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SUMMARY OF ADMINISTRATION'S WELFARE REFORM 
COST ESTlMATIlS 

On bllUom) 

Five-Year 
Federal Ctlsts 

TransitIonal Assistance Followed by Work 

Additional Education, Trainilli and Placement Spending 2.8 

WORK SpendiDi (inclnding Noncustodial Parents) 1.2 

Additional Child Care Spendini for ProJlram Participants 2.7 

Investments in Automation .8 

Sublotal 7.S 

Savio~. from Case!ond Reductions and Reduend Fraud (1.5) 

S_, T....~ionaI Asslstan<e 6.0 

Making Work Pol 

Working Poor Child C... Expenditures 

State Fl..ibilily on Earned Income and 
Child Support Disresatd.! 

State Demonstrations to Advance EITC 

Subwtal, Making Work Poy 

1.5 

. 
.2 

.1 

1.8 

Pre••ntlonlParental R ..ponslbllltl 

Teenage Pregnancy Prevention Grants 

Child Support Enforcement and Demonstrations 
. 

Stat. Option wLimit Addilionaillenefits w 
Additional Children/Minor Parents 

Subwtal, PreventionlPar_nraI Responsibility 

. .3 

.6 

(.I) 

.8 

Improvlni Government Assistance (lGA) 

Room._ Two-Par_nl (UP) Restrictions .2 

IDAlMh:,oemerprl.. Demonstrations .1 

Confurm R"""' .... Limit, 1ru:I.>me Definitions and Other .2 
Subwtal, IGA . .5 

Net Medicaid Impact . .2 

TOTAL 9.3 
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COSTS· 


In any welfare reform. plant up-front investmcnt.s in education~ training and placement services. clllld 
care. and the development of wort opportunities and automation are required, The costs of welfare 
Ieform to the Federal gOVetnment in our plan are e,.qtimated at $9.3 billion over fl\le years. The cost 
package is modest.and carefully mawhe<l It> financing. 

Costs gradually incr ..... over the fiv..y .... period, reaCbing an annual level of $3.3 billion in 1999. 
The program phases in over tim. in a fucuae<l andpragmaric way that rooognizes the need fot States 
to d<>velop Infrastructure, train staff In Ille new culture and ensure iliat Ill. program will be well· 
d<>veloped and implemented. In the second fiv..year period of welfare reform. annual costs range 
between $3 and $4 billion, with increased investments in the new program balanced by increased 
savings from child support enforcement and caseload reductions. Our fInancing pl~ will cover these 
costs in Ibis period as well. 

The package assumes that States share in the cost of welfare reform at a reasonable level; they will 
also sbare i.it the savings. The States' share of Iequired expenditures on transitional assistance, 
WORK and chlld support enfor<eme!lt of $1.6 billion are more than balanced by estiln3ted saving' of 
SI.7 billion from easeload redu<tions and chUd .upport enfore..,.... If Stat .. choo,. to ena'" lb. 
optional provisions of Ill. proposal, which many Stales have already requested through walven, our 
estimate is that Ihe total COIIt to Ill. States would be about $1 bUlion. 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOlLOWED BY WORK 

AIl~i!jonal JOBS '!lendloK. The new JOBS .panding of $2.8 bUlion over five years is added to 
baseline speoding uoder current law of $1 billion per year. In 1999, total spending allowed under the 
JOBS program will be $1.9 bmio •• This wUl enable the lOBS program to serve approxim.taly 
800.000 partitlpants at anyone time. Com per participant were estimated from the experience of the 
most effective current programs that provide education, ttaining and placement services to welfare 
recipients. ' 

WORK Spending.· The WORK program, which begins I~ing participants in 1998 (when they begin 
hilring the two-year time limit), cos", $1.2 bUlin. during Ill. forst five-year period. Costs of Ihe 
WORK program increase over time, as more &tots need to be developed foc an expanded phased-in 
group, mo... of whom hit Ill. time limit ..,. year. By 1999, Ihe WORK program is expected to be 
serving approximately 260,000 participants. Costs per WORK ,lot were estimated based On the 
experience of operating work programs in funding materiaJs and equipment. supervision. job develop­
ment, and olber costs. 

