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SUMMARY OF ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORM

COST ESTIMATES
{in Sillions)

' ' Five-Year

: Federal Costs

4 Transitional Assistance Followed by Work

! Additional Education, Training and Placement Spending 2.8
WORK Spending {including Noncustodial Parents) 12
Aééitiﬁ:;a! Child Care Spending for Program Participants 2.7
Investments in Automation 8

Subtotal 1.5
Savings from Caseload Reductions snd Reduced Fraud (1.5)
Subtoial, Transitional Assistance 6.0
| Making Work Pay

Working Poor Child Care Expenditures 1.5

State Flexibility on Eamed Income and " "
Chitd Support Disregards 2
State Demonstrations to Advance EITC .
Subtotal, Making Work Pay ' 18

Prevention/Parental Responsibility

l Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Grants I |
Child Support Enforcement and Demonstrations 6
State Option to Limit Additional Benefits o

Additional Children/Minor Parents {1)
Subtotal, Prevention/Parental Responsibility 8

E Improving Government Assistance (IGA)

{  Remove Two-Parent (UP) Restrictions 2
IDAMicroenterprise Demonstrations A
Conform Resource Limit, Income Definitions and Other 2

Subtotal, 1GA ' 5

[ Net Medicald Impact _ 2

| TOTAL = \ 8.3




LOB/13784 0 11058 202 690 6562 (HHZ/ASPE/HSP ginos

COSTS

In any welfare reform plan, up-front investments in education, training and placement services, ¢hild
care, and the development of work opportunities and automation are required, The cosis of welfare
reform to the Federal government in our plan are estimated at $9.3 'mlhon over five years. The cost
package is modest and carefully matched to fimancing.

Costs gradually increase over the five-year period, reaching an annual level of $3.3 billion in 1999,
The program phases in over time in 2 focused and pragmatic way that recognizes the need for States
to develop infrastructure, train staff in the new culture and ensure that the program will be well-
developed and implemented. In the second five-year period of welfare reform, annual costs range
between $3 and $4 billion, with increased investments in the sew program balanced by increased
savings from child support enforcement and caseload reductions. Our financing plan will cover these
gosts in this period as wall,

The paz:kage assumes that States share in the cost of welfare reform at o reasonable level; they will
alsc share in the savings. The States’ share of required expenditures on transitional assistance,
WORK and child support enforcement of §1.6 billion are more than balanced by estimated savings of
$1.7 billion from ¢aseload reductions and child support enforcement. I States choose o enact the
optional provisions of the proposal, which many States have already requested through walvers, our
¢stimate is that the total cost 1o the States would be about $1 biltion,

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK

Additional JOBS spending, The new JOBS spending of 2.8 billiou over five years &5 added to
baseline spending under current law of $1 billion per year. In 1999, wtal spending aliowed under the
JOBS program will be $1.9 billion. This will eaable the JOBS program 10 serve approximately
800,000 participants at any one time, Costs per ;}mic:lpazzi were estimated from the expeneace of the
most effective current programa that provide education, training and placemem serviges W welfare
recipients.

m&ﬁm;lmg; The WORK program, which bcgizzs serving participams in 1998 {when they begin
hitting the two-year time limit), costs $1.2 billion during the first five-year period. Costs of the
WORK program increase over time, s more slots azed 10 be developed for an expanded phased-in
group, more of whom hit the time limit cach year. By 1994, the WORK program is expected to be
servmg approximately 260,000 participants. Costs per WORK slot were estimated based on the
experience of operating work programs in funding mazms}s and equipment, supervision, job develop-
oent, and other costs.

i - i : NOR icipants, The estimated child care speading of $2.7
%ﬂimn for J{}BS aad WORK partici;)ants is addad o annnal Federal spending under current law of
ahout $750 million. This represents the cost of 2 guarantee of child care to participants in both
programs, and of transitional child care for vue year to those who leave the rolls. The estimates
assume that in fiscal year 1999, 370,000 new slots will be creatad. The proposal guarantees parental
choice of child care arrangements and assumes the use of both formal and informal arrangements. In
addition, Head Start is estimated 1o serve many of the 3- and 4-year-old children of welfare
recipients. .
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MAKING WORK PAY/CHILD CARE

Working Poor Child Cage. 'The proposal expands the *At-Risk” program of child care for the
working poor from its carrent capped level of $300 million to an annual cap of $1 billion by 1999,
This program supplements the Child Care amd Development Block Grant (CCDBG), which is
curvently funded at about $1 billion with increases requestad. Together, the two programs will serve
appsoximately 1.1 million working-poor children in fiscal year 1999,

i ] : i gt The propossl requires States o disregard for
purposes of caimlatmg beaeﬁzz $120 per month of earned income for work expenses. States have the
option of increasing disregards, both for carnad income and for child support. The cost estimates
assume that States serving half the saseload increase their disregards.

PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY

The proposad will make shout 1,000 grants over five years,

averagmg &ﬁ(} i}i}f} per year gach, .. school and community-hased organizations for teen pregnancy
prevention projects. In addition, the pmpesa! wilt fund five to seven comprehensive youth and
prevention demonsirations,

i ' : § Rem 8. Total net spending of $0.5 billion over five years
wail increase mputerim;m and m{mcemnt siaff. This pew spending will generate modest AFDC
savings and substantial impwvements in the sconomic well-being of children by 1999, Savings to
State and Federal governments increass dramatically guring the second five-year per;od Zs&zzch of the
financial benefit from the new provisions will accrue to the States.

Provaswnsare asumaieé o save SO lbilizﬁnwez fivc ng -

. IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE

ve T Restrictions, The proposal allows States W remove the restrictions that treat
twe*pzrent faxmim fess favurabiy that gus-parent families. Agsuming that States serving half the
saseload choose this option results in sstimated Faderal costs of $8.2 billion,

The proposal allows recipients to accumulate assets in

resmc:eii acmuntsandﬁmddmm;o ‘of subsidized accounts and programs. The costs of these
gotivities ure estimated to be $0.2 billion.

Forming ag Provisions, The proposal takes a number of steps to
maf{}:m the mlas cf tizc AFDC and Pwd Sfamp preg:szas, to improve the efficiency of program
oparations and 1o decraase fraud. The total costs of these provisions are estimated to be $0.2 billion.
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o Bruce Reed
Belle Sawhill
i Way

FProm: Goldstein
Re: Attached table
Date: 2pril 13, 1994

The attached table corrects a couple of errsrs in one of the
tables you received yesterday.
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TANLE Package 1 = DEVAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL ARD STATY)
FOR BLEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

By fisoal year, in milliony of dotlars)
5 Yeur §¥ear I0%ewr 30 Year
Tatal Fexdorgt Totef  Federal
PARENTAL RESTONSIBILITY
Minor Mothers {85 (3 2103 353
Na sdditione! Benefita for Additiorai Children {60}y 2263 {2.150) {3ifh
Child Support Enforcement
Pateenity Bstablishmant (N (53%) {303 {2,080} {400}
Enforesment (Nex} (€153 {160 A7 (1,555
Carputer Costy 4385 oyl 1,085 v
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONRIBILITY {1,230 131 (8,055 i s
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBS- 4] 1] ] 4
Addiziou:fJOBS Spending R 2,295 7110 5590
Addilianal Child Care for JOBS 2,010 1,810 4,310 1330
WORK Program 1,650 £,330 11,490 2150
Additional Chils Care for WORK e £1¢ 5248 £.150
Savingy from Child Care and Gther Expansion {rasyf {1063 (1480 315)
Trausmitionst Chilld Carc 555 445 2565 2,056
Entgroad Toen Chee Manageraent 210 170 395 475
Savings - Canelosd Reducton iy ] 215} (4,010} {3,340}
ADP Fedoral and Smie Sywiems/Admin Efficioncy &30 54% 225 &0
SUBTOTAL, ] OBSFW{}RI{ 8,170 £,690 25185 22,030
SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK AND PARENTAL RESP §,950 6,360 | 17,130 ] 20,080
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE {Capped at $900 milliog
in net spending}, 1,878 1,560 6,932 £,545
REMOVE TWO PARENT {UF} RESTRICTIONS 3241 423 2875 ¥,380
Comprehensive Grunis 260 2R 350 450
Non-Custadial PBarenl JORS/WORK Progmma 165 130 13 H50
Aseoss Granks and Perenting Domonstrstions 35 30 75 &0
Child Support Assusnce Projests 150 120 415 330
1DA and Microznierprise Projesis T8 & 175 140
SURTOTAL SFECIAL INITIATIVES 625 540 {1,830 1,53
IMPROYING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE QGa) .
Sute Blexibiiny on Bamed Income
and Child Support Disregards HO 385 2,225 850
Generally Confors Dot act Inerease}
Assetr 1 Food Sterpy a & 0 o
Al Othors (73) {8} {165} {5
SUBTOTAL 1GA £38 380 2,064 B4s
GRAND TQTAL 14,989 9 478 J0,52% 29,550

Prexidest’s Table witk Full Phase-In in Fy 19986 with Further Adiustments in JGA, Working Poor

Child Care, and Demonstrations; UP Two-Parent Provision us State Optiog; Eliminate Incresse
in Territories’ Cap: Conform Asset Rules to Food Staemas Bl po lucesase in Limits.

Naoie 2 Parunthercs denote savings

Nete 2 Five Year a6d Ten Yoar Fodocal estimutes represent 20% of al expenditares cxeepl for

the following: benelits arc st current match rtes; child support s mstchad &1 rats

specificd in the bypothetieal plan; and compreliensive demonsteation grsnts are metched at 100%,
Source; HIS/ASPE stnff estimatvs. Thene estimates have boen shared with steff within HHS snd OMB b
hieve a0t boen officially toviewsd by OMB, The polisics do a8t reprosest & consemsuy recommendalion

of the Working Grouvp Co-Lhainy,

84113194
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EXECU?TTIVE G FFICE o F T HE PRESID
23~Feh-19984 0%:27pm

TO: (See Below)

FROM: Richard B, Bavier

CGffice of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL

SUBJECT: Repurt on meeting to discuss STEWARD model

In attendance at the meebting to discuss the STEWARD model were David
Ellwood and Wendell Primus and ASPE staff, Harold Beebout from
Mathematica and staff, Robert Moffitt {(by phone}, and Ralph Smith
and Jeohn Tampogna from OBO.

In an initial stage, Ellwood led a discussion with Beebout and
Moffitt about the reliability of the estimates of the effects of
universal health care, EITC increases, and welfare reform on the
AFDC caseload. All three agreed that the impacts were generally in
line with zarlier work by Moffitt, Ellwood, and cthers.

Wendell pressed about estimates of the combined effects. They arve
in the 40 percent range. All agreed that they expected a lover
combined effect, but speculated on reasons for the apparent lack of
overlap.

After Ellwood had to leave, the guestions focussed more on the model
itself. In the course of the discussion, it becanme evident that the
estimates of the time-~limit and work program had assumsd CWEP
iimited to 18 months., The model’s relative lack of external
validation was noted, and suggestions for testing it were made. In
addition, at least one guestion of internal consistency wasg
identified in table outputs. Mathematica is going to look into it.

After the meeting, Oellerich again stressed that ASPE cost estimstes
were stlll preliminary. We should expect to see a naew table
tomoryow. He thinks the nusbers will show progressively less change
with each subsequent version.

On a related point, I had asked Cellerich to have STEWARD estimate
| the effects of JOBS, time~limits for all non-deferred {including
%%’ wﬁ*i part~timer workers}, followed by CWEP. (They already had done this
i

Qﬁﬂﬁtiuﬁ\ | package reflecting the HHS part-time policy.) #ith time-limits for

4 art~timers, measured combined costs for AFDC, food stamps, and EITC

Qﬁl- were lower than the no-time-limit option, while Work and Work exits
from AFDC were up. David asserted that the number of WORK slots we
would Have to find would be higher with time-iimits for DALL-LImMers.

——
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he tables don’ ear to support him, but he had to leave before
we could get very far into the problem. In any case, these
time-limit-then~CWEP tables will all have to ke reproduced without
the CWEP time-limit before we can get back to this discussion.

Distribution:

Izabel Sawhil)
Stacy L. Dean

TO
TO

oA

. CC: Barbara §. Belfridge
CC: Kelith J. Fontenot
£C:  Lester D, Cash
CC: Michagl E. Ruffner
CC: Dbavid K. Kleinberg
CC: Len M. Nichols
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Qutiine of Costs Paper

The purpuse of this memo is to describe the vislon for the cost”
and financing paper that will sltimately g9 to the President.
That paper will outline ag simply as possible the different cost
and flnancing pieces. <Cost and financing should be described
tegether because the issues are intimately intertwined: To the
extent that one decides to go for a more costly set of provi-
sions, one will need additicnal finmncing. I believe stronaly
that it is important io e able to understand the interastion nf
all of these dacisions. C

The attached table lists the major cost items and fimancing
sptions for Fisecal years 1595-39, a five-vyvear total, and a steady
state number. All cost figures include the total change Iin both
Federal and State cosvs. I have trisd to accommodate OMB’a
deaire to see low-copt, mid-cost and highaer-cozt options, 33 well
ag the impact of several free-standing provisions.

The tabie is constructaed fairly simply. The low-cosk optdion
consists 0f the child support enforgement provisions, an enhanced
JOBS funding stream (hopefully consistent with one of the phase-
in assumptions), the WORK program with one year of communitcy
service work at minimun wage, the nonwcugtodial parent provisions
and child support assurance demsnstraticons already sgreed upen,
ehild care Lo gover participants in the JOBS and WORK programs,
and 12 months of transitional care for everyont whe leaves the
A¥DC program. Finally, this option includes the budget impact of
the pravention items already agree upon. By itself, this option
is not a proposal that anyone should like, but it does illustrate
the major components ¢f & low~cost option, Wwhen we actunally see
the cost numbars, we may want to inclwde fewer or more proviaions
in this first option.

Tha next part of the table, labalaed as the mid-~cost option,
includes additional cost praviasions which could be sdded to the
low-cost option. The higher-cost option includes moxe expensive
provisions which could be combined with the low- and mid-cost
options. 7The addendum section coasts show the impact relative to
the mid-cost proposal of various policies in which members of the
group have axpreassed particularx interest. Cbviously, some
provisions could be vlassified differently than they currently
appagyr, but T would hope wo would not need a2 long discussion
aboyut clagsification. Fipnally, under tha financing section, 10
to 12 options will be listed.

In the paper for the Praesident, each provision and the ratiocnale
for the provision should be detailed. I would suggest that tChe
individual in the group of six who feels most strongly about each
OVL of the more expensive options should attempt to draft an
additional paragraph detailing the rstiocnale for such.
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within the five-year budget window, one can lower costs by moving
the affective date. Costs should be esgtimaved congervatively
agsuming current budget scoring rules. One can only take oredit
for provisions actually contained in the welfare reform bill.
Thus, we must assude that the Health Security Act nag net be
enacted and we muset be realistic about how fast the proposal
could be phased in. Tho steady state numbers would assumé that
the proposal is fully implemented and fully effective relative to
the 1999 caseload. The steady state figures would assume the
enactment of the Health Security Act, and they might alsc assume
full implementsiion of an advanca EITC proposal.

For the moment, I would hope that we could avoid getting into
lengthy discussions about other major options to oost ocut. I
believe it would be most ygeful to focus ocur attention on gerting
one sat of options completely done right first.
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WELFARE REFORM COSY ESTIRATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

{By fiscal year, in millions of doltars)

! Effeclive

Date

1045

1986

1897

1548

1893

5-Yoar
Total

Stendy
State

FERO LD

LLW-COST OPTION

Chikd Support Ertforcement
Patemiy Establishmont (Net)  _. (ance
Enforcement {(Het)
Computer Costy
TOTAL

JOBS Funling
Associated Child Care

WORK Progrsm {Uimit of one year] - Fetlonad Q-\ ok 7
Associated Chikd Care

Non-Guatedial Perent Provisions

Child Support Cemonsirations

Ghikd Camp {Only bansitional care)

Prevenfion Package (Minor parert, demonsirations)

~Foray AP
SUBTOTAL

LT

5T

<88 DEO 20D

S5H/Ad8¥ - SHHQ

+on



MID-COST OPTION
Simpitfication Package (Accounding pericd, assst nides)
Filing Unit Gption
Disregerd Package
-

wo-Parent Provislons 5°
Child Garg for Working Poor Below poverty)
Addilional Year of Community Sarvico Jobn

SUBTOTAL, Combined with Low-Cost Oplion

- HIGHER-COST OFTION
Unbimited Time It Communily Senvice Jobs
Additional Childd Cerg {Bolow 130% of povorty}
Mcra Generovs Disregards and Simplification Package
Less Genarous Exemplion Packags

Advanca EITC

TOTAL COST, including Low- snd Mid-Cost Options

rg-90/%0

BILY

088 039 02 g

458,345V SHRG

goc
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Income Maintenance Branch February 24, 1994
Office of Management and Budget
Executive Office of the President

Washington, DC 20503
Please route to: mﬁﬂ mﬁe‘f —
. For your information
Keith Fontenot W Per your request X
Barbara Selfridge \“% Take necessary action _
Belle Sawhill ' With informational copies for:
cE

Subject: Possible Low, Medium and High

Welfare Reform Options Phone: 201 /3954688

Fax: 202/395.3814
Roome #7026

From: Richard IE.a.:ier, Lester Cash,
Stacy Dean and Micheal Ruffner

Per your request we have developed the attached tables which represent
hypothetical low, medium and high cost options for welfare reform. Our intent was
not to suggest these combinations as policy options, but rather to illustrate that low
and medium cost options could be developed from the high cost option HHS sent
over yesterday. The preliminary five year costs associated with each option are:
low; $3.1 billion, medium; 7 billion and high; $15 billion.

¥
In order to create the low and medium options we took variations of the HHS high
cost option:

. » Eliminated or limited certain elements. For instance, for the low cost option
we eliminated Child Support Assurance Demos and for the medium cost
option we capped the demos at $50 million per year.

. Added some possible savings options. For the low cost option we included
the Up Front Job Search, Family Cap and Capped the DCTC, >

» Scaled back the Transitional Assistance and WORK programs. Richard
developed some estimates for a less ambitious program.



February 24, 1994

In addition, we added lines without pricing for those items which we believe will
have either costs or savings but which were not included on HFS's table:

* Child Care Feeding Costs ‘

. Systems Costs for the Transitional Assistance and WORK programs.
* Food Stamp Interactions

. Medicaid Interactions

If you have any questions or comments about the tables, please do not hesitate to
contact us.



HHS PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

A HIGH OFTION
{By fiscal year, in miilions of dollars}

5¥ear
1995 193¢ 1997 1598 1999 Yotal

JOBS Prep 0 20 85 60 2¢ 05
Additional JOBS Spending 6 20 B0 1020 1070 3210
WORK Program 0 0 i} 176 7% 9&0
Additional Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants ¢ /O 0 80 980 7
Transitional Child Care 0 85 250 325 M0 1L000
Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimnted

Enhanced Teen Case Management b 38 Y 105 110 335
Economic Development , 0 6 W W 100 300
Systems Costs Not Yet Estimated

Subtotal Transitional Assistance/WORK ] 655 2045 2610 3460 4770

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 8

Prevention Package 0 @y W @y W O
Two Parent Provision 0 0 0 80 8 1,800
Child Support Enforcement 4/
Paternity Establishment 0 85) (2000 (300 450y (1,035
Enforcement{Net} 130 70 60 300y (500 (54D)
Computer Costs 0 15 200 20 30 100
Sub-total CSE 236 138 6 (350 (630 (575
Other Services
Non-custodial Parent Provisions 0 X % 125 195 440
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 20 25 30 30 30 135
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 ¢ 0 20 350
Sub-total Other Services 20 5 20 33 475 1,5
Subtotal Parental Responsibility 250 150 640 58D 888 2,180



HHS PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

A HIGH OPTION
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

1995 1996 1997 1998 1593  Total

MARINGWORKPAY
Working Poor Chikd Care g 165 Li185 1310 1440 4,100
Child Care Feeding Costs ' Not Yet Estimated
Advarge EITC 0 0 0 0 0 ¢
Subtotal Making Work Pay 0 168 1,185 1310 1440 4,100
REINVENTING GOVERNMENT

Asset Rules, Filing Unit,

Simplification of Earnings

Disregards, Accounting and

Reporting Rules ¢ 0 8 0 0 0

No additional benefits for additional children @o Q00 G200 ek as;y (580
Food Stamps Interactions Not Yet Estimated
Maedicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated
Other Interactions Not Yet Estimated
NOTES:
1 These are HHS preliminary estimates dated Feb. 23, 1994. New estimates may be available
as of Feh. 24
2 Additional JOBS Participants in thousands o 123 374 435 444
Additional WORK participants ¢ 0 ¢ 33 W47

3 HHS numbers for the same proposal show a caseload savings for the Transitional Assistance
Followed By Work section. QOver five years the savings represent $130 million,

4 Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State shares of costs and collections,
Under current jaw, these provisions would increase costs to the Federal governunent while
generating savings to the State. Thus, the Grand Total cost would increase.

5 HHS assumes the Federal government will pay 100% of the added costs of welfare reform. If States
paid the same share of welfare reform costs as they do under current law, costs could be reduced 45%.



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
A MEDIUM OPTION
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

5 Yeoar
1995 1996 1997  19%8 1999  Tutal

RRANSTTIONAT ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK i s o
Additional JOBS Spending 0 20 B850 1,020 1,070 3210
WORK Program £ ¢ o 170 70 60
Additdonal Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants ¢ B0 00 330 960 2740
Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimated
Systems Costs Not Yet Estimated
Subtotal 0 520 1,550 2,020 2820 6910

PARENTAL RESFONSTBILITY]

Prevention Package 0 ‘0 @y @n 4 Qo
Two Parent Provision 0 0 200 300 400 0
No additional benefits for additonal children @ a0 (120 (el (16D) {5803

Child Support Enforcement 3/

Paternity Establishment (85) {200} (30 (430) (1,085)

0

Enforcement{Ngt) 130 70 & (300 60 540

Compuler Costs 0 10 200 2% 00 1A

Sub-total {SE 230 135 66 G5 B G7H
Capped Child Support Assuranve Demonstrations 0 50 50 50 g {‘fg;f{-
Subtotal 1340 ¢5 15X Qs @4 Qs
Working Poor {hild Care 0 83 590 685 720 493 Zets
Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimated
Advance EITC ' 0 0 0 0 0 ¢
Cap and Make Refundable Dependent Care Tax Credit 0 0 0 0 0 ¢

Subtotal 0 80 590 655 710 10" Zods



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

A MEDIUM OPTION
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

5 Year
1985 1996 1997 1898 1593 Total

S 5
- L

REINVENTING GOVERNMENTA T

........ A

Asset Rules, Filing Unit,

Simplification of Earnings

Disregards, Accounting and

Reporting Rules 0 0 0 0 0 0

{,&,, cosicannesararscy &«’W‘ R gﬁ.
i M&({«.{«««f’ /ﬂg//iﬁx’%ﬁfy i AR et E&

Food Stamps Interactions Mot Yet Estimated

Medicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated

Qither Interactions Mot Yet Estimated
NOTES:

1 These are HHS preliminary estimates dated Feb, 23, 1994. New estimates may be available
as of Feb, 24,
2 Additioral JOBS Participants in thousands 0 123 374 435 444
WORK particpants 0 0 0 33 7
3 Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State shares of costs and collections.
Under current law, these provisions would increase costs to the Federal government while
generating savings o the State, Thus, the Grand Total cost would increase.
4 HHS assumes the Fedearal government will pay 100% of the added costs of welfare reform.
if States paid the same share of welfare reforin costs as they do under current law, costs
could be reduced 45%. '



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
A LOW OFTION

(By fiacal year, in millions of dollars)
5Year

1995 1936 1997 1938 199  Total

Applicant Job Search/No AFDC 30 days B 29 G G @ (125
Additional JOBS Spending 0 160 460 . 525 535 1680
WORK Program 0 0 0 125 56 oW
Additional Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants ¢ 180 540 665 840 2225
Child Care Foeding Costs Not Yet Estimated
Systems Costs Not Yot Estimated
Subtotal Transistional Assistane/WORK 19 b: 5§ ] 95T 1277 1896 44N
PARENTAURESPONSIRILITY
Prevention Package ¢ W @ @s Wy a7
No additional benefits for additional children @y Qo0 az (s ae (58
Chitd Support Enforcement 1/
Paternity Estabiishment 0 @5 (2000 306y @5 {103%
Enforcement{Net) &Y 70 & oD (00 B4
Lemputer Costs 0 150 A3 250 300 100
Sub-total CSE 23 135 & (350 85 67
SUBTOTAL Parental Responsibility 150 1 (100} (8881 5% (1,328

Working Poor Child Care Funded under the discretionary cap.
Child Care Foeding Programs Not Yet Estimated
Cap Dependent Care Tax Credit Not Yet Estimated

Food Stamps interactions Mot Yet Esmated
Medicald Interpciions Not Yet Estimated
Other Interactions Not Yei Estimated
NOTES:

1 These are HHS preliminary estimates. New estimates may be availahle Feb 24.

2 Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State ghares of costs and collectionss. Under current
law, these provisions would increase costs to the Federal government while generating savings to the
State. Thus, the Grand Total cost would increase.

