
non-AFDC collections under current law and under the child support hypothetical,

New NAFDC Collggtions: For new non-AFDC coliections from the sxpansion of child support ser
vices to all cases with child support awards, additional collactions were distributed to less
than 100 percent of tha states. Four states which currently provide IV-D services to all
awsrd casss were excluded,

| Avpidance: Ordy collections that would not have bagn paid in
m absance of ﬁ’w pmposal were mas&derad available for cost avoidance, Al sogular non-
AFDC collections wera considered sligible for cost avoidance becauze NAFDC clients
typicaily come into the system bocauss child support is not being paid. Only 15 percent of
tha new NAFUC collections iander the axpansion to all ¢hild support awards} wera
considored stigihle for cost svoidance. This is based on census data which refiscts an 85
percart complianes rate for naw awards outside the CSE systom.,

Lost Avoidance Savings: Based on an OCSE study, cost avoidance savings are estimated at 20
parcent of noa-AFDC collections. These savings are sttritkitable 10 ¢osts avaided In the
AFDL, Food Stamp and Medicaid programs, Cost avoidance savings are low because the
majority of non-AFRC worman sligible {0 raceive CSE services are not poor. Far non-AFDRC
women, CPS-CSS data indicates that over three-quarters of womean with child support
awards and almost two-thirds of CSE clients without awards have incomas gbova 150
parcent of poverty,

Siata Share of Cost Avoidance: State share of cost avoidance Is astimated at 8 parcent of non-
. AFDUC eoliuction, while the Fodaral share is estimated st 12 porcent. {For a combinad

Fedaral-State rate of 20 percent.} The federal shara of cost avoldance is estimated at a
shightly highar rata than the federa! rate under FMAP calculations because all the Food

Stamp benefit cost avoidance is stiributable to the Federal government. The B and 12
percent split was developed by CBO. No state specific cost avoidancs rates have heen
daveloped.



FY ig992 Chart 1A

CURRENT LAW Current Law Savings
{§ Miliowe}
{Baseline with Cost Avoldance} 1 | (Baseiine withodt*Cost Avoldance) 2
Total Fed State Total Fad. State

Savings Savings  Savings | Savings Savings  Savings
Alabama - $160.2 ($13.6) $34 {$43.6} (S22 {$9.9)
Alsska 7.5 £2.6) 104 as (1.9 8.8
Arizona {19.0) IR} .9 {357} 8.1 {7.58}
Arkansas 5.7 {@2a) 58 .2 7.8 k4
Californin 1947 s 2019 1.0} {155.8 1548
Colorada %7 % 166 .0 {45.8) 1% 4
Contacticut 204 ©.5 25.9 15.0 £.9 24.1
Datawars 4.8 7. 23 {+0.8) {105 (G}
0.C. 80 0.5 £.3 0.6} i3 2.6
Florida Yr.4 L1 B 843 28 9.8 a4
Georgle 85.4 2.5 558 2¢.8 (18.4) 384
Quam 0. {2.1) 1.4 (2 @.0) .8
Hawell 4.0 21 6.1 6.2 {2 -2
idahn 4.9 e5 a4 (2.4} £33 15
HEinate Fa e By 222 54.1) $3.3 4]
indlara 238 231 457 415 43 T2
Sowen A2.3 12,6 297 175 05 19.8
Kansas 17.8 28 15,09 3.1 6.0 21
Kentucky 26.7 %2 $7.8 2.8 (5.2 80
Loulsiana (1.5 an 8.2 (26.5) (23.9) 4.6}
Naine 8.2 {1.8) '3 25 {4.4) 8.0
Maryland oy & 185 428 123 {14.3) 26.7
hsasachusetis 7.8 R se.4 0.4 #8.2 FrYs
Michigan 2394 849 150.8 3% “ey 76.8
Minnesols £2.4 2.5 39.9 £12.2) L300 160
Misalanippt 32 0.4 33 B4 {8.03 {1.5)
Mizsotx] &3 2.2 7.8 1.8 (183 193
Monlaie 3.1 o4 27 @8 3.2} o4
Hebraake 14 {5 4.8 (V1.0 14.6) 2.4
Havads {2.1) .5 sS4 {1453 {14.9) 3
Hew Hampehlre 30 2.5 58 #n el z4
How Jorsay 433 12.0 604 {55.5) el 3 204
Naw Maxico 1.0 7 $.3 $a A% 44
New York ey 9.3 130.9 ©5 {66.5) 86
Morth Carcline R X 0.9 3.2 {113 (251} 18
North Dakole L& 1.8 3.8 an .y 1.5
Qe 8.0 5.8 123 {130.5} {119.6) 1.3}
Oklahomes LV 53 "4 27 .9} 45
Orsgon s 108 ne 26 B.4) 110
Pannsyiverda 2125 715 1345 49 “ro 51.9
Puerto flco 5.7 1.9 1.6 {10.4) oy %
Rhode nlerd 159 34 11.8 116 1.4 10,3
South Carcdine 2.3 9.3 13.0 59 {9 R
Soulh Dakots 5.1 1.5 38 65 .3 1.8
Tonnsssen a6 9 208 5.4 5.4 98
Texas (85.9) vy 5.3 (184.5) {130.3) 348
Vish 7.1 1.8 80 {5.6) wn .0
Vermont 22 12 24 0.9) {34y 22
Virgls tatande 8.2 {83} 0.3 1.2 hE [ %
Visginds 21,1 .5} 29.7 (43 {205 18y
Washiogton -7, . Y82 a0 T8 5.6 (52.1) 485
West Virginis Tk 7.5 58 28 % 4 1.3
Wisconain n.i 2% 488 (e (28.4) 16.3.
Wyoming . - 22 H.4) 27 P I {2.9) 1.2
Tofs! - . - $1,663.2 348 $1,633.8 {£452.0) [$3,238.1) 785,

Note t: Gavings m AFDC Cotlactions pius Hon-AFDC Coet Avoldance minus Expondiiures, |
Note 2: Savings = AFDC Collections minus Expendiivres (no credit for Cost Avoldance).



FY 1090 Chart 15

CURRENT LAW
(& Milllons} Chitd Support Enforcament Expenditures
{Basallne) ¥
Total Feod, State State E¥,
Exp. Share Share Share {} FFe
Exp. Exp. Incent,
Alabama §68.4 $4.6 s22.8 $17.3 5%
Adsalka 20,3 114 5.8 2y sa%
Asbrown 72.8 481 285 200 o)
Azkarioan 218 8.3 2.2 47 £3%
Calitornin 4354 25 163.9 ax4 8I%
Colornda £1.8 318 16.0 22 2%
Cornmiicat 40 29.1 14.9 54 8%
Daizware 211 14,9 7.1 5.3 "%
B.C. 74 4.8 25 L B9%
Florids 247 826 .8 21,3 3%
Gecrgle 81.1 54,0 271 9.7 89%
Giasatm £8 45 23 1.7 TE%
Hewell 8.1 119 6.2 49 8%
e 145 27 49 2.2 5%
fEinois 1353 818 46.5 318 TN
Indlana 26,4 156 0.8 (11,0 137%
lows 333 229 12 o 102%
Kansas nsE 209 168 5.1 %
Kantucky s6.6 37, tee 10.1 2%
Lacislang 593 39y 13 1] 131 8%
Hnlne 146 2.7 LT N 0%
Marytand 830 351 17.e 80 BY%
Massachusatie 355 255 120 o8 128%
Michigsn 15232 100,71 5.5 40 ars
Minnesota BS.3 08 ny 54 B2%
Missinaippl 4 Iy 159 &6 9%
Misaourt 8.5 50.4 252 114 5%
Montans 12,8 8.8 43 2.8 89%
Nobraska 2.9 1.4 101 1.4 rE%
Movada 26.1 "y 04 8.3 i !
Havwe Hampahlre 183 128 6.4 3 6%
Hew Jarswy 1757 14,3 59.6 19,3 TE%
Naw Maxlco 2.8 g8 43 1.5 8%
New Yotk 2728 1802 s X9.9 82%
North Carolfns 110.3 73.0 3.3 radi 8%
Morth Dnketa 15 5.0 25 0.7 9%
Ohls 2768 1833 933 885 75%
Cidahoma 9.9 0w 16.0 5.3 82%
Cregon 389 48 . 130 4.8 Ba%
Paansyheanin 147.1 t-r v 49.5 178 -2 4
Pusris Rico 101 [ 4 14 25 TE%
Ahode stand 122 8.1 43 o *%
South Carclina M5 185 8.5 ¥ 4 #7%
South Dakota 6.2 4,1 X 04 S4%
Ternessss E 238 $1.8 39 89%
Texas 274.4 827 017 T4 73%
Vtah 334 22 112 &4 Bi%
Vermont 104 T2 6 1.7 84%
Virgln lelends 14 1.1 R as pia
Virginte "o £ ] 251 148 80%
Wasbington -4, | 1728 114.7 s4.0 - Ao
Waest Virginia s % 189 8.8 4.4 7%
Wisconsin 741 anz 249 86 . Be% .
Wyoming 5.0 80 38 1.6 2%
Tots . $3,178.0 25012 $1,210.8 $649.8 BI%

Kote: £, FFP Is tha States share of expendiiures reduced by the State’s
fncantive paymants ovar tolsl expendituren,
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Y 19938
CURRENT LAW
{8 Mitions)