Child Cl!~ Sperulilll fur JOBS JIId WORK Participant., The estimated child care spending of $2.7 
billion for JOBS and WORK participants is added to annual Fedeial ,pending under current law of 
about $750 million. This represents Ill. cost of. guarantee of child eare to participants in both 
programs. and of transitional child care for one year to those who leave the rolls. The estimates 
assume that in fiscal year 1999, 370,000 new slots will be created. The proposal guarantees parental 
choice of child care illII'angements and assumes the use of both formal and informal arrangements, In 
addition. Head Start is estimated to serve many of the 3.. and 4wyear-old cbUdre:n of welfare 
recipients . 

I 
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MAKING WORE PAY/CHILD CARE 

Wllrl<in~ Poor Child care. The proposal expands the •AI·Risk" program of child c.... for the 
worklo, poor from Ito curreal <apped l.v.1 of $300 million to an annual cap of $1 billion by 1999. 
This progl'llm supplem.nt> the Child Cu. and Develupment Blod, Grant (CCDBG), which Is 
curten!1y funded at about $1 billion with In<reases requested. Together, the two progl'lllllS will ...... 
npproximaloly 1.1 million wor1cing'j>oor children in fISCal yeat 1999. 

Dj,jrJl&ards fur Earned Income !!!!d Child SupOO!l. The proposal requires States to diSregard for 
purposes of calculating _IS $120 per month of earned income fur work expens... Stares have the 
oplion of Iilcreasing dlsregerds, both for earned income and for child SUppaR. The cost estimales 
assume that Stat.. serving half the caseload iru:reas. !he1T disregards. 

PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBIL1TY 

Teen Pregnaney Preyention. Grants. 1he proposal will make about 1,000 grants over five years, 
averaging $60,000 per year oacll, to school and community-based organizalions fur t... pregnancy 
prevention projects. In addit1Otl~ the proposal win fund five to seven comprehensive youth and 
preventiOn demonstrations. 

Cbild SUDDort Enforcement and DemonstratiON, Total net spending of SO.S billtnn over five. years 
will increaso wmputeriution and. enforcement: staff. This new spending will ienerate modest AFDC 
.aving. and substantial improvements in the economic w,il-being of children by 1999. Savlnv to • 
State and Federal governments increa50 dramatically during the second five-year period. Much of the 
fuumcial benefll from the new provisions will accrue to the States. 

Mjnor Parent ReQUirem~ts and State c.mtipn to Limit Benefits for Additional Children. These new 
provisions arc eslimat~ to save SO, 1 billion over five yeau • 

. 'IJ\IPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

Remove Two-Parent Restrictions. lbo proposal allows States to remove the restrictions that treat 
two-parent families less favorably !hat nne-parent families. Aasuming that Stal" serving half the 
caseload choose thil option resulu in esti.mated Fooeral costs of $0.2 billion. 

Asset and Mjcioenlemrise Demonsua;iom, The proposal allows recipients to aceurnulate assets in 
restricted "",,unts and fund demonstrations 'of subsidized "",,unts and proarams. Th. costs of these 
activities are estimated to be $0.2 blliion. 

Other Confqnnipe and Emcieflcy~enhaDcing Proyisions.. The proposal takes a number of steps to 
conform the rules or th. AFDC and Food Stamp programs, to improve !he efficiency of progl'llm 
operations and to decrease fraud. The total costs of these provisions are estimated to be SO.2 billion. 

2 

... 
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To: 	 Bruce Reea 
Belle Sawhill 

'way 

From: , Goldstein 
I, ' ~
 

Re: Attached table 


Date: April 13, 1994 


The. attached table corrects a couple of' errors in one of the 
tables you received yesterday. 

http:l.iflao1/0.Q2
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TA.DLE PKbgc J - DETAILED SUMM.\RY COST ESnMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFUE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(lly rl$ul,UI. in millious: or dollars) 

5 Year Sy.... 10 Year 10 Year-
ToI>J Tot>! FederlllF......., 


Minor Mother. (&5) ('0) (210) (35) 
No Additiomr.1 8end'ib (Dr AddltioMi Chlid~ ("'"') (220) ('2,150) (BUt) 
Child SUpport EnCOJl)en'Jent 

ht.ernity EltabJ.i.s:h.m.eru: {Nul (535) (..,) (Z,,,,") (400) 
Enforcement (Net} 

"""'G,"" ""'"S l'OTAL. PARENTAL RESPONSIDlLlTY 

("")... 
(1,2%<1) 