3 HHS assumes the Federal government will pay 100% of the added costs of welfare reform. H States
paid the same share of welfare reforn costs as they do under current law, costs could be reduced 45%.
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20

(100}

OFTION EA%: EXI996 EXI1897 FEX1298 EXH999 EY1995.3
1 Mivor Moms Live with Parents as a

Lependent

{(Freliminary OMB siaff pricing) Q7L 20y 20 {20} 20

{HI3Y egtimate) O/l it 45} G 60

2 Up front JOBS senrch for 30 days before
AFDEC Yenefid

{Preliminary OMB pricing Low Optlon)  O/L 1% {23 {33 {38)

‘\'ﬁﬁ &.LJNIW
3 Paternity Cooperation and Reduced
State Match
(OMB statf pricing) O/ Not Yet Bstimatod
& National Family Cap tnp AFDC for
children barn on welfare)
Freliminary CBO statf pricing) Q/L G0 (00 1200 (60
(HHS catimate) O/L G e w4
5 State Option to have o farmily cop
(50% take the zap)
{OME Stall Pricing) WLy s en g

§ Declfuing Match vate over thmp
(50% JOBS, 70% WORK, 505 Hiereafter)

{OMB Staif Pricing) OfL Not Yot Fattmated

£50)

44}

(160}

{150

(75

{195}

{328)

(580) @

{535}

{268)

i7:61 Np.gotE P.0t
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25% Set Aside fér Job: Placement and

Work Support

(OMB Staff Pricing) O/L Not Yet Estimsted
No Mixtng ofWark and Welfare after

the thne limit

{OMB Staff Pricing) O/1. Not Yet Esthrated

Set a percentage cap for the exempt
caseload

{OMB Staff Pricing)
0 O/t Not Yot Estimated

2 year JOBS, 2 year WORK, 4 year
AFDC with a declining match rale,
75% benefit package

{OMB Seaff Pricing} C/L Not Yet Estimated
NOTES:

» Mast options are non-additive

» Pricing 5 preliminary.

* Assumptions used for pricing should be verified,



Cornparison of Altornative Ways of Trealing Part-Time Wk for Phased-In Group

£ 2000

o Provision for Allowing Pan-Times Work

Part-Tima Wark Onty Before tha Time Uit Siows tha Clock by 172 Manth
Part-Time Work Only Bafors the Thne Limit Stops the Clock

Part-Tima Work Batore and Afler the Time Limiy Stops the Clock

Total Dileranco
Parcant Reduction

FY 2004

No Provision for Allowing Part. Time Work:

Fart-Time Witk Only Belore the Timae Limil Slows the Clogk by 1/2 Month
PartTime Work Dnly 8efore the Time Limit Stops the Cloek

FarbTime Work Bafors and Alter the Thme Limit: Staps the Oloek

Tota! (Niflerenze
Parcent Raduction

# Bayond

Two Youre

403
338
303

37
AL, 53%

a2
826
Ed i

212
24.31%

% Raduction % Raduction

from

Provious

Qption

12.89%
18,13%
10.35%

B.o8%
BaT%
14.55%

from No # Combining
Stopping %% of Totat Work and
uf the Clock  Reducton Wailare

¢

12.38% 38.31% 194
2E.52% 41.40% 191
34.13% 2208% 254
. o
£.86% 24.53% 185
11.01% 20.75% 214
24.31% 64.72% 335



SUMMARY PRICIMNG

Three Possible Options
{By fiscal year, in millions of doHars) Bnnvaf
5 Year 0 Year  Steady
37107941243 1995 1535 1997 1998 1999  Total 2004 Total State

.

N

THANSHTIONAL Ass1

A Subtotal Transitional Assistance/WORK ¢ 620 1950  2,28% N/A
B Option 0 545 1,595 1780 N/A
{ Option 0 385 1185 1,340 N/A

PARENTAURESPONSTRILITY?

A Subiotal Parental Responsibility ) 0 460

4,580 Sa0  N/A

&
B Subtotal 19 715 2,1 2,555 3080 N/A
L. . Subtoral =20 325 1,005 LS 1570 N/A

WORKING DRAFT



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE}

Three Possible Options Delia
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 19%6 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total State

ANSITIONALASSISTANCE FOLLOWED RY WO

L PRy PV VIV b T TS 4 i T L e 1N

A JOBS Prep:  Case Management for Deferrals
B Limited Case Management for JOBS Prep

C No Case Marugement for JOBS Prep
A

Additional JOBS Spending: Assumes everyone
in JOBS is in an education or training activity
or job search % months out of the year,

{about 50% above the level in a demo intended
to achieve maximum participation)

A technical reestimate of Option A wosts
{excludes BEITC, health care reform and part time
work behavior changes)

8 Maore realistic participation levels in
JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS isinon

education or fraining activity or job
search 7 mumihs out of the year. i 200

C » pfront JOBS search for 30 - .
L ok o 30.ags 0T - ag. L oL egplends
More realistic partivipation levels in

» - JOBS: Assumes everyore in JOBS is in an

education or intining activity or job
search 7 months out of the year.

WORKING DRAFT 3101941245 9M 1



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options : Delta
{By tiscal year, in millions of doflars) from Annceal
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total . State

A WORK Program G 8,005

A technical reestimate of Option A costs
texcludes EITC, health care reform and part Hime
wark behavior changes)

B & Cap Overhead at $3,500/joblyear(vs. $5,250)
This is qpprroximately the spending level
required for commmunity service (work-for-
welfurs) rather than
work-for-unges.

* —Capthe WORK -Slot-mentbor ab.Sm
#  Limii time on WORK to 3 yeary
then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps

B SUBTOTAL

R Lot BE

I¢oe

C »  CapOverkead at $3 500fjobjyeartvs. $5,250)
*  Liensl Time o WORK Io 1.5 yors
then 75% of AFDC 4 Food Stamps
s 1/5 WORK Slots in Child CarefMonitoring
C SUBTOTAL ‘

T

WORKING DRAFT  3110/98 1243 PM 2



DETAILED ompxs

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of doliars) from
10 Year adjusted  Steady
1995 1996 1997 1958 1999 2004 Total State

OTHER WORK OPTHONS

Cap the Work Slot rumber at Am and 0 o o % 445 1,120 (7,830) )

WORK overhead at $3,500 per stot

Cap the Work Slot number at Smt and 0 0 ¢ 95 445 1420 {6.640;

WORK overhead at $3,500 per stot

Cay the Werk Siot nyomber at Smand 0 ¢ 0 15 510 1.2 {5.450)

WORK voerhead at $4.000 per slof

Cap the Work Slot mumbey ot 7 and g ¢ g 105 510 2500 (3840)

WORK overkiead at $4 000 per siot

Pari-time workers not eHgible for

AFDC after two years o 0 o 110 566 317 {2,370}
Savings in AFDC Benefits from Caseload Reduction 3
(Savings in JOBS/WORK are incorporated above) 0 am @ e 000 (2509

Not Yet Estimated 6 (10} {40) (90)  {100) {250)

Not Yet Estimuted 0 {10} {40) (50)  (16(» 250
Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants 0 240 680 750 870 2,175

Less Child Care Needed 0 230 640 660 770 1,928

Less Child Care Needed 0 160 430 450 540 1,718

WORKING DRAFT  310/5412:43PM 3



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} from
5 Year 10 Year adiusted Steady
1955 1996 1997 1998 1499 State

A Transitional Child Care g 83 250 300 350 .
B Alternative under review ) 0 85 250 300 350
C Alternative under review 0 85 250 300 350
A Enhanced Teen Case Management g 38 20 105 110
B Cap case naragement admin cosis at $ 50 m, Jj 36 50 50 50
C Defer o 0 o 8 0
A  Economic Development: Microenterprise loans

and Individual Development Accounts 0 0 100 100 100
B Modest Econormic Development g 0 50 50 5
C Defer ¢ o 9 0 8
A Subiotal Transitional Assistance/WORK 8 620 1950 1285 3,000 )
B Subtotal 4 545  1,5%%  1L78¢ 2385
< Subtotal # 385 1,135 1,349 1,705

WORKING DRAFT  3/10/94 12:43PM 4



DETAILED OPTIONS

FPRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total = . State

A Reqguire Minor Moms to Live with Parents 0 45} {50} (50
B No change g {45} {503 (50
&

¢ No change {45} {50} {50}
A Comprehensive mman;;imtion Grants 0 50 50 50
B No change 0 50 50 30
« Mo change 0 50 50 50
A Two Parent Proviston: {uarters of Work
and 100 hous nsle 8 ] 440 680 2N
B Quarters of Work Only a o 220 340 475 655 &
C Quarters of Wark Only 0 o 220 340 475 : §§
A No additional benefits for additional children
{Family Cap at State Option) 35 (o iy 4 (aso
B Na change 35y (0 1y {14 (150
C Mardatory Family Cap {65} (150} {373} {605} (800}

WORKING DRAFT 310941243 PM 5



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of doilars} from
S Year 10 Year adjusted Steady

1595 1995 1997 1998 1599 Total 2004 o State
A Child Support Enforcement 10 40 8% 85) (375} {1,270 .
B Same as A, but higher compulter costs 45 85 {25) 3 010 2 {12065
€ OPTION B 45 85 {25) G3ay (310} {1,203
A Non-custodial Parent Provisions b 30 83 110 183 165
B Modest Noncustodial Parent Provisions 0 15 45 85 83 85
¢ Defer o ¢ o f 0 ¢
A Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 0 25 36 30 3 30
B Diofer h 0 g 1 & 0
C Defer 0 0 0 g 0 0
A Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 6 G 06 200 25} H
B Limit unid Cap C5A Daowos H 0 50 50 50 0
C Defer 0 0 0 0 o 0
A Subtotal Parental Responsibility {5) 6 a0 795 865 110 54,0005
B Subtotal 10 5 189 275 150 @) {1,860
C Subtotal 20 60) 30  (295) {635} (1,445) 327345}

WORKING DRAFT 37101941243 PM 6



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
5 Year 1 Year adjusted Sicady
1995 1998 1967 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total 7 State

A Working Poor Child Care
B Target Child Care at Parents 26 and wnder

¢ Defer

A Advance EITC
B No Change
L No Change

A Subtotal Making Work Pay
B Subtotal
< Subtotal

WORKING DRAFY  3/10/94 1243 PM 7



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Detta
{By fiseal year, in millions of dollars) from
5Year 10 Year adjusted Sieady
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total ) State

REINVENTING COVERNMENT

W e et g

A Asset Rules, Filing Unit,
Simplification of Eamnings

Diisregards, Accounting and

Reporting Rules fy 0 0 )

Subtotal Reinventing Government 4 0 0 0
B No Change ? 0 0 ¢
< No Change o ¢ o ¢

'IGRANDTOTAL:

N T . R S

A TOTAL (5 1120 3,410
B Total 10 715 2110 2555 3,080 . 3360 N/A
C Total 20 325 L005 1045 1070 Qg 695 NiA

WORKING DRAFT  3n10/54 1243 PM 8



DETAILED OFTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE}

Three Possible Options Delta
{iiy fiscal year, in miilions of doliars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total ’ State

FECTS ON OTHER PROGRAMS

RORATRNL MRETEANI SRR R4

JOBS/WORK Systems Costs pite 300 300 400
Includes estimates of Stete{Federal costs to adapt computer and other under the new program,

Child Care Feeding Costs (JOBS/WORK/TCC) 0 35 95 105
The CACFP costs associated uith expanded child care

Child Care Feeding Costs(Working Poor) a 50 100 150
The CACFP costs associated with expanded child care

WORK Program 0 0 g 10
Remove EITC and Health Care Reform Behavioral Assumptions :

JOBS Program ¢ 40 110 130
Remove EITC and Health Care Reform Behavisral Assumptions t
Subtotal 0 425 &5 735
Sanctions Not Yet Estimated
Foderal Maich Raide effect on State bebavior
Food Stamps Interactions Not Yet Estimated
Medicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated
EYTC Interactions Not Yet Estimnated
Orher Interactions Not Yet Estimated

5,
ey
VA

%

WORKING DRAFT  31019412:43PM 9
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PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR

7-10-84 26¢x

OCTORER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971

FY 1999

FY 2004

Projected Adult Cases With Parent
Born After 1971 Withaut Reform

FY 1997
1.43 m%i}ien

1.93 million

3,34 million

OFf welfare with Reform
{Health reform after 1999, EITC,
Child Care, JOBS, WQRK, etc,}

11 million

21 million

68 million

TAP Participants

1.32 million

1.7Z million

2.66 million

Working While on Weifare

16 million

.22 millon

33 million

JOBS Participants

.66 mdllion

7 wmiillion

.88 million

WORK Participants

00 million

.15 million

.65 million

Pre-JOBS-- disability/age limits work

.13 milion

.17 milion

28 million

Pre-JOBS—severely disabled child

07 million

09 miilion

.12 million

Pre-JOBS—caring for child under one

Naotes:

.30 miition

.32 million

.40 million

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

training impacts similar to San Diego’s SWIM program and 3 modest increase in the percent of

recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the tme lnit.  Figures for 2004 are

subject to considerable error, since it is difficuit to make caseload projections or to determine
the impact of WORK requircments on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral

effects from the implementation of health reform.,



PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR

240 doaks Wk Lisni T go 20/

I-10-5¢ 20r0s

OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971

FY 1997 FY 1999 FY 2004 _
Projected Adult Cases With Parent 1.43 million | 1.93 million 3,34 million
Born After 1971 Without Reform
Off weifare with Reform
(Health reform after 1999, EITC, A1 million 22 million 71 million
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc.)
| TAP Participants 1.32 million | 1,72 million 2.63 million
Working While on Welfare .16 million .22 million .3% million
JOBS Participants .66 million 77 miltion .88 million
WORK. Participants .00 mitlion 14 miflion .40 million
Pre-JOBS-— disability/age lumits work 13 million 17 million S0 million
Pre-JOBS—geverely disabled child L7 million 08 million .12 million 40},
Pre~-JORS--caring for child under one .30 million .32 million .40 million |

Notes:

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

training impacts similar o San Diego’s SWIM program and 2 modest increase in the percent of
recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the time limit, Figures for 2004 are
subject to congiderable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or o determing
the ropact of WORK requirements on behavior, Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral
effects from the implementation of health reform.
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PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR
OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS EORN AFTER 1971

FY 1997
1.43 million

FY 1999

FY 2004
G
1.93 million

3.34 million | hoawd

Projected Adult Cases With Parent
Born After 1971 Without Reform

Off welfare with Reform
{Health reform after 1999, EITC,
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, et}

TAP Participants

.22 million .74 million

11 million

1.32 million | 1.72 million 2.60 million

Working While on Weifare

.16 million

.22 million

.33 million

JOBS Participants

66 miilion

.77 million

.88 mitlion

WORK Participants

00 million

.14 miilion

A8 miltion

Pre-JOBS- disability/age limits work

.13 million

.17 miliion

.39 million

Pre-10BS—severely disabled child .07 million

L0 million

09 million
a2 i:z‘z!iu

.12 million }‘fz 2189,

Pre-JOBS—caring for child vnder one -40 million

Notes:

Numbers assune modest behavioral effects that increase over time. These behavioral effects
include a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipients working pari-time, employment and
training impacts similar to San Diego’s SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent of
recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the time Himit, Figures for 2004 are
subject 10 considerable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or 1o determine
the impact of WORK requirements on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume bebavioral
effects from the implementation of health reform.
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SUMMARY PRICING
HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

5 Year 10 Year  Steady
3/9/9414:15 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999  Total 2004 Total State

Subtotal Transitional Assistance/WORK 0 620 1,95 2285 3,000 N/A
Option A 0 605 1,870 2,170 2,690 N/A
1,260 1,420

Subtotal Parental Responsibility
Option A
Option B (20) 60y (180) (295)  (635)

Subtotal Making Work Pay

HHS Subtotal Reinventing Government 0
Option A 0 0 0 0 0 N/A
Option B : 0 0 0 0 0 N/A

HHS Proposal S 1,120 3410 4,580
A Subtotal 10 775 2385 2945 3,505 N/A
B Subtotal -20 375 1,80 1,125 1,155 N/A



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of doliars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 1444 1995 1996 1997 198 199 Total 2004 Total HHS  State
ARANSTIONAT ASSISTANCHFOTLOWED BY. WORK L
» JOBS Prep:; Case Management for Deferrals ¢ 15 50
A Limited Case Maragement for JORS Prep g 10 25
B No Case Management for JOBS Prep g g ¢
* Additional JOBS Spending: Assumes everyone
ins JOBS is ins ans education or training activity
or job search @ months out of tw year,
{about 50% aboree the level in a demo intended
to achieve maximum participation) 1/ ¢] 25) 826 1405
A technicsl reestimate of HHS costs
(excludes EITC, health care reform and part time ] 300 930 Loy 1,940
work behavior changes)
A Up front JOBS search for 30 days before
AFDC benefit 0 250 855 {755}
B More rexiistic perticipation levels in
FOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS isinan
education or training activity or job
senrch 7 manths out of the year. 0 200 620 31400 1000

Tib wgi\,v ?..A-.h? .




DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)
HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Fossible Alternatives
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

et
from
10 Year adiusted Steady

379794 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2004 Total HHS State
» WORK Program 2/ 0 0 0 120 620 3040 FV810 8,005
A techoiral reestimate of HHS costs
(excludes EITC, health care reform and part time
work behavior changes) ¢ ) 0 130 680 3,820 10,050
A 1 Cap Cvethead at $3,500fobfyear(vs. §5250)
This is approximately the spending level
required for commsunity service (zork-for-
welfare) rather than HHS's proposal jor
work-for-ages. 0 /] 0 850 400 2,210 (58000 5715
A 2 Limit time on WORK 15 3 gears
then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps g £ Q 134 £8¢ 22668 (17800 7380
Cost of Combinel Option Al and A2 0 ¢ 0 %0 400 400 CHTT)
B 1 Cap Overhemd at $3,500/jobfyear{vs. $5.250) 4] o 0 9 400 2210 5800y 5715
B 2 Limit Time on Work 1o 1.5 years
then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps ¢ 2 g 138 £80 1370 (6,050 4,870
B 3 1/5 WORK Siots in Child CarefMonitoring o 0 ¢ 10 510 2820
Cost of Combined Option B B2 and B3 ¢ ¢ 4 0 250 (2800 #3408 (12320}
C Cayp the Work Slot number at 4m ¢ it g, 130 680 2570 (2730 4,120
D Part-time workers not eligible for
AFDC after two years 4 ¢ 4 116 560 3170 (2370
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DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

HHS Estimate {(Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1993 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State
Savings in AFDC Benefits from Caseload Reduction
(Savings in JOBS/WORK are incorporated above) 0 (10) (40) G0 Qo0 (250
A Not Yet Estimated ' 0 (10) (40 (90) (100 (250)
B Not Yet Estimated 0 (10) (40) (%0) (100 (250)
Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participants 0 240 680 750 870 2,175
A Subject to Change 0 240 680 750 870 2,175
B Subject to Change 0 160 430 450 540 1,715
Transitional Child Care 3/ 0 85 250 300 350 600
A Alternative under review 0 85 250 300 350 600
B Alternative under review 0 85 250 300 350 600
Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 30 20 105 110 120
A Cap case management admin costs at § 50 m. 0 30 50 50 50 50
B Defer 0 0 0 0 0 0
Economic Development: Microenterprise loans
and Individual Development Accounts 4/ 0 0 100 100 100 0
A Modest Economic Development 0 0 50 50 50 0
B Defer 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal Transitional Assistance/WORK 0 620 1,950 2,285 3,000 6,535
A Subtotal 0 605 1,870 2,170 2,690 3,960
B Subtotal 0 435 1,260 1,420 1,790 2,345




DETAILED OFTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State

PARENTAL RESPONSTHIL]
* Require Minor Moms to Live with Parents 0 (45) (50) 0 (50)

A No change 0 (45) (50) (50) (50)

B Nochange 0 (45) (50) (50) (50)
* Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 0 50 50 50 50

A Nochange 0 50 50 50 50

B Nochange 0 50 50 50 50
* Two Parent Provision: Quarters of Work

and 100 hour rule 5/ 0 0 440 680 945

A Quarters of Work Only 0 0 220 340 475

B Quarters of Work Only 0 0 220 340 475
¢ No additional benefits for additional children

(Family Cap at State Option) 9/ 3% (o0 M 140 (150

A Nochange (350 (1000  (110)  (140) (150)

B Mandatory Family Cap (65) (1500  (375)  (605)  (800)




DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

'HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State
e Child Support Enforcement 6/
Paternity Establishment 5 20 (110} (165) (215) (1,
Enforcement(Net) (10) (20) {65) 803 (320 (1,015 : @,
Computer Costs 15 40 ol 160 160
Sub-total CSE 10 40 (85) (85) (375)
A Includes added cost of proposed match rate
Paternity Establishment 5 20 (110)  (165)  (215)
Enforcemnent{Net) (10) (20) (65) (80) (320) (1,015)
Computer Costs (Staff re-estimate) 20 85 150 215 225 165
Sub-total CSE 45 85 (25) (30) (310 (1,205)
B Option A 45 85 (25) (30) (3100
» Non-custodiat Parent Provisions 0 30 85 110 165
A Modest Non-custodial Parent Provisions 0 15 45 55 85
B Defer 0 0 0 0 0
* Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 20 25 30 30 30
A Defer 0 0 0 0 0
B Defer 0 0 0 0 0
» Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 11/ 0 0 100 200 250
A Limit and Cap CSA Demos 0 0 50 50 50
B Defer 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal Parental Responsibility (5) 0 460 795 865
A Subtotal i0 5 180 275 150 3
B Subtotal 200 (600 (180) (295 (635 (L1



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

HHS Estimate (Feb.24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State

* Working Poor Child Care 10/

A Target Child Care at Parents 26 and under 0 165 335 500 665
B Defar 0 0 0 0 0
* Advance EITC 7/ 0 0 0 0 0
A No Change 0 0 0 0 0
B No Change 0 1] 0 0 0
Subtotal Making Work Pay ' 0 500 1000 1,500 2,000
A Subtotal 0 165 335 500 665
B Subtotal 0 0 0 0 0

» Asset Rules, Filing Unit,
Simplification of Eamings
Disregards, Accounting and
Reporting Rules 8/

Subtotal Reinventing Government
A No Change 0 0 0 0 0
B No Change 0 0 0 0 0



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
379/94 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 L Total 004 Total  HHS State

B REAAAARAN

ARANDTOTAL

HHS Proposal.

A Total

JOBRS/WORK Systerns Costs 5/ 100 300 300 400 300
Includes estimales of StatefFederal costs to adupt computer and other under the now program.

Child Care Feeding Costs JOBS/WORK/TCCO) 8 s 95 105 120
The CACFP eosis associnted with expanded child care

Child Care Feeding Costs{Working Poor) ] 50 100 150 200
The CACFP costs ussociated with expended child care

WORK Program 0 i 0 10 &0
Remope EITC and Healtk Care Reform Behavioral Assumptions from HHS's estimates
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DETAILED OFTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)
HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives

Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9/94 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 State
JOBS Program 0 40 110 130 140
Remove EITC and Henlth Care Reform Behavioral Assumptions from HHS Estimates
Subtotal 100 425 605 795 820
Sanctions . Not Yet Estimated
Federal Match Rate effect on State behavior
Food Stamps Interactions Not Yet Estimated
Medicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated

Other Interactions (Q rc,) Not Yet Estimated



DETAILED OPTIONS

FRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
3/9794 14:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total  HHS State

o SRS T FUR |

10
11

HHS dollar estimates were provided only through FY99, Subsequent estimates are based on HHS caseload tables. Two technical
corrections were made: 1) the Budget baseling is assumed, rather than the lower haseline HHS assumes; 2) the share of the cascload
working is held at current levels, rather than increasing 50 percent, as in HHS's estimates. HHS and Teclinical Reestimates include
JOBS/WORK savings due to caseload reduction. Savings are for options corsidered independently. Combined effect have not been
estimated yet, Steady State estimate uses 2004 caseload with no effects of EITC increases or health reform. Effects of applicant job
search extrapolated from Florida FIP oneyear impacts, .

Repeat Footnote 1

Working with HHS to understand TCOC assumptions.

Economic development is a 3 year demonstration project.

HHS has determined B yr. cost, but siream of cutlays is not set. 10 yr estimate is placehaolder,

These raambers were received verbally Feb, 28, Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State

shares of rosts and collections. Under current law, these provisions would have Federal oosis and savings

HHS's curnent proposal assutnes no scoreable costs for the Advanced EITC. A change in Jaw in order to mandate the

advanced EITC could have significant costs .

HES's curvent proposal assumes that the Reinventing Government items will have no net costs. This may be

difficult ® accomplish given the magnitude of the savings and costs within this category.

CBCOr estimates for a Family Cap are significantly lower than HHS,

CBO: Mandatory Family Cap 40y (100 (1200 {160} (160 (580)

Place holder estimate ~ will be revised shordly,

HHS CSA based on cutdated CBO pricing, HHS will reestimate.