Alsbamn
Aluska

Cadifornla
Caolorade
Lonnacticut

Do

Kentucky
Lowdnlana
Mulne

Michigan

Chait 1C
AFDC Collectlons and Cast Avoldance
AFDC Collections {Bagelin®™ Cost Avoldance
Total Payment Federa! Share Siate Total Fed. Siate
AFDC to  (Mety {State  Share NAFDC  Share  Share
Coll. _ Familles Incentive) Coll, @12% @8%
$32.4 $6.,9 $£11.9 $5.6 $7.3 §167.1 $26.1 s34
2.4 24 58 =¥ .5 236 8% 35
2 £3 20.9 45 124 818 1.6 8.7
269 88 104 45 53 4406 7.8 82
533.9 855 1858 &4 237.2 6138 736 48.1
48 87 15.8 8 133 44 89 80
868 78 %9 25 295 724 8.1 5.8
13.0 24 35 .8 23 290 A8 2.3
¥ 1.6 17 1.7 7 | e 4.0 28
148.8 215 511 206 857 3743 4.9 20.9
72 743 e 6.4 ase 2179 2.2 174
b7 z4 1.7 0.6 23 [ 0.7 6.5
13.7 1.5 38 22 8.0 50,7 6.1 £
139 17 9 27 38 385 4 2%
852 211 22.5 14.8 37.1 M8 285 17.0
85.6 4.7 239 20,7 252 1684 $5.8 125
58.9 81 19.8 120 18.0 1242 148 %9
39.5 45 14.9 5.5 142 Tae 33 &9
72.2 12.8 326 gL 18.1 118.7 4.4 6
432 124 150 45 8.4 284 182 10.8
MNE 4.4 53 55 83 285 3.4 23
g02 113 20.8 19 227 2758 0. 21,9
2.4 183 153 218 370 144.3 17 15
2503 830 59.0 ATA 803 10218 1228 81,7
858 127 w64 133 334 2732 ] 219
434 191 20.9 8.3 741 50.4 1.3 4.8
92.3 158 a2y A7 207 225.4 2. 184
107 7 54 1.7 20 209 2.6 z4
180 31 8.3 28 5.1 91,8 1.0 1.3
182 1.6 %4 34 &8 81.6 7.4 4.9
15.8 b2 49 1.8 67 388 &7 34
1409 207 398 203 60.1 4940 59.3 s
24 20 13,5 2.6 5.9 234 28 1.9
321.9 48,9 .y 423 136.0 5610 613 a4y
128.4 203 1.9 16.2 B0 210 26.0 i
2.8 1.8 39 1.5 25 24 23 18
170.4 g 3.8 24,7 572 1,045.4 1254 2836
36.6 41 181 £7 8.7 s8.7 1.8 %7
407 83 174 a4 158 1613 194 2.9
1982 462 56,7 LTI 8.5 1,0878 24,5 3.0
11 1,3 {08 .9 @n $30.4 8.7 10,4
23.3 5 24 ¥ 1 10,6 166 20 13
s 10 173 EY 28 870 t0.4 7.0
80 ¥ 2% % 4 22 28 27 18
514 108 6.3 7% 137 tase 143 10.9
127.6 177 24 17.2 2.3 483 50.2 394
37 4.1 168 4.8 7.3 64.2 1.7 51
123 2.3 41 5 iy 15.4 1.8 1.2
a8 0.1 X LR 0z 6.9 o8 0.8
737 126 263 0.3 305 1745 20.9 14.0
. 1889 218 2.8 n3 so2 404.9 488 323
34,4 a7 19.6 32 7.7 57.2 [ X 46
807 187 20.9 162 249 £3589 439 339
9.0 13 34 1.4 28 1.y 2t 14
#4,070,0 $7450  $1,268.7  $8210  $1.4349 $10,806.0 $1,3727  $8488



FY 1029 Chwrt 24,

HYPOTHETICAL
£% Millians) Savings Under the Hypothetical
{FFP @ 75%; 10% Incentlves) .
Total Fed, State Change % Change
Savings Savings Savings In State From
Savings  Baseline
Alabama {$7.8) {$20,0) $122 $8.8 71.9%
Alunia 104 (1.8) 11.8 1.7 14.1%
Arlaonn (15.4} - (28N 10.3 112 168.7%
Arkanas 48 a8 T4 1.5 20.9%
Calliornts 1744 (19.8) 2540 50.1 19.7%
Colorado 15.5 (6.8) 23 8.6 25.9%
Conhnectiout 38.2 43 3.9 40 11.8%
Datavwara (3.9 0.1 5.3 30 57.1%
X 8 T2 1.6 57 o4 1%
Florida 7.8 19.8 780 138 17.5%
Gaorgle 702 2.8 47.3 8.3 5%
Gusm {0.9) (a4) 20 09 457T%
Hewall 5.8 n 8.6 25 29.3%
igaho B8 1.6 52 2.8 15.0%
Hinols (15.3) {54.4) 381 169 43.3%
Endiana 84.5 45.4 04 {10.3) ~26.1%
[ 1.0 3.2 7.8 % €£.5%
Ksneaw 224 5.0 181 3 17.3%
Kantucky 84y 3.1 224 4.9 2L.7%
oulelanm 1.2 foT 2.0 58 $3.4%
Malon ne 1.7 [ g 253 ~380%
Maryisnd 76,9 255 e 448 %"
Massachusetts 76.8 292 498 {a.8; ~17.6%
Michigan ZraA 1174 1586 {195 1.2%
Minnwsaotn 54.4 4.9 49.4 .5 19.3%
Minslsslppd 8.9 [ % 548 15 5LI1%
Minanur - 58,6 148 438 8.1 14.0%
Montanm 48 0.8 45 1.2 3L3%
Nebraska 23 6.9 %3 X £75%
Nevada {0.3) 9.2 20 a8 39.7%
Hew Hampehire 48 a5 8.3 23 H2%
Now Jornay 1.8 £23.9) FS% g 254 26.6%
Haow Maxico 174 1048 1a LN 4 7%
New York 149.5 {145 163.9 230 20.4%
North Carolina 43.4 b 44 142 28.86% s
Horth Dakola 85 19 9 0.1 3.4%
Ohlo 164 4 .5 1136 413 IGI%
Cidshoma 193 74 118 2.7 22.8%
Cragors . 420 159 262 23 £5%
Panneyvivanis 2841 5.1 145.6 118 7.9%
Pusrto Fllco 173 75 . .Y 20 2.1%
Fhioide Indang 123 85 1.8 82 1.6%
Sotth Caroling 26.9 128 143 13 S.1%
South Dakots £.3 T 3.5 0.%) -“2.5%
Tonrassnn 398 148 br Al .4 8.5%
Toxnw B4 {1003 A7.0 417 85.8%
Utah 16.8 2.8 % 23 328%
Vermont 33 ©.8 41 8.7 164%
Yiegin Intands o3 o o8 8.3 £7.3%
Virginia - 294 @4 388 9.1 235%
Washington <4, 140 {1.4} 1020 232 v2T
Waet Virghnde 188 84 8.8 37 AT% '
Wisconsle. 833 30.3 g30° 35 6.5% oy
Wyoming PR X 05 a4 o8 22.6% T

Total A A $I625 1 oend $353.3 17.8% -



FY 1994
HYPOTHETICAL

s Millfons)

Delwware

Wyoming
- Folal

Chart 28 Savings Under the Hypothetical
(FFP @ 75%; No Incentives} (FFR @ 75%; 20% Incentlves)
Total Fad. State Change % Changs Total Fed. State Change % Change

Savings Savinge Savings in State From
Savings Basellne

Savings Savings Savings in State

From
Savings Baseline

#7.8  ($12n .9 $1.5 A0.2%
104 0.8 .6 ©.5) £2%
(84  .(190) 2a 35 135.8%
8.0 35 45 {4 L%
1744 @ 2024 4.5 %
155 .5 12 08 S4%
sz .0 232 e - A%
as 8.9} X 0.8 Z5A%
T2 2.4 49 {0.4) £.1%
97.8 333 648 o3 04%
0.2 315 367 He9 A3.5%
0.9} 2.4 12 o2 5%
is (0.8 8.6 ¢4 0%
&8 22 38 0.8 21.5%
(153 (9. 244 22 s1%
64.8 488 .2 {135 B7.2%
510 26.8 242 5.5 22T%
i 8.4 14.8 o8 1.6%
T § 183 16.4 {12 1A%
. 1z 4.4 58 6.5 9.5%
'Y | 3.3 54 (.13 S00%
788 3.3 7.7 {0.9) $.9%
788 3.0 5.8 {12.6) STE%
2744 1338 140.8 (18,0} -12.8%
544 14.1 103 6.4 1.0%
2 45 24 0.8 38.7%
s26 22.9 387 0.9 54%
4.8 20 26 .1} 5%
33 X 5.1 1.2 18.2%
{0.9) [ 6.0 13 5%
Al {4.6) 6.4 0.8 14.2%
818 5.9 46,9 a5 9,0%
78 120 5.8 @n “$2.9%
t4a8 146 1348 EX 2%
.4 137 29 {1.6) £.2%
6.9 3.8 31 o “21.3%
108.4 z0.0 344 121 14.3%
18.3 10.8 o7 ©.5 -5.5%
£2.0 204 oA s -3.8%
ALF 1136 M8 @9 3.0%
173 8.7 86 0.8 A%
18,3 7.8 10.5 .4 H0.5%
269 5.8 1.2 0.8 A5.8%
&3 34 -1 0.8} 25.1%
380 2007 103 24 ALI%
F7 3 S A1) 178 126 F70.4%
10.8 5.5 54 0.6) -$23%
a2 a4 30 0.5 458%
03 TR} 0.4 o 25.5%
204 {4 30,8 1. L%
1010 .. 173 236 42 5%
BT I Y &5 0y $0.4%
83 381 52 (4.4) 28%
33 o 2.5 {0.2) B.9%
$8,151.4  $5550 $18884 (MY 3.0%

+2.8;
104

{15.4}
B8O
1744
185
382

3.8}
72

978
702
(0.9)
50
84
{1833
4.8
51.0
231
3.7
1.2
B4
Tae
Ta.B
2744
b4
8.9
86
[ %
ay
0.3
&8
818
1748
1485
94
6.3
104.4
03
420
2447
173
8.3
8.9
&3
9.0
54.3)
0.9
b 3
Q.3
204
1810
8.0
£33
33