(160) 
>70 
(I:!II; 

(4,700) 
1,085 

(8.055) 

(1,555) 
S70 

(l,!I80; 

TItA..'1SITIONAL ~SISTANCE FOLLOW~I) MY WORK 

JOBS,"':!'
Additiotul 10as Spenl.fi1l# •Z,870 ° 2,295 ° 7.110 ° 5.6Slo­
Acldilioflal Child Care Col' JOBS 2,010 1,610: 4,910 3,}J30 

WORK Progrflm 1.660 1,330 11,490 9,1!K1 
Additional Child Care for WORK 760 610 5,240 .1.,190 
SO;Vln.e1 flVm CbJld Cue and 0tMr Ellpullion ('85) (l00) (1,480) (SiS) 

TTtilliitiC>l1ll! Chlid Care SS5 ..., 2.565 2,050 
blh.al\Ced Teal C&" MaM~CI'll 210 11. 595 '75 
Savin", ~ CaaclMd Reduction 
ADP Fedcml.nd $We Sylltem$lAdmm £ffWiency 

$UBTOTAL,JOBS~ORK 

(J90)... 
8,110 

(21S)5.,
6,m 

(6,010) 
'25 

25,185 

(J,'46) 
660 

22,030 

SUBTOTAl., JOBS/WORK A..''D PARltNTAL R.ES!" 6.9stJ 6,5iiO 11.130 2.0,050 

WORKING ¥()()R CHILD CARE (CJpped at $900 milliou: 
in nd: spermin,ll). 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (m', K.ESTIUCTIONS 
1,875 

895 
1,500 
"5 

6,930, 
2,815 

S,545 
1,580 

C¢mprch.::Mivc Onnu 

Non:--Cuatodi:d Pan':nl }OBSIWORX Pl'O,,~m. 
'00 
165 

200 

.3. 
350 

m 
,5<) 

650 
~ Gra.nt4 .nd Ps.~ Demonltmi<)!\& 3S 30 7. 60 

Child SilPPOrc Au~c. Projecu 150 120 415 330 

IDA attd MkfO<:tlUtpri£e Projects 75 60 175 "" SUBTOTAL $PJ<;CIAL INlTIATIVE$ 6:Z5 5.01 I,m 1,530 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE ~GA) . 

SI.#1e Fbibility on Earned Interne 
II.nd Child Support Oitngards 71. ,., 2,ns 850 

G~l)' Conform (but not lneTall<c) 

A5lIcU ttl Food Stamp. 0' 0 ° 0 
All 011"", 

SlIBTOtAL lGA 
(75)! 

63' 
(S) 

380 
('65), 

2,060 
(5)... 

CRANO l1)TAL. 1!},980 ,,415 . 30.825 1l),550 

Prt5Meot's T.ble with Fun Ph••tl-In Nt Fy 1996 with Further Atijustmeoll ill leA, Wor-klnc Pour 
Child CIlr(:. and DeJru.'m'ftratiun$i UP Two-Pareot Provision as SWte <)pmn; Eliminate IncrHse 

in Ttrritorie!;· Cap; Conf~rm M"~ flule to Food Stamps bt,{ 110 llU;r~ ill Limil$. 

Note 1; Pan::ni.be5et denlXe t!l"inf' 
Net/: Z: Fi_ Yen and Ten Yc.Ar o:4,er.! tlltUr.a:"".,. tCpJX:Scot gO" (Ie &I: expendlture5 cJ,cept for 

the {olloW;ng; benefItS ue It r;urreot m.tch I1ltcs: child $upport i. IfI1t,tc,*, u rate1 
_peciiicd in !be hYPQthe6c4t PM: "rid compreheMlve demnnstration granu are mlW:bed At 100$, 

Source-; fiRS/ASP!: ,14ft utim&l.ef, ThC/\1!$ ~te$ ht"c been $hlio:d with staff within HliS and OMS hut 
hll.ve nIX b«n officially reviewed by OM8, The policiew do 00t reprok()t. eonumsu! ~UIllm(:ndaLion 
of the Working (;rovp Co·ChaiN. 

http:utim&l.ef
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE PRE SID E 

23-Feb-1994 05:27pm 

TO: (See Below) 

fROM: 	 Richard B. Bavier 
Office of Mgmt and Budget, HRVL 

SUBJECT: 	 ~~port on meeting to discuss STEWARD model 

In attendance at the meeting to discuss the STEWARD model were David 
Ellwood and Wendell Primus and ASPE staff/ Harold Beabout from 
Mathematica and staff, Robert Moffitt (by phone), and Ralph Smith 
and John Tampogna from CBO. 