TABLE 1 - PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fiscal year, i1 milllons of dollars)

{24 manth WO progrem toltowsd by axswarment fmacking 1o 1% sanction, SOK WORK and 40% prs JGBS) WFmifare arvd Noriwel iaes ingacte}
ki T 1997 b 1999 Tetd b e 02 2033 b Toked
PAAENTAL AESPONSIBILITY
Yinex Molhary # 5} 6 ] 55 {1y {36} {5 58 55} o0} {4
Campretieinivie Dentastraion Goants ] &= -+ 52 & w3 5 -+ 8 0 0 Ly
Two-Parent Provisione 4] <] 50 - $45 2065 0 [3i+] 5] s 1,006 Wil
No Addiiornd Barrelis 1or Addiional Children 1203 26 {128] o] {255); o n31] {275} {ans . fr e {310} {3204 [ RE
Child Buppart Enfecmmnt
FPatemity Extstifishaniod {Ned 5 20 {14 {10%) {5} [4&5) [240) {280 {05) (330 {O55) (1078}
Enfcrcemmnt (He) (1 () (a5) &0 (320} (4R5) (44 (tas} (w10} @55y Doy (eess
Computer Coxts 1% as 5 1wwe 150 -] 155 L F 113 110 1310 16085
Non-Custodisl Parent Provisiony & 2 a k3.4 a4 410 240 = b v g ars e e
Access Grantu aned Pareiiong Cwmonstrations . - 3G » w0 138 f 5 » b E a o8
Chid Support Assumrss Denonstraions ] =} 00 200 50 1.5 o850 b 213 fror 2 & 1,500
SUBTOTAL 4SE 30 - 13 288 4 [ Fgie] fardy {4y 1578} 055 {1,741}
TRAHBITIONAL ASSISYANCE FULLOWED BY WORK
SOEG-Prop F+d w B o] 00 e v 118 145 kL b3 B0 1,285
Addiional JOBS Spmnding # #Xy T s Bl .70 0 ag i &20 [ ] 8,10
Audeiitimne ShEd Saoe for SCES with Heed St b+ 1] s ™ i) R} a5 B2% (1% B50 L 5010
WORK Program [+] <] Y] 10 0 o 1,380 181 2040 2,370 2,580 1680
Addciitions) CGhild Care for WORK with MHead Start o 1] [ 4% 205 50 S0 4 ;%3 #5s 1,000 & 5N
TransiGonal Child Care with Hemil Start Q2 2] L 335 kirs e+ A5G L7244 7% Sl A0
Erdurcad Tew: Caze Manegerent g " 5 &s 55 e 5 75 % ) 85 565
Ennevienis Desssoment & @ B3 190 00 05 e 1N ki) 2 Ry
Bavings - Caswoed Redustion ° @y B en e {{wg D mm g ey A (1eon @ﬁ
Savings fam Cha Care mad Other Expansion 2 ¢ o % 353 ) (o (100§ (10} {145 (1 o)
ROF Facersd st Siate Systwns 50 -~ 10 0 ANy £20 o) 100 L L2 L L] 1,38
Enhanced Adminiytetrve Efficieney ® % 8 {0y s oo 120} * (55) 1o {os) ol (s0)
SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK 0 G 1% 200 2,500 8,568 34 3,535 3015 A, AR A4 483 2080
MAKING WORNK PAY
Wuorking Poor Child Care [Cappwd nt $20) ] 500 [ Fevad 140G 2,000 £ X .08 AL 2,250 B30 2433 8208
Advanse EITE fd [} ) o ] b & a 3 & 4 @
HRANE TOTAL L T 2808 £,275 5318 33243 &858 $313 8,205 4,800 A2 45 853G
10045 A5 250
Niwa: Paranthases SancLE sEVOGE. 141 553

Soorw MHBIASFE sinl sstmetes. Thicke watirstme oo D shinowt wity Bt within pS s GHE bt have 108 been
wibeiadly reviowed By OB, The policiss da Aok moresn & CONSMNELE fecommendsbion of 1 Weorking Orous So-chairs.

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDROTES TO TABLE
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March 9, 1994

Note to Wendell

From: Steve Bartolomei-Hill
Subject: PFiling Unit Savings Options

L.isted below are the filing unit options that save money that we
are simulating with TRIM2,

o Remove the provision that prevents S5I recipients from beinyg
in the AFDC unit;

0 Reduce the maximum payment by 1/3 when a unit meets at least
one ¢f the following conditions:

The unit receives a housing subsidy;

The unit is a ¢hild only unit; or,

The unit lives with the grandparents of the child, and the
grandparent are not in any AFDC unit.

o Make the payment standard for child only units egqual to the
increment of the payment standard for a unit of one adult to
a unit of one adult and one child (or, one adult and %
children if there 1s more than one child in the unit).

s} Make the AFDC unit ewgual to the food stamp unit.

o Apply an additional eligibility test: when the pre-AFDC
income of the food stamp unit is egual t¢ or greater than
130 percent of poverty, then the AFDC unit is not eligible.
This is similar to the option above, except that it does not
add any people to the AFDC unit. By definition, this opition
would affect only those AFDC units that do not currently
receive food stamps.

Simulation reaulis will not be available for most of these
options prior to your meeting this afternoen. However, using
available information I have done some back of the envelope
estimates. I will pass along simulation results as soon as I
receive them.

Of note, all the savings below are AFDC savings only. A large
portion of these savings would be offset by increases in food
stamps {30 percent offget would be in the ballpark for mosgt of
the estimates), and increases in housing asszistance. FPurther,
under current match rate policy, about half of the AFDU savings
would be accruved by states, As a result, unless changes in
federal financing are proposed as well, these proposals won't
save much in terms of federal dollars,



&

Reducing the maximum payment by 1/3 for child only units:

About 18 percent of units are child-only units. IXn 1392, it
appears these units received about $1.8 billion in benefits,
One-third of this amount would be $600 million.

Notes: 1In sowe cases, child only units result from a parent
recelving $S8X. If we include SSI recipients in the unit,
the savings from this option will be reduced.

Reducing the maximum payment by 1/3 for units that receive
housing assistance:

In 1991, %.5% of units reported living in public housing;
another 13.4% reported receiving another rent subsidy.

Assuming these 23 percent of units received an average
benefit, 1/3 of their benefits would total $1.5 billion. If
we wanted to exclude those in public housing, the total
would be $300 wmillion,

Notes: Reducing the average payment by 1/3 ls not the same
as reducing the maximum payment by 1/3. 7The latter would
likely save more money, and for all of these options, could
result in people losing eligibility.

Reduce maximum payment by 1/3 when the unit lives with the
grandparents of the child, and the grandparents are not in
another AFDC unit:

An earlier simulation that included grandparents in the unit
affected 12.3 percent of units. Assuming these 12.3 percent
receive an average benefit, 173 of their beneflits would
total $800 millien.

Notes: From OC data, it appears that grandparents are
present more frequently than in TRIMZ.

Alao, the cumulative impact of the three options above would
be less than the sums added together, because some AFDC
units may meet more than one of the 3 conditions that result
in a reduction in the maximum payment .

Make the AFDC unit equal to the Food Stamp unit (simulation
vz) n

You received the simulation results for this. This
simulation was done in combination with & c¢hange in the
asset limit and the two-parent family provisions. TRIM2:
estimated that this combination would save 3.3 percent of
baseline costs {(roughly $670 million in 1931).

If we subtract out the asset increage and two-parent family
provisions, it would appear from TRIMZ that this option
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would save about 9 percent of baseline costs ($1.8 billion).
I believe, however, that this estimate is too high.

Apply an additional eligibility test: When the pre-AFrdC
income of the food stamp unit is equal 1o or greater than
130 percent of poverty, then the AFUC unit is not eligible.
This is simlilar to the option above, except that it does not
add any people to the AFDC unit. By definition, this option
would affect only those AFDC units that do not currently
receive food stamps {(and only a subset of those}.

hRocording to AFDC QC data, 13 percent of AFDC units do not
receive food stamps., In roughly & guarter of those cases,
there is no one else in the dwelling unit. In the remaining
three guarters, there is some one else in the dwelling unit,
It is possible that these AFDC units do not receive food
stamps because the additiconal person would be in the food
stamp unit but has income that makes the household
ineligible. In 1991, these units received $1.6 billion in
AFDC benefits,

Notes: This doesn’t mean we would get $1.6 billion in
savings. There may be & reason other than the presence of
the additional person that the unit does not receive food
stamps. Also, if this person’s presence means the loss of
AFDC for the uniit, there may be some behavioral affects
{i.e¢. the person or the AFDC unit may move out}.

I did not do any back-of~the-envelope estimates for
including S8I recipients or changing the payment standard
for c¢hildren,
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DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta -~
(By fiscal year, in mitlions of doHars} trom  Annual
5 Year 10 Year adiusted Steady

1995 1996 1967 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total A State

FOLLOWED BY WORK'

A JOBS Prep: Case Management for Deferrals
B Limited Case Management for KOBS Prep
f;' Na Case Management for JOBS Prep

A Additional JOBS Spendding: Assumes everyone
in JOBS is in an education or training activity
or job search 9 monihs out of the year,

{about 50% above the level in ademo intended
o achieve maximum participation)
{ising Budget Baseline

B More reafistic participation feoels in
JOBS: Assumes everyone in JOBS s inan
education or training actimty or job

—
e

search 7 months out of the year. 0, 2005
¢ ¥ ¢ JOBS seqrch for 3
» front J o reh for %mm Saniigs axsmed

*  More reglistic parbicipation levels in
JOBS: Assumes everyorie in JOBSisinan
education er training activity ar job
search 7 months out of the year.

¢ SUBTOTAL

:

WORKING DRAFT 3115194349 PM 1



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Detta -
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollass) ’ from . Annual
5 Year W Year adjusted Steady

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total A State

%fﬁf%{%&w

A WORK Program
Using Budget Baseline

B« CapOverhead at $4,0000cbfyear(vs. $5250)
Cap WORK slots af 5m
8 SUBTOTAL (fio dtd soee slies)

C »  CapQuerhead at $3,500]jobjyear(vs. $5250)
«  Limil Timeon WORK 1o 1.5 years
then 75% of AFDC + Food Stamps

*  1j5 WORK Slots in Child CarefMonitoring ' .

€ SUBTOTAL ' ‘ '

OTHER WORK OPTIONS

D Cap the Work Slet number at Am and {7,830}
WORK overhead at $3 500 per slot |

E Cap the Work Slat number at Sm arid ) g i 35 445 . {6,540}
WORK poerkead at $3,500 per slot ‘

F Cap the Work Slof number at Sm and g 4 0 105 510 - (54390}
WORK ouverkead gl 54,0080 per slol \

G Cap the Work Slot number at .7m and 4 g 4] 103 310 3840
WORK cvertead at $4,000 per slot

H Pari-time workers not eligible for
AFDC after koo years ¢ d ¢ Tig 560 {2,370}

WORKING DRAFET 3115194349 PM 2
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DETAILED OFTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) from  Aznual
10 Year adjusted” Steady
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2004 Total A State
A AFDX Savings from Behavior Effects
JOBSWORK savings incorporated above) 0 {10} (40) (90} {100)

B Not Yel Estimated g o (40} {90) (100
o Not Yet Estimated 0 (10} (40 {96) (100}
A Child Care for JOBS/WORK Participanis 4] 150 355 765
B Less Child Care Needed g 70 305 455 635
C Less Child Care Needred 0 70 365 465 635
A Transitiona! Child Care g 25 165 %0
1] Afternsiioe under review ¢ 25 165 250
¢ Alternative under review 0 23 165 250
A Enhanced Teen Case Management ¢ 20 55 £5
B Cap case management admin costs at $ 50 m. Q 36 50 54
o Defer { 0 g g
A Econemic Development: Microenterprise loans

and Individual Development Accounts 0 0 160 100
B Option A ¢ 0 100 100
C Modest Ecomomic Development ] 0 50 54

WORKING DRAFT 351319 3;49 PM 3



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

Belta

from  Annoal
30 Year adjusted Steady

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2004 A : State

A JOBS/WORK Systems Costs

Federal and State 58 &4 130 250 ¥ 45
B Option A 100 300 300 400 30 Fist
C Option A 100 K143 300 30 K H HA
A Subtotal 50 594 1,875 2,635 3,585 7400
B Subtotal 166 &34 1548 2,628 2598 4,150
oy Subtotal 180 585 1400 1,835 2220 1,960

A Fequire Minor Moms to Live with Parents
B No change
¢ Ne change

0 (45)
0 (455 {50}
0 (45} {53}

(50
(50}
(50}

{50)
{50)

o T

WORKING DRAFT  3/15/94 3:49 PM 4
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DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE}

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars}) from Annual
10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 1996 9s7 1998 1999 2004 Tota A . State
A Comprehensive Demonstration Grants ¢ 50 50 56 50 60 £
B Capat 350 m g 50 50 50 50 54 {25}
C Capat $50m g 50 50 3G 50 50 {25}
A Two Parent Frovision: Quarters of Work
and 100 Howur Rule ¢ ¢ 440 630 945 1,005
B Included in "Reinventing Government™ 0 ] D 0 o 0
C Inciuded in "Reinventing Government” 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0
A No additiona) benefits for additional children
{Family Cap at State Optiond 20) Gy {125y 0 {265} {330 2,150

B No change QD G A28 0 (265 G2 | Q50 o
C Mandatory Family Cap (65} {156x (3751 {805} (83} (8007 7 v {3.845)
A Child Support Enforcement 10 40 {85) (85) (373) % {1,270
B Same as A, but higher computer costs 45 83 (25} (363 {319 (1.205) 550
C OPTION B 45 85 (25) {30} (31} {1,205 550
A Non-custodial Parent Provisions 0 25 80 120 185 375
B Modest Non-custodial Parent Provisions 0 28 60 90 140 280 (300}
C Defer 0 o b 0 0 0 ¢ (2,020
A Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 0 25 30 30 30 30
B Defer g i 0 & 0 0 (285}
¢ Defer ] b 0 4] 0 & {285) -

WORKING DRAFT  3/15/94343PM 5



DETAILED OPTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} from . Annual
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 1995 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 A State

A Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 0 ¢ 100 20%) 230 0
B Limit and Cap CSA Demos Hj ) 50 50 50 o {1,350}
C Defer 6 0 8 G 0 e {1,500
A Subtotal Parental Responsibility 10 43 440 748 770 {180}
B Subtotal 25 60 4o o {385} {1,2558) (83800
[ Subtotal 28 {60) {400 B35 {111} {2,015) (14,455}
MAKINGCWORICFAY,
A Working Poor Child Care 0 X 1,000 1
B Target Child Care L 4 500 00 (8,970
C Defer o 6 ¢ ¢ 0 (16,270)

A Advarge EIT(C 0 o B 0 0

B Na Change g ¢ 0 4 g {
C No Change 2 ¢ o 0 g 0
A Subtotal Making Work Pay 0 50 Lo 1,500 2,000

B Subtotal 0 ¢ 549 850 60 {8,970}
C Subtotal 0 6 0 0 0 {16,276}

WORKING DRAFT 3115154349 PM 6



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

. DETAILED OPTIONS

Three Possible Options Delta
{By fiscal yeas, in millions of dollars) from  Arnnual
5§ Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
1995 19%¢ 1937 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total A  State

O W

B
C

Asset Rules, Filing Unit, Simnplification of
Eamings Disregards, Accounting, Reporting
Rules

Include Two Parent Provisions

Option B

Subtotal Reinventing Government
No Change
No Change

CRANDTOTAL: .

A TOTAL

B Teofal

C Total

o

=3

MN/A

WORKING DRAFT 3153194349 PM 7



DETAILED OPTIONS

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

{By fisca! year, in millions of dollars}

1995

1996

1997 1998

1999

L

Delta

frome Annual
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady
Total 2404 Total A State

oo t

o

Child Care Feeding Costs JOBS/WORKITCC)

Based on Option B Child Care
Based on Option C Child Care

Child Care Feeding Cosis{Working Poor}
Based on Option B Child Care
Based on Cption C Child Care

Subtotal
Subtbotal
Subtotal

Sanctions

Federal Makeh Rate offect on State behavior
Food Stamps Interaclions

Medicaid Interactions

Ef1C Interactions

Cther Interactions

Not Yet Estimatod
Not Yet Estimaled
Not Yet Estimated
Not Yet Estimated
Not Yet Estimated
Not Yet Estimated

WORKING DRAFT 3715194349 PM 8
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DETAILED OFTIONS

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE)

Three Possible Options Delta-
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars} ‘ from = Annual
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady

1945 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2p64 Total A | State

worrections were mader 11 the Budget baseline is assumed, rather than the lower baseline HHS assumes; 2) the share of the caseload
working is held at current levels, rather than increasing 30 percent, as in HHS's estimates. HHS and Technical Reestimates include
JOBS/WORK savings dup to caseload reduction. Savings are for options considered independently. Combined effect have not been
estimated yet. Sieady State estimate uses 2004 cascload with no effects of EITC increases or health reform. Effects of applicant job
search extrapolated from Florida FIP one-year impacts.
Working with HHS to understand TCC assumptions,
Economic development is a 3 year demonstration project.
HHS has determined 5 yr. cost, but stream of outlays is not set. 10 yr estimate is placeholder.
These numbers were received verbally Feb. 28. Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State
shares of costs and colfections. Under cutrent law, these provisions would have Federal costs and savings
HIHE's current proposal assumes no scoreable vosts for the Advanced EITC. A change in law in order to mandate the
advanced EITC could have significant costs
HHS's current proposal assumes that the Reinventing Government items will have no net costs. This may be
<difficuly to accomplish given the mapnitude of the savings and costs within this category.
CBO estimates for a Family Cap are significantly lower than HHS.
CBD: Mandatory Family Cap (40 (o0r (20 (& {160) (5803
Place holder estimate ~ will be revised shortly,
HHS CSA based on outdated CBO pricing. HHS will reestimate,
12 The net effect of Job Search, excluding behavioral effects is roughly zero. Ttis unclear whether or not the
behavioral effect would be scoreable. Savings from behavior are as follows:
3y (2350 (2400 Qup {245y (1,190}

WORKING DRAFT  3n5/94 3:49PM 9
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Reinventing Government Assistance

» Coordination, simplification and improved
incentives in income support programs
» Aliow families to own a reliable automobile

» Allow States to reward work
> Allow families to accumubite savings

» A performance-based system

» Accountability, efficiency,
and reducing fraud

v A pationwide public assistance clearinghouse

> State tracking systems which follow people in the JOBS and
WORK programs

> EBT ¢xpansion

April 8, 1994 p 5
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{24 month WORK program foit

TABLE 1 - PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By Macal year, in milllons of dollare)

owed by aasessment lsading to 10% sanction, 50% WORK and 40% pre-JOBS)
[Waifers and Nonwsifare Impacts) - OPTION A

5 Yeer 10 Year
1995 1998 17 1990 1999 Totzl 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Tatal
PARENTAL RESPONBIBILITY
Minor Mothers o (4% (50) (50 (50} {195) (50 ) =5 (55} {80} («55)
Comprehenshre Demonstreon Gents o 50 50 50 50 200 50 50 55 [ ¢ -t 4TS
Tero-Putent Provisions ] Q 44D 580 - L3 2,005 980 70 580 00 1,005 s8eT0
No Additonal Benefity for Additional Ctlldren (20} (50 (125) {200) {205} {800) 2™ (285 {300) 10 @20y (2150
Child SBupport Enforomant i
Paternity Establishment (Net 5 20 {110} {185) 2185} {485) (240) (280) (305) {330} @ass| e
Enforcement (Net) (o) (20 (5} (80) (320} {495) (445) (835) #10) 355 (1L.oS) {4855
Coamputer Coxta 15 s 5 180 100 485 155 130 115 110 110 1,085
Non-Carstodial Perent Provisions /] 25 [ 115 185 3% ] 2 205 340 ars 1,805
Access Grants and Parenting Demonstretions ool 25 an an 30 135 20 0 a0 30 30 285
Child Support Assurancs Damonstetions /] ] 100 200 250 550 50 250 250 200 1] 1,500
BUBTOTAL, C3E 0 8% 120 280 70 575 {2%) (430) {525) {80s) (ass) {1.805)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANGE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBS-Prep [*] 25 &0 o] 100 300 115 145 180 225 280 1,245
Addiional JIBS Sperding o 200 -l 0 280 2,720 700 780 770 820 a0 3,730
Addionel Chitd Care for JOBS 0 150 555 720 00 2125 s a25 85 -] -] 5310
WORK Program 0 o] 0 110 &80 T 1,350 1,810 2010 2,370 2,580 10,920
Additionel Child Care for WORK o aQ 1] a5 285 310 580 52 835 9585 1,000 4,520
Savings from Child Care and Cther Expansion ] o 0 5 (3% {#0) (T8 (100} {120) {445) (170 (850)
Trensitional Child Care with Head Start o 25 185 250 215 0 450 500 575 40 3,23%0
Enhanced Tesn Case Menagement 0 20 55 -] 55 205 75 s 7 80 a5 505
Economle Developmant aQ [+ 100 100 100 300 100 100 100 100 »] 0
. Bavings - Caseload Raduction 0 {220) {410) (#80) (B0} {(L.910) (730) (800) (1,000) (1,220} {(1,800)| (7.250)
ADP Federal and Sinte Systema/Admin Efficisncy 50 50 5 210 W5 [.] 170D 45 {20} {25) {2%) 825
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 50 250 1,380 2,030 2,545 8,235 3,350 3,880 3,855 4,415 4,410 28175
MAXING WORK PAY
Working Poor Child Care {Capped et $2b) 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 5,000 2,080 2,163 2,250 2,340 2433 | 18,208
Advence EITC o [+] 4] 0 4 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION A 80 00 2,805 4,270 5,205 13.220 £120 8,258 8,280 5,835 867 45 400
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B (UP provision costa 0) a0 THD 2,365 3,580 4,250 11,155 5180 5,328 5,280 5845 5,888 38,430
GAAND TOTAL - OPTION C (UP provision costs 0,
Working Poer Child Care st $1b in 63,
Demonstrations cut by 25%). 55 51 1.820 2,7 3,268 8,434 4,038 4,184 4,071 4,802 4,429 29,738
GAAND TOTAL - OPTION D (UP provision costs 0,
Working Poor Cthilld Care &t 0,
Cemonstrations cut by 50%). 50 253 1275 1950 2185 5713 2.9Ss 3,000 2,883 3,360 3,190 29,041

Nots: Perenthisass denote savings.

Source; HHS/ASPE stafl sstmatey. Thesse estimates have been stered with staff within HHS and OMB but have not been

officizlly reviewsd by OME. The policiss do not represent a consenaus racommendation of the Working Geoup co-chairs.

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE
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TABLE 1 ~ PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES {FEDERAL AND STATE)

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM FROPOSAL
{By tlscat ywar, In milllons of dollare)
{24 month WORK program followed by assessmant leading to 10% sanction, 50% WORK and 40% erOBS]

{(Weifare ard Normwetfare Impacts) - OPTION A

5 Year 10 Year
1995 1998 1997 1998 1999 Total 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 Totet
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
Mincr Mothers 0 {45) 50 ] {50) (195) (50} (50} {55) (55) (00} (465)
Camprehensive Demonyirehon Granty o 25 =3 5 25 100 % = o8 0 a0 234
Two-Parent Provisions o ] 250 450 500 1,200 510 520 50 535 545 3840
Mo Additional Benafits for Additional Chilcran 20 {504 {125) (200) {288) (ea0) (275 (285) {300) {310) @2y (2150
Child Support Enforemant
Patemity Establishment (Net) [ 20 (110} (165} (215) (465) (2403 {260} (308) (330) {assy| e
Enforcemaent (Net) (10 (20} o (50} (320) (485) (445} (B3s) {910} (955 (1,015} (4,055}
Computer Costs 15 as o5 80 180 465 1585 130 115 110 19 1,085%
Non-Custodial Parent Provisions 0 15 s 125 i85 430 55 285 305 A0S ass 1,065
Access Grents and Perenting Demanstrations 20 25 20 30 0 135 0 20 0 0 0 i
Child Support Aasurance Damonstrations ] ] 100 200 50 550 a0 50 250 o0 o 1,500
SUBTOTAL, CSE 0 5 145 o 100 220 ) {420} {515) (810) {875 (1,795)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBS-Prep 0 15 2] 100 110 s 120 145 185 225 275 1,265
Additional JOBS Spending 0 120 850 1,040 1,000 3,100 as0 ™o 880 &80 8580 8,750
Additional Child Care for JOBS 0 120 810 =0 T 2,250 580 515 450 435 410 4,850
WORK Program a +] 4] 90 ™o aso 1,580 1,870 2,180 2,430 2,570 11,540
Additonal Child Care for WORK, 0 4] +] 40 a2s 5 470 850 0 1,035 1,080 4,830
Bavings from Child Care and Cther Expansion 0 o [ (10} {8q) (90} t185) {220y (280) (205) {340y (1,380%
Transitonel Chid Care o 10 100 235 X 125 a0 400 430 420 530 2035
Enhanced Teon Case Managemaent o 20 55 B85 ki) 20 k] ki 7% 80 8o 508
Economic Davelopment 0 Q 100 100 100 300 100 100 100 100 0 700
Savings - Cazaload Reduction 0 0 (80} (2503 {190) {520) {250% (820) (1,100)  (1,180)  (1.440)| (5,000
ADP Fedaral end State Systeme/Admin Efficiency 50 50 o5 210 215 680 170 45 20} (25) (25 82s
BUBTOTAL, JOBSAWORK 0 35 1,880 2,370 3,550 8,185 4,080 4,10 3,60 3,095 3,820 27,720
MAKING WORK PAY
Working Poor Chitd Cere (Capped at $20) 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 5,000 2,080 2183 2,250 2,340 2433 | 18,208
Advance EITC Q ] Q 4] ] a ] [+] ] a 0 4]
Assets, Cocrdination, disregerds 100 200 200 250 250 1,000 280 270 280 290 300 2.40&
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION A 160 §,040 3,325 4,815 8,110 15,250 5,835 6,233 5,847 8,215 5,873 48,053
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION B (UP provision costs 0) 180 1,065 3,100 4,190 5,835 14,150 8,150 5738 5,345 570 5,358 42,451
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION C {UP provision costa 0,
Working Poor Child Cere at $1b in 29,
Demonstrations cut by 25%). 155 w7 2,50 3,348 4528 11,357 5,003 8,068 4131 8,027 4027 38,613
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION O {UP provision costs 0,
Working Poor Child Care at 0,
Demonstrations cut by 50%). 150 528 1960 2,500 3420 8,558 3,555 3,380 2,878 ERYL) 2,880 24,708

Note! Parenthesas dencle savinga.

Source: HHS/ASFE stalf sstimates. These estmates have been shared with stalf within HHS and OMB but have not been

officially reviewsd by OMB. The policies do hot represent a conzensus recommendetion of tha Warking Group co-chairs.

SBEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE
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TABLE 1 « PREUMINARY 2O8T EGTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)}
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFCRM PROPQRAL

{8y Haosl yaar, in mililons of doliare}
£1% arwveht VEORK pavirarn fodiovesds By astesaiment lmmding 10 10% sanction, SO WORK s 40% pre-J0BES)

{iiniioen snc Nohweilaes mparix} - OPTION A

& Yenr 16 Wt
1995 b iiid hiiid i ki Tatal 2000 s ] ot b MR ot Tkl
FARENTAL REBPONBIBILITY
Mirr tatters @ e {5 {5 £503 {195} #0 {5 a8y 56 {0y {455
Compreheneive Demonsraton Gt 4] - o5 5 -3 00 25 %5 . k. 3 i ] 25
Tweo-Parant Provishons 4] |+ B0 L] freed 1200 -3 ] 4 = 4 F] 40 540
No Addisional Barefits for Addiborust Ciilcimn 0% () 83 (200} 255} {ona} (715} {268} £003 gkt Ry (RN
Thid Support Enforement
Prbermsty Extablishment {Ket} 8 2] 137 {185} (215} {488 {240) acn [fLrd] i 9, it TR R
Enforcemint (N (30} 20 (e} £ 3 {95 44%) s} g (S8 (OUB) (ROD5)
Corigruter Costs 35 35 W 160 180 488 159 e 115 16 3] § Sk
Nor-Custodial Perent Provisions [+ 1% o5 126 195 LS ] 255 225 M5 i3 s 1,500
roooss Grants and Parsntng Demipnziabons 0 o] ™0 0 o 135 ] b 5] 20 i 4 30 28
Lhitd Support Assuranc e DernonsirSons 4 4] 100 0o 250 55 =0 0 e o 44 1,500
BUBTOTEL, CSE o] i 145 2 100 o] 5 {4200 i3 1] .40 ISy DL
TRANSIFIONAL AREBISTANCGE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOES-Orag [+ 14 0 100 110 113 120 145 i85 s %23 1,508
Addiporel JOES Spending [+ 1 ] 1,040 § 0 a3,100 a50 D [0 4] oy 580 [y
Attitornal Child Care o JOBS & 15 [i5] kil b 2,250 G L1H A5 435 ap LR
WORK, Progmm [ o 4 %) ro0 650 1,500 18m a0 240 2570 05
Aduonal Shilg Cars for WORK [+ @ 4 «D g3 ans -1+] 851 o% 1 S35 1,080 A0
Savings fom Child Care and Dhr Digansion & o ¢ [£1¢;] ] e {13 e {2000 {06 {aa0y} (1300
Transitionel Jhid Care L ] ey 3% ARG T 300 <03 AN L 5 ) 2,008
Entrsced Tear: Cass Managernent [+] 43 h-4:1 88 w 20 = E k-] B [.1+] 4>
Economic Development 4 a ki) 00 50 300 e ] b i) 10 e B 0
Gavings - Caselond Raducton @ 5 50} 2080 {100} 15263 £280) 4820y £5,900F {1,900 {tA0) (5.0
AL Fadarn and Siate SystwensiAdnen Effiency W i 3 5B £75 530 b3 ] &5 i ] fomy [z ]
SUBRTOTAL, JCBSMWORX o+ posi:3 4.58G sy I55G F-R 2.1 £ 060 L] 8% BAE i . bty r]
MAKING WORK FAY
Working Poar Thiid Cere {Cenpec ot 5} 5} B 1+ 1,500 2,000 500G 208G 2483 2u80 b2t AR D
Actymnce FIFC g & ¥ Fe] g [+ & L +] 41 ] & &
Aasety Coordinabion, ciraganis 06 0 Ry a1l 255 £ 000 pat] p i bt o0 e 2 Ho0
GHAND TOTAL - QFDION & FE5] 1,040 3325 &85 iG] 15250 3235 & s 5,847 505 58737 4058
GRAMD TOTAL - OPTION B (UP provision: costa O} K ¥ A0 3075 ERL 5810 4,056 R 5. ] 5712 sy 580 5308 AR
GHRAND TOTAL « OPTION © fUP pvwision coats C,
Werking Poor Chitd Care st $11 90,
Uwronstrabons cut by 25%). S rm 251 e 4,506 10,279 4,084 4530 « 005 * A0 4 L B A0
GRAND TOTAL - CPTICN O (UP provision cowts 8,
Weakdryy Poor Child Care 8t D, N
Demncr igns cut by SO%). 150 515 1,848 2,488 3,408 8508 343 L] 29054 A ] Fann o B

Mote:  Pérshthases dancte savings.

Soirce: HHSIASRE staf estmates. THom SaTwion hava Daen shared with stafl within MHS$ snd DME but have rot been

wtficially reviawed by OMEL The poiicies do not represnt & consentes moarenendation of the Working Group co-chairs,

BEE ARPENDIX FOR ENONOTES TG TABLE
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TABLE 1 « PREUMINARY COST ERTIMATES (FEDERAL AND B8YATE)

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFOSM FROPOBAL
(By tiucel year, in miliione of dolinrwe)
{24 mocth WORK progiesm: foliowd b srssssrmnent teading 1 10% senction, 50% WORK s 40% pre- [0S}
fivtaiinen mpach) - CPTION A

% Yoar

G Yeewr

1985 1508 195} 99 hdid Tohi 2o00 et 00y o 2004 Yoked |
PARENTAL RESPONSISRITY
Hinee Mot 2 85} 2 £y it B L £ i) &5 {55 B0y (e}
s wnpretiestey Denonseaton Grante & 5 £a s “0 . 56 .5 5% 40 o (]
ToParart Provisions ¢ a bt o Xy 1,000 10 520 a0 £33 545 3,8
Fo Additiorn Senefits for Additionsd Thiltiren {23 150} {128} [t )] s (o ] (285 C0} {910} ooy a0y
Shled Bripgsont Enfomment
Putwyity Extublishmaent {Net} % o0 ji109 (188} {238} {#85) {240) {200) {30%) (a0} ass)f  (1.,e75)
Entorcarnuct {Neth (o) {20) (o5} po) ()| rees) a45) () @10y (eas)  ({Lots  (a.855)
Computae Cotts 15 a5 s 12 180 485 155 1% 144 110 10 1,685
Noweuwtocdial Parent Proviziona [v] 15 5 130 " ALl 285 aas 5 Li-3 AES 200
Actams Govts ard Parenting Demaonsiratione i3 25 20 » n 83 20 &0 o a8 O 285
Child Boppert Assurance Demansimions L] g 100 200 0 453 50 250 250 200 o 1,306
SUBTOTAL, (5E i Eid 145 275 144 == 35 a7 £ {5903 {15y AN}
TRANSITIONAL ABBISTAMCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOES-Prag 4 15 86 O G 32 = 1] 3,43 24 - i Ed 1,400
Aasditonet JOBS Spending & 140 &80 1,100 1000 B0 040 1,000 L £ 300 1,190 2.840
Atetiorud Ohitd Liaew for JOBR @ 143 &5% F8E £25 a8 T ms 700 B k) b £,065
VK Frogaes & ] <] i THY LM ¥ 2170 2430 RO 00 12,910
Acciiora Onlit Coare fur WORNM ) a B 45 X34 aad o) s 1,980 1,190 +,078 5 550
Saings Boen Qtid Cars end Ot Exparaion ¢ 2 [} {H {ah )] {17 {240) [y ] 0] (O] {1,545)
Transitions) Chdid Curm o 10 1as 240 0 45 385 4485 AR 500 430 2,255
Enhanced T Casw ggﬂ 4 .} 55 a5 T ai4] <] 85 < o W -4
Euesernic: Davewloperent 0 &} 100 100 100 e vl 1R 109 100 0 ) ToRx
Savings - Casmond Feduston o L+] [£:.5)] f250% (&L i1 e 2 L] s (LA M0l B
ADP Fadarnl uret Sinte SysteensfAdmin Efficiensy 5 L o5 210 s x 70 a5 £y o8 25} 825
HUBTOTAL, JOBSMCHRK E 315 FX-T ] 2485 . IS .00% 4545 A 750 4,508 54500 54701 32e™
MEAKTHS WORK PAY
Workews Poor Ol Ceem iapned 21 25 & x4 150 1,508 2006 £000 Ey 4] 2183 2250 8 BA3Y % ]
Mionew FITG [+] g 4] G ¢ 8 ] & ] & <] ]
Astety, Coardinuuon, gitreands 0o 200 %0 250 w5 100 20 m 260 2 R
ERANLS TOTAL - P THON A hi- ] 1,105 3410 2,700 8350 15,745 il 4o T8 6510 7,435 a5 .57
GRAND TOTAL « UOTICH B {UP providon costs B 0% 1,408 2,985 4310 /3] 14,545 #.805 £,508 4,250 1,550 sEoE ] 47706
GRAND TOTAM. » OPTION Q P provieion ooets 4,
Workdng Soor Chils Cavw et S10 0 00, .
Darnonufragonm tt by 25%1, 155 % ] 2,500 o, 485 £,708 11,74 §,545 §318 5,048 LY. o] LX- -] 30,603
GRAND TOTAL - OPEIOH & (UP provislon covia ©,
Woridng Poor Chitd Care st 0,
Danaratrationy out by S0, 150 568 2000 ) 585 B A5 A, 400 & 100 am R . AN 26

Note: Parenthesss dontte suvingy,

Bource: HHEJASPE wtaff wstivsates. Thete awtimaiey have been sharsd with st withio MMS ard OMB Bt Bavs Aot e
efficialby ravi s by LIVEL ?#ﬂﬁzaoain%ggﬁggiﬁﬁggé

SEE MPPESDIE FOR ENDNOTES Y0 TASLE
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TABLE 2 — PRELIMINARY COST EBTIMATES (FEDERAL ANE HTATE)
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL,
{By flecal year, in millions of dollare)
{24 ronth WORK program followsd by Asswasment.)
{Wellars impacis) - OPTION A

_nﬁwm

> Q.ﬂ&ii L

T Faur
1908 i dad 1997 1808 1R Tatxl
FARTNTAL REBPONSIBIUITY
Minor Mobhus [ {45} {30) {5 {59} (183}
Comprabwesive Damomiration Grants @ 50 %0 =14 . 1¢] 200
Twe-Paraet Provisions 9 )] 286 450 500 200
N AddRicnal Danefity for Addiional Childien 20 {86} {18 {200) {265} il tal)
Child Support Enforoment
Patsenity Sstablisheent st} . 20 {116} {165 (245) {463)
Enforomment (et} nm v [£:%9] {80 {20 {405}
Lmmaier Cogls 15 35 1) 186 150 4685
Non-Custodial Parent Provisions @ b$. 90 128 200 430
Access Grants and Parenting Damanstrations 28 2% an 206 30 135
Chilg Suppeort Assurence Demornsirations B 4 100 200 250 %0
SUBTOTAL, CSE 36 ™ 140 piade e 420
THANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WUORK
J0BSPrap 8 1.7 £ 300 110 310
Additional JOBRS Spending o L3 530 1.076 1,198 488
Addgional Chid Care for JOBS 4 E:: ] 580 i THD 2265
WORK Program 24 3] 4] o0 785 87c
Additional Child Care for WORK 4 & & 40 330 378
Savings from Chitd Care and Gthae Sxparsicn 1 ¢ L it 0} {o0}
Transitional Child Care & £ 155 235 320 728
Enhanced Twen Cass Managsmant H a4} 3.3 &8 0 210
EW&: Davelopment [+ 143 106 oy 160 300
Savings - Caseload Redugtion & {30 o G 885 1,089
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin Etficiency 52 30 i 20 273 880
SUBTOTAL, JOBI/WORK 50 280 1,500 g ] 344 7,045
MAKING WDRK PAY
¥orhing Poor Child Care (Capped at $2b) 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 5,000
Advance EITC 0 0 9 & & 0
Asgets, Coordinalion, State Fiexibiliy
an Disragerds 0 0 190 150 2001 ¢ 480
Child Care Feuding Pragrains & 104 200 300 390 B
GRAND TOTAL-OPTION A o 210 3,145 4,740 8,285 15,180
GRAND TOTAL - DPTION B [P provision cotts O). o Bi0 2815 4,200 5,765 13,980,
GRAND TOTAL - SPTION T {4P provision ansts
Working Pour Thiid Care st $1h in 1050,
Damonsirations ot by 25% reinibes S0 Opdlon AL 55 5i% 2,285 3,370 4,580 10015
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION D {UP provision coste §,
Worldng Poot Child Care <1,
Demonstrations oul by 5% relaiivs o Dpdion Ak 50 azs 1,875 2,450 3,370 7,870

Nots: Parantheses dendie savings.

Source: MHE/ASPE viat! setimaies, Thess ssiimaies have been shared with sinlf within HHS and OMB but have not besn
officlaliy reviewed by OME. The policies do not reprasary s conssnsus recommendaiion of the Working Group co-chalrs.
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TABLE § » PRELININARY COUT EETIMATES (FEDERAL AKD STATE)
FOR A HYPOGTHETICAL WELFARE REFORM PROPORAL
{By ecal yanr, I mitiions of dollars)

{24 tionih WORK prog d by T Heaci g T 1% amtclon, ST WORK and 40% pru-i8S)
(tatars Impuch) - OFTION A
5 Yoy 14 Vimr
s jose 1t 1 e Lot OO 2001 2004 oy b ond Yokt |
PARENTAL REAPONGIBRITT
Mincr Slothwe L4 {45} i~y &0 oo Loy oy o) ) o T | oo
Cuxrsgwwwanshen Durmortraticn (iante '} o] L) 50 200 L) %0 ] =3 m A5
Tome Pt Provislons & 50 L] o4 ] 1,20 B B f-5 ) B L% 040
N Adkstscnel Bacefios for AdSicrsd Childres {2 {503 {14 oo 12953 ey 375} {on8) 250 oy [ v50% a..asﬂ
L34 Bupgwt Enfortmet
Putweritty Eutabritatyvurd (Mot} 5 5] 10y 1o [F21 S £oa Loy tem R s (s
Enforcemars (el 403 {20} o5} it {0 {405} {a4y) {} o0 sy oYy (Less)
Cortymeer Condn 5 b 3 105 L. ] -~ 55 136 s 110 o 1,008
Mor-Camvdl Farert Provisions ] 1] 5 €3G 0% A% .5 a5 e AR 455 300
Foomss Qewerts apw) Pareestog Deronatraions 2 o8 o = b 1 95 E o » » = s
et Bupprars Auburarem Darnonseion & a o e 650 250 0 e =0 =0 -] 100
BUBTOTAL, TURE E ] 45 ars il =% » £570% {RESY (5 (T (L
gﬂ-ﬁ:sﬁ AREISTARGE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JORS-Feup [+] 18 -] o He s 20 100 H e 7. 1,405
Aciisorst JOBS Somding & 140 N £,400 100 3200 +,040 1000 0 4G E R3] .54
%ﬁa?ag [+ a3 B35 ms urs 7.0 e by o] L G il 4,050
WORK Progrrs ) o ) ' ol ao] e 2w 24w 2o s nem
Acddorwt Chkd Cwrw o WORK & a & % s 3G 0 o 1,050 %100 £ 2] 5500
Bavingt 2om Chid Cave s {%ver Expaneton o & P ] o L1 {75 {246} L e o 18« {1,84%
Trapaitvewat Chitet Carn -] W " b2 e T48 - g A0 )] L] L% 73
Ertwncmd Toan. T Mansgwoei & n ES e 0 ny ] [ ] E o oG
Ewrrrnie Fwealoprrs ] & o ] -] 106 00 100 "o 100 100 1] e
Bavings ~ Caswiond Padkcion 0 < e o] {4y 15264 LNy o (s  {raes {0y (LT
ADF Fycural aret Bate Bynterral AQvivy E¥chency 5 ) o 9 fdg] [ 1. L] i | . {2 224 s
SUBTOTAL, JOBS AN, .+ E-12.3 1,540 2488 ang &80 o0 L] 3 %3 S5 M ENW
MAKIN G WORY BAY
Warkdng Sy Child Cars {wppas & 20} [} s 1006 0 2O K000 2083 2,193 205 2,04 £A55 ] 18,000
Actvance £iTC ¢ 9 b i3 E+d B & ]
Anwmts, Ooceieation, dhwwomiiy A1 X0 50 50 £ 10 0 I o0 Fod A0 2,400
D TOTAL - OFTICM A ) £308 uum [E.) eMe i 15,245 ¥, X 1o LV T4 ] Maw
FOTAL « OFEYHIN B K0 grevtalpn sty O) 40 $,105 2300 X5 EB10 14548 H,008 K. o300 .00 o8l i 4T, 7%
GAAND YOTAL - OFFTION £ {UF peavialon sowts 3,
wertdng Pexar S Care 3t 91D 190, B
Cwmerataione o by 75%), i -] [~ ] 2500 300 [ %2~ 19,745 B.A4s 941 , D4 [ X ] LY -] 083
GRAND TOTAL « OFTION D P prowtulin sosts. 8,
Working Pocr {hbd Care xt 0,
Evwrrcraiiutiorot o) by 38M%)., 30 o 2090 2EX L& & 5% WX B ) LV 21 Lx . b 7] 29000

Hotw: Parwthames dans sewogs,

Bonmew HMUASPE sl sy, Ty swiimati fucvs Baury sharmd Wil sttt sihivs SHS el TIMB Bt fevs ol e
Wity vowiworact 2y OWMEL  Tie pOlGW D0 190 reprwmers; i cormimess recottymendation of i Workdng Grougy Go-cheirs,

SEE APPEMDIX FOR ENDHOTER T0 YABLE



BEINVENTING GOVERNMENT PRQPOSALS;

Ten Year
Propogel 1995 1998 1529 TOTAL
130% Gross Income Test AFEG 4308 -1440 150G -18315
BB 3 0 o
Limit Essentie! Persons AFDAE 25 28 2B -2583
Lirmit Type of Cars Fy ? 8 8 8&
Siaty Flex. on Earmned incoms AFDC g 618 628 5758
& Child Supp. Disregards Fap ¢ -178 182 1668
F8 Accounting Procadures/ AFDC ) 258 288 24688
Aapt, $75 Changes bt 0 i1 11 106
£ Ito and Caht De L I 425 Bn 842 45 459 483
ﬁgmqwrocoss T __/-128'/::33\13&,/’7%0’1—-}39\ . ——tas
Genarally Conirm to £S5
o limit, burlal, insur. AFRC BS a5 8o 1010
roal pragerty, transfers. £8P 2% -28 29 -253
Exclude
1 Autemobile® Fap 9 319 331 3081
$10,060 Asset Dameos for
Ed., Train., Susin, sic. AFDC neg. 1eg. neg. nag.
HAA Acoounts APOC neg. reg. neg. nag. |
Condem Underpayment Pol, ARG R} 27 27 278
FEp 7 8 8 84
Duuble Territories Caps
Agiiust fof Inflalion AFDG 118 130 135 1382
Exclhude lump aum incl AFDO 2 2 2 2¢
e rEp ney. 48y, neg. 3aY.  Ney. sav,
Risrgd. ed assist ARG neg. neg. nag.
Fap & 5 & g5
Rermave provis, reglls. States
s provide Chid Supp. supp.
paymnt wha inem. deduct fr. NS AFD % 49 51 514
Simplify Varification AFDDC 2 2 2 -2 2 20
Fgp -3 -3 3 -3 3 35
Genarally Conform AFDG ¥ 7 T 7 7 70
Treatment of Incomae F$P 2 2 2 2 -28
TOTAL ~1 159 1 <24 B4 557

All AFDXS Costs Include Both Federal and State Funding
Assume One Auto Excluded by Ragulations in AFDC




TABLE 1 — PRELIVMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE}
FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WELFARE HEFORM PROPOSAL
{By fiwcal yoar, b mittione of dolinre)

0 preeetrs WORK prograes folioms by W Inating oo 10% savction, S0% WORK and 40%. preJORS)
{Wiaiinre e Norwweitors imprity) - SPTXN A
§ Your D Yoor
1Hes 1998 1997 1908 1999 Yotal 2000 2000 2002 2003 PCO4 Yohod |
PARENTALHERFOABGIITY
Minor Saothure T R (5% s e o] . Beadis
Gornpreiveryeive Dwnonstration (eents & - F] o] o] 100 = = o »n b ] oAl - ren™.
T Pt Prosdaions a o S0 - 45D so| tam 540 0 £30 s YT VT
Moy Advgiiorat Bt Hor Addiiorned Chilldrms 20 £50) {135 £2003 {23) i} Ph .13 £0%) Foe ] 3103 ol isoyl - el
Q&nf Support Enfivemant ﬂ
Putwerity Estaldtishament {Hety ] 2 {110 {185) {s) (A05} faug) e £208) 30 o] e
Ertorcasect (Nag w0 e e ea g wes] s s o sen gom] pess
Somputer Soste 23 a% w % (T A 158 £ 145 171 31 1,085
Hor-Lustodial Parent Provsiong & 1% o5 195 s £30 255 28 %05 s ass 1,905 F o The
Acgess Graniy sad Prronting Demonsmascrm o % ® ke i) 135 ko) 0 0 w0 » 8%
fohid Sopport Asdurenon Denorsiabhony a o 4] sl - 50 255 56 o+ 20 & 1,500
SUBTOTAL, CSE » e 145 b4 100 ot & (4203 1815 (610} A} ,ms
TAANSITIONAL ASSISTAMCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JEE-Frep o £ [+ 4] e 1A ns £ 0 1A% 1% s s 4,885
AddtitionaF JOBS Spesding 4] 124} 850 1,040 1,000 2,180 A%0 150 s80 &0 ) 2,750
Additicrmt Chitd Care tor JOBY [V 120 etd b2 He -3 550 15 58 T3 £44 &850
WORK Prognwn ] @ 4 -] TEG B&C 500 197 7,00 FX <ol RO 11,540
Avditional Chitd Care fe WORK 2 o @ *0 356 w5 70 850 %0 oS £.080 £,500
Savingy fren Chikd Garw andt Crver Expaniicn ) 9 o {10 & ot a2y @o)  pes) ] (150 - Beedbdh
Tewnsitional Chkd Care & 15 15 o5 320 s L v AXY A 5% 209
finhanced Teon Casw Marapormnwet 0 ut] A 5 F ! Hu » b h 3 5] -+ 535
Eopetinic Cevaigpmant 2 o e oo G Al 100 100 o 0 g ol
Bavdrigs « Caxalonid Raduttion L] G () 250 {100y (520} {2505 1030} fa0m o0 e soonf-Budids
AP Fedwnl and Stae Syainmaikdmin Efrcisescy 50 G o] L) 223 ] k. a5 {20} {2%) frc3] [+
SUATSTAL, JOBSAYORK 7 % 1,885 FE 73 355 (%1~ 2,000 2010 2,590 2,095 semi AT
MAKING WORK #AY
Waorking Foce Uhild Tare {Gapped ot $9b) 2 £ 1,000 1 2560 5,600 2080 103 2,250 M0 a3l 18,208
Aehemnce BTG 4 ¢ % o B 3 ¢ (- (3 G [} ]
Asamiy, Coordinmtion, disragards 106 2003 200 250 #50 £.000 0 0 240 200 20 2,400
GRANL 1O TAL, + OF TGN A 180 T.0e0 325 4315 610 1550 BANE 8,25 4T €318 58791 a0
GRAND TOTAL - OFTICH 8 JJP provision coes 0} 0 1,045 3075 %0 san i 14080 a1 578 557 5,580 s301 4npny
GRAND TOTAL - OFTION © &P provision costs 0,
Weorking Foor (g Carm st S1D 60 99,
thmmnanstadons cut by 25%). 455 e 2514 N300 AR itEm £ 64 L ¥ o) £ 100 £ A £I07E SN A0
GRAND TOTAL - OPTION & {17 provision ¢omts O,
Workirng Poor Crild Care a1 0,
Dlacrrinsatmbiony gut by S0%3, 150 %148 1,948 7 ABE 3 AR 8508 3,849 3,544 2 8 1) oot | 24,568

RO Poronases Genots Jauings.

Bovrce: HMS/ASPE siafl estimalon. Theew entimeates Furve Beary strach with siaft within #8343 and (WS But hew niot Desen
piticlally reviewead Dy OB, The policles (o ot rapresant & SONMTIES mcormnmamcetion of Sye Wordng foup coehars.

BEE APPENLIX FOR ERDMOTES TO TRILE
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TABLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

£ Year 8 Year
§ Year Federal 18 Year  Fodersd
Total a1 80% Tatal at 80%

TARENTACRESTUNSSIBYLITY
Minar Mothorss 8% £3 218 {5}
Ne Additional Beacfis for Additional Childeen (6653 (220} (2,150) (810}

Chifld Support Bnforeement _
Patereity Eatablishomont {Nef) {535 {005 (2,084) {400
Enforcoment {Noi} {4053 {1603 (4,706} {1,555
Compiter Costy 465 3N §, 085 870
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBIHATY {1,226} a3y BAFS  (1,980)
TRANSITHINAL ASSISTARCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
GRS 305 245 1,255 1,003
Additional JOBS Spending 2,670 2,135 1,230 8,718
Adduiona! Thild Care for JOBS 1,330 1,505 4,995 3595
WwORK Pmgram 790 630 14,890 8,716
Additioral Child Care for WORK ) . a6s 00 4,985 3,500
Buviggs from Ohild Care and Other Expansion (90} (30 {1,375) {155]
Transitional Chikd Care ' 560 40 2580 7,068
Enhanced Teen Case Magagement . . 2le N 595 478 .
Saviags - Caselond Rueducyion . (S0 {285y {8,490 {3,804} .