$2151.4

Gzrm  s1e5
(36) 139
(534 189
@23 183
{13128 3058
(s 273
{04 388
(1.4 7.5
0.8 8.5
g4 913
14.2 56.0
{45 27
an  ws
0.3 87
(s0.9) 538
IVE) az€
9.8 ne
1.8 2.8
63 298
7o 183
0.2 82
198 582
253 §3.5
1017 1727
M2 54,6
a3 113
8.7 51.9
(0.9 5.4
B2 128
g2 s
s 103
A2.8) 1046
92 B4
(43.5)  tea0
5.8} 532
2.2 47
B384 1428
42 150
1.7 303
a2s  16m3
6.4 109
52 131
.8 V7.4
2. 42
134 259
0305 783
{1.6) 125
C 1 8.3
0.5 0.8
(748 88
(185 1205
5A 128
2.6 85,9
o 4
{5240.0) $2,391.4

$16. B2.4%
3.8 274%
189 H5.0%
45 £3.3%

3% 313%
0.t 35.2%
8Y 22.5%
53 €9.9%
12 18.6%
27.0 205%
o4 7%
1.6 61.9%
44 42.3%
2.8 24.6%
ns £8.0%
o.3) 48.7%
7 3%
6.5 302%
1858 38.3%
123 8E.2%
(1.0} A1.0%
10.6 7.8%
4.9 A%
142 2%
137 .9%
79 70.3%
142 27.4%
2.6 £2.8%
8 80.9%
65 £4.8%
43 £6.8%
A4.2 AZI%
21 24.6%
g2.6 I21%
219 3%
9.9 10.7%
705 AF.4%
58 g%
64 2.2%
212 16.8%
31 28.6%
15 11.4%
44 25.1%
a8 137%
50 20.2%
70.3 23.1%
8.5 81.8%
1.8 34.9%
0.5 59.2%
17 ASH%
418 35%
8y 53.4%
1.3 15.6%
1.7 A%

$757.8 %
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FY 1999 Chart A

HYPOTHETICAL
(s Migione} CSE Expenditures
{FFP @ 75%; 10% Incentives)
Total Fad State Change % Chonge
Expend. Share Share  in State From
(HYPO) @e5% @ 15% Dollars  Baseline
Alsbama $730 $62.0 108 ($0.3} ~38.5%
Alnska 2.8 164 32 04 12.3%
Arirors o 85.5 116 (B4} A 22%
Arkaseny 203 24.9 & 0.5 5.5%
Callfornia 5159 430.5 74 (5.0} 1%
Cotorads 50.8 43.0 7.8 {1.8) 8%
Connecticut 45.9 9.9 14 .7 I0.9%
Delaweara 228 199 34 (2.0 “35.85%
D.C. a.n 8.8 1.2 04 81.5%
Florida 13315 1138 200 it S 8%
Georgia 86.7 737 130 123 TIOLI%
Guam 72 6.1 1.1 0.7} «~37.7%
Huwait 19.4 185 28 1.1} 28.7%
kisho 158 13.2 23 o L1%
Iilinole 1472 1281 21 {988 30 8%
indiana M3 27.0 48 157 143 A%
lows as.s 30.4 X 8 ] TELIN
Kaigad 337 za6 5.1 #1.1} «$ A%
Ksniucky 60.3 5.3 8o {10} 4. %
Lotislnne 63.2 537 8.5 €48} L A%
Maine 156 133 z3 3.0 A554%
Margisnd 57.4 4808 8.6 26 AX8%
Mrssachiisetis 385 327 £3 156 150.0%
Hichigan 150.8 1367 243 20.1 A95.6%
Minrasole e14 7.7 137 a.n A08%
Misalanippl 4“3 318 56 {2.0) A%
Sissouri 803 £3.8 121 [+ % § A%
NMortans 137 1.6 o | {4.5) 20 1%
Hebrasks 3z 213 4.3 @n B8,2%
Hovada 288 254 45 (1.8) 291%
finw Hampehirs 184 165 2.3 {1.4} 2. 0%
Hew Jorswy 1823 1652.1 282 {11.1) “28A%
Now Mexico 137 1.7 21 0.6 J0.5%
Hew Tork 2807 2471 36 {6.3) A2.1%
Horth Carollna 115 3.8 116 {3.5) “I6.4%
Horth Dukole - 4] 5.8 1.2 0.5 §8,0%
Lihia 2921 248.3 43.A (240 S38.1%
Ohdnharn .8 271 4.8 {0.5) w8 0%
Cregen PER-] 356 6.3 1.7 36.9%
Pennaylvarde 1554 1321 23.3 8.7 32.5%
Puerte flice 1E 2.8 1.7 {0.8) “324%
fihode ialand 12,8 1.0 1.8 . 18 A8 2%
South Careling 306 26.0 45 0.8 25%
South Dekola . 68 56 1.0 0.8 FE2.5%
Tennossse nf 2.4 - 4 1.8 45.9%
Yexse 2918 248.0 A%E {307} A13%
Utaly 358 30.2 53 .4 4 1.2%
Vermont 1.5 33 1.7 2.4 . L%
Virgin telands 1.8 1.5 a3 0.7} A 8%
Virginia 80,1 8.0 120 2.8 45.0%
Washington Pr, 1840 1564 218 8.1} S81%
Waat Yirginle i T3 25.8 &5 {L.% TR 2%
Wiancneln Y 685 1.7 3.4 15.6%
Wyomlng . 8.5 82 1.4 0 0% -

Todel - $4,025.8 24212 $60107 {548.0} “TA%



FY 199
HYPGTHETICAL,
4§ Mitllons}

Oalawers

filnole

Indlana

fowea

Karsas
Kantucky
Lotisiena
Malaw
Maryland
Masaachussits

Minnssola

Wast Virglnte
Wisconsin

Wyombig
Totsd

Chat 38 CSE Expenditures
(FFP @) 75%; No incentives) {FEP@ 75%; 20% Incentives)

Tatal - Fed. State Change % Change Total Fed  State Change % Change

Exp. Share Share In State From |Expend Share Share inState From

{(HYPC} @ 78% (@ 25% Dollurs  Baseline {HYPC} @ 95% @ 5% Dollars Baseline
$730  $547  $182 $1.0 5% $736  $59.3 $3.5 (3138 SEG%
218 182 6.4 25 2% 218 2.5 3.4 (1.8) 62.8%
20 sra 193 &7 A T% TIR 73.2 3.9 {16.1) BOI%
283 220 1.3 27 57.5% %93 278 1.5 - S8.5%
§159 3860 1290 we 58.5% 5159 4904 25.8 (88.53 £8.7%,
565 aze 126 5.4 I70% 505 48 25 ®n T2E%
489 153 1.7 6.4 118.2% 463 A4.8 23 (3.09) 58.4%
225 185 58 0.3 £4% 228 2.4 1.3 4.2) TE.9%
8.0 X 25 1.2 152.5% 8.0 1.5 a4 {0.4) 44.5%
1335 1001 334 121 55.9% 13,5 1288 67 {14.6) 68 5%
8.7 85.0 247 208 2003.1% 86,y a3 4.3 36 500.6%
12 54 1.6 a1 3.9% 7.2 5.4 0.4 {143 TRL%
194 145 48 09 22.4% 19,4 10.4 10 @an 75.6%
158 1.7 30 1.7 80.1% 156 14.8 08 {(s.4) &4.0%
1412 1104 35.8 4.9 15.3% 1472 1388 7.4 t24.5) TBH%
3y 218 7.9 18.9 172.4% 37 30.2 14 126 114.5%
ase 26.8 8.9 2.7 1261.5% 358 340 1.8 26 30.4%
33y 25.3 24 a3 64.0% 2.7 2.0 1.7 3.5 £12%
€53 452 151 50 49.5% £0.2 5.3 3.0 {4} 70.4%
832 47.4 158 27 21.1% §32 60,1 32 X 75.6%
156 1.7 39 46 $323% 156 14.8 0.2 1.4 218.5%
574 430 143 BA 139.7% 574 54,5 29 3.4 S24%
386 789 9.6 194 198.2% 385 368 19 17 110.6%
1608 1208 40,2 381 827% 1608 1527 B8O 4.0 82.5%
4 $8.5 28 5 48.5% o1.4 85.3 4.6 {10 70.3%
43 332 1.1 24 #0.3% 44.3 424 22 B4 FA3%
80.9 60.7 202 8.8 76.8% w09 168 4.0 24 64,6%
5y 10.3 34 0.9 33.2% 117 13.0 2.7 1.9} T34%
a2t 244 oo 0.5 BI% 324 w.s 1% (6.0) SFET%
299 224 7.5 1.1 18.1% 29.9 28.4 1.5 4.8) TEA%
18.4 145 4.8 o5 £1L8% 194 18.4 1.6 3.4 FTER
1889 1412 47 28 19.6% 1803 1789 9.4 9.9 IBO%
137 0.3 34 1.8 130.8% 187 13.1 0,7 0.8) B3.8%
2007 2180 72y 228 45.6% 2907 2164 145 (384 -70.9%
178 88.1 204 83 394% 13725 1116 53 (83 T2I%
&0 5.0 2.6 1.3 180.1% 88 7.6 o4 (0.3} 44,6%
262.1 2181 730 45 65% 202.1 2778 14.8 {53.9) “78.1%
a.a 219 8O 2r 50.4% 318 30.2 1.5 @9 £9.9%
419 3.4 10.5 5.9 127.2% .9 338 2. 2.5 B4 E%
1154 1tes My 252 120.6% 1554 1675 7.4 8.8) - B5.9%
168 u6 238 2.3 131% 1% 10.9 0.8 2.0 T74%
12.% 9.7 32 29 8921% 129 12.3 6.5 6.3 A8.4%
3.6 22.9 7.5 3.9 104.2% 0.8 20.0 1.5 22 59.2%
8.8 50 17 1.3 3708% &8 6.3 03 (0.0} F8%
a1 286 9.5 $6 143.3% aa 35.2 14 {2.0) FLA%
2818 2188 729 {18 24% 018 2772 14.6 £59.9) £0.8%
ase 2.7 89 28 30.1% 356 338 1.8 a7 T24%
118 8.6 2.9 12 69.6% ns 10.9 05 (1.1} £6.0%
1.8 1.3 o4 (0.0} 3.0% 18 1.7 0.1 (0.4} 80.6%
601 50.0 0.0 5.2 359% 8G.1 76.8 49 {10.8 SF3O%.
1840 . 1380 4.0 123 36E% 1840 1746 8.2 {24.5) 2%
303 v 78 1.2 18.0% 30.3 268 1.5 4.9 HEAY
78.3 507 19.6 109 126.4% 783 744 X9 T S4.7%
6.8 7.2 24 o8 A% 0.6 %1 0.5 .5 “10.2%
40250 $30187 $1,0082° - '$358.5 54.9% $4,025.0 $3,8237  $2012  ($445.5) -£9.0%