In an initial stago, Ellwood led a discussion with Beebout and 
Moffitt about the reliability of the estimates of the effects of 
universal 	health carel EITC increases, and welfare reform on the 
AFDC case load. All three agreed that the impacts were generally in 
line with 	earlier work by Moffitt. Ellwood I and others. 

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

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

After the meeting, Oellerich again stressed that ASPE cost estimates 
were still preliminary. We should expect to see a new table 
tomorrow. He thinks the numbers will show progressively less change 
with each subsequent version. 

On a related point, I had asked oellerich to have STEWARD estimate 
the effects of JOBS, time-limits for all non-deferred (including

;4- ... "'~ I part-timer workers), followed by CWEP. (They already had done this 
1,O!&-l,'~\-- I.Jf\ package reflecting the HHS part-time policy.) With time-limits f-9..t 

~ ~~' Rart-timers, measured combined costs for AFOC t food stamps, and EIIC,I 

~ \~,:re lower than the no-time-limit option. whil:.~ work and work exits 
from AFDC were up. DaV1d asserted that the number of WORK slots we 
would have to find would be higher with time-limits for part-t~mer~. 

http:O!&-l,'~\--I.Jf


The tables don't appear to support him, but he had to leave before 
we could get very far into the problcm7 In any case, these 
time-limit-then-CWEP tables will all have to be reproduced without 
the CWEP time~limit before we can get back to this discussion. 

Distribution: 

TO: Isabel Sawhill 
TO: Stacy L. Dean 

cc: Barbara S. Selfridge 
CC: Keith J. Fontenot 
CC: Lester D. Cash 
CC: Michael E~ Ruffner 
CC: David K~ Kleinberg 
CC: Len M. Nichols 
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Outline ot Costs Paper 

The purpose of this memo is to ~escribe tbe vi.ion for the coat" 
and financins paper that will ultimately go to the President. 
That paper will outline as simply as possible the different cost 
and financing pieces. Cost and financing should be described 
together because the issues are intimately intertwined: TO the 
extent that one dacidaa to go for a more costly set of provi­
sions. ons will nead anditional flnsncinq. I believe stronoly 
thAt it ip importaht h~" J,B able tQ understand the interal!t!~~;I1 fJ:( 
all of theae'deai.ions. 

The attacned table liBt~ the major eost items ana financing
options for fi.cal years 1995-99, a f1ve-yeBr total. and a stpady 
.tate number. All cost figures inolude the total chanqe in both 
Federal and State coats, I have triad to accommodate OMB'a 
desire to see low-coat, mid-COlt and hiqhar-cQat optiQns. ~a well 
a. the impact Of several free-standinq provisions. 

The table is constructed fairly simply. The low-eos~ opt1on 
consists of the child support enforcement provisions, an enhanced 
JOBS fundinq stream (hopefully con.i~tent with one of the phas9­
in assumptions), the WORK proqram with onO year of community 
aervice work at minim~ WAge, the non-custodial parent provisions
and child support assurance demonstrations alraa4y agreed upon t 

child care to cover participants in the JOBS and WORK pr~9rams, 
and 12 months of tr~~sitional eare for everyono who leaves the 
AFOC program. Finally. this option includes the budget impaot of 
the prevention itema already aqree upon. By it$elf~ this optiQn 
i. not a proposal ~hat anyone should like. but it does illustrate 
the major component. of a low-cost option. When va actually see 
the eost numbars, we may want to include fewer or more proviaion8 
in this firs~ option. 