ADP Fudersl und Siate Systoms/Adinin Efficiency i 380 825 15
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK -0,858 8,870 68D 23238

SUBTOTAL, JORS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 5,630 5,540 IBRIE . 21255

WORi{lN{? POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $2h '
in net spending), 5000 4,800 18,276 . 1308

REMOVE FWO PARENT (UT) RESTRICTIONS izSi}S 834 8,813 SLiod
Comprehonsive Bomonsteation Grands H o 350 350
Non-Custodial Parert JOBS/WORK ’ 375 Mo 1940 k550
Aceess Grants snd Parenting Domonsirptions i35 {15 283 2430
Child Buppod Assurancs Domonsteatians 55¢ C o448 1,500 1.200
A asd Micmenierprise Deawnstrations TME 244 00 560

SUBTOTAL BEMONSTRATIONS 1,560 £,280 4,715 3,860

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE {1GA)

Stste Floxibility an Earmed Income T
and Child Supper Disrogsrds 710 3858 2228 . 850

Gererally Conlorm Asuds to Food Slamps - 265 1%} 635 244
Incrsase Torrderies’ Cupy 354 185 535 35
Al Others 215 310 68 GRG
SUBTOTAL HGA 1,435 930 4,00 z2.308
GRAND TOTAL 15,130 12,4640 49 803 43,563
OFITON ) - Na Child Care, 2 Pareni, Bemas or 1GA £.636 X540 t9.828 28,288
OPTION 2 - Na 2 Parent, $0% Child Care, 530% Pemos
and 0% 1GA 628 &,4675 31,388 Ja. %480
OPFTION Y - 88% Child Cure; 536% Dewmes, and 86% 1GA. 11,133 9,548 36973 AR
OPTION 4 - 50% Desvas and S8% LA 13,633 11,508 45,108 46,468
OFTHON 8 - TOTAL FLAN ’ 15,130 12,640 49 508 43,548

Nole T PSS ETAE BYings. c

Mot 30 Five Yoar and Ten Yoar %ébdcmi estimaios represent B0% of ol expenditures oreepl for
hee following: benofs see al curront makeh retos; obild support 1 matehed a7 rates
specificd I the Bypothetwsd plan; and vonyrehonsive demansiratisn grunts are matched at 100%.

Seprce: BHS/ABPE waif estimates, Thuse wstimndes have been shared with stall within BISS and GMB bt

have mes boen offwially moviowed by OMB. The policios da a0t ropreseat o consenses recommuoadation

of e Warkmp Group UedChusles,
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TABLE S « PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fisea! year, in mifons of dollars)

{Mary Jo Base Option)
10 Year

£ Year
% Yesr Federal 10 Year  Federal
Total at BO% Total #t BO%

PARENTALRESTURSIPILITY

Minor Mothers {85} 3 {210; (851
Mo Additional Benefits for Additional Children {6801y 10} {2,450 (816}
Child Support Enforcoment
Pateenity Establishment {Nei) £535%; {501 {2.086; {4003
Enforcemeat {Net) e 1LY {160} {4,700; {1,555
Computer Costs 465 37 1,088 £
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY £1,228} {1368 8,055 (1,980
TRAMSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JOBSm 368 245 1,255 1,008
Additions! JOBS Spending 2,670 2,435 [ 7220 5775
Addiiom] Child Care for JOBS 1,880 1,505 4,995 3,995
WORK Pregram ’ . 79 630 10,890 3,71
Actdiziemal Child Cars for WORK . . 363 290 4,583 3,980
Saviags from Child Care and Qther Bxpansion 0y (63151 I S O 5 ST R .53
Tramstiienal Child Care . 560 440 2,580 2088
. Bohanecd Teen Case Management . ‘ i 170 508 478
Suvings - Caseload Reduclion . - Y- {2853 {5,030y {2,860
ADP Fedural aad State Systeas/Admin Bfficioncy i B B B 825 i)
SUNTOTAL, JORS/WORK . &8% 5468 6,888 33,08
SUBTOTAL, JOBSWORK AND PARENTAIL RESP . 5463 5540 - 18825 21,288

WORKING POOR CHILD CARE Uapped 41 820

i net g ing £.000 4,000 16,270 13,018

KEMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS $95 95| 275 | 1,580
Lomprehensive Desnansiration Srants : - : 00 G0 335 350
Moy-Coxtodinl Parenl JORS/WORK 190 150 975 T
Avtess Chranis gnd Parenting Demonstratinng i) 58 45 118
Child Suppart Assurance Demonstsstions L3 o TG 530
A and Microenterprise Demenstrstions 158 134 338 i)

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATHING . £85 735 1,565 2120

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE CAS

Suste Floxibifity on Earned Income

sued Child Suppont Disscgards 3 - Mo -5 2,225 " 850
Cenerally Conform Assels 1o Food Stamgs 135 $0 330 120
fnerease Territorios’ Caps 185 83 535 533
Al Chhers 25 ho 605 680

SUBTOTAL A 1,305 A1 X695 2,188
GRAND TOTAL 15,718 Vi718 34,236 48,153
Regitationg 2,258 1,628 £,885 3,975

Toe 11 Parariaoses anale savings.
MNote 2: Five Year and Ten Year Fodersl cstimales represent 80% of el expenditures excopt for

the folinwing: benefis are mt curront mstch rates; ohild support is matched st rales

spwetfiod in the hypothetical plan; snd vompechensive demonsization grantis are mudched o 100%,
Rouree; HHS/ASEE mfﬁsemm These estimaics huve boen shared with stai withis HHS and OMB but
have sl Booa offficially reviewed by OB, The palivies do net represent a corsensus reonmmendation
of the Warking Group Co-Chairs, '
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TABLE 3 — PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEBERAL AND STATE)

I*'()R ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROIMISAL
(By fiscal year, in withony of doflers)

{David Fiwood’s Option, Full Phuseds io FY 1996}

% Year 8¥par 10 Year 10 Yeur
Taial Fadaml Foial Federnl
TARENTAL RESPUNSIBITITY
Minar Mothsrs 85 {30} {2160 {85}
No Addisonat Benefits for Additional Children {6403 (2205 (2150 (810}
Child Support Enforcement
Paternity Bstablishiment (Nety {535 0}  [2.080) {400)
Haforcemant (N (4053 Qaety (4700 (1,555
Computer Costz 463 430 1,088 975
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIMLITY 1,230 (503 (8,055) {1,878}
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE POLLOWED BY WORK
HH5-Prep 375 300 1,370 1,095
Additional JOBS Speading 2,870 2,298 7,110 5,690
Additinanl Child Care for JOBRS 2,010 1,610 4910 3,934
WORK Program 1,660 1,300 1 11,490 9,150
Additienal Child Care for WORK 160 616 240 4,198
Savings from Child Cars aid Oiher Bxpansion {188) (10 {1,480} (‘SZS}
Transitional Child Care 5% 443 2565 1 2,050
Enhsnced Toon Case Management 210 170 598 47%
Savings - Cascioad Reduction {390 2151 {5 9N {3,348
ADP Federal and State Systems/Admin El“fc:cucy 680 A48 28 - 660
SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK asas 6,99 225 3.3 23,128
SURT ﬂTAl,, JORS/WORK AND I’ARI* NT AL RESP ;}’,335 4,310 13§§§ 28,250
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at §25 ‘
in net spending), 5808 4,600 i5,270 13,81%
REMOVE TWO PARENT (LI RESTRIC YZ{‘}?«I‘I 895 495 X35 £,580
Comprelensive Demonsiration Jrands 200 2430 330 350
Non-Custodial Pacent JOBS/WORK snd
Access Grants snd Parenting Deomonstrations . 400 kly 1,780 1,425
Child Support Assursnce Domonstestions 300 240 BAS 550
DA amd Microosterprise Demonsteations 150 120, 330 310
SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,050 K80 3,303 2,745
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASRISTANCE {1GA)
State Floxibility on Bamed brooma
sad Chifd Suppos Bisrogands e 383 2.22% 230
Generaily Conform Aszsels o Food Stamyps 268 10 £83% 240
increase Torritoriss' Caps 135 i8S 535 535
Al Olthers 235 316 ] &80
SUBTOTAL IGA [,435 9% 4,428 2385
GRAND TOTAL 18,708 13,245 44,978 49,898
Repulalions 2,256 3,678 5 4R% 3,975

Nole T Farentheres dienols savings,

Nole 2: Five Year und Ten Year Feders! mt:maies soprosent 9O of 2l expomdiivres axoep for

the fo'lfmfmk, berefs ard ot curreat matel naes; child support is matched at rales

spcified in the hypothetiva! plan; and sungrcbonsive demuensiation granis src matched st (00,

Natz 3: Foll 1996 represents full phasedn b first year: 20% 1994 represents » 20% phasc-in i fisst year,
Source: HHSSASPE stV catimalen. These calmutuys huve been shared with s withiin HHS aad OMB g
imreg pot been affisially sodewed by OMB. The pelicies do sol ropresert a consensis recommendaiion

of the Warking Group Co-Chalrs,
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TABLE I — PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES

¥

g

EDERAL AND STATE)

Mote 2r Pive Your and Taen Year %@dcm% estinaies reprasent 80% of sl] expenditures exorpt for
the fullowing: bonefiis sre of curront matoh rates; ohiid suppart 35 owdohad w8 rates
speciiid in the bypothetiond plan: and somprehiossive domanstration prants are maiched at 100%,

Ruiecer HHS/ASPE gaff sstimatox, These extimaies have been shared with staff within HIS und OMB

aave sal hoen officinlly reviowsd by OMB. The palicics dn ninl reprosent 8 consenses recommendation

aof the Warking Group Co Chales,

FOR BELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM FROPOSAL
(By fiscal year, in millians of dollars)
{David Ellwood Option, 20% Phase-1n)
5 Yeur H¥ Year
S Year  Federal 16 Year  Federal
Tokal at 0% Fotal at 4%
TRRENTAL RESTTUNSIBILITY
Minor Molhors (85 {30 {218 {&3%
M Additione! Benefits for Additional Children {660) {220 2,156 810
Child Sugpuret Enforeement _
Patesnity Pstablishmoent {(Net) {535) 80y 2,088 {400
Enforcement (Net) {405 {1&4) 4,7 {1,555
Compister Costs 465 K| 1,083 &
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESIFONSIKILITY €1.22m {136y {8,8551 {1,980
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
2 ESSvPrcf 303 245 1,255 1,003
Additional JOBS Spending 2670 2,135 7,228 5,78
Additional Child Care for JOES f.280 1,505 4,855 3,985
WORK Program - Fa 630 14,850 8,718
Additional Child Care for WORK 385 - 290 4,583 3.94%¢
Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion 90 oy {1,378y | {755
Trunsitional Child Care s64 45G 2,580 2,685
o Bohanesd Teen Case Management 210 i7¢ 585 475
Savings « Canelaad Beductivn (520 (285} {5,650 {230,
ADP Fedorn] and State Sﬂstcmsmdmia Bificicnioy 480 380 825, 718
SURTOTAL, JORS/WORK 6,558 5678 26,888 . 23233
SURTOTAL, JOBSIWORE AND PARENTAL RESE 3,638 5,548 18,825 21,255
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped 2t $2h
in net speading). 5,608 4,600 £8,270 13,018
REMOVE TWO FARENT {(UP) RESTRICTIONS . RO% 493 2878 i,588
Qomprehensive Demonstration Grants 300 206 356 353
Non-Custadin Preont JOBSAWORK and
LAecoss Grantg and Parenting Demonsirstions 400 320 1,780 1,425
Child Support Assorince Demonstrations 360 245 525 650
DA and Microenterprise Diemonstrations - 150 120 356 30
SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIHOING £,0%8 g8 3,365 2,745
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE QGAY
Stuie Floslislity on Bacsed Inoeme
and (k! Sopnon [Heregards 7i6 383 3235 30
Ganuenlly Conlorm Assels 1o Feod Slamps 265 100 655 240
Ineraass Torritories” Caps 185 125 51§ 53
Ali Oihers _ 275 314 &05 &880
SUHITOTAL IGA 1,435 L] 4,038 2,385
LGRANE TIFTAL 14,610 i1 895 £5,295 40,900
Rupnhdiony 2,280 1,625 5,685 3975
[ [N T e e s
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TABRLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FENMERAL AND STATEH)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fiscad year, In mifons of dollars)

{Wendeli Frimas Option)
g Year 10 Year

5 Yerr  Federal 10 Year  Federsl
Total at 80% Totani at BO%

TARERTAL RESPONSTRITITY

Minor Mathers {85) 30 {218} {53
Na Additiapnst Benefits for Additionn? Childres 1 a i 4
Ohild Suppory it Enforcement

Paternity Establishment (Nel) {535} 90 {2 3808 {4003
&’zzf{)mm {Nety {405} (1603 (47005 {1,435
tor Costs 4465 31 1,088 BH:
{}Zi’i‘{}’i‘AL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBLATY 3Zeh 94 £5,905 4,178
TRANSITHONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
IGBS-Pre 0 1] 0 2
Additional JOBS Spending 2,670 2135 F.220 5,775
Additional Child Care for JOBS 1,880 1,505 4,995 3,995
WORK Program 0 630 10,880 8,710
Additional Child Care for WORK 365 290 4,985 3,990
Savings froe Child Care and Other Expansion {50 £30) S} T I 5 |
Trasgiions! Child Care S 450 3.580 2065
Enkanood Teen Casc Managoment pat 70 595 428
Bavings - Casclsad Reduction Cosn 2285y (5490 (2800
ADRP ﬁi{ i aad State Svsioms/ Admin Bfficlency HEG 386G 825 T
&iiﬁ’"f{?’?fai;, SOBSIWORK 8,545 £,425 25628 223

SUATOTAL, JOBS/WORK AN PARENTAL RESH 5,985 5,518 19,728 21,860
WORKING POOR CHULD CARE (I'#d for out of

FEVeRNCE). 0 0 0 0
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UI") RESTRICTIONS 1,508 BM| | 5618 3000
Compreheasive Demanstrstion Graats 200 200 350 350
Nag-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK 3435 75 1,818 1 ASD
Anecss Geants and Parerting Demootrsting 113 19 283 330
Cinld Sugpornt Assurance Demonsirutions 455 360 1,000 B0
A and Microentemrse Dononstraiiony 30 340 540 250

SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 44 183 3,945 3,086
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (EGA)
Sue Plexibility on Earned Income .

agel Chikd Su tppun Disrcgards 0 385 2,228 850
Generaily Condorm Assets to Feod Starops 265 o 638 240
[nerease Toregtories’ Caps 188 251 525 35

Al Gthers 218 k3L £06% &80

SURTOTAL 1GA 1 A3S 930 4,010 2388
LCRANE TOTAL 19,358 BE0 . 333068 29,538
Raguistions .488 L 6,670 4,518

FAlETTT PRI nCss donole sivangs,
Mote 2: Five Year aad Ten Yeur Federal estimaios represent 80% of all expenditurcs exeapt for
the follawing: benefils sre at current imatch rates; child support is matched at rates
specified in the hypathetical plan; and c:nmpruhcnswc demoenstration granls are matched at 100%,
Sourcc HH"EJ'ASPE sl Pul:mal{:s These estimutes have heen shared with s ff within HHS and OMB but
h:m, fol been afficietly reviewed by QMB, The policies do not ropresent 8 gonsensus reeommaendation
of the Wozking Group Ca-Chairs,
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A MO Belle Sawhill
M Mary Jo Rane
David Ellwood
Wendell Primus
MUUECT: Summary of Attached Tables on Welfare Reform Options
CrUER April 6, 1994

«zhed are five tables that display the costs of various welfare reform options. All total
¢ uwre matched at an 80 percent faderal match rate except for the foliowing:

. AFDC and Food Stamp beniefits are matched at current match rates,

. ¢child support is matched at rates specified in the hypothetical plan,

» comprehensive demonsiration grants are matched at g 100 percent federal
match.

‘= “o not show costs on these tables for changes that will be made through regulation rather
 statute,

following is a description of these options and costs.
et
" 15 the option that was priced for the Presidential briefing on March 22, with sevecal

-unents in the “Improving Government Assistance” (IGA) section. Under this plan, 20
~11 of our ta:get populahﬁn wnuld ba phased in du:ing FY 1996 tha ﬁmt mr of

‘nparison to the table for the Pregident’s hﬁﬁﬁng. we ham made the following changes
*GA section:

The UP parent provision reflects the fact that some of the changes in the 100 hour
rule will be accomplished through regulation and not statute; this portion of the
change will not yield a scomable cost.  Alse, overall costs were revised downward.,

We changed the eamned income disregards to $120 per month, indexed to inflation,
«nd the child support disregard of $50, indexed to inflation, with state flexibility to
disregard income above those amounts.  There would be complete flexibility in £11 the
zup policies.

There are 0o longer costs attached to the changes in the rules governing IDA's and


http:ehange.ll
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Bisnsspd 1T)E Le0z 890 8562 DHRS/ASPE/HSP Boos

i We increase the territories’ cap by 50 percent rather than 100 percent.
- The change in automobile and accounting procedures will be by regulation.
atide 2

s aabiemmﬁmmplmammmhlexwptmatﬂlispm fullyphas:sm

Yie 3

+ Tsble 3, we use the same basic plan as Table 2 (with the full phase-in in FY 1996) with
- following adjustments:

Working Poor Child Care ig capped at $1.5 billion (decreased from $2 billion} in
FY 1999, yielding a five year federal cost of $3 billion,

The UP Provision is a state option,

Demonstration programs (except for comprehensive przv:nti:m demonstations) have
been yeduced. :

iz -1 is the same as Table 3 with the following adjustments:
The cost of JOBS-Prep is set at 0.

Working Poor Child Care is capped at $1 billion in FY 1999, yielding a five year
federal cost of $2 billion,

Demonstration programs (except for comprehensive prevention demonstrations) have
been reduced by S0% from the Ievel of spending shown in Teble 3.

The policy of conforming asset rules to those in Food Stamps remains but the asset
limits will not be increased.

There is no increase in the territories’ cap.
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Tanle §
" le S is the same as Table 4 with the following adjustments:

We retumn to the Table 1 policy of phasing in 20 percent of the target group in
FY 1996,

]

We reduce Working Poor Child Care to $500 million in FY 1999, yielding a five
year fedexal cost of $1 billion.

@oo4
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TABLE l ?REL?MIM‘? SUMMARY COST %%m AN STATE}

EMEg;S OF A WELFARE REF RO
3eal yeor, In millions of dollars)

SYesr SYear j0¥ear 10 Yo
Totnl Pederal Total  Podersl

-

it 11317

"oy Mothers 5} 2403 (35)
L5 adJionst Bevefis for Addlional Childrea &l B39 ol i
i d Reppon ﬁab;mmt&d} - o oy o
:'4?‘5 &Wﬂﬂ
"igf I 700
Eulorccmegs (ed w99 Gro oo
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 1,220 {43 (3.0&53 {1,980)
“1 ANSITIOHAL ASSISTANCE POLLOWED DY WORK
18S-P 305 2s)  125) 108
nidiional JOBS seml 208] . 72| s
Asdiional Child Care for TOBS teso| Uses| T ales|  2ees
v Pro 720 aol 1] s70
ot Gl Cares fxr WORK S 230 ‘avas| 3990
- o Chidd Care and Otber Bxpaasion o0l Go| am| osm
witioen] CHiIA Carg 560 asa | asse|  a2mes
~et Tocn Case < Mansgemat 210 170 s 435
eescral wnd Adimin Bffiei “2%2’ :sso | ﬁ"@ @
bt mm
SDTOTAL zaﬁ" ? 6as0 | s670) 26gh0) 23338

SUBTOTAL, JOUS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP | s8] ssa| sges]| 20288
07, NG POOR CHILD CARR (Cappod »t 825 '

1 BTWOPARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS imel “EE) EEe| BB

£ secchemsive RDenmnstostion Greazs i 200 156 350
o sumiinl Pereor JORS/WORK 378 300 1,340 1,550

+ Sramts sad Parenting Demonstrations 135 1o 2% e

" $apport Atsurence Demonsralions %50 440 1,500 £.200

su0t Mbroenterprise Demonsirations 300 O 700 560
SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS Ls60 0 12961 4751 a8

4y OVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE GGA)
., **1*2% cnﬂnmudlmm

i g 710 KISl B A 850
. g;ﬁeu mmzams:amp: . 268 1% 658 40
BB
:aUB’I'{)'!‘AL if;a . 1,088 d? 350 1,620
oy TOTAL 14,784 12,318 48,7138 42 8R4
vy Tabhwitkw% Phase-la in FY 199G wilh Adjustments in IGA
'”M? mz‘r Y aal mpmsa% fall
vo Yoer m Yeas axtiintes
»’foﬁc%bmdmmawmm . m
. <ified In mmmmm arc matehed st $00%,
(HS/ASPE ma MWMMM siaff within HHS and OMB but

wﬁemd oM. The g0 not toprosent x consenstd reocmmendation
mﬁmpmw policles *
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TAULE 2 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES éFEBERM« AND STATE)
FOR BLEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PRGPOSAL
{By fical year, i wilfipas of dollars)
§ Year X ¥ear 10¥Year 10 Yeaw
Tolst Fodern) Total  Federal
A ENTAL RS TERRIDICI T Y
w Afothers . ) 00} o (853
" Sitional Benelits for Additioaal Childron {ég} o (2, 150; 810y
« St ERM{N«} s ¢
et (NeQ 208 a0} ?"3% e
mpicer Cols 4455 30 . yie]
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (1 .280) (130§ {83%5} (1,580}
T IHESITIONAL ASSISTANCE POLLOWED BY WGHRE
Y ns G 1,37 1,095
wm} )RS S8 870 2398 741D 2,600
avst Child for JOBS 200 5610 4510 3,910
- Progrem 3,600 1330 $1.480 9,190
«3 Uil4 Care for WORK, % 610 500] 4%
rum Child Care and Gitver Bxpanxion (1853 (o] {1480 (815
suai Child Care 555 438 2568 2,420
4 Tuen Cazo Munspomont 210 170 595 415
- osskond Reduction {3%0) Qi) (G071 £5,040)
<212i pnd Slate & Admia Bfliclenoy 680 345 825 660
A TOTAL, IO RK 8,548 g0 | 265551 oLz
SUBTOTAL, JORSAWORK AND PARENTAL RESP 238 6,860 18500 21,148
71+G POOR CRILD CARE (Capped ot 82 billisa .
. % $,000 40001 16270 13018
vE WO TARENY 1 RESTRICTIONS 1,585 £30 3,618 3
shaasive Demonsoralion Grants 210 206 Ase p.3.11)
sl Parent JOBSAWORKE 490 3| 2000 1,600
aty waed Parcoting Demogefaetions 138 1o %8 20
; 7t Assuranon Demonstrations $56 440 1,500 1,200
. 12isrovaterprios Deovanstestions 00 A 700 60
« $TOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS .68 1,380 4,235 354
G ING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (CA)
iitity o Berped Income
Support Dirvogards 716 385 2238 856
Confosm Aty W Food Stamps 265 106 855 Mo
Frreitoswes” Capd 183 185 {35 1%
SITOTAL IGA ;,&? &7 2557 1,&:%’
. GTAL 16590 13,735 | 48470 42,820
' aﬁauﬁhﬁuﬂl’hﬂn&akﬁ’ 1996 with Adiustments in IGA
ToIRCESTHEReR >
. wademe osticnstos rvprowent $0% of all expoadituser except for
= Howing: hmcm:muwm:mm& vutess; ohild suppart Is mastohiod et rates
o+ fiex] T tha wnd comprehinsive 1% ars malahied at 100%.
SIASPE ealf estnaces D e axcmirin Bave oo chared wah Ratt witin HISS and OMB: bis

= ollicislly reviowed by OMB. “Yha poficls So nok soprescnt & consitnstis tordmmendstion

ung Gredn Co-Chalrs.
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TABLE 3 ~ PBKU MINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATIS (FEDERAL AND STATE)
LEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

By fiscal year, In wlllions of dollars}
5 Yo SYur 10Yoar 10 Yesr
Total Federsl ‘Total Eederal
SRR TRAL KESPUNSIBILITY
r Methers 8§53 (30} elly)
4citional Bencfilx for Additinns! Children {é&}’ @aq) 2450 fgg
wppors Bafarcement
. raiy Ectablishment (Net) 2535} 30 .0 {
dorcement (Net} 4053 {168} {‘ m 1.5
el COEE 445 378 £78
SUHTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 4,26 % &9553 (1,980
T ANSITIONAL ASSISTARCE POLLOWED #Y WORKR
S Pre 375 350 1370 1,098
“Cuned JOBS Spoads 2ER 2,295 7,110 5,690

" aast Child Case for JOBS 2,018 1610 4310 3,930
» fuogram 1,660 1ase] 1349 9,156
= -1 Child Care for WORK 78 £10 5240 4,150

+ wr £ Care wad Other Sxpesion ‘ {185 (o] (1,480} i)
" west Child Care 555 445 2,365 2,050
.~ Tran Cass Managensens 210 170 595 475
- Cosefosd Reduction ﬁﬁr 2151 (G0 D40
1zen] A State mﬂlﬁm&n Elfivioncy 530 545 825 7]
.« TOTAL, J ORK 8,548 6,990 26,5585 28,128
AJsTOTAL, JOUS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESY 78 6,860 185001 21,145

VNG mnn CHILD CARE (Capped nt $1.5 billion '

- e 2ndlog), 3,750 3,000 12,185 9,730
. "L WO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS #9s 45 2,878 1,580
1w wansive Demonsiralian (Yoanty 2006 20 asp 950

1t Parent JORS/AVORK and
Tty and Pammag Decnonstrations 400 b /) 1.7¢0 ¥4
. urt Azsumanse Romonstimtions ane 240 843 LOCH
lizreentamprise Demonstoaions 159 120 350 M0
ATOTAL DEMONRSTRATIONS 1,650 < 3,308 194

U3 NG GOVERNMERT ASSISTANCE 4GA)

5 éeiizg o Barned Isome . a50
4 Bisregerds 7ib s i
Conloem Assetain Food Btasmps 265 100 655 240
sreitories” Caps 188 i85 535 838
- {5 sg) {145} )
ITOTAL IGA 1,085 3,258 1828
TATAL 14,188 11906 #0135 35840