FY 1599

{$ Miltkowia}

Chart 4 AFBC Collections and Cast Avoldance
AFOC Colleciions Cost widam

Toig! Pavs Fad,  State Chaaga % Change Todal Yot Fed. Siate Change % Change

AFDC to Shara Share in State Froun HAFDC gEHg. Share Sharn In State From

Lolf,. Famllles Share Basellne Coll. forCA @12% ¢u8% Share Bassline
439 sl 1% $2.2 o2 1L5% 2248 LAY Y $22.4 $143 .8 11a%
26.4 42 11,1 113 16 WA% -3 3 Fex ) 55 33 a4 129%
51.9 o5 205 i 20 1A% 112t 3.4 %2 5 8.8 117°1%
LR 1063 the 'Y 9.7 12.8% . % 4 bR &8 58 2.8 1A%
w82 f12a e urea W3 BN BSBE 2015 925 £5.0 53 12.9%
392 28 203 23 33 $88% 1007 83.1 W 8.y oF %
823 32 4 uA '3 1"BI% 104, 1 813 e 8.k a7 124%
wa a0 8.1 6.1 L ¥ 15.7% 03 e a9 2.8 0.3 12.2%
w04 25 s a9 4.8 % 440 s 44 EX 0.3 %
183.4 LY} 9.5 845 s 15.9% 5095 n5Ae 502 .8 £ T 1A%
218.3 ey 1A Py 2.0 39% 2944 $43.4 =34 198 20 1L%
LT 35 25 2.8 0.2 29% T8 ar 08 LF 3 a4 1A%
e 38 84 &3 10 WI% £33 567 82 a5 .5 11.8%
112 p 2 10.0 2 2.8 5% B0y 4.9 5 33 o4 12.0%
1.3 %] a2 2.1 33 137% 208 235.0 s 0.0 28 12.0%
1885 o8 £1.4 02 &8 W% 2ias 1748 210 144 1% 11.8%
s 13.6 " 220 X 18.1% 1630 £3589 8y 114 1.2 1.0%
>3 4 £ ¥ 17 3a IEE% 181.6 32 9.9 £ oy 1LO%
820 o 25 E T 2y 18.4% 6.0 338 181 1337 1.1 1A%
(%3 wa 249 8.4 18 11.9% 5.8 508 T3] %3 1.3 SLI%
30.8 212 12 8.5 0.2 2% w3 LX) 3 23 23 7%
. 0y v k5 21 i 140% 7T ey LY 245 23 12.0%
138 264 424 24 53 144% 265 1628 1WE 130 1.5 12.9%
084 PTA e 1.4 Wa 12.5% 1,18%.1 1,128.1 1345 an.7 85 9.6%
1087 211 “y %7 EX) 15.8% AL 2088 awy 244 28 11.8%
538 18.¥ me 51 43 133% Bip 514 ny £ Y 11.8%
1137 258 §28 5.4 43 1H4% 31538 ey a0a .4 22 %
1% X 8.2 a4 85 1E.9% 2.0 333 40 % 4 0.2 L%
157 L4 3 54 % 4 145% 1308 193 124 82 0.9 1A%
188 29 1) 24 13 15,9% 71,8 587 B2 £5 0.8 TIE%
104 £0 1y 7.7 1.0 15.8% 8358 34 34 33 9.4 2%
iy 3¢ Loy 9.2 ny 139% 6858 552.9 635 FYY) i3 121%
#0.9 38 194 8 1.6 1Y% ap 8.1 33 21 82 "%
6.8 nEE 1512 572 3T | 158% 7823 20,5 54 503 5.4 12.0%
1863 a5 27 bk 4 £ 134% 2058 2428 2%.1 1A X 1A%
21 28 8.5 a8 0.4 1HA% Ay 00 22 2.2 6.2 TLEN
220 50 514 64y 34 147% 14474 5, 147.4 1y $1.8 6.2 8%
484 21 e 1371 5 10.8% (L) 3.4 74 £2 04 1A%
{12 ] 134 2. o 2.4 153% Fal 1.4 2.7 154 15 L%
204 178 w3 788 E3 133% 4501 11301 9y na 8.4 28%
13 19 .y oamn {05 120% g7+ 4 6.5 {78 1.7 1.3 124%
34,0 T4 18 2.3 13 12.5% 240 HH 23 1.5 B2 124%
534 54 26.8 151 13 5% 1211 e 1.7 7.4 Y 12.0%
11} 20 L% EE 23 5% 368 253 e 20 ez - 11.0%
£33 6.7 314 158 19 1%, 3 1852 158 182 Wy 13 1%
18r2 296 % 1 Py ) €5 ®1% B840 Lies 858 .0 L3 A%
303 7.0 b E3 85 12 ie3% (TR 7LE o % 4 0.0 11.9%
5. ar re 45 o8 14.7% 0.8 7.4 ot 14 a4 t1.5%
az 8.2 1. 8.3 £.8 14.0% 4 15 4% a8 0.4 124%
00.8 ms %2 |/ as 152% 2485 10,7 728 157 Yy 12.2%

LR e 101.% o R EE 1% 5333 A5O.R 541 36,1 a7 TES%

2.1 85 26.5 ¥ 13 9% b2 430 7y (X 8.5 1
oA 2% £2.9 3 33 133% PL- ¥ £58.5 2% LN 32 RAY%
.4 2z 58 23 as 15.8% 0y 188 24 16 82 1n.8%
OIS $1I008 | FRIBES $16404  B24S 14.9% FUL0000  FILTIOLD  ALAAL 35433 $94.8 1L.2%




FY 4998 Chart 53 Neat Effect

HYPOTHETICAL {FFP @ 75%; 10% Incentives}

(§ MitHena}
With Cost Avoldance Without Cast Avoldhiice
‘Tatal Fed. Stats Total Fed, State

Savings Savings Savings

Savings Savings Savinge

Alabams 24
Alnake A
Arizorna b X3
Arkansas 23
Califormia £2.6
Colorndo 58
Connectiout 8.Y
Delavears i %
[+ XoH 1.2
Flovids 203
Gecrgia 4.8
Gunrm 0.1
Haveail 1.9
idsho 1.9
Binois &3
Indinng 120
lowen -3
Kansas 53
Kontucky 88
Laiialans 27
Maine : 0.2
Maryiand 13 ¥ 4
Hassachiisetin 1.3
Mickigan . asd
Minnessta $1.9
Misuinsippi 32
Minsouri 1.7
Monlana 1.4
Habraoka 1.9
Hovada 1.9
How Hampuhire 1.8
How Jersoy 185
Now Mexico 18
Neow York k1.0 4
Horth Carciias 1.2
Harth Dakota 1.3
Chis 283
Qikiahonmn 4.9
Dengon 2
Feansylvanla k44
Puwrio Rice 1.8
Rhode isiand 33
South Ceroline 4.5
South Dekaia 14
Tannsesee 84
Toxne 114
1htal a8
Varmondt 1.1
Virgin islands 0.1
Virginis 83
Washingtosn - 258
Wast Virginka 4.6
Wiscansin 122
Wyoming T 1.0
Tolat S L 4832

1.2
{159
22

59

04

3.1
32
12

$30)
0.8

&

08

8
1)

83

. $127.9

a8
17
1.2
18
50.3
56
40
3.0
6.4
128
@y
03
28
a8
169
{10.3)
{4.9)
3
43
58
&5
Y
(6.8
{1.9)

1.6

12
&1

i

29
a7
[ 2}
&

- 4
3.8
2.8

$355.3

1.5
1.8
1.8
0.8

4.8

15
.3
2.3

24
0.8
3.2
03
2.3

.4}

184
a3
4%
0.6

452

@7
0.6
{8.6)
.4
38
08
£
25
o4
14
10.0
Q.8
e
0.6
{Han
20.1
8.5
1.1
1.4
.0
2.3
a4
7%
250
{1.5
{.1)
2.3
0.2}
a8
(255
{86}
{14.1)
26
a3
24)
0.8
&ns
14
27
B4
2.3
2.9
1 Ca
9.9
30

(#1143

7.2
1.2
165
0.8
442
4.9
1.3
&7
o8
0.1
(163
0.3
20
0.4
149
1.8
&9
24
39?