ThQ next part of the table. labeled as the mid-cost option. 
include' additional cost provisions which eould be added to the 
l~-co$t option. The hiqher-oost option includes more expensive 
provisions Which could be co~ined with the low- and mid-cost 
options. The addendum 89cti?n costs show the impaot rela~iva to 
the mid-coat proposal of var;ous policies in whioh members of the 
qroup have expressed particular interest. Obviously, aome 
provisions could be olassified differently tban ~hey currently 
appear, but I would hope we would not naad a lonq discussion 
about clasaification. finally, under the fin4ncin9 section. 10 
~o 12 options will be li.ted. 

In the paper for the President, each provision and the rationale 
for the p~ovi8ion should be detailed. I would auggest that the 
individual in the 9roup of six who feels most strQnqly about each 
of the more expensive options should attempt to draft an 
additional paragraph detailing the rationale for such. 
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Within the five-year budset window, Ohe can lower costs by moving 
the affective date. Costa should be estimated eonservatLvely 
as&umin9 curr$nt budqet 5cor~nq rules. One can on~y take ored1t 
for provisions actually contained in the welfare reform bill. 
ThUS. we must assume that the Health Security Act has not be 
enacted and we must be realistic about ,how ~aat the proPQsal 
eou~d be phased in. The steady state numb8rs would assume that 
the proposal is fully implemented and fully effeotive relative to 
the 19~~ caseload. The steady state fiqures would assume the 
enactment of the Health security Act, and they might also A$sume 
full bnplement',rj.t!.on 'of an advance EIT'C proposal. 

For the moment, I would hope that we could avoid getting into 
1.n9~hy discussions about other major options to eost out. I 
believe it would be most useful to focus our attention on getting 
one aet of options ~omplet.ly done right f:r.t. 

http:omplet.ly
http:bnplement',rj.t!.on
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~WElFARE REFORM COST eSTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 	
~ 
~(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 
,-,.. EfIoo!MI 	 5-'\'99or Sbledy 
~1)010 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Tolal Slate 
~ 

LOW-COST OPTION 	 !j 
C,. N 

C~1Id Support En"',.,...,..,1 Q 

~ 

Pft_iIy Eolobllshmont [NeI) - RA.."", 	 o 

~Enforcement (Net) ~ 
mComputer Cos. N 

TOTAl 

JOBS Funding 
Ao_rat.d ChIld Care 

eo 

WORK ""'grom (Urnl! 0' one r.'~ - Fooll--.I ~ ..l...!:? 	 ~ 
.....,_ Child Car. 	 ..'. 

~ , 
Non·Ctestcdiai P.lr~ Provisions: i:1.. 
Child Support Demon.watkms 

Child Co'" (only 1l....11ional e....j 

_Uon Pa<:kage (Minor PIIfOnI. domOMlrationsl 

- f''''''''-'1 tAP
SUIlTQTAl 

@ 

" 
~ " 
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MID-COST OPTION 

Slmplllioation Packag. (Accounting polied••",et rules) 

Filing Unit Option 

OIsIegard Package 

EPM>n1 Pr"':;'lo~l 
Child ear. Ie, Working Poor (Bolow powtIy) 

AddiUOnN Year of Community Son4oo.Jobs 

SUBTOTAL. Combined with low-Coot OplIon 

HIGHEft..COST OPTION 

Unlimited: Time in Community Sentice ~ 

AddRlQf'101 Child C.Jn iRa10w 130% of povortyt 

More G._.Dist8!J_ and S;mplffleatlon Package 

less Generous exemption Packag-e 

AdvanceEITC 

TOTAL COST.lncltJding law- and Mid-Cost<>t'>tiOnl 

0 
~ 

~ 
0 
~ , 
~ 
~ 

-
~ 

" 

~ 

II.. 

0.. 

~ 

G 
0 

~ 
0.. 0 

~ 

'" 
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•
'"~ 
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o 
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Income Maintenance Branch February 24,1994 
Office of Management and Budget 
Executive Office of the President 
Washing!t>n, DC 20503 

Please route to: 

Keith FontenotN'tT'--k\ 
Barbara Selfridge \,j 
Belle Sa w hill 

Subject; 	 Possible Low, Medium and High 
Welfare Reform Options 

From: 	 RiCh?ct'ter, Lester Cash, 
Stacy Dean and Micheal Ruffner 

Decision needed 
Please COl'!UTl(!l\I 
For your infonnation 
Per your request -X. 
Take necessary action 

With informational copies for: 
CE 

Phone: 202/3954686 
Fax: 202/395-3910 
Room #7026 

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; Si'i':' billion and high; $15 billion. 