Tuble with Foll Fasse-do to BV 1986 with Adjustuents In 1GA, Warking Poor Child Care,
sony UP Peregt Provisios @ Stale Option.

reniheses denotn
e Year and Ton Yoy

Ang CGroup

suppart is matchod af ratce

%mmwﬁofﬂmﬁmwtﬂ
I}a 2 b ity aeo ol surrant caatoh rates; ciAld

hyﬁﬂhzﬂml sod coppechonrive domonstration grants are matched 2 100%,
nM.SPﬂm W' Thowe cetimaios have boon ihared with saaff within HHS and OME hut

o wflielally mviemdbym Tho policiet do not represent & consensus recommendation

ooy

o405 94


http:h"'gn.nt

TeennsAg

1%¥:2G 202 490 3882 DHHS/ASPE FHSP
TABLE 4 ~ PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fiscal year, ie milfoay of dollars}
5 Yeur S Yonr 10 Year 10 Yeur
Toial Faders Totsl Federut
P ENTAL RESPORSIRITITY
< Huthers {85} {30} (210 {85)
niional Boacfis for Addilanal Children {665) 2y (2,150) {8190
seuport Baloroement
Lrnity £ {Net} (535} H0) {400)
- inccomest (Not) fwﬁr (16 4,7003 {1,555
Leapuce o 463 57 1,085 §70
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RRSPONSIBILITY 1209 a3 GA5H]  .980)
ANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLIOWED BY WORK
- Preg o 0 g |
tis hal JORS Spending 2,570 2,298 1110 5695
=inpal Child Cage for JOBY 2448 1,618 4.910 1,95
L $rngram 1.560 1330 11,490 9,190
-+ Gindd Care for WORR F60 610 5240 4,150
. um Child Care and Other Bxpwiminn {185y {1005}  {1.4%50) {815}
ol Sk Care 5358 445 2,563 2,050
- Teen Case Menagement 210 170 b £33 ¥ ¥l
L - Casdond Redustion {3905 (4158 15,000 £3,340)
card and Sato § Ademin Blffatency $30 b2 iy k] &50
-1 TOTAL, ) 8,510 4,690 25,188 23,030
SJdRYOTAL, JOBSAWORE AND PARENTAL RESP £55% $,360 119 28,050
G POOR CHILD TARE {Capped st §1 Slillon T4
“YE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 895 ©S] 3875 1,580
» -hangive Demonsiradas Gramy 200 20 350 s
wefin] Parent IORSIWOIRK and
crants and Puenming Demanstrations 200 160 R9G T
- part Asatiensos Demonstestions 150 120 4135 330
f Jicmeeterprise Demonxtysions s 53 175 140
+HTOTAL DEMORSTRAYIONS 625 L4 % 1,836 .50
= NG GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE IGA)
ity on Exmd Inooms " - 850
i Dixrogurds C 7 3 2058
N Com-' {ut aot Inoresns) :
+ s Pood Sumpy g} g) a ﬁg} (g)
UBTOTAL IGA G 380] 2,060 845
_ 7OTAL 11,605 991S| 33,025| 30510

 Table with Full Phaseds ia Fy 1996 with Purther Adjustments In IGA, Working Pocr

t ¢, 804 Demonstrations: UP Two-Parest Provislon xx Stats Option; ERminate Increnge
*ries’ Cap; Conform Assel Relo to Food Stamps but so Incrense in Lixits,

sronthases denots

"ie;gYmmmmdmmmwﬁofﬁlm&umW&r

@ benofics are ot curreot match vxios; child support is matohod #t exics
ified Inthe ples: sad comarehangive demanstruion art matchod ot 108%,
LHBIASPH citimatew, Thews ostintes kave boon shared oxftwithin HHY and GMB but

son officially reviewed by OMB. The palicies du not represent & consomsu rocomunendition

ing Geonp CooChaies.
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TABLE S - PRM&&K‘( SWY TES (FEDERAL AND STAY
ELEMENTSOF A WE RE&‘M fki}?i}ﬁ&i. 8
{By Fsesd yeur, iz& a%nas
SYewr SYer 10 Yowr 10Yar
Totsl  Federal Totel Federal
YR STAT RESPONSIRITITY
Coonithers (35) £
.1i}.-m‘:l Benafits fior Additiona! Chilren {660} M) 2,150 (3(23
" oprat Enﬁo__mememmw E o) ? 020} E‘g
iy Esablishenent | ¥
Linsinent "- 1-5
gt Dorly ﬁ‘& 2? {;g} ;:@ { 870
SUSTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBHAYY 4,220 3%
“HTIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
?’“*'5 ¢ ! L) L)
) TOBS S z . 26701 aus]| raml s
n .d Child far JOBS 1.8E0 1,508 45995 3995
s rrAm o0 f0 14,890 3,710
3 laoild Care for WORK e L1 290 4,985 3,990
ore Child Caro and Other Expansion o0 ou (1,378 (735)
o7 hiE Care 550 ‘58 m ztm
S »ﬁ Mm:mm pati] ég?% " % @ €75
3 Reduntio 0 i o 300
. .dend State Admin Bfficiensy 854 580 7= 775
rTAL, JOBSAWORK 8545 | sA3S| 25425 2220
- TOTAL, JOBSIWORE AND FARENTAL RESP 5715

52951 I8N 20250
72 POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $500 million ] '

Ji

St

1,600 A 055 3,248
2,87

. %0 PARENT {UP) RESTRICTIONS % 45 S| 1,580
* rinive Domonstestion Ciontz 200 200 I k 874
- 5.1 Parent JORSAVWOEKR snd £
*. suts und Parenting Domoastrations w0 188 190 ns
2 Assurance Domonsirations 30 10 413 150
- remterprise Damonstostions s 60 178 140
' TOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 7] 54 1,830 1,530
4 GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (QGA)
A i 710 335 | 2728 850
B S : <
" o8 Bamps g o 8 g -
i
= [OTAL 1GA gg’ 33%} Rilg%) Stf'?
"TAL 8,730 7,70 28390 | 47,450

1bkmth2.o% Phasen Ly FY 1996 with Further Adjustments in IGA and

+ Chilld Care; UP Two-Pavent Provislons at State O Eﬁwiua:z[xrm
’}Qﬁﬁ&nfommww&#wm&%tﬁux@s

R
{mmi'!'m Ymﬁduﬁm«nmmwﬁ afall hm for
M iy oo e c:x?m& axee:pz

Wp&m mwmm mmnzm%,
#SFB These estizuatey have booo sharad with eaff within HHS snd OMB bt
. ATMMWO%B Tiie policie do 46t tepietont & tenreasus rocomumendation

+s Group Co~-Chaire.
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ADDITIONAL ENTITLEMENT AND REVENUE OPTIONS

(In millions of dollars)
199599
.. EY038 Budget
<23z 8 percent royalty on hardrock .
“wials removed from Federal lands 346
169
194
“r-12 all sunset dates on Veterans'
wions in OBRA 1993 (FY99) 545
nd patent and trademark surcharges (FY99) | 120
«t MRC fees (FY99) | 500
- increases in SBC feas (FYSS) 50
. increases in tonnage duties (FY99) 70
i holding fee on owners of mining
w3 on public lands (FY99) - 34
b custom service user ahatgcs {FYR) 900
oy Ytems
* sion of marketsble securities
seated as cash 225
« :ax-deferred annuities per couple,
- 100,000 800
2 superfung tax 2,300
=mployers to offer employees tax-fres

i or cash, which would be taxable _‘ 500



~ 20 Deficit Reduction Document

2 market prices for electricity sold
swer marketing administrations (ENT-01)

- racreation fees at Federal faciliies BNTWOZ)

ruclear waste disposal fees for inflaton (BNT-04)

#iify from price support programs people
- @rogg revenue from commodity sales
Jix 350,000 (ENT-09)

& FCC user fees (ENT-16)

2 renalty for carly redemptions
dizs bonds (ENT-53)

-erigage interest deductions
ad homes (REV.04)

= 1imit for defersals in salary
1 plans to0 34,000 (REV-08)

i minimum tax on foreign-owned
a5 (REV-19)

" “me capifal gains from home
. wx¢ess of $125,000 (REV-20)

i uplong with more than 310 million
. ke other thrift institutions (REV-25)

‘2ohol fixls credit and partial
% exemption (REV-29)

= nurabex of times the $70,000 exclusion
vt earned abroad can be used 10 2

I for individeals and corporations
12 twice

mcimum mortgage principal eligible for
. deductions to $500,000 or $750,000

4,800
720
255

670
573

2,500
2,900
2,600
1,400
3,400

3,200
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FINANCING OPTIONS

S=Yeayr S~Yeay 10~-Year 10~¥eax
Ietal  Faderal Ietal — Federal

“liv ER 1.5 1.8 4.0 4.0
32t Child care .6 .6 1.7 1.7
rood Program .
vxfit Reduction If 2.1° N | 4.7 1.9
Grandgarents In
Dwalling tnit
+wiify Sponsor-to-Rilen 2.2 1.8 8.7 6.9
Deeming, Tighten
FRUCOL
=guyment By Soclal 5.3 6.4 21.4 21 .4
Security To
Genaral Fund
=vay Rsslstance .3 ¥ 1.5 1.9
. 2nd Tax Complianca 1.3 b i i
2. i5.0 13.4 45.1 48.5
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o Emergens hasiatance.-Modify the current AFDC-Emergency
»ﬁﬁutaaaa ?xagram by establishing a Federal matching cap for
-¢h State‘s EA expenditures. This cap would be set st an amount
sl ta 3 pexvent of the State’s total AFDC benefit paymants
. .curred during the previous fiscal year, grandfathering States
~nat are asbove that lsvel at their FY 1993 expenditure level.

- Care gram~-This proposal would utilize
xru-taating in determining the rate of Federal reimbursement

¢ meals provided to children in family day care homes. Those
wily day care homes that are not located in census tracts where

third or half of the children are balow 200 perxcent of poverty
3¢ receive slightly reduced Pederal subsidies for meals.

1t . Bedu paren Lling Unitk--This proposal
e redua& &Fnc banei;ta by Qnawthzrd to reaiy&aata whose
ndparents reside in the dwelling unit with the recipient and
s: income above 130 percent of the poverty guidelines. Thia
movion is based on the prasumption that such grandparents are
Libuting to the support and maintenance of these AFDC
ipilentsw--usunlly a daughter and grandehild(reny.

Aifvy _Bponsor-t i Deaming en PRUCOL--This option
. i3ts of two propos&lﬁ The first would: make permanent the
-nt Se~year sponsor-to-aslien deseming period in 88T, and extend

>alicy to AFDC and Food Stamps; and, if 2 gponsor s adjusted

4 income exceeda §44,000 then continue sponsor-to-alien

ing for ten years {or c¢itizenship. whichever ogoccurred flrst}).

» encond proposal would effaectively reduce the current numbser
SLUCOL categories of lmmigrants eligible for benefits, and
these categories consistent with those covered under the
*h Beourlty Act. The proposal would define in statute the
ffic categories of temporary immigrants that would he
*»le for BSI, APDC, and Medicaid benefits (gimilar to the
‘wach aniresdy utilized by the Food Stamp program).

woe _ ity rund--Situations exist in
Y tha $ocial Sacnrity Trust Funds have benefitted at the
a3e¢ of the General Fumd. We propose that these situations be
«oted, This option includes 1) crediting the Trust Funds
income from taxatlion of benefits when those taxes are
soted lnstead of wsing the current liability method; 2;
cment of the lump sum oredited to the Trust Fund by the
41 Fund ko offset the <ost of granting deemed military wages
~on-covered military service: 3) eliminating special wage
s for military service after 1956 for retirement '
iclaries which would eliminate the reguirement that the
~al Fund pay PICA tax on these credits {credit would continue
: granted for disakility and survivor benefits and the Trust
. would be reimbursed for the cost of any increase in the
it amount), and; 4) reimburzement by the Trust Pund to the
1)l Fund for the amount of the actuarial reduction suffered
~ngurrent 851 beneficiaries. The Trust Funds would be held

4
+

Qo1s
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=

-raless by proposals which would increass revenues or reduce
ti, including 1} prosective alimination of entitlement of
ldren and youny wives (entitled on thae basis of a young child
her esare) of retiroment boneficiasries; 2) extension of Social

pucity coversge to studsnts employsd by thelr educational

stitatlons, and; 3) FICA tax revenues resulting from increased
toyment through welfare reform.

~w{urrently, ssveral Sbatas defipe a significant

-_on of their AFDC grant to families as “speclal energy
Lytange” The Food Stamp program {FSP) excludes such

Tirance from their determination of *income™, which results in
sater amount of food stamp benefits going to such households
: would otherwise aceur if the full AFPDC grant were taken into
~unt, This proposal would allow the ¥FS8P to count such special
-5y assistance as income for the puriaaa of determining food

¢ beanmaflte, and would result in savings in the FsSP.

ATHS % Lompliance--A number of proposals comprise this
20, and are maant to modify and improve current

seentation of the EITC, as well as the treatment of gambling
Angs,  Improvemanis in the EITC include: denying EITC te
~rzsident aliens; extending EITC to active military families
1. overseas; and counting nontaxable earned income of

~ry parsonnel. Changes in the trestment of gambling

«ga include: increaging the withholding rate on gambling
. ngs in excess of $§50,000; imposing withholding on certain

-ng winnings for which there is currently no withholding;

squiring additional reporting of information on gambling
nwaigs af 310,038 oL more,

&eis
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Possible Welfare Reform Package-- Federal/State Costs

Seyeur
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999  Total
aollars i biians
dollars in billions
P

JOBS-Prep g 0015 008 0085
Additional JOBS Spending 0 0.1 0.67 0.8%
Additional Child Care 0 0407 0468 06
WORK Program 0 0 0 n.08
Additionai Child Care for WORK 0 { 0 404
Savings from Child Care and Other Expansior 0 8 R L1
Transitional Child Care 0 G 012 048
Enhanced Teen Case Maragement 0 002 0055 0063
Savings Caseload Reduction 0 g 008 435
ADP Federal and State/ Admin Efficiency 0.08 0.05 0095 .21
Sub Total Core Program 005 0258 141 1865
Generally Conform Asscts to Food Stamps 0.0z o4 0068 0.07
Set Auto Exclusion tp $45K) Equity Value H 0 0305 0.32
Sub Total Add-Ons from Demos and IGA 0.02 .64 {1.37 0.3%
Total Costs Q07 G295 178 2255
Lirnit Emergency Assistance .26 0.33 045 0.50
Target Child Care Food Program Q.00 £.00 0.18 .19
Tighten Sponsorship and Eligibility Rules
for Aliens: 0.36 0.36 (.36 0.36
Parental Responsibility .00 0.05 0.24 .31
Eliminate School Lunch Subsidies for
€ hildren with Househeldd Income > $50K 0.44 G4 044 044

Subtatal 1.06 1.20 1.67 1.80

Spending minus Saving 53O OIDIANIE L0

3[24/34 12:25 PM

1



s :08/02/94  12:57 2207 880 7383

TABLE 1 ~ PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)

HHS 0S ASPE 415F =+ BRUCE REED

0a/12/54

FOE ELEMENTS OF A WELFAKE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fiscsl year, i mittons of dallars)

5 Yewr S Year
Federal Federsl
Packags 1 Package 2
PRRENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
Misar Mothers 3% {30)
No Additicss! Benefits for Additions! Children {220) (226
Child Supoort Enfercement
Prtcenity Patublishrent Nt {543 {30}
Enforvemant (Me) f1e {160}
Cor Costs 370 336
TGTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (1383 {43m
TRANSITLONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED 8Y WORK
JGBS-Prep o )
Addicionst JOBS Speading 2,295 2,285
Addittone! Thild €are for IOBS 1.6i0 1,610
WORK Program 1,330 1330
Additiorns: égld Care for WORK 850 &10
Savings from Child Care sad Other Expandion {10 {100}
Transitions} Child Care ’ 445 445
Enheneed Teen Casc Manzsgermient i78 170
Ssvings « Casciosd Reduetion 215) (2153
ADP and Staze Systemsl Admin Bifiziency 548 548
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 6,690 §,990
SUBTGTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 8,560 6,868
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,508 3,500
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP} RESTRICTIONS 495 495
Comprehensive Gramts 200 200
HMan-Cyuodial Parent JOBSAVORK Progruns 130 350
Avcess Grants snd Poresting Dromenstrtions aa 16
Child Suppon Assurnce Frojocts 120 250
IDA sad Microenizeprise Prjucts &6 145
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 540 1,035
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASKISTARNCE (1G4}
Scae Flexibilicy on Eamed {ncome
xrad Child Support Bissegards 388 Ass
Gancrally Cenfarm Assels to Food Stamnps o {00
Inepesse Turcitorics” Caps g 188
a4 Othery &3] 5
SUBTOTAL IGA 30 &
GRAND TOTAL 5 478 12,433

President™ Tabic with Foll Phase-in in FY 1998 with Fusther Adiusimonts
in 1GA, Working Peer Child Carr, and Demonstrations: UP Two-Perent
Pryvizian as State Option. Compatisons betwerd Packege 1 and Pavkape 2

Mate |1 Parentheses dunote wvings.

Note 2 Flee Yeur ard Ton Year Foders! estimates seproseat 30% of oif expenditurcy oxeept for

the fallowing: benafits arc £t current match rates; ehild support i mitchod ot rates

specified in the hypothetical plan; sad camprehensive demoastration
Bource:. HHSIASPE wall cstimases. These estimstag bave boon shared

niz are matched ai 100%.
ith ptaf¥ within HHS and GMB bt

have net boen officially reviewed by GMR. The policins do Rol represent & consensus recommendation

of the Working Growp Co-Cheir,

haors010
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04f12/94
SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES
{Dotlars in Millions}
FY 1999 5 Year 14 Yeor
PACKAGE § COSTS TFotal Total  Federal State Total  Feders} State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (6250 (1,220) Q30 (LD (8,835 (1L.98%Y {6075
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,368 8,170 £,690 1,480 1 25,185 23,030 3,158
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 900 1,875 1,560 375 6,930 5,545 1,385
TWO PARENT {UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 395 400 2,875 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL INITIATIVES 2258 625 540 83 1,830 1,530 A
MPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 265 633 380 255 1,660 443 1,215
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 1 4,445 | 10,980 9,475 1,505 | 30,828 19,550 1,275
FY 1999 5 Year " 10 Year

PACKAGE I COSTS Total Toint  Federul State Total  Federal Stute
PARENT AL RESPONSIBILITY @B (L0 (1305 (1,0803]  (8,055) (1,980  {6,075)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,415 8,545 ,990 1,555 ] 26,588 23,125 3,430
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,875 4,378 3,500 875 | 14,945 11,958 7,590
TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 2,875 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL INITIATIVES 505 1,318 1,095 220 3,545 3,228 70
IMPROVING GOYERNMENT ASSISTANCE 400 {085 £55 420 3,250 1,620 1,630
TOTAL COSTS 5945 14,995 12,688 2,380 | 43,505 39525 3,990

Note 1 Farenthesas dencle savings.

Nots 20 Five Year ardd Ten Year Federal estimates represent B0% of all expendiures excep! for
the following: benefits are at current maich rates; child supper is matched st rates

specilied In the hypothetical plan; and pomprehensive demoenstration grants are matched a4 100%.

Bouron: MMS/ASPE sial astimates, These estimates have baoen shared with stafl within HME snd OMEB bt

have not basn ofiichally reviswsd by OMB. The policias do not represent 4 onnsensus resommandation

of e Working Group Co-Chalrs,
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TABLE P ¢ 1 — BETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
R ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

{By fiscal yexr, in millioas of dotiars)

5 Year S¥Yesr MiYexr 10 Year
Total Federal Total  Federsl
PARERTAL WESPUNSIHILITY
Minoe Mothers 253 030} 210) (85)
Mo Additnanl Beasfis fur Additionsl Thildren {664 (2201 {2,150; {810}
Child Suppaert Enforovment
Paternity Ertablishwment (Net (535 (S0} £2.080) {4003
Enfotorment {Meat) {445) {160y (4,700; (1,555
Computer Costz 485 3% 1,085 870
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY €1,226} » {130} {8,955 {1,980}
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
JORS.Prep o 0 o &
Additions] JTOBS Spending LEW 2,295 7,118 5650
Adarional Child Care far JOBS 2,410 L6818 4510 31,930
WORE Progrem 1,660 {338 11,450 8,150
Additlenal Child Care for WORK Ty 6184 5246 4,190
Savings frem Thild Care and Cilier Bxpsasion {185 {100} {1,480) (815}
Trangiional Child Care 555 443 2,568 2,050
Enhanced Teen Case Menageastat pARs 17 £95 ), 475
Sxvings « Caselosd Reduction {3803 €215 (6,076 (3.,343)
AP Foderal and State Systoma/ Admin Fffieiency 480 545 £25 60
SUBRTOTAL, JOBS/WORE 2170 6,650 5,155 23,030
SUBTOTAL, JORS/WORE AND PARENTAL RESP 6,959 4,560 1118 20,058
WORKING PGOR CHILD CARE (Capped ot $908 million
in net speading’. 1275 1,500 6,930 5,545
REMOVE TWO PARERT {UP) RESTRICTIONS 895 455 2,875 $.580
Comprehensive Grants 200 0 Asg 350
Nen-Custodial Parcnt JOBSAWORK Progmms 165 130 ] 3 G50
Accoss Graota xad Parcating Demonsteations be 22 a0 75 £
Child Support Assurancs Projocts 150 120 415 330
HiA and Microenterprise Projests o) 15 173 150
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 578 495 1,830 £,530
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (1GA)
Sute Flexibilily o Eamed lasome
arsdt Child Sopport Distegands 710 323 2,328 §50
Gensenlly Cenform (but not Incressed
Aszcrs o Food Sinmps ] 9 L 2
All Others 53 5 {185) &)
SUBTOTAL IGA 5 389 2 060 843
GRAND TOTAL 10,925 8,434 38,528 29,558

President’s Table with Fult Phases o Fy 1986 with Further Adpestiaents is IGA, Werking Poor

Chitd Care, and Demonsirations; UP Twe-Parent Provition ss State Option; Eliwinate lacrease
in Territories’ Cup; Conform Asset Rules to Food Starmps but no fnciease i Limity,

Note 11 Parcatheses denote savin

New Ir Five Year snd Ton vm%‘edm sutimnstes sepresoed 88% of gl expenditures exoepr for

the following: bensfits are af curreat maich miea) child support & maichod st rates

specified in the hypothetical plan; and comprehensive dempnstration goants arc matched at 100%,
Ssurce: HESTASPE saff estimases. These estimaies have booa sharcd with stal within HHS and OMB but
have not bean oificislly reviewcd by OMB. The policies do nof regrssert & constrmus reesmmendation

of the Warking Group Co-Chalex.
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TABLE Psckage 2 DETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFAILE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By Fises] year, in million: of doBlars)

& Yexr $Yer 18Yer  i0 Yexr
Total Federsl Total  Federal
PARENTALURESMINSIEBICITY
Minor Mothary gg} {30) (210 {353
No Addional Bercfits for Additionsl Children 660} (R0 (15D R0}
Child Support Enforcement
Paiernity Hauablishsnont (Ne) (5383 {5 {2,680} (4003
Enforcement {INet} {405} £160} {4,700} (1,558
Computer Costa 445 370 1.08% 70
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY {1,220% - {134 {£,055) {1,980
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
IGBS-Prep A1s 300 1370 1,098
Additional JOBS Spending 2,870 1.29% TA1i¢ S650
Addazrmal Child Care &xr 3088 2,010 1,618 4518 3,930
WORK Pragram 1,666 1,330 11,450 9,196
Additional Child Care for WORK F0 (3¢ §.a4a 4,130
Savings from Ohild Care aad Other Bxpantion (18% {3001 {1,450) {815
Fesnsitional Child Tare L85 445 2565 2,050
Erhansed Teon Case Masagoment pali) ir 8L 474
Sevings - Casclosd Raduation : {350} (315 £5,070) £3. 3409
ADP Federal end State SysemsiAdmis Efficicncy 680 545 825 650
SUBTOTAL, JOBSWORK 8,545 s906 ] 28385 23128
SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORE AND PARENTAL RESP 7,325 $,860 18,300 21,145
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped st $1.9 billion
in oct spending). 4375 3,500 14948 ) 11,958
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP} RESTRICTIONS £5% 498 1878 1,580
Comprahensive Grants 200 20 330 350
Non-Custadia) Parent TORSAWORK Progrems 430 390 2,008 1606
Acnods Grants and Paresting Demonstrations 8s w 180 145
Child Support Assuranee Projoets 360 290 955 E
(DA end Microontcmitse Projects 184 145 £ ¥4 335
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 1,318 1,095 3,044 3,228
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (1GAS
State, ?zmbd;tg on Bamed istame
and Thild Suppor Disregerds Fid 383 2028 850
Geanerally Com‘gm Asgenr w0 Food Samps 265 e 853 240
increase Territorks’ Cups i8S 185 538 135
All Gihers {75 53 {1673 FEY)
SUBTOTAL 1GA 1,088 668 3250 1,620
GRAND TQTAL 14,995 12,543 43,518 39,525

President’s Toble with Bull Phase-n in FY 1956 with Adlustments 3a JGA, Working Poor Child Care,
Demonstrationy; UP Psrent Provision as Siste Qplioa.