5:2‘0: -y
P

PR
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FY 1949 Chart 48 Not Effect
HYBOTHETICAL

££ Miillone}
{FFP @ 75%; No Incentives) (FFP @ 75%; 20% Incentlvesk,,
Total Fed. State Total Fad. Btate
Savings Savings Savings Savings Savings Savings
Alabame 24 1) 18 4 43N 164
Alssica 24 14 ©.5 2e .0 2
Arizona 36 08 35 X (16.4) 199
Arkaneas 23 % 4 14 23 (2.2) A5
Calitoryin 2.8 £4.4 (1.5 2.0 {30.1) 1017
Tolorado $6 52 08 5.8 X" 107
Connecticut 6.7 8.4 (0.7} 8,7 0.1 87
Dutownrs X 0.1 0.8 0.9 4.4 5.4
Be. - 12 1.6 0.4) 1.2 .6 1.2
Fiotida 20.3 200 2.3 203 e 8
Goorgla 48 217 {169 48 44 84
Guare o1 0.0} oz 2.4 {1.5) 1.8
Havenli 19 13 6.8 13 {28 A4
Klnk 1.8 2.7 ©.8 1.8 {0.5) 24
Hitrecke 83 41 22 6.3 {25.3) ne
incluna 28 8% {13.5 2.0 102 EAT)
bowen ¥ LR 5.5 an 7.0 1.7
Kansan . &8 {0.2) 53 {(12) 84
Kantacky 80 8.1 (.2 a0 (2.9} 0.9
Lovisiane 2.1 A (0.5) N g (9.4) 13
Malne 0.2 4.3 4.1) 0.2 1.2 {1.0%
Maryiand 1.8 127 0.9 118 12 0e
Massachunsits 1.3 23.3 {12.6} 113 16.2 “.ey
Michigan e 53.0 (180 381 209 1432
Minnesols 149 115 0.4 118 8.8 187
Minsissippl 22 42 ©.9 22 4.7 7.8
Wanouri 11y 2.6 {48 Ly 25 14.2
Bhoretata 1.4 18 o1} 1.4 0 28
Nabrasks 1.4 0. 12 1.8 5.7 7.6
Havads 1.8 1.3 (1] 1,8 T} 8.5
New Hompehire 1.4 0.8 o8 1.8 (3.0} 44
Howe Jarsey 8.5 1.8 6.5 188 {25.7: 4.2
Hew Maxico ¥ 43 (0.7 18 1.5 21
Raw York ar 338 19 51 £24.3) 82.0
North Caroting 112 12.8 {1.6} 11.2 (10.7} 2.4
North Dakota 1.3 28 ©.7 1.3 o4 9.8
Ohla .. 26.3 14.2 2.9 3 44,2} 10.5
Oldaboma 4% 5.4 {0.5) 48 4.0 .58
Oragon 7.2 8. PR ! 1.3 0.8 LY
Pannsyhvanis 322 351 8.9 ne 5.0 2t
Pusto Rico 1.8 0.8 88 1.8 05 3.1
fikods haland 3.3 A4 PR} 33 1.8 1.5
South Caroline 4.5 8.3 {8 iS5 0.1 44
Seuth Dakote 14 1.9 {0.8) 1.1 0.6 0.8
Tennevese 6.4 ae " (24) 8.4 1.1 8.2
Taxas 1.6 (0.9) 12,6 118 58.3) 70.9
Utnh L 4.5 (0.5} a8 £2.8) 45
Vermont 1.1 1.8 (0.5} 11 0N 1.8
Viegin felands 0.4 {9.0} ot 0.1 0.4 0.8
Wirginia a3 7.2 1.1 8.3 8.8 174
Washington WL 21.0 48 25.8 HE8 216
Wast Virginls 48 ¢, 38 L 1.8 {2.1) &7
Wisconein 12.2 158 4.8} e L. 1.8
Yiyoming’ 1.4 1.2 02 1.8 (%)) 1.7
Total $463.2 $530.4 ($47.2} $483.2 ($274.8) $T51.8

b bt ] L"‘?"‘."‘r';‘ﬁt'ﬂ" T

-



FROJECTED BASELINE - FY 1999

Projected . )
%pendttures Projected Projected Effactive
1999 Fadaral Share State Share Federal
BASELINE  FY 1999 FY 1809 Match Rat
Alabama 185.20 126,12 59.08 68
Alaska 158.23 79.58 78.65 50
Arizona 409.33 2622 147.12 64
Arkansas 95.65 66.45 29.21 69
California 7820.65 3984.86 3635.79 50
Colorado 266,25 142.54 123,71 54
Connecticut 527.98 265,89 262.09 50
Delaware 67.96 34.40 33.55 51
District of Columbia 173.61 88.02 85.60 &1
Florida 1244.37 8585.27 543510 58
Georgia 698 85 42593 272.92 &1
Hawali 191.81 96.62 85,19 50
|z 48.71 3212 16,58 66
Hinois 1262.11 839,88 622,23 51
Indiana 402.24 244 891 157.33 61
lowa 244 47 150.57 93.90 62
Kangas 205.87 119.08 B86.79 58
. Kentucky 363.78 239.83 123.95 66
=7 Lonisiana 28916 205.50 83,68 71
Maine 159.51) 899.25 60.26 852
Maryland 52458 2685.47 258.11 51
Massachusetts 1097.24 563.28 543.96 50
Michigan 1731.67 972.48 758.19 56
Minngsota 618.70 334.65 284.05 54
Mississippl 141.97 105.62 36.38 74
Missoun 447.74 264,23 183.51 53
Montana 75.61 51.89 2372 69
Nebraska 140.88 B3.a7 57.449 59
Nevada ) 79.05 39.83 39.22 50
HNew Hampshire 85.04 42.79 42.25 50
New Jorsey 927.42 472.81 454 61 51
New Mexico 173.03 123.09 4994 71
New York 4239.73 2132.56 210717 50
North Carolina 621.71 98 231,72 63
North Dakota 47 .44 31.63 18,78 &7
Qhio 1458.86 866,32 592.54 58
QOkiahoma 32405 218,53 197 .52 a7
Oregon 319.84 185.06 124.78 81
Penngylvania 1387.88 752.20 835.65 54
Bhods {sland 177.58 98.51 79.07 55
South Carolina 189.94 129,31 60.63 68
South Dakota 40.89 21.25 13.65 67
Ternnessae 401 .59 258,35 143.24 654
Texas 924.84 510.35 354.48 B2
LUtah 132 87 83.60 348.27 70
Vermornt gi.a3 8840 36,53 80
Virginia 371.04 187 .67 183,37 51
Washington 974.25 508.58 465.68 52
Waest Virginia 184.08 14541 48,66 74
Wisconsin 685,90 406.37 278.53 3
Wyoming 46.71 28.94 17.77 62
TOTAL $33,579.69 31839285 $15,187.14 55

Date: O4-May-B4
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ocatmonts LJOBS, WORK Operating C d Child ¢
nvestven . ing Costs, an are) at
5% f’edmhatch 9 j
Benefils {AFDC and WORIK) at FMAP

Administration (AFDC and Chiid Care} gt 50% Fedeg@% Malch

Change in Percont Ginto Share EHective

Fadaral Share State Dollars  Change fromn of New Fodoral
FY 1898 Siate Share  Spent Baseline Expenditures Maich Rate

Alabama 159,15 70,10 11.03 18% 25% 69
Alaska 8203 78.54 6,88 1% 8% 53
Arizona ans.m 154,58 7.47 5% 14% 87
Arkansas ' 84.87 34,52 832 18% 22% 71
Calfomia 4852 47 4021.47 B5.68 2% i13% 83
GColorado 179.68 128.41 4.70 % 11% 58
Connecticut 3i4.14 266.23 4.14 2% 8% 54
Delaware 44.25 33.29 0.27 1% 3% 57
District of Columbia 102.25 88.00 2.40 3% 14% 54
Florida 851.79 575.49 26.39 5% 14% &0
Georgia 521.14 287.78 14.86 5% 14% 54
Hawail 109.75 97.77 2.59 3% 18% 53
idaho 38.90 18.62 2.03 12% 23% &8
ffiingis 807.72 651.09 28.86 5% 15% 55
indiana 299.78 165.61 8.29 5% 13% 84
lova 177.480 106,24 £33 7% 19% €4
Kansas 144.83 8831 282 3% 2% 62
Kantucky 28242 136.86 12.91 10% 20% 68
{ puislana 258.48 101.95 18249 28% 25% 72
Maine 116,28 63,21 2.45 5% 15% 65
Maryiand 333.44 28252 3.40 1% 5% 56
Massachusetts 848,71 54583 1.68 % 2% 54
Michigan 1130.7¢ 788.26 29.07 4% 16% 59
Minnesota 390.44 288.68 4860 2% 8% 87
Misslsslrpi 138,60 4859 12.34 34% 27% 74
Missour 328.7% 192.98 4,46 5% 13% 63
Montana 59,40 26,23 2.51 11% 25% 84
Nebraska : 99.05 58.34 .88 1% 5% 83
Nevada 51.43 40,57 1.35 3% 0% 58
New Hampshire 54.09 42,22 (3,02 % 0% 58
Now Jersey 570.11 468.57 13.97 3% 13% 55
New Moxico 141.77 55,72 578 12% 24% 72
Neaw York 2443.41 2125.46 18.30 1% §% 83
Nonth CGarolina 475.02 244 38 12.65 5% 18% a8
Norih Dakots 3583 1713 1.36 9% 21% &8
Ohilo 1051.85 618.97 26,43 4% 12% 63
Okishoms 249,13 114.81 7289 7% 18% £8
Omgfm 2287.43 130.88 6.1 5% 16% 83
Pannsyivania 909.53 £51.62 14,96 3% 9% 58
Rhods isiand 114,72 80.31 1.24 2% 7% 59
South Carclina 160.88 71.07 10.44 17% 25% 89
Bouth Dakola 32.82 16.28 1.61 12% 22% 68
Tarnossae 220.42 157.23 13,98 1% 18% &7
Toxas 65382 39320 384 11% 17% €6
LUtal 108.02 43.92 4.85 12% 24% 71
Vermeont 83.32 37.72 1,21 3% 13% 83
Virginia ‘ 250.78 184.66 828 3% 8% 87
Washingion 591.40 468.7% 311 1% 4% 58
Wast Virginia 158,77 £8.03 837 18% 29% 73
Wisconsin 488.18 28074 1.2 4% 15% 62
Wyoming 34,29 18,55 0.y 4% 13% 65
TOTAL $24,858.90 S157i0.21 $523.07 3% 13% &8
increasa In Federal Expanditures $3,466.35

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37.569.11
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PROPOSAL T - Workin 8 Poor/At-Risk Child Care at 100% Faderal Match
Invastmants (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Carg} ot

75% Fodoral Match

Bonefits (AFDC and WOFI at FMAP

Administration {AFDC and Child Care} at 50% f‘-’edeﬁi Matoh

Change in Parcent Stalo Share Effective

Fedorat Share Siate Dolars  Change from of New Federal
FY 1998 State Share  Spent Basuline Expondilures Maleh Rata