8.r 
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, J994 

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 HHS'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 (FEDERAUSTATEl 

A HIGH OPTION 


(By fiscal year, in millions of do}hv$) 


5Ytat 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 

, .,.."., 

/OBSP1ep 0 20 55 60 70 " 205 

Additional/OBS Spending 0 270 850 1,(l2ll l.tl7O 3.210 

WORK l'rogram 0 0 0 170 190 960 

Additional Child Cu. for JOBS/WORK rartiapant. 0 250 700 830 980 21760 

Transitional Child Care 0 85 250 325 340 1,000 

Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Enhanced Teen ease Management 0 30 90 lOS 110 335 

Economic Development 0 a 100 100 100 300 

Systems Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Subtotal 'transitional Au:istanceIWORK 0 655 1,045 2,610 3,460 8,110 

Prevention P~ckagc 0 (40) (40) (45) (45) (110) 

Two Parent Provision 0 0 400 600 800 1,800 

Child Support Enforcement 4/ 
Paternity Esta.blishment 0 (85) (200) (300) (450) (1,(135) 

En/,.-cementiNeli 130 10 60 (300) (500) (540) 

Compuler Costs lll!! ~ lll!! ~ :l!)J! L!lOO 
Sub-Iotal CSE 230 135 60 (350) (650) (575) 

Other Services 

Non-custodfAl Partrlt PtO'Uisions 0 30 90 125 195 440 
Access GrQnl$ and Parenting Dtmonstmtions 20 25 30 30 30 135 
Child Support Assurance Dtmonstratwns 0 l! lll!! Zl!!! W ~ 
SUb-total Other Services 20 55 220 355 475 11125 

Subtotal Parental Responsibility 250 150 640 S60 S80 2,180 



HHS PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STATE) 

A HIGH OPTION 


(Jly fuCJI year, In millions of 60lLu,l 


5 Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 

Worldng Poor Child Care o 165 1,185 l;llO 1,440 4,100 

Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Adv.nce E1TC o o 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal Making Work Pay o 165 1,185 l,310 1.«0 4,100 

AS$e't Rules, Filing Unit, 

Simplification of Earnings 
Disregards, Accounting and 
Reporting Rules o o o o o 

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

Food Stamps Interactions Not Y~t Estimated 

Medicaid Interactions Not Yet Estimated 

Other interactions Not Yet Estimated 


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

as of Feb. 24, 
2 Additional JOBS Participants In li10usands 0 123 374 435 444 

Addmonal WORK parlidpants 0 0 0 33 147 
3 HHS numbers for the same proposal show a caseload savings for the Transitional Assistance 

Followed By Work section, Over live yean the savings repJ'(':$ent $190 million. 
4 Child Support estimates are romblned Federal and Slate shares of <OllIS and collections. 

Under current lawr these provisions would increase costs to the Federal government while 
generating savlngs to the Slate. Thus, the Grand Total cost would ;"""""". 

S HHS assumes the Fed'eral government will pay 100% of the added costs of welfare re(onn. UStates 
paid the .same share of welfare reform costs as they do under current laws rests could be reduced 45%. 



PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

A MEDIUM OPTION 


(By fiscal year, in millioN of dollars) 


5Yur 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 

Additional JOBS Spending 0 270 8S(J 1))20 1,D70 3,210 

WORK Progn>m 0 0 0 170 790 %0 

Additional Child Care for JOBS/WORK Partidpants 0 2SO 7lJO 830 960 2,740 

Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Systems Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Subtotal 0 520 1,550 2,020 2,820 6,910 

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

Two Parent Provision 0 0 200 300 400 900 

No additional benefits for additional children (40) (l00) (120) (160) (160) (580) 

Child Support Enforcement 3/ 
Pillemity EstIJblishrnent 
Enjorcemenl(NeO 
Compt41er CoMs 
Sub~total CSE 

0 
130 
100 
230 

(85) 

70 

1>2 
135 

(200) 

60 
&l 
60 

(300) 

(300) 

1:!ll 
(50) 

(450) 
(5()() 

:l!lQ 
(650) 

(1,035) 
(540) 

.wm 
(575) 