Now 1 Preestheses denote sevings.
Note 2- Five Year sad Ten Yosr Poden] estimates represest 86% of all expenditurcs cxoept. for
the followdng: bonefits are ot Surrcnt madeh ratas; chuld suppart is matched al estes
spesificd in the hypothetical plan; and wmpm}zm:ve domanstoation mfmnu arc miched gt 100%.
Scurce: HHSIASPE stalf estimaics. Theas estimates have beons shared f within HHS and OMB but
have pot heen officially reviewed by OME. The policies do not pepressit a consensus recammendation
ol the Working Group To.Chalry.
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TABRLE 1 — PRELIMINARY SUMMARY FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fiseal year, in mifilons of dollars)
§ Year $ Year S Year
Faderal Federal  Fedecal
?mk&gc 1A  Package 18 Pavkage 2
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
*inor Mothers {30y £330 H
o Additonal Benelits for Additionsl Children $ {220 )
Child Suppart Eaforcement
Pateraty Establishment {Net} {90} 90) 903
Enforcement Net) {16h) 160} 168)
Computer Cosiz 3 78 370
S{IBTQTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 5% (130} K
TRANSITTIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WURYK
Additional JOBS Spending 2,195 2,185 1 2,198
Additigagl Child Care for JOBS 1,618 1,610 1,610
WORK Program 1,330 1338 1338
Additicas! Child Care for WORK 6140 6id 610
Savings from Child Cace sod Other Expunsion {16% {16} £100)
Transitional Child Care st 228 118
£ahanced Teen Case Manygement 170 170 ¥
Saviagy - Caseload Redustion s @15 215)
ADY Foderal and Staie § Admin Efficiency 545 $45 148
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WOEK &30 378 4,370
SUBTOTYAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 6,450 6,240 ,240
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,806 1720 3,500
HEMOVE TWO PARENT (LD RESTRICTIONS 493 488 485
Teenage Pregnsucy Prevention Geamts 23 200 406
Now-Custodial Perent JOBSIWORK Programs 130 136 150
Arpess Grants and Farenting Demonstrations 34 3% 70
Child Support Assurance Projects 126 120 250
IDA and Microeaterprise Projects &0 78] 143
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 345 S4¢ 1,398
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE QGAS
Seate Ficxibility on Earned Inconre
and Child Support Disregards IS M5 385
Gzeneraly Conform Assets to Food Stamps 100 180 100
increase Territories’ Caps 8 4 185
Alf Others (5} (%) 551
SIBTITAL IGA 450 480
GRAND TOTAL 9,478 3,475 12,198

Peesident’s Table with Fult Phase-Ia in FY 1996 with Further Adjsstiments
in HIA, Working Poor Child Care, and Demonstrations; LF Two-Parent
Provision as Stte Option. Comparisons between Pockaies 14 aod 1B and Package 2.

Moo 1 Parcathess denol suvings,

Not 2 Five Yeur Fodaryl eximases sepresent B0% ol all sxpuandizies except for the foliowing
honefik kre 51 surrnt match los; shifd support it matehad 12 txex wpecified in the
hypothetical pien; and toconpe pregoancy preveniion prams iyg matchad 2t 100%.

Source: HHS/ASPE sl caimaizs. Theae oatimeies bave bean shured wigh siaff within HHS and OMB Sunt

kave not baen ofBciity aoviewed by GMB. The policies do Bt ropresant » consensus recommendardon

of the Working Group Co-Chaire,
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TABLE 1 — PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FERERAL ANE STATE:
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
By fiscal yeur, in willlions of dollars)
S Year S Year 5 Year
Federal Federal Federal
Package 1A Package 1B Package 2
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
Aiaar Mothers (RIU] (Jﬂg {30}
No Additional Benelits for ﬁdﬁﬁk}ml Lhildren (] {220 {128
Child S Enforcement
Paternity Etablishment (Net) 9% &0; {90
Eaforcement {Net} {168 {154 {166}
Conmpuater Costs I 376
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 96 {139} {138}
TRANSITHOINAL ASSISTANCE FOLLAOWEDR BY WORK
Additional JOBS Speading 2,488 2,195 2,195
Additional Child Care for JOHS 1,618 {6158 §,610
WORK Progran 13 1,30 1,33
Additleng! Child Care for WORK 616 wld 610
Kuviags from Child Care and Other Expansion (104) (100) {100)
Trangitionsl Child Care 218 228 225
Enhanced Teen Cose Management 110 170 'H
Savings ~ Caseload Reduction Q85 (¥4 1.4 {21%)
ADP E‘iﬂml and State £ ‘;iswmb\dmm Efficiency 548 543 545
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK &,370 &370 8,378
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 4,460 6,248 $,240
WORKING OO CIHLD CARE 1,566 1,726 3,500
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTHING #98 495 493
Treaape Pregouncy Prevention Grants 20 214} 200
Noa-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK Proprams 130 130 R
Acress Giranty and Paventing Demanstrations M R i
Child Support Assucance Projects 120 120 299
DA sad Microenterprise Projects ] 66 145
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 540 T84 1,095
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (1GA)
State Flexibility on Earaed Income
anmd Chidd fau’ppert Pisregards 388 k.33 385
Genernlly Conform Assets to Feod Stamps 160 166 160
bnerease TerrHories” Caps ) 9 1BS
All Others {5} {3} {5)
SUBTOTAL IGA 480 480 665
GRAND TOTAL 9478 9475 11,998

President’s Table with Full Phase-In in FY 1996 with Further Adjustments
in 1GA, Working Poor Child Care, and Demonstrations; UP Two-Parent
Provisian as State Option. Comparisons between Packupes 1A and 1B and Packsge 2.

Note 1@ Parentheses dipote anvings.

MNote 2: Five Year and Tan Yeur Fedoml catimmes vepresent 80% of sl expendimures exeept for
the foliowing: benafits sre ki current maich rabes; ohild support s muiched 3t raics
apecificd in the hypothetical plan; and camprebentive dononstyeion grants arc maiched »f 100%.

Source: HHSIASEE alf cetimatce. Theze ontimeios finve dern shreed with staff within HHS and {}&3 bui

bave nx besn officislly reviewed by OMB. The politier do nol rprosent a5

of the Working Group Co-Chadr.
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SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES

{Doliars in Millions)

FY 199% £ Year 1% Year
PACKAGE 1A COSTS Total Toind  Foderal State Total  Federal State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY {360) (560) S0 (650 (5,903) {1,170) (4,735)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,225 1,910 6,370 1,400 23,465 20,655 2,819
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 900 1878 1,500 3 $,93¢ %545 1.38%
TWO PARENT (UP; FROVISIONS 373 898 485 400 2,878 1,580 1,208
SPECIAL INITIATIVES 225 £528 240 85 1,830 1,530 300
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 335 e e 480 420 2,713 1,085 1,630
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 1A 4,760 11,808 9478 2,030 31,910 28 2,688

FY 1949 & Year 10 Year
PACKAGE 1B COSTS Total Total  Federal State Total  Federal State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 625 (1,220 (130 {1,000  (R,055F  (L980)  (6.07%)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,225 1,710 6,37 1,406 23,455 20,6588 2,818
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,000 2,150 1,730 430 7,780 6,228 1,555
TWO PARENT (LJP) PROVISIONS Fi5 858 4G5 400 2.87% 1,580 1,295
EPECIAL INTTIATIVES 238 823 540 RS £.830 1,530 300
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 335 SO0 480G 420 2,718 1,08% 1,630
TOTAL COSTS 4,538 11,120 9.475 1,645 30,610 19,095 1,515

hotn 1 Parenthezes danote savings.
Nota 2: Five Year and Ten Yeur Federal estimates represent 80% of ali axpandiiures except for

the foflowing: benetits sew af crrrepd muatsh rates; child support s matobsd m2 cates

spacified In e Rypothwiics! plan and comprahansive damonyiration grasta are maiched a? (00%
Bovuree: HHBASPE szt ssiimaten. These estimates have boen shared with salf within HHS and OMB dut
heve not Deen olficially ravievred by OB, The policies do not repranent A SOnsensus scommendation
of the Warking Group So-Chaiy,



SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES 04726794

{Doliars in Millions)
FY 1999 % Year 10 Year
PACKAGE 2 COSTS Toial Total  Federnd State Total  Federnl State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY @25 0,220 30y (1L,090)] (8,085 (1,980  (6,07%)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,225 1,170 6.370 1,400 23,468 20,655 2,810
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,875 4,375 3,500 875 14,945 11,955 2,990
TWO PARENT {UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 2,875 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL INITIATIVES 505 1,315 1,098 220 1,845 3,225 720
PMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 400 1,085 665 420 3,250 1,520 1,630
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 2 5,755 14,220 11,998 4,338 40,428 37,088 3,370

Hote 1! Paterthuses denote savings,
Note 2: Five Yeat and Ten Yoor Fadseal satimates raprosert 80% of ait expendiurss axcep? far

the follawing: Berwfits are at aurrert makeh rafes; chitd support is matchad ol rates

speciind in tiw ypathetica! plan; and comprahensive demonstiation Srants ars matched st 160%,
Saurce: HMSIASPE stalf setimaios. These estimaies have bean shared with gia% within HHS and OMB but
have not bean officially reviewed by GME, The policles do not represent & somensus recommuandation
of the Working Groug Co-Chale.

#



TABLE |

PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER A HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSAL,
ASSUMING IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971

FY 1997

FY 1999

¥y 2004

Projected Aduilt Cases With Parent
Born After 1971 Without Reform

1.43 million

1.93 million

3.34 million

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

.04 million

.08 million

.81 million

Program I’;articipanis

1.39 million

1.85 million

2.53 mitlion |

Working While on Welfare

.12 million

.17 million

21 million

JOBS Participants

.74 million

.89 million

92 miliion §

WORK Participants

00 million

.17 miilion

54 million |

JOBS-Prep—disability/age limits work

.24 million

.31 million

44 milfion |

JOBS-Prep~severely disabled child

06 million

.06 million

.08 million

JOBS-Prep—caring for child under one

.24 million

.25 million

.35 million |




TABLE 2

Projected Welfare and Work Status for Persons Born after 1971
Who Would Have Been on Welfare Without Reforms

FY 2004 — Without Reforms

FY 2004 — With Health and

Welfare Reforms
Working with Subsidy; In 23% T4%
Mandatory Education, Training
or Placement; or Off Welfare
with Reforms
Not Working; nor In manda- 71% 26%
tory Education, Training or
Placement
TOTAL 100% 100%




TABLE 3 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

- (By fiseal year, in millions of dollars)
5Year SYear 10 Year 10 Year
' Total  Federal Totsl  Federal
PARERTAL RESPURSIBILITY
Minor Mothers {85} {30) 210 (85)
No Additionsl Benefits for Additional Children {060} (220) {2,150 {810)
Child Support Enforcement
Pateruty Establishment (Net) £535) (90} {2,080 {400}
Enforczment (Net) (405) (160}, (4,700)] (1,353
Computer Costa ’ 4465 420 1,085 975
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (1,220} (80) {8,055) {1,875)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED 8Y WORK
JOBS- 308 275 1,225 1,108
Additional JOBS Spending 2,580 2,320 7,140 6,425
Additional Child Care for JOBS 1,805 1,625 4,900 4,410
WORK Program 790 710 18,150 9,135
Additional Child Care for WORK 365 330 4,585 4,125
Savings from Child Care and Other Expansion {90} (50} {1,215) {700)
Transitional Child Care 560 505 2,580 2,320
Enbanced Teen Case Management 210 130 598 535
Savings - Cascload Reduction (320} {285} (5,090} {2,800)
ADP Federal and Sute Systems/Aduun Efficiency 6RO 665 825 00
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 6,685 6,285 25,638 25,4588
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 5,465 6,205 17,580 23,580
ﬁ-—-___.-. Wo—
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $2b
in et spending), 5,000 4,500 16270 14,645
REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 2210 1,160 8,260 §,355
Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 200 200 350 350
Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/WORK 370 335 1,855 1,670
Access Gramts and Parenting Demonstrations 135 120 285 258
Child Suppornt Assurance Demonstrations 550 495 1,500 1,350
IDA and Microenterprise Demonstrations 300 270 100 630
SUBTOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 1,558 1,420 4,690 4,258
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (IGA)
State Floxibility on Barned Income and
and Child Support Disregards 1,720 945 4,895 2,698
Generally Conform Assets to Food Smmfs 265 100 658 240
Set Auto Exclusions to $4500 Equity Yaiue 458 955 2,785 2,785
Double Territories’ Caps/Adjust for Inflation 370 275 1,060 790
All Others 905 555 2,265 1,378
SUBTOTAL IGA 4,215 2,830 11,660 7,888
GRAND TOTAL 18,445 16,118 58,460 54,720
OPTION | - No Child Care, 2 Parest, Demos or 1GA 5,465 6,208 17,580 21,580
OFTION 2 - No 2 Parent, 50% Child Care, 50% Demog
and 50% IGA £0,850 10,580 33,890 36,973
OPTION 1. 50% Child Care, 50% Demos, and S0% IGA 13,060 11,740 42,150 41,328
OPTION 4 - 50% Demos and 58% IGA 15,560 13,990 50,288 48,650
OPTION 5 - TOTAL PLAN 18,445 16,115 58,460 54,720

Noie 1) Parenineges denole savin

8.
Note 2; Five Year and Ten Year %cdcml estimates represent 90% of all expenditures except for
the following: benefits are at current match rates; child support is matched at rates

specified in the hy

thetical plan; and comprehensive demonstration grants are matched at 100%.

Source: HHS/ASPE stalf estimates, These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMB but
oflicially reviewed by OMB. The policics do not represent & consensus recommendation

of the Working Group Co-Chairs.



TABLE 4 - PRELIMINARY FINANCING ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)}

{By fiscal year, in milions of dollars}
SEYear SYear 10Year 108 Year
Total  Federal Total  Federal
Target Child Care Food Program 570 §70 1,730 1,720
Conform AFDC to Food Stamps 130% Por. 6,990 3,845 15,340 8,435
Reduce by 1/2 3,495 1,920 7,670 4,220
Reduce by 173 2,330 1,280 5,110 2,810
Tighten Sponsorship snd Eligibility Rules
for Ahens:
Make current S-year 851 deoming roles
permapent snd extend o AFDC and
Food Stamps and limit smsisance o 2740 1,850 9,110 6,110
PRUCOLS
Exwend deeming period 10 7 yeary 3.450 2,330 §2.000 7,990
Extend deeming period to citizenship 6,820 46701 23,990 16,290
EITC:
Denial @0 non-resident aliens 130 130 330 330
Info reporting for DOD personnel 196 190 570 570
Reduce inappropriate credits na na na na
Gambling:
Lncrease withhaolding on gambling
winnings > 350,000 1w 36% 330 530 830 830
fithholding rate of 28% on keno, slots,
and bingo winners > 37,500 250 250 300 300
Reguire information reporting on
winnings of $10,0004 from gambling
regerdloss of odds {except St.lotieries) 220 230 640 640
4% excise tax on net coceipts of ganbling
estshlishments {except State lotieries) 3,160 3,160 7,340 7,340
Dependent Care Tax Credit:
Phase down 1o 10% for persons 630 630 1,220 1,220
with AGH over $70,000
Foll Phase-out for persons with
AG! starting at $20,000 790 790 1,680 1,680
OPTION 1 {8 Yr Deeminog, No 130% Income Test) 18,530 $,840 27,706 24,700
OPTION 1 {7 ¥r Deemning, 173rd 130% Income Teat) 13,578 11,300 38,706  29.3%
OPTION 3 Do to Citinenship, 172 130% Test) 18,108 14,380 50250 39,100
OPTION 4 {Deewm to Citizenshig, Full 130% Test) 21,600 16,365 57,920  43,31%
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TO: David Ellwood
Mary Jo Bane
FROM: Jennifer Mezey
TRHOUGH: Wendell Primus and Don Qellerich
DATE: March 18, 1994
SUBJECT: Child Care Cost Estimate Spreadsheet Model

Introduction

- Ower the past months, ASPE and ACF have been estimating the cost of providing child care
for children whose parents will participate in JOBS and WORK and to those whose parents
do not receive cash assistance but are still poor. In order 10 accomplish this task, we have
been looking at data from different sources to inform us aboul the costs of providing child
care, the number of parents that would use paid child care if it were available and the
number of hours children would need to be served. These sources of data include: ACF
information on the JOBS program and the Child Care Development Block Graat; results
from demonstration programs like the Teen Parent Demonsiration; and national surveys like
the National Child Care Survey (1990}, the Profile of Child Care Settings Survey (1990), and
the Survey of Income and Program Participation. In addition, we have been in close
communication with CBO about their methodology, assuroptions and unit costs.

There are three basic assumptions that underlie the cost estimate for AFDC families. We
believe that child care costs will increase when welfare reform is implemented for the
foHowing reasons:

. There will be more people participating in JOBS,

® There will be more younger children served because of changed exemptioa policies,

. With the increased participation standards and fewer exemptions, it will be more
difficult for states to "cream” by preferring participants with ofder children, smaller
families and/or access to informal arrangements.

We also assume that there will be higher utilization rates for working poor families if more
money is put info child care subsidies for this population,

The following memo will describe the methodology used to operationalize these assumptions,
This model estimates the tolal Federal and State costs for the provision of child care to
AFDC and working poor families. [ will also discuss the assumptions and unit costs that
inform the estimates, Since many policy decisions are still open, all egtimates are
preliminary and subject to revision as policies change,



Overview of the Model

The model is a child-centered one, meaning that I am determining how much it costs to
provide care for a specified number of children rather than the cost of care for an average
AFDC or working poor family. First, I determine how many children there are on AFDC
(ACF data) and in the working poor family population (Current Population Survey (CPS),
1993) and the distribution of ages for these populations. Once I determine how many
children potentially will need to be served (based on the participation rates of AFDC families
and the number of poor families in the workforce), I divide these families into those who
potentially will need full-time and part-time child care. Then, I attach a utilization rate for
paid child care to each child.

Finally, I multiply the number of children whose parents will need and use paid child care by
a unit cost that varies by the age of the child to determine the overall cost of the provision of
child care. After attaching an administrative cost of 8%, I can apply a specified federal
match rate to allocate spending between the federal and state governments.

I am in contact with the policy office at FNS, and they are getting ready to prepare cost
estimates for the increased use of the Child and Adult Care Feeding Program. Since I have
not yet received these estimates, the cost of the program is not included in this discussion.

In the sections below, I detail my specific assumptions.

AFDC Children

Number and Age Distribution

The number of participants in the JOBS and WORK program vary according to the different
policy options and are produced by ASPE's AFDC-SIM model.

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

Full-time vs. Part-time Care

I assume that all JOBS and WORK slots will average 20 hours per week. Therefore, they
are all part-time. The children of these participants will need 30 hours of care per week.
This assumption is subject to change as decisions are finalized concerning the WORK
program,

Take-Up (Utilization) Rate

Although we know (from the above assumptions) how many children might need care, we do
not yet know how many parents would use paid child care. The percentage of parents who



would use child care that the federal government would pay for is called the take-up (or
utilization) rate. .

Current estimates of the overall take-up rate for IV-A funded child care among JOBS
participants range from 21% to 30% depending on the data source one uses. The data also
supports the idea that current take-up rates for infants and toddlers are higher than those of
school-age children. SIPP reports a take-up rate of about 68% for children under 5 and 19%
for children over 5 (in all families above and below poverty). There is also evidence that the
take-up rates for parents who work full-time are higher than those who work part-time
(NCCS, 1990).

I assumed that when additional people are added to the JOBS and WORK programs, the take-
up rate will rise. First of all, the population we are serving will more closely resemble the
overall AFDC population than does the current JOBS program. This means that there will
be more infants and toddlers whose parents will be participating. Second, hours of
participation will be increased. Finally, there will be more people with larger families and
less access to informal care as the population being served increases. Because of these
factors, this estimate uses take-up rates that vary according to the age of the child, full-time
vs. part-time status of the parents, and working or AFDC status of the parents.

Children 5_and under

In the Teen Parent Demonstration project, the overall take-up rate for agency-paid child care
was approximately 45% (Maynard). Since these were young children whose parents were
participating part-time, I will use this rate for part-time care for children 5 and under. The
NCCS data shows that the take-up rate for full-time care for young children is approximately
twice the rate for part-time care. Therefore, I use a take-up rate of 90% for AFDC parents
who are participating full-time. At the present time, no AFDC parents are participating full-
time,

Children over 5

These children need part-time care during the school year whether or not their parents work
full-time or part-time during the year. Therefore, I assume the same take-up rate for all
children between the ages of 6 and 12. According to the NCCS data, the take-up rate for
children between the ages of 6 and 12 is approximately one-third for both full-time and part-
time care. In my estimate, I assume that the take-up rate for all children over 5 will be
35%. These rates apply to AFDC, working poor families, and TCC-eligibles.

Current Law

Current law is the portion of the costs for JOBS child care that would have been spent on the —
population we are phasing in to the JOBS and WORK program.



T ional Chil
Number of Children

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

In a welfare reform scenario, we assume that an additional average .6% of AFDC recipients
will leave the program each month because of the impacts of our reform efforts. We also
assume that two-thirds of all exits will now be for work because of health care and the
impacts of education and training, Therefore, the marginal increase in exits for work is
17%.

We are currently discussing the issue of scoring TCC costs with OMB. Therefore, the TCC
costs that have been reported up until now, might be overestimated in scoring terms.

Full-Time vs. Part-Time Care

In most states it does not pay to leave AFDC for a part-time job. Therefore, I assume that
the majority of AFDC recipients (78%) who leave AFDC for work will leave for full-time
jobs and 25% will leave for part-time jobs. Part-time work is defined as twenty hours per
week of work, requiring 30 hours per week of care. Full-time work is defined as forty hours
per week of work, requiring 50 hours per week of care.

. Take-Up (Uiilization} Rate

For the purposes of our estimates, we divide the TCC-cligible population into threg groups.
GROUP 1: Those who are not phased into our "26 and under” welfare reform will leave
AFDC at baseline rates and will wtilize TCC at a baseline level. It is very difficult to
determine what this level is, but we assume that it would reach about 20% in 1999 and stay

at that rate over the nexi five years. This take-up rate will be phased in over the next five
years at the following rate:

1994: 10%, 1995: 13%, 1996: I5%, 1997: 15%, 1998: 17%, 1999: 20%.

There is no additional TCC cost atiached to this group.



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

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

We are in the process of discussing the costs for this group with OMB. 1t is likely that this
cost is not scorable and its inclusion in our estimates has caused thent to be too high.

GROUP 3: The remaining people In the "26 and under® group will leave welfare because of
reform and they will be more likely o leave for work, We assume that these recipients
would not have left AFDC without our program and that their utilization rates will equal the
baseline rates plus the marginal rates of the group above. Therefore their rates will be the
following:

£

1994: 0%, 1995: 0%, 1996> 25%, 1997: 30%, 1998: 35%, 1999: 40%.

These people will have a cost attached to them for their increased exit rates and utilization
rates.

Current Law

-

Current law 1s our current Transitional Child Care program which will cover those people
who are not phased-in to our program but leave welfare for work,

Remaining Issue:

There still has to be a policy decision made about what kind of sliding fec scale we are going
to have for the TCC program. All estimates up uniil this stage do not account for such a
mechanism, -

Working Poor Child Care
Number and Age Distribution of Children from Working Poor Familics

The first step was to determine the size of the population of children who were ynder 130%
of poverty and whose families did not receive AFDC. We had the Urban Institute do a
TRIM run using average monthly data in order to accurately gauge the number of children
who received and did not receive AFDC, Using this data, [ found that, in 1991, there were
between 8 and 8.5 million children who were under 130% of poverty and whose families did
not receive AFDC, (These families will, in the future, be referred to as working poor
families to distinguish them from AFDC families.)



Since all of this data was for 1991, we then had to make some estimate of how the number
of working poor children would change over the next 15 years from 1991 10 2004. The
Census Bureau performs population projections by age each year, but no one projects poverty
rates. Therefore, I used Census data to determine the total number of children in 1991,

Using the TRIM data, I determined the percentage of children who were below 130% of
poverty. Then, keeping these percentages constant, I applied them to population projections
in subsequent years to determine the overall population of children below 130% of poverty.
To get the aumber of working poor familics, I subtracted ACF’s AFDC caseload projections
from that number. My justification for using constant percentages is the fact that
macroeconontic conditions might lead to a decrease in poverty rates, but demographics
(mizmsmg number of single pareats, out-of-wedlock bmhs) would balance this out by
increasing poverty rates,

Finally, I removed TCC participants from the working poor population. Each year
approximately 1,000,000 children will be in families who will leave welfare for work and
stay off of welfare for at least one year, 1 assume that 90% of those people will stay below
130% of poverty. Approximately 900,000 children each year will be potentially eligible for
TCC, representing about 12% of the working poor population. Noa-TCC eligible children
below 130% of poverty represent approximately 88% of the population of children below

130% of poverty.
Full-Time vs. Part-Time Care

1 determined the work statuses of the parents of these children, Families were considered fo
need full-time care if they lived in a two parent family in which both parents worked fuil-
time or in g single parent family where the parent worked full-time, We judged that children
would need part-time care if their two parents worked part-time or one parent worked full-
time and the other worked part-time. If a single parent worked pari-time, his or her child
would need part-time care as well, If one parent did not work, the child was not considered
to need child care, - These same standards applied to legal guardiang of children who did net
live with their parents.

Our definition of a full-time worker was someone who ysually works full-time (40 hours or
more) during the year, We defined a part-time worker to be someone who did not usually
work full-time during the year, We found that approximately 25% of children below 130%
of poverty had parents who satisfied the definition of full-time work and appmxzmawly 15%
bad parents who satisfied the definition of part-time work,

Take-Up (Utilization) Rates

1 assumed that working poor families would have the same utilization rates for full-iime and
pari-time care and that these rates are the same as those for AFDC families in part-time

work. These rates are 45% for full-time and pan-time care for children who are five years
old and younger and 35% for children who are six years old and over, The average rate is



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

Current Law

In order to determine our net costs for working poor child care, [ subtract what we are
currently spending on the following programs: Child Care Development Block Grant (90%),
Food Stamp Disregard, and At-Risk Child Care.

Unit Costs
In my estimates, [ used the same unit costs for AFDC and working poor families.