Algbama 63,80 8565 6.58 1% 15% FA|
Alaska 80.18 78,38 -0.27 % 3% 54
Afzona 312.82 149.78 2.68 2% 5% 68
Arkansas 87.38 32.04 2.83 0% 12% 73
Califomia 4804.70 3869.23 33.44 1% 5% 54
Colorado 184,86 12323 -{1.48 A% A% 60
LConnssticut 320,34 280.03 -2.06 1% -4% 55
Delaware 45,30 32.24 -1.32 4% ~14% 58
District of Columbia 102.08 87.27 1.67 2% 10% 54
Florida B66.53 558.75% 9.65 2% 5% &1
G ia 529.79 279.13 6.21 2% 6% 83
Hawaii 111,54 95.98 0.80 1% 5% 54
idaho 40,23 17.48 a.70 4% 8% 70
liincis 82592 532.89 10.88 2% 8% 87
indiana 308.58 18B8.81 1.48 1% 2% 88
lowa 181.34 96.80 2.90 3% 5% 85
Kansas 147,88 8588 -3.93 1% 3% 83
Kantucky 206,43 i32.88 B.91 7% 14% 88
Loulsiana 284.48 $6.91 13.25 16% 18% 73
Maing 177 £1.78 .52 3% 8% 88
Maryland 340,98 254,98 -4.44 2% &% 57
Massachuselts . 888,17 537.18 £.78 1% 7% 55
Michlgan 1143 87 77810 15.80 2% 8% 60
Minnesoia 397214 2u1.88 -2.09 ~1% 3% 58
Mississ r?pi 142,537 45,92 9.57 28% 21% 76
Missou 335,42 186,26 2.75 1% 4% 64
Monlang 80,33 2520 1.58 7% 16% 70
Nobraskg 161.21 £6.18 -1.31 2% 8% 84
Hovada 83.51 38.49 -0.73 2% £5% 58
New Hampehire 55.80 40.51 -1.73 A% 5% 58
New Jorsey 581,32 457.36 275 1% 2% 56
New Maxica 143.69 53.81 3.86 2% 16% 73
Now York 2470.04 2098.83 -8.34 )% 3% 54
North Caroling 482,64 236.76 5.04 2% 5% &7
North Dakota 31.37 16.40 .62 4% 10% 706
QOhia 1065,33 605,19 12.68 2% 8% 84
{klahoma 282,74 191.20 3.68 3% 9% 84
Qragon 231.97 127.24 2.46 2% 4% 64
Pennsylvania 925.21 636.00 0.35 0% 0% 58
fhode Isiand 114,99 79.04 003 % 3% 59
South Carolina 164,81 8711 8.49 1% 15% - 71
South Dakota 33.70 14,37 0.72 5% 16% 70
Tennosses 32892 15172 8.48 £% 11% 48
Toxas 7B7.77 364508 14.56 4% 8% &8
LRah 14083 41,314 205 8% 11% 73
Yoemont £4.03 3702 0.50 1% 8% 63
Virginia 266.20 180,24 -3.13 2% 4% 54

T Washington 588.27 480.52 -4.77 -1% -6% 57
Wast Virginia 160,40 56.39 7.73 18% 24% 74
Wigconsin 474.79 28444 4.61 2% 6% 63
Wyoming 84,93 17.91 0.13 1% 2% 66
TOTAL $22.21034  $15.8%88.77 $171.64 1% 4% 49
Increasa in Federal Expenditures $3,812.79

- TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37.5648,11
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PROPOSAL 1 - With Net Effect of Child Support (75% FFP, 10% Incentive)
Investments (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) at

75% Federal Match

Benefits (AFDC and WORK&at FMAP

Administration (AFDC and Child Care) at 50% Fedeﬁrgl Match

Change In Percent State Share Effectlve
Fedaral Share State Dollars  Change from of New Federal
FY 1999 State Share  Spent Baseline Expenditures Match Rata
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
Gaorgia 508.04 296.08 23.16 8% 22% 63
Hawaii $10.35 95.27 0.09 0% 1% 54
idaho 37.80 17.82 1.23 7% 18% 68
Uinois 818.32 634.19 11.96 2% 6% 56
indiana 277.48 175.91 18.59 12% 36% 61
lowa 167.30 102.14 8.23 9% 33% 62
Kansas 142.33 86.21 -0.58 -1% -3% 62
Kentucky 289.32 131.96 8.01 6% 14% 69
Louislana 262.53 96.15 12.49 15% 18% 73
Maine 113.58 65.71 5.45 9% 28% 63
Maryland 326.44 257.72 -1.40 1% -2% 56
Massachusetts 626.61 554.43 10.48 2% 13% 53
Michigan 1093.81 790.16 30.97 ) 4% 20% 58
Minnesota 388.04 279.16 -4.90 -2% -10% 58
Mississippi 139.90 45.19 8.84 24% 20% 76
Missoun 323.11 186.88 3.36 2% 5% 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 877.01 443.17 -11.43 -3% -12% 57
New Mexico 138,87 55.02 5.08 10% 24% 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
Ohlo 1066.55 577.67 -14.87 -3% -8% 65
Oklahoma 246,93 112.11 4.59 4% 13% 69
Qregon 222.43 128.58 3.81 3% 12% 63
Pennsylvania 889.09 640.02 4.36 1% 3% 58
Rhode Island 111.62 80.11 1.04 1% 7% 58
* South Carolina 157.66 69,77 9.14 15% 24% - 69
" South Dakota 31.62 15.36 1.7 13% 28% 67
Tennessee 315.52 155.83 12.59 9% 18% 67
‘Texas 793.72 351.50 -2.99 1% 1% 69
Utah , 107.12 41.02 1.75 4% 11% 72
Vermont 62.82 37.03 0.51 1% 6% 63
Virginia 251.58 180.56 -2.81 2% -5% 68
Washington 588.80 445.59 -20.09 -4% -33% 57
"Waest Virginia 157.87 54.33 5.67 12% 20% 74
Wisconsin . 459.38 287.24 7.71 3% 13% 62
Wyoming 33.99 17.75 -0.03 -0% 1% 66
TOTAL T $21,729.60 $15,358.31 $171.17 1% 5% 59
Increase in Federal Expenditures $3,337.05
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37,087.91
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PROPOSAL 2d

Investments {JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care} at
JOBS FMAP plus 10% Federal Match

Benefits {AFDC and WORK] at FMAP

Administration (AFDC and Child Care) at 50% Federal Match

Change in Percent Siate Share Effective

Federal Share State Dollars  Change from of New Faderal
FY 1889 State Share  Spent Baseline Expendiiures Match Rale
Alabama 163.38 65.87 6.79 12% 15% Tt
Alaska 88.05 80.52 1.87 2% 18% 52
Adzona 309,36 153.28 6.12 4% 1% 67
Arkansas B8.04 31.35 2.15 7% 9% 74
California 4499.42 4074.52 138.73 4% 21% T B2
Colorado 175.78 132.31 8.60 7% 21% 57
Connoctiout 309.22 271,15 9.06 3% 17% 53
Dolaware 43.14 34,40 0.85 3% 8% 56
Distdot of Columbia 100.81 89.44 3.84 4% 23% 53
Florida 836.34 590.95 41.85 8% 23% 58
Gisorgia 518.20 293.73 20,81 8% 18% 84
Hawail r 108.51 939.01 3.83 4% 24% 52
ldaho 39.71 17.80 1.21 7% 14% 88
{inois 791,81 667.29 45,08 7% 23% 54
Indians 297.56 167.83 10.50 7% 17% 84
lowa 176.58 101.58 7.65 8% 23% 83
Kangas 141.62 g2.22 £.43 8% 19% 81
Kentucky 297.73 131.56 7.680 6% 12% 839
Loulsiana 26910 9229 8.63 10% 12% 74
Malne 118.71 683.78 353 6% 18% 84
Maryland 326.22 26973 10.82 4% 15% 58
Magsachusetls 636,33 556.01 12.0% 2% 13% 53
Michigan 1114.70 804.28 48.07 6% 24% 58
Minnesola 384,22 294.88 16.82 4% i18% 57
Misslsaﬁrpl 148,77 $9.53 3.18 g% 7% 75
Missou 32153 200.16 16,66 g% 23% 82
Maorntana 80.48 25.15 1.43 8% 14% 71
Naebraska 97.13 80.27 2.78 5% 17% 82
Novada 50.31 41,68 2.48 6% 19% 55
Now Hampshire 52.88 43.44 1.18 3% 1% 55
Now Jorsay 560,55 478.18 2352 5% 21% 54
New Maxico 145.36 52.14 219 4% 8% 74
New York 241078 215812 506.85 2% 15% 53
North Carolina 474,40 24500 13.28 8% 14% &6
Notth Dakaota 37.11 18.85 087 8% 14% 89
Ohio 1034.39 636,13 43,55 7% 21% 82
. Oklahoma 254.28 109.68 2.14 2% 5% 70
© Qregon 225.36 132.65 8.18 7% 21% 63
Pennsylvania 892.61 668,59 32.94 5% 18% 57
Rhode istand 112.87 B2,15 3,08 4% 18% 58
South Carolina 164.59 &7.33 8,70 11% 16% - 71
South Dakota 33.25 14.83 1.18 9% 16% 69
Tennessae azz.64 155.00 11.77 8% 15% 68
Toxas 756.78 400.08 45,56 13% 20% 685
v Utal 111.91 40.04 8.77 2% 4% 74
Vermont 82.51 38.54 2.01 8% 22% 682
Virginia 244.52 195.82 12.56 7% 18% 56
Washington 581,97 478,21 12.53 3% 15% 55
Waest Virginia 164.08 52.71 4,08 8% 12% 76
Wisconsin 481.23 297.70 {817 7% 25% 61
Wyoming ' 34,00 18.84 1.07 8% 17% 64
TOTAL T 32184450 81592461 §737.48 5% 18% 58
Increase in Federal Expenditures $3,261.85
TOTAL EXPENDITURES ' $37.568.11
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PROPOSBAL 2d - kaifz% Poor/At-Risk Child Carg al 100% Fedoral Match
Investments (JOBS, WORK Operaling Costs, and Child Care) at