Capped cnlld Suppor1 Assuranre Demonstrations 

Subtotal 

0 

190 

50 

45 

50 

150 

50 

12051 

0 

(455) 
® 
(275) 

~~" IV!­
iJd{ 

Working Poor Child Care 0 80 S90 655 7.20 ~ ZotS'" 

Child Care Feeding Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Advance EITe 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Cap and Make Refundable Dependent Care Tax Credit 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal 0 80 590 655 720 J,O;a- ZewtS" 



, 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

A MEDIUM OPTION 


(By fiscal year, in mIUions of dollars) 


5 Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 

Asset Rules, FlUng Unit, 
Simplification of Earnings 
DisregardS! Accounting and 
Reporting Rules o o o o o o 

Food Stamps interactions Not Yet Estimated 

Medicaid Interactions Not Yol Estimated 

Other Interactions Not Yet Estimated 


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

as Of Feb. 24, 
2 Additional JOBS Participants in thousands 0 123 374 435 444 

WORK partidpants 0 0 0 33 147 
3 Child Support estimates are combined Federal and State shares ofcosts and coUections. 

Under current Jaw. these provisioM would increase costs to the Federal government while 
generating savings to the State, ThU$~ the Grand Total cost would increase, 

4 HHS assumes the Federal government will pay 100% ot the added costs of welfare rc(onn, 
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 LOW OPTION 
(By 1iaca]' y~ar, in mUllons of dollm) 

5 Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1m Total 

Applicant Job Sc.m:hfNo AFOC 30 day> 19 (29) (33) (38) (44) (125) 

Addltional JoaS Spending 0 160 460 525 S35 1,680 

WORK Prognm 0 0 0 125 S65 690iI' 

Addl~onal OIlId Care for JOBSfWORK Partidpants 0 ISO S40 60S 840 2.2l5 

OIlId Care r..dlng Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Sy>_.Costs Not Yet Estimated 

Subtotal TraruialiorW AtsiatmceIWORK 311 .61 1.m 1,896 4,410 

Prevention Package 0 (40) (40) (45) (4S) (170) 

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

ChUd Support Enforcement If 
PQltrnity Establishment 0 (85) (200) (300) (450) (1,035) 

Enforcrmmt(NI!t) 130 10 60 (300) (300) (540) 

Campuler Costs 100 150 200 250 300 1.000 
Sub-total CSE 130 135 60 (3501 (6501 (515) 

sunOTAL Puental R..p....lblllty 190 (S) (100) (5S5) (BSS) (1,3251 

~!l1~!!(Hn{~~=z;_:~·;~~;;:~" 

Working Poor Child Care Funded under the discretionary cap, 

Child Care Foodlng l'<og<arn. Not Yet Estimated 

Cap Dependent Care Tax Credit Not Yet Estimated 

Food StrupP' Interactions Not Yet Estimated 
Medlcaid In_ctions Not Yet Estimated 
Other 1:nteractiOl'lS Not Yet &timated 

NOTES: 
1 These are HHS preliminary estitnates. New estimates may be available ~b 24. 
2 Gild Support eslimates are cmnbined Federal and State shares of costs and collections. Under <:urr®l 

law, these provisions would increase costs to the Federal government while generating savings to the 
State. Thus, the Grand Total rost would increase. 

3 I-UiS aswmes the Federal government will pay lOOi. of tM added costs of weUitl"e reform. HStates 
paid the same share oJ welfare td'onn costs as they dO' 'Lmder current law, costs could be: redured 45%. 

'I; ~,:).... t-J'. \ ... ......,...,.. ~t+£I". ~'S.'rc.. 
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ID: 

FEB 24'94 

,7:01 NO,OI6 P.OI 

OPTION rom fXm. fX192? fXl29Jl Fn992 fXllI2H 

1 	Minor Mo1f'/s LitJ~ willI Pd!CJlt9 Jf!I (l 


D#'pemfcnt 


(Prelim/om), OMS .taff pndnS> OIL (W) (W) (20) (20) (20) (100) 

(HliS cstfm.lti?) OIL 0 (45) (SO) (SO) (50) (195) 

z Up frant JOBS $nm:h jor ,l() day$. before 

AFDC bNlefit 


(Preliminary OMS priCing Low Opdon) OIL 19 (29) {33) (38) (") (125) 