Although some 2 to 4 year olds will be in preschool, this estimate assumes that all of
children will need full-year full-time or part-time care depending oo their parents’
participation in the labor force, JOBS or WORK. There is an offset for children in Head
Start. These children are only assumed to need wrap-around care for the hours they are not
in Head Start. For the purposes of these estimates, I assume that the average Head Start
child is in care for 20 hours per week,

T assuraed that the average 5 year old would be in kindergarten during the school year (38
weeks) for 3 bours per day, 5 days per week (Department of Education).  The child would
then need wrap-around care for the time they are not in school and full-time or part-time care
during the summer (14 weeks). I also assumed that the average 6 to 12 year old would be in
school during the school year for 6 hours per day, 5 days per week {Department of
Education), If a child’s parents work full-time, he or she would need 20 additional hours of
care per week during the school year and 14 weeks of full-time care during the summer; if a
child’s parents work part-time, he or she would only need part-time care during the summer,

The costs we are using are weighted averages determined from data in the Profiles in Child
Care Settings and Natioral Child Care Surveys by multiplying the hourly cost of care in
different day care settings (centers, regulated family day care and unregulated family day
care} by the percentage of children in each setting. These weighted averages come out 1o
approximately $1.70 for children under 1, $1.75 for 1-2 year olds, $1.90 for 3-4 year olds,
$1.70 for 3 year olds, and $1.80 for school age children (in FY 1994 dollars) (PCCS-NCCS,
1990). , ‘

The 1994 full-tiree and part-time costs are shown in Table 1. In subsequent years, they wzli
be inflated by inflation (3%) plus 1%.



Table 1 - Unit Cost per Child

Age of Child Full-Time Part-Time
0 4602 2779
1 4669 2820
2 4724 2875
3 4931 3044
4 5057 3147
s 3604 17591
6-12 2726 802

. [ assumed an additional 8% cost for administration (ACF assumption).

0 Al costs are combined federal and state eosts. No final decisions have been made on
the issue of match rates.
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March 14, 19%4
Note to Wendell Primus
From: Steve Bartolomei-f#ill

Subject: Cost estimates for eliminating special eligibility
requirements for two parent families

Thig note provides an estimate of the impact of eliminating the
special eligibility requirements for two-parent families. Five
different gsources were used to inform our estimate of eliminating
these requirements. These sources are: TRIM2; Food Stamp Program
QC data; SIPP; and, experiences in Michigan and Washington.

Of note, the estimates from these scurces vary widely. 1In
general, the estimates from TRIM2, FSP QC, and SIPP are in the
same general ballpark, while the experiences in Michigan and
Washington indiaate that a somewhat different result could be
expected.

I believe that the ellgibility estimates generated by TRIM2
reflect the fimancial circumstances of low-income families.

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

I alsc believe that some adjustments need to be made to the TRIM2
estimates. That is, while I am comfortable with the eligibility
estimates {(with a minor adjustment), the participation estimates
need some adiustments.,

Pelow I discuss the different sourxces and the estimates generated
f£xom them. Lo, woe chnlboda
' Cpow wu Sefd

W
1o Bt RY
Two states have received walverz to eliminate the 1400~hour rule
and the work history requirement: Michigan and Washington. Lo
Michigan

Michigan implemented the change on October 1, 1992, From
September 1932 to October 1893, the UP caselead in Michigan
increased by 29 percent while henefit costs increased by 33
percent.

EXPERIENCE IN ‘TWC

However, it is possible that not all of this caseload growth can
be explained by the change in rules, For example, nationwide
{net of Michigan .and California) the UP caseload grew by 7
percent,

Much of the change experienced In Michigan results from state
transferring two«parent families from a previously state«funded
program into the A¥DC program., The state estimates that about
2/3 of the growth is directly attributable to transferved cases,



YWaghinaton

Waghington implemented the change in July 1988 as part of a state
welfare reform demonstration. The two-parent rule changes were
repealed after 10 months due to rapid increases in the caseload.
At that time, UP caseloads had increased 50~ to 65% in
demonstration sites (overall 63%). However, further evaluation
may suggest that some of the increase was related to other
changes that were made as part of the reform. Net of those
changes, it appears that elimination of the special eligibility
requirements for two-parent families increased the UP caseload by
25 to 390 percent.

TRIMZ, a CPS-based microsimulation model developed and used by
the Urban Institute, estimates that elimination of the special
eligibility reguirements for two-parent families would increase
the UP caseload by 90 percent and increase annual AFPDC benefits
by 62 percent.

TRIMZ2 estimates that the number of new gligibles would increase
by 95 percent (470,000 in 19%1). Of these, 259,000 were
simulated to be receiving Food Btamps. "

Rotes about the TRIMZ estimates:

TRIMZ does not simulate the quarters of work rule., However,
TRIMZ requires that the principal wage earner be in the
labor force. It is possible that this requirement may be
more stringent than current practice. If so, this would
mean that TRIMZ underestimates the number of eligibles under
current law. This would influence the estimates in two
ways: -

1}. Because it would underestimate the number currently
eligible, it would overstate the number that would
become newly eligible under the reform option.

2). Because it would underestimate the number currently
eligible, the participation funetion used in TRIMZ
would pe too high.

The combination of these two {(too many new eligibles
gstimated, and too high of a participation function) would
mean that the TRIM2 estimates would be too high.

0f note, I believe that the concern above is legitimate,
However, changing TRIM2's eligibility criteria would bias
the estimates in the other direction., As a matter of
practice, TRIM2Z‘s labor force attachment reguirement is



likely a good proxy for caseworker behavior, although there
would be some exceptions.

TRIM2 also estimates that Food Stamp costs would increase by
1.2 percent. This results from many of the newly
participating AFDC units also becoming newly partigipating
Food Stamp households.

¥SP OC data was used to estimate the effects of the rule change
from units currently receiving Food Stamps. The analysis was
limited to "pure” twowparent households with children under age
1 8 + Thﬂt lt 7 ’ A L A B Ret i A oy, xhy ks So:

X ; 2 L amps (waxﬁz eatimates that ﬁhar& wuuld
be 216 06& newly eligibl& units frow this group). Estimates fron
P8P QC indicate that from current food stamp households alone
that UP caseloads would increase by 63 percent (204,000 units in
1592) and benefits by 36 percent.

BIPE

SI1PP was not used to estimate the impacts of this reform option.
However, tabulations were done on the number of low~income twoe-
parent households to check the eatimates from other sources,
These tabulations are of reported income and program
participation, and do not correct for underreporting.

in January 1992, among pure two~parent households with children
under age 18, there were 197,000 with income below 50 percent of
poverty who reported receiving Food Stamps but not APDC; another
94,000 with income between 50 and 75 percent of poverty reported.
‘receiving Food Stamps but not AFDC,

Asgsuming 30 percent of those under half of poverty and 50 percent
of those with income between 50 and 75 percent of poverty would
be eligible if the two-parent eligibility requirements were
eliminated would yield 224,000 newly eligible units from among -
those currently receiving food stamps. This estimate is close ta
both the FSP QC and TRIMZ estimates. MNote, too, the SIPp
tabulations are for pure two-parent households only.

There were another 320,000 households with income below 75
percent of poverty who reported receipt of benefits from neither
program.

Also of note, SIPP tabulations show 258,000 two parent families
with incomes above 75 percent of poverty report food stamps but
not AFDC. This suggests that the tabulations above nay
understate increases in AFDC eligibility, and that even under the



reform, many households would be eligible for food stamps but not
AFDC.

OPTIONS

It seems that there are three options for estimating the costs of
eliminating the special eligibility reguirements for two-parent
families.

1}. Using estimates from the experiences i1n Michigan and
Washington;

2}. Using estimates generated by TRIMZ, perhaps with some
adjustments for the noted concern on estimates of those
currently eligible; and,

3). Selecting a point estimate between that generated by options
1 or 2 above.

Options 1 and 2 are discussed below. Absent a rationale for the
point estimate, option 3 isn‘t much ¢of an option,

1. ichigan and W ingt

It is difficult to argue against using estimates based on the
gxperiences of Michigan and Washington. Both cases provide
evidence of what would happen to caseloads based on actual
experience.

Unfortunately, neither state reform effort has an evaluation
component that can indicate why caseloads .changed as they did.
For example, it is unknown whether cases came from c¢urrent food
stamp households, or households who were brought into the welfare
system as a result of the reform, Further, it is difficult to
isolate the impact of the change from othexr changes that may have.
been occurring locally or naticnally (recall, Michigan‘s change
was made during a recession}.

One note, in Michigan, benefit costs increased more than the
caseload increased. This result is different than those
generated by TRIMZ or FSP 0, and different than what one would
expect. I have contacted the state for possible explanations.

Extending Michigan’s experience of a 33 percent increase in
benefit costs to the entire UP caseload would increase AFDC costs
by $730 million in 1999,

2. TRIM2

TRIM2 is time-tested and well-understood as a tool for estimating
expansions to the AFDC program. Further, it appears that the
eatimates generated by TRIMZ could be substantiated by the FEP OC
results and SIPP tabulations.



In addition to the concerns noted above regarding TRIM2's
estimation of currently eligible UP unitg, it may be appropriate
to adijust TRIM2's participation function for those who would
become newly eligible for AFDC among those who are eligible for
but not participating in the Food Stamp program. One could
reasconably expect that those people who have a lower propensity
to participate, given that they aren’'t presently receiving
benefits for which they are eligible.

Without adjustments, TRIM2 estimates that AFDC costs would
increase by $1.37 billion in 1999. Additional Food Stamp costs
would increase the total to $1.66 billion in 1999,

RECOMMENDATION

I believe that TRIM2‘'s eligibility estimates represent the
financial circumstances of low-income two parent families who
could become eligible for AFDC. However, I have made an
additional adjustment to reflect that TRIM2 may underestimate the
number who are currently eligible.

Therefore, I recommend the following:

1). Adjust the current law estimate of eligible households
upward by assuming that 20 percent of those “newly eligible"
based sclely on the labor force participation screen are in .
fact currently eligible.!

2). This has the effect of increasing the number of currently
eligible units (by 26,200); decreasing the number of newly
eligible units (by 26,200); and, decreasing the
participation rate among currently eligible units (from
54.5% to 51.9%).

3a). If we stopped there, and applied the new participation rate
to the new estimate of eligibles, we would increase the
cagseload by 80.2 percent and increase costs by 55.5 percent.

1. I believe this is a reasonable estimate. We can ask for a
simulation that would indicate the impact of the labor force
participation screen if it were applied universally.

In 1988, TRIM2 was used to estimate the impact of mandating UP in
all states. TRIM2 estimated that this would increase federal
costs by $98 million in FY 92. Actual costs in the new states
were $91 million in FY 92 (a 7 percent difference). While this
estimate is close, recall that there was a recession that
increased UP caseloads in all states. Absent the recession, it
seems reasonable that TRIM2 may have overestimated eligibility by
20 percent (with more time, we could take a modestly more
scientific approach),



In the recommendation above, I have ignored the distinction
between newly eligible units who are and are not current FS¥
reciplients., But, we need to think about the secondary effects of
this reform on the Food Stamp program.

Some individual components of the partici ion estimates
generated by TRIMZ do not make sense {althoagh in the aggregate,
they appear reasonable). As an example, TRIMZ estimates a
participation rate of 51 percent for all new eligibles., However,
the simulated participation rates for current food stamp
recipients are lower than the simulated participation rates for
those who do not currently receive food stamps. This does not
make gsense. Therefore, I believe another *adjustment® is
necessary.,

TRIMZ estimates that 55 percent of new eligibles currently
receive ¥ood Stamps., and 45 percent of new eligibles do not
receive Food Stamps. In the aggregate, we should expect that
current food stamp recipients are more likely to.receive AFDC
because they are already in the welfare system and have
demonstrated a willingness to accept benefits {(this is not
reflected in TRIM2's participation estimates}.

I attempted to apply different participation rates to each group,
but the results would only jncrease the TRIM2 aggregates. For
exanple, i€ I assumed 85% of FSP units and 15% of non-FSP unitg
gartxcipated in AFOC, ¢ : ' ) _

RIM2 imated, I pxaﬁarred geﬁaratlng a new participation
nnmbex 1n this manner, but it does not make sense for new units
te have a hlgher yartxczpatxon rate than c¢uryently eligible
unics.

Instead, we might say that some percentage of new recipients come
from current FSP units, and some come from those not currently
receiving ¥SP benefits. For example, BO percent and 20 percent,
respectively, may be appropriste ratios,

TRIMZ would have to be “"hard wired” to come up with this, or we
would have to make the adjustment out of model. In any event,
this would reduce the current TRIM2 estimate that FSP costs w&uld
increase by 1.2 percent ($300 million in 19%9). 1In fact, it -
would likely generate Food Stamp savings.

Finally, I don‘t believe that ocur assumption that it would take
three years before the full caseload affects would be felt is a
good assumption. Michigan and Washington experienced their
caseload growth in a relatively short period of time. And,
looking at caseloads in the new UP states may suggest that two-
years i8 a sufficient period before the full impacts of the
program can be expected.



A note on these ¢osty:

The mandatory UP provisions of the Family Support Act expire on
October 1, 1998, These estimates assume that all states will
continue to operate UP programs as they do under current law.
However, CBO may score this differently. This would potentially
increase the costs of this provision,

Also, the participation rates used in TRIMZ are historically low,
in part resulting from the extension of eligibility for two-~
parent families in all states {likely als¢o a function of economic
conditions}. Subsequent years of the CPS may have higher
participation rates, which would increase the oosts of this
proposal.. For example, when TRIMZ2 was based on the 1930 CPS, the
UP participation rate was 79 pexcent. The current model, which
uses the 1991 CPS, uses a particvipation rate of 54 percent.



Ccosts [AFDC costs increased by 55% over the UP baseline. Also,
at this time, we will assume no food stamp costs, although our
assumptions will likely generate some modest food stamp savings
{modest housing savings will be experienced as well, and are not
reflected here)

1985 1326 1337 1398 1929  Iotal
AFDC 0 0 600 1,200 1,200 3,000
FSP Savings TBD ol 7
_,ﬂ(; nvzf
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March 16, 189%4

Note to Wendell

From:

Steve

Addendum to UP estimate

Two things that could result in lower estimates,

1).

2).

co:

I am recongidering my conclusion on the take-up rate. In
concluding that two years was ample time, I wasn't
considering the average monthly caseload, but the caseload
at the end of ecach year. Therefore, I will look at the
caseload data from the new UP states and see if it is
appropriate to phase in the costs more slowly.

When TRIM2 removes all special eligibility requirements for
two-parent families, it removes all special requirements.
Most notably, it eliminates the labor force attachment
requirement. As a result, it brings in students and others
not in the labor force.

We could(require labor force attaa&m&ﬁg}mw for example,

requiring tHat UPs participate 1THJOBS, or register with the
state employment agency (this is the spirit of current law).
Of course, some would do that, and some students could have
their education count as JOBs. Nonetheless, some would get

screened out,

Bill, Tom, Reuben, Don, Canta



Mareh 16, 1994

Note to Wendell

From: Steve Bartolomei~Hill

Subject: Reinventing Government Savings

Several filing unit issues regarding reinventing government are
discussed below, Relevant TRIM2 simulations are attached,

Note, these costs are not additive. That is, if all the policy
options were selected, the total impact would be less than the
sum of the individual impacts,

First, some caveats. Reuben did some work on child only
units last summer. He found that the number is growing, and
it is somewhat volatile. For example, this analysis is
bagsed on the 1991 ¢ model at the Urban Isnstitute, angd
estimates that 13% of units are child-only units. Reuben
found that in PY 1992 15% of units were child only. A
graphic done by Reuben showing changes in the number of
child-only units is attached.

The estimates below come from the FY 91 APDC-QC model.

The policy simulated here was to set. the payment standard
and maximum payment for child-only wvnits egual to the
increment ©f between the levels for n+l people and 1 adult,

In 1991, such a policy would have reduced the AFDC caseload
by .4%, and resulted in monthly benefit a&vxngs of 4 3
percent.

Applying that AFDC beneflit savings percentage to the
baselines in other years would vield the following savings:

AFDEC Savings Food Stamp Costs
199%: $ 1.00 billion 5 .0 billion
1996: 1.03 .0
1397: 1.07 .0
1998: 1.10 0
1999: 1.14 L
Swyears: $5.34 billion $ . billion

Pood Stamp estimates generated by the QC model were

implavsible. I am having some tabulations done that will be
used to do out-of-model adjustments. For now, I think Food
Stamp costs of $1.95 billion per year is close to what we can



expect, for net five year savings of $3.84 billion. I also
will need to make an adjustment for increases in housing
costs, which will decrease the savings slightly,

Impacts in California are forthcoming (California has
rovghly 174 of all child only units).

Notes;

There were 560 million average monthly child only units in
1991 -~ about 13 percent of the AFDC caseload,

Almost all {83%} of those units were negatively affected by
this proposal. 95 percent received lower benefits -- an
average of $130 less per month. 4 percent lost eligibility
entirely, averaging $282 per month,

Attached 1is a table Canta did showing how the payment
standard would have changed if this policy were in effect in
January 1992,

We can‘t examine poverty impacts because AFDC QC data is
used. TRIMZ is not a good source for examining child-only
units,

Include SST recipients in the AFRC upni¢

The policy option simulated here is te not exclude people
from the APDC unit based on $SI receipt. Unlike other times
wig have simulated this option, this time we did not include
&4 disregard for income from SSA prograns,

bome gaveats:

PRIMZ2 does-not identify -children younger than 15 as 881
recipients. It would appear, then, that these estimates
would be much too low, because $8% kids are missed.

However, TRIMZ does note the presence of S$8I income in the
family; it is usually assigned to an adult -~ perhaps
errongcusly to the AFDC casehead. Nonetheless, in those
cases, it would bring an S$S$I recipient into the unit.

TRIMZ is based on the 1991 CPS. Therefore, any growth in
881 caseloads among people who wonld ctherwise be in an A¥DC
unit would not be reflected in these estinmates.

TRIM2 estimates that including SSI recipients in the AFDC
unit would reduce the average menthly number of units by 5.1
percent and reduce annuval AFDC benefits by 4.4 percent.

Some of these savings were offset by increases in Food
Stamps {(1.6% of baseline} and housing {.6% of baseline).



AFDC Food Stamps Housing  TOTAL

{savings} (costs} {costs) (savings)
1995: $1.25 bil. .38 .13 .74
1996 1.29 .39 13 L7
1%897;: 1.34 .41 .14 .79
18498 1.38 .42 .14 .82
1989 1.44 .44 .14 .86
S-year: $6.70 $2.04 $ .68 $3.98

Poverty Impacts:

If one defines income to include Food Stamps and housing
agsistance, and the relevant unit is the household {versus
the Census definition of the family), then, among households
who would participate at scome time during the yeayr in either
the bassline or the alternative:

¥ of Households in poverty increases by 2.3% {50,000
households}

§ of kids in poverty increases by 1.7 percent (88,000 kids)

The poverty gap increases 3.1 percent (§234 million}.



% of Units with No Adult

UNITS WITH NO ADULT RECIPI

ENT

U.S. Average

20%

18%

16%

14% //\u\ .
12% "‘-«-\ F/
= Wiy
8%

6%

4%

2%

Vaes 1970 - 1975 1980 1985 1990

1995

Source ACF. Note: 1979 was 14.9% and 1992 was M 7% |



January 1392 Newd snd Payment Amounis

Pay, Stand, | Pay, Stand. Pay, Stand. O, Diff, Bat. |0, bt

for 1 Adit for 1 Chid thtt,  _for? bet 241 258 1¢higd 2-1 &1
Alabama G0 003 0 123 23 -¥?
Alosky 458 b 354 183 782 - &7 162
Arzons §88 1898 13 268 &8 130
Adkanezas ai a1 G 162 #1 0
California 341 349 ] 560 2i% -122
Cotoraio 253 117 136 33t - 214 74
Canrsotlo 35e asg 0 473 "7 -$35
Dalawars 201 a0t a 270 63 132
0 258 258 2 3 &1 194
Florida 167 167 ] S 58 <408
Gisorgla 1855 155 Y 235 86 73
Hawall 356 396 0 B3 138 251
{daho 208 208 2] 254 46 162
fllinols 232 102 118 268 - 168 &4
lowcdianine 155 155 g 255 06 55
fowa 183 153 0 3y 178 5
¥Kansas 239 2ag 0 3z B2 187
Kanfucky 62 162 2 186 34 -128
Louisinns il 72 <] 138 86 £
Maino 214 w2y 87 a3z - 210 8
Marytand 167 167 0 294 27 &
Massachu 382 ot 3ed ] 486 94 258
Mickigen 3az2 116 FAT 448 - 338 214
Minmzois 437 280 187 saz - 282 3z
Mississiop 218 218 G 263 5 ~143
Missourd 14¢ 132 o] 228 B3 36
Montana 232 83 49 310 - 227 144
Metraska 222 222 [4] 283 71 151
Navada 24% 248 G ang 53 «153
Now Hanm: 145 145 & 451 308 154
Now Jargo 162 162 0 aez 168G -2
Neaw Maxi 197 182 o it &6 128
Naw Yerk sz 82 33 4568 1Hé 236
Morth Car 177 177 4] 231 54 ~$23
Nowth Diak 217 o 108 b b - 218 §30
(il 199 188 9 274 asl ~124
Ckiahoms 211 g5 115 284 - 186G 74
Tragorn b7 202 85 380 - 178 el
Pennsyva 205 208 e ats 111 -94
Fhoda laia 337 387 ¢ 448 z2 <208
Sengh Car 261 261 ) asg B9 ~i7E
Honnh Dak 284 162 12e 87 - 195 a3
Tannasse 85 05 4] 142 &7 -48
Toxas 75 &3 12 158 e 85 32
Lhak 233 233 g be e oh «143
Yarmont 768 it 0 837 165 B3ty
Virginla 157 157 ] 231 74 -53
Wianhingts 335 339 b4 428 . 88 ~250
Wast Virg! 145 145 [ 20t 68 -ag
Wisconsin 244 243 G 440 182 58
Wyoming 434 514 0 585 17 243
Cuam &3 [i¢: Q 126 &0 0
Puario Ric 32 az g 58 z4 -
Virgin isla 82 82 O 180 ag 18



THE URBAN INSTITUTE

MEMORANDUM

TO: Steve Bangiomel-Hill
FROM; Linda Glannarelly)

SUBJECT: Simulation Q. with the AFDC-QC model:
Reducing beneflts for chiid-only units

DATE: March 15, 1893

Attached are two tables with the results of simulation Q. We simudaled this
alternative using the AFDC-QC miodel for FY 1991, Let us kniow if you need more details.

What we siipulated

We modified both the payment standard and the maximum payment (bul not the
need standard} for child-only units.

For a child-only unit of i1 children (and O adults) we sei the payment standard 1o
the difference between the payment standard for n+1 people and the payment standard
for } adult, And we sel the maximum payrnent 1o the state’'s maximom payment for n+l
people minus the maximum payment for 1 adult, Noude that the caleulation uses the
payment standards and maximum payments for 1 adnlf; some states have lower payment
standards and maximuam payments for units consisting of just one child vs. units
cansisting of just one adult.

The results
The results ook good. Reep in mind thar all the daia apply to the average month.
Table 1 gives the aggregate resulis. Average monthly caseload falis by .4 percent.
because the reduction i the payment standard and maximiutn payment is enough ta

make some units ineligible for any benefit. Total benefits fall by 4.3 percent.

Table 2 shows more delail an the losers. A total of 552 thousand units lost some
or all benefits. This seems sorrect because published dula show about 560 thousand

*Paul Johnson did the programming for this analysis.
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child-only units in FY 1881.%7 Most of the units losing benefits in the simulation, 532
thousand, received lower benefits but were siill eligible: the avcrage loss was $130. Only
2 handful lost all their benefits,

# probably, afi the child-only units the reode! found lost some or all benefits. The difference between pur
35% thousand and the 560 thousand in the published data is probably durn (o our dropping soing wndts from
the QC model's baseling simylation because they ook ineliglble. We could check this to be certain i you
think it's inportant. '
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TABLE 1
EFFECT OF REDUCING PAYMENT STANDARD AND MAXIMIM PAYMENT

FOR CHILD-ONLY UNITS!

BASED ON THE AFDC-QC MODEL, FY 1891

Average Monthly Cassioad
Units (milt.)
Persons {mill,}
Benefiis (bil. of 31 $}

Avg. benefit per unit

Annugl Benefits {bil f 21 9)

Bassline:
1991 law

4.375
12.974
$1.731

£3396

$20.776

Alternative:
Retiuce bans.
for child-only

4,356
12.839
$1.857

$380

$18.878

Source: The Urban Institute's AFDC-QC moded, FY 1891 data

Percent cho.
Aliornative
vg, Baseling

-0.4%
-0.3%
-4.3%

-3.8%

-4.3%

} For a unit consisting of n children and 0 adults, the payment standard and maximum
payment are both set 1o equal the amournt for n+1 people minus the amount for, 1 adult.

¥4

BBLDEES ON XY

481 7 3I0LTISRT Nvaan

1601 301 §5-Gi-dol



S TABLE 2
AFDC STATUS CHANGES DUE TO
REDUCING PAYMENT STANDARD AND MAXIMIM PAYMENT
FOR CHILD-ONLY UNITS!

BASED ON THE AFDC-0OC MODEL, FY 1991

Number Reduction in AFDC RBenefits
of units Aggregate Perunid w/
(il {bil) this changs
TYPE OF CHANGE
Lower benefils, stilf ¢ligible 0.532 $0.068 $130
Become ineligitsle 0.01¢ $0.005 282
TOTAL 0.552 $0.075 3136

Source: The Urban institute’'s AFDC-GQC model. FY 1881 data

! For a unit consisting of n ¢hildren and § adults, the payment standard and maximum
payment are both set to equal the amount for n+1 people minus the amount for 1 adult.
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