JOBS ??ﬁ&? ius 10% Fadera! Match

Benefits (AFDC and WORI( at FMAP

Administration {AFDC and Child Care) at 50% Foderal Mateh

Change in Parcent State Share  Effective

Federal Share State Dollars  Change from of New Federal
FY 1899 State Share  Spent Basohne Expunditures Malch Rate

Alabama 166.86 £2.39 3.31 8% 8% 73
Alaska 89.44 79.13 0.48 1% 5% 53
Adizona 313.90 148.70 1.58 1% 3% &8
Arkansas 8988 29.74 .53 2% 2% 75
California 4582.10 4311.84 78.05 2% $12% 53
Colorado 182,00 126.08 2.38 2% 6% 59
Cannaotiout 316466 26371 1.62 1% 3% 55
Dolaware 44,39 33.15 0.41 1% 4% 87
District of Columbia 101.88 8887 2.97 % 18% 53
Florida 856.43 7088 21.75 4% 12% 80
Georgla 824,81 284.12 11.20 4% 10% 65
“ i 110.65 86.87 1.68 % 11% 53
idaho 44.78 16,74 .15 1% 2% 71

Hinon 813.36 845,45 23.22 4% 12% c6
indinns 304.90 160.49 3.16 2% 5% &8
fowa 180.35 §7.78 3.89 4% 12% &5
Kansas 145,76 88,08 1.29 1% 5% 82
Kentucky 301.00 128,29 4,33 3% 7% 70
Louisiana 27280 88,78 513 8% 7% 75
Maina . 117.24 6£2.28 2.00 8% 10% &S
Maryland 335.27 260.68 1.57 1% 2% 58
Massachusetts 648,48 545 86 1.90 0% 2% 54
Michigan 1130.80 788,47 2827 4% 168% 59
Minngsota 392,268 286.84 2.79 1% 5% &8
Misslgsi r?pi 150.03 3828 1.9 5% 4% 80
Missou 32858 182140 8.59 5% 12% 83
Montana 81.19 24.44 072 3% 7% 7

Nobraska 99.69 £7.70 n.22 0% 1% B3
Nevada 52.81 38,18 -0.04 0% 0% 87
HNew Hampshire 54.93 41,38 -0.88 2% 8% 57
Now Jorsoy 574.01 464 67 10.07 2% 9% 55
New Moxlco 146,64 £0.86 0.91 2% 4% 74
MNow York 244272 212618 18.99 1% 6% 53
North Carolina 482.11 297.28 557 2% 6% 67
North Dakola 37.74 16.02 .25 2% 4% 70
Chio 1050.54 619.98 27.44 5% 13% &3
Ckighoma 25716 106.78 Q.74 A% 2% 71
Cragon 229.39 126,93 415 3% 11% 84
FPennsylvania 8411.35 649.86 14.21 2% 8% 58
Rhode Island 114.40 80.63 1.56 2% 8% 58
South Carolina 167.64 64,28 3.65 5% 9% - 72
South Dakota 34.03 14.08 (.40 3% 8% 71
Tannesses 327.81 143,84 &850 5% 9% 89
Texas 7682.88 374.28 19.78 &% 9% 88
Utah 113.83 3831 -8.65 2% % 75
Vermont £3.34 37.71 1.18 3% §3% 83
Virginia 255.82 184,62 1.25 1% 2% 58
Washington 581,42 488,77 3.08 1% 4% 56
Wast Virginia 165.00 5170 a4.04 8% 9% 76
Wiscongin 489,15 288,77 10.24 4% 14% 62
Wyoming ‘ 34.68 16,18 0.37 2% 8% 66
TOTAL T $22038B54 | $15.530.57 $343.44 2% 9% 89

- incrsass in Federal Expenditures $3,645.99
©* TOTAL EXPENDITURES . 7.569.11
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PROQPOSAL 2d - With Net Effect of Child Support {75% FFP, 10% incentive)
invastments (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Ghilid Carej at

JORBS FMAP plus 10% Federal Match

Benefits {AFDC and WORK} at FMAP

Administration {AFDC and Child Care) at 50% Federal Match

Changa in Porcent State Share Eifective

Federal Share State Dollara  Change from of New Federal
FY $898 State Share  Spent Baseline Expenditures Match Rate
Alabama 168,78 57.067 -2,01 3% N 75
Alaska 86.85 78.82 017 0% 2% 52
Arizona 317.08 142,03 -5.08 3% -10% 89
Arkansas 87.34 2985 .65 2% 3% %
Califomia 4488.52 K24 42 88.63 2% 5% 53
Colorada 175.688 128.71 3.40 2% 8% 88
Connecticyt 304,42 267.15 5.08 2% 12% 53
Dolaware 45.24 31.40 245 5% -25% 59
{3iatrict of Columbia 106.01 89.04 3.44 4% 22% 53
Fiodda 829.64 577.38 28,28 5% 17% 58
Georgia 502.10 302.08 2.1 11% 28% g2
Mawasii 10811 86.51 1.33 1% 10% £3
ldaho 38,61 17.00 g.41 2% 8% [ ]
linols 842,11 B650.39 28.18 8% 15% 55
indiana £75.28 178.13 20,88 13% 41% a1
fowa 165.88 103.46 89.55 10% 38% 52
Kansas 139,42 89.12 2.33 3% 10% 81
.. Kartucky 204,63 126.66 2.70 2% 5% 70
" l.ouisiana 272.20 8549 2.83 3% 4% 76
Maine $13.01 8528 §.03 0% 80% 83
Maryland 31822 264.93 582 2% 10% £8
Massoachusalls 6i8.23 664.8% 20.85 4% 25% 52
Michigan 1077.80 808.16 46.97 ’ 6% 31% 57
Minnasota 381.82 285.38 1.32 0% 3% 57
Mississipp 149,07 36.03 (.82 1% . 1% 81
Missourn 315,93 184,06 10,88 5% 17% 82
Montana 80,28 23.85 413 1% 2%, 72
Nobraska 84 683 55.87 -1.62 3% 41% 64
Nevada 8201 38.08 -1.14 3% -10% &8
Now Hampshirs 53.88 40.84 -1.61 -4% 7% §7
Naw Jersey 567.45 452.73 -1.88 5% 2% 55
Now Mexico 142,46 51,44 1,49 3% 7% 73
New York 2405.96 212812 17.95 1% 6% 53
MNorth Carglina 473.40 234.80 3.08 1% 4% 87
North Dakola 3591 18.55 4,77 5% 15% 68
Ohio 1645.39 594 .83 228 0% 1% 64
Oklahomea 28208 108.98 0.88 -i% 2% 70
Qregon 220.38 130.85 5.88 5% 19% 83
Pennsylvania ara.id 656,99 21.34 3% 15% 57
Rhode istand 100.77 £1.95 2.88 4% 20% g7
South Caralina 181.39 88,03 £.40 8% 14% - 71
South Bakota 3205 14.83 1.28 9% 21% 68
Ternasses 317.74 153.80 10.37 7% 15% 687
Texas 788.88 358.36 3.86 1% 2% £9
Lish 111.81 37.14 -2.13 5% -14% 75
Yermont 62.01 37.84 1.31 4% 7% &2
Virginia 24532 186,82 3.45 2% 6% £7
Washington 87937 455,01 -13.87 2% -18% 56
West Virginia 183,18 49,014 0.38 1% 1% 17
Wisconsin 452,43 284,20 14.67 5% 24% &1
Wyoming 33.70 18.04 0.27 1% 5% 65
TOTAL © o $21.51520 Si5s572T $385.58 3% 1% 58
increase in Federal Expanditures $3,122.88
. TQTAL EXPENDITURES ’ $37.087.914
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Proposal 3

Investments {JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) at
State portion of JOBS FMAP reduced by 30%

Benefits (AFDC and WORI%at FMAP

Administration (AFDC and Child Care) at 50% Federal Match

Change in Percent State Share Effective

Federal Share State Dollars 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 azq2 2.92 10% 12% 73
California 4520.64 4053.30 117.51 3% 18% 53
Coleorado 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
Georgia 518.06 290.87 17.95 7% 16% 64
Hawail 109.01 98.52 3.33 4% 21% 53
Idaho 39.55 17.96 1.38 8% 16% 69
Minois 797.99 660.81 38.58 6% 20% 55
Indiana 298,79 166.60 927 6% 15% 64
lowa 177.25 100.88 6.98 7% 21% 64
Kansas 142.78 91.06 4.27 5% 15% 61
Kentucky 298.72 132.57 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
. Missoun 324.40 197.28 13.77 8% 19% 62
5. '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% 65
New Jersey i 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
Cklahoma . 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
Tennessea 322.70 154.94 11.70 8% 15% 68
"Texas 760.85 395,97 41,48 12% 18% 66
. Utah 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
Wast Virginia 162.76 54.03 5.37 11% 16% 75
Wisconsin 464,01 294.92 15.39 6% 21% 61
Wyoming T 34.15 18.68 0.91 5% 15% 65

TOTAL T §21,745.38 $15,823.73 $636.60 4% 16% 58 .

Increase in Federal Expenditures $3,352.83
~ TOTAL EXPENDITURES ' $37,569.11

Date: 03-May-94
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Proposal 3 - Warkm%aorfm Risk Chiid Care at 100% Federal Match
nvestments (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) at
State portion of JOBS EMAP reduc by 30%

Benelits (AFDC and WORK) at FMAP

Administration (AFDC and Ohild Care) at 50% Federa! Maich

o,

Change in Parcont Stata Share Effoctive
Fadaral Share Siato Dollars  Change from of New Fodearal
FY 1998 State Share  Spomt Baseline Exponditures Mateh Hato
Alabama 16618 8307 3.99 7% 9% ¥2
Maska 89.74 78,83 4.18 0% 2% 53
Arizona 313,96 148.63 1.52 1% 3% 88
Arkansas 88,10 30.30 1.09 4% 5% 75
Califomin 457914 3994.8BC 59.00 1% 9%, 53
Cotorado 183.1% 12495 1.24 1% 3% 59
Comnecticut 318,138 28224 0.18 0% 0% g5
Delawars 44,75 4278 £ 77 2% 8% 58
District of Columixia 13220 8805 248 3% 15% 54
Florida 861.27 586.01 16.91 3% 8% 80
Georgis 83220 281.7¢2 8.a0 a% 8% 65
Hawsg 111.01 896.52 1.33 1% 8% 53
idaho 40.6¢ 16.85 .28 2% 3% 71
llingis 818.38 $40.43 18.20 3% 2% 56
indlana 305.83 159.56 2.23 1% 4% 88
iowa 1B0.85 97.28 3.38 4% 10% 85
Kansas 146,65 B87.19 0.40 0% 1% £3
Kentucky 304,13 129.48 524 4% 8% 70
Loulslana 27086 8065 7.03 8% 10% 75
Maine 117.52 £1.97 1.72 3% 8% 65
Maryland 337.5% 258,40 .71 % 1% 87
Massachusetts §45.98 542.39 -1.87 0% 2% 85
Michigan 1135.85 78312 2393 3% 3% 59
Minnesota 394,24 784,69 0.84 0% 1% 58
Mississippi 148,02 40,28 3.93 11% 8% 78
KMissoun 331.82 189,77 8.26 3% 8% &4
Montana 81.01 24.62 0.80 4% 9% Fa
Nebrasks 106,31 57.08 (.41 -1% 2% 64
Nevada 53.09 38,80 4,82 4% 2% 48
Naw Hampshire 55.28 41,04 «1.21 ~3% 1% 87
Now Jorsoy 576.94 481,75 7.14 2% 5% 56
New Mexica 14593 51.56 1.62 3% 7% 74
New York - 2453.85 2115.23 8.08 0% 2% 54
North Carolina 483.19 236.21 4.49 2% 5% 87
Nords Dakota 37.68 16.08 0.81 2% 5% 74
Ohio 1086,70 £13.83 21.29 4% 10% 83
QOklahoma 256.28 107.67 0.18 0% 0% 70
Qragon 238.21 128.10 333 3% 9% 64
Pannsylvania $16.85 644,31 8.68 1% 5% 59
Rhode Isiand 11563 79.99 092 1% 8% - 59
South Carolina 167.04 64.88 425 7% 10% 72
South Dakola 33.98 14.09 0.44 3% 5% 71
Tennessos 327.88 149.78 8.54 5% g% &9
Texas 785.65 g7t.16 16.67 5% 7% B8
Litah 112.90 38.04 -0.23 -1% 1% 74
Yormort 63.583 8742 0.90 2% 10% 83
Virginia 257,57 182.87 Q.54 0% 1% 8
Washinglon 584.58 465,63 -0.08 0% Q% 56
Wast Virginia 163.83 52.87 4.20 9% 13% 76
Wisconsiry 471.41 287.52 7.99 3% 11% 62
Wyoming o 34.82 18.02 0.25 1% 4% 66
- TOTAL® ' . $22.119.61 $15,448.50 $262.37 2% 7% 54
Increass In Federsl Expenditures $3.727.08
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 337,569.14
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Fropogal 3 - With Net Effoct of Child Support (78% FFP, 10% lncentive)
Investments (JOBS, WORK Operating Costs, and Child Care) at

State portion of JOBS FMAP reduced by 30%

Benefits (AFDC and WORK&&! FMAP

Administration (AFDC and Child Carg) at 50% Fadaral Match

Change in Parcont Siale Share Effaclive
Faderal Share State Dollars  Changs from of Now Foderal
FY 1999 State Share  Spent Bageline Expenditures Mateh Rato
Alabama 168.90 57.95 «1.12 2% 3% 74
Alaska g7.24 78.43 322 3% -3% 53
Arizona 317.14 14188 5,18 A% -10% 69
Arkansas 868,57 30.682 $.42 5% 7% 74
Caltfornia 450814 400638.20 87,41 2% 11% 53
Colorado 177.24 125.15 $.44 1% 4% 59
Conngcticut 806,38 26518 8,09 1% 7% 54
Dalaware 45.88 30.88 260 H% «30% 60
District of Columbia 100,558 g8.46 287 3% 19% 53
Flodida BA5.82 8§71.17 22.08 4% 14% 59
Goorgia 504,98 299,17 28,25 10% 25% 53
Hawail 109.81 8602 .83 1% 6% 53
ahe 3845 - 17.16 0.58 3% 8% &9
iHinois B0OB.ES 643.31 21.68 3% 11% 55
indians 27649 176,90 19.57 12% 8% iy
iowa 166,65 102.78 8.68 9% 38% 82
Kansas 144,58 87.96 1.17 1% 5% &2
Kontueky 293,62 127.67 3.%2 3% 8% 70
Louisiana 269,93 88.75 5.10 5% 7% 75
Malng 113.35 65,94 5.68 % 25% 63
Maryiand a22 11 262.04 2.93 1% 5% 55
Magsachusetts 620.38 £60.66 $6.70 3% 20% 53
Michigan 1084.21 799.76 40 87 5% 27% 88
Minnesola 384.31 282,89 -1.17 £3% 2% 58
Mississippt 146.86 38.44 2.08 8% 5% 78
Missour 318.80 181.18 7.87 4% 12% 83
Montana 60.05 24 08 0.38 2% 4% 7t
Nebraska 100.41 55.08 -2.41 4% 18% 65
Novada 52.46 37.683 +$.858 4% -14% 58
New Hampshire 54.37 48.15 -2.10 5% -22% 58
New Jorsey 571.28 448,91 £.70 1% 8% 56
New Maxico 141,60 52.28 2.as 5% 11% 73
Mew York ° 241802 211208 4.8 % 2% 53
North Carclina 474 66 233,54 1.82 1% 2% 67
North Dakota 3583 16.63 4.8% £% 17% 68
Ohio 10868.53 587.68 -4 85 4% -3% 64
Oklahoma 251.05 108.00 0,48 0% 1% 70
Oregon 22137 123.64 4,86 4% 16% 63
Pennsylvania 878 91 850.20 14.55 2% 10% 57
Rhode Island 1101.89 81.21 215 3% 15% 58
South Carglina 160.60 66.82 §.20 10% 17% 71
South Dakotn 31.88 14.98 1.4 10% 22% &8
Tonnassee a17.80 153.54 10.30 7% 15% §7
Texas 780.65 a54.27 .22 (% £% 83
Utah 110.07 38.07 -1.20 3% -8% 74
Varmont 62.35 37.50 0.98 3% 12% 82
Virginla 247.82 184.32 0.95 1% 2% 57
" Washington £83.14 451.25 ~14.44 3% “24% 56
* West Virginia 161.88 50.33 1.87 3% 8% 78
Wisconsin 455,21 291,42 11.89 4% 20% 81
Wyoming 33.85 17.88 0.4 1% 2% &8
TOTAL L $21.61608 $15471.83 $284.70 2% 8% s8
increase in Federal Expenditures $3,223.53
TOTAL EXPENDITURES $37,087.91
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FY 1999 Chart 1D

CURRENT LAW Comparlson Actual and Projected State Performance
($ Mililons)
|
Total Collections | AFDC Collections | Total Expenditures

1992 1999 1992 1999 1992 1999
Alabama 28 200 23 33 3 68
Alaska 38 85 " 21 9 20
Arizona 48 126 13 42 24 73
Arkansas 42 92 16 27 12 27
Callfornle 650 1,153 3 540 247 485
Colorada 58 123 23 48 20 48
Connacllcut a4 139 38 14 28 44
Delaware 26 42 7 13 9 21
b.c. 20 41 5 8 8 v
Florida 252 523 T0 149 74 125
Georgls 174 395 T4 177 L] a1
Guam 5 13 3 7 2 7
Hawall 34 o4 8 14 9 18
Idaho 28 50 8 14 7 15
Hinals 183 308 59 a5 61 138
indlana 124 242 49 a6 18 29
lowa o8 183 B 59 1% 33
Kansas 85 113 20 40 17 32
Kentucky o 192 a5 T2 29 57
Louislana 84 178 26 43 30 59
Maine 38 €0 21 a2 2 15
Maryland 194 354 46 80 40 53
Massachussits 185 237 72 o2 44 a5
Michigan 783 1,272 168 250 B4 152
Minnesola 189 359 53 86 44 85
Misslsslppl 48 104 2 43 21 42
Missourl 168 22 49 92 33 76
Montana 17 42 6 12 5 13
Nebraska 66 108 9 16 17 30
Nevada 32 L 7 15 10 28
New Hampshire 27 55 ] 16 ] 18
New Jersey 372 635 a3 14 92 176
New Maxico 19 48 8 24 8 13
New York 485 883 172 322 148 272
North Carolina 168 35 64. 126 51 110
North Dakola 16 34 L] 10 4 7
Chio 665 1,225 100 179 123 277
Oklahoma 47 a5 18 37 16 30
Oregon 107 21 25 50 21 39
Pennsylvanla 773 1,236 121 188 a2 147
Puerio Rico a4 132 1 1 7 10
Rhode lsland 25 45 13 28 8 12
South Carollna 89 130 21 43 + 19 28
South Dakota 18 3 ] 8 3 G
Tennssses as 187 23 51 2 a5
Texas 251 621 59 128 v 274
Utah 53 96 19 32 1% 33
Yermont 13 28 T 12 5 "
Virgin lslande 4 7 0 1 1 2
Virginia R 145 248 s T4 47 75
Washington | - 287 503 ]| 189 at 173
Waest Virginla 36 o ] 34 12 28
Wisconsin 293 497 63 a1 42 T4
Wyoming ' 11 27 4 ] 2 ]
Total : 7,948 14,676 2,243 4,070 1,913 3,778




Several principles have guided the deliberations of the
working group in fermulating 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: -

1. 1In the aggregate, states should not bear(%%%}additional 7
COSLS . :

2. ‘here will be 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
zexo for entities with no investment of their own funds axe
likely to be less vested in the outcome of the program.

3. If the state bears no additional ¢ost relative to
current law, there should be significant penalties for not
gspending 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 state as
measured by a well defined performance measure should be
reflacted 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 group intends to work closely with the states in
ascertaining the fiscal impact upon each state.
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