3 'M k<-:"
Patemity Cooperation and RelJuetd 
Staff! Match 

(OMB 'tali prlcirtg) OIL Not Yet Estimated 

4 	National Family Cap (no AFDC fOt 


r:hUdr~fl b.,.rn em welflll'c) 


(Prelhnln.1fY ceo staff pricing) OIL (40) (lOO) (120) OW) (l6Q) (580) (j)(HHS es.timate) 
OIL (35) (lOO) (1]U) (40) (150) (535) 

5 State Option to Itlft'e a family CRP 
(:;>0% flAke t/JI cap) 

(OMB Stal( PMclng) 
OIL (18) (50) (55) (70) (75) (US)6 	 " Dtclltlfng Match f'lIte ()(l" tim" 

($(1% JOBS, 70% WORK, $0% tJJertjt1fifT') 

(OMS Staff Prklng) 
OIL 

Not Yef Estimated 



I D : FEB 2a'94 17:01 No.DI6 ?02 

OPTION 

OPTION FYI9'5 FYl!!96 FYl!l9Z FYl99S FX!292 FYl,995-9 

7 25% Set A.ide/u, Jof; Placement .wd 
Work Support 

(OMS Stall Pricing) OIL Not Yet E,U"""ed 

8: No Minns ofWork And Wellart afttr 
the tI"lB limit 

(OMS Stafl Pricing) OIL Not Yet EstlmatE'd 

9 Set a pen;Cftf(tg~ cap/or the exempt 
Cillcload 

(OMS Staff PrlcinSl 
o Oil 
o 

Not Yet Estimated 

fI 2 yMr IOnS. :z year WORK, 4 year 
AFDCwllll R decUJ{lng match rate, 
15'J1· benefit package 

(OMS S"rf Pricing) 

. 
NOTES: 
• Most options are non~addltive 
• Pricing 1$ preliminary. 

OIL 

• Assumptions used {or pricing $:hou1d be verified. 

Not Yet. I!stlmilled 



Comparison of AJt9rnative WaY$ of Tres!lng Part·Tlme WoriI; for Pha.ud·ln Group 

" Reduction " Reductlon.om trom No # Combining 
(I Beyond PmviOUI Sto_ "of Total Wodc: and 
Two V..... Opollon of the Clock A.d1.lction Welfare 

FY2000 

No Provlafon tor Allowing Part· nme Work - • 
ParFThm Work Only a.fore thQ Tim. Umlt; Sk>m the C!ook by 1/2 Month 403 12.39% 12.39% 36.3t%

"". 
174 

Part·TIme Work Only Before 1he i11Tt9 Urnlt; Stop# the Clock 16,f3% 26.52"- 41.4~ ,., 
Part·Tlme Wodc: Bo10r. and AftOt ttuJ Tlmo Umlt: Stopa thO Clock 303 10,36% 34.13% 22.29% 231 

Totalom.rene. 157 
Parc0nt~uctlon 34.13% 

FY 2004 

No ProvisIon for AllowIng Part· Time Work' 812 0 
Part-TIme Work Only Befot. the TIme Urnl!.; Slows the ctock by 1/2 Month 5.96"- $,96% 24,53%••• ''''' Part-Time Work Only Sefore the Time Urnit; Stopa the Clock ne 5.37% 11.01% 20,75% 214 
Part·Thne Work Bliilfot. and After th. nme Umlt Stops the Ck:Iek ..., 14,96% 24.31% 54,72% 33. .,.TotalotHerenee 

P.roent Reduction 24,31% 
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SUMMARY PRICING 
Th:rce Possible Options 

(By fis-cal year~ in miUions of dot1ars) ~ 
5 Year 10 'Year Steady 

3/10/94 12:45 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total Sta... 

TRANsmoN'AVASSlST'A.NCi'Foii;'oWifi'it'y w~iRK i~)~f~:::~~?tHDl1?,; ______ ~_~~""""', w~'_.,.,~_~,~"'" m'~W"""~"" "-,,,.~~=Om,"",.·_:h;,_,., . ___________' ,,,,:<f!Y..,.."i<~4L.;,,,,m/,, 

A Sub", •• 1 Trat1Sition.1 Assislaru:e/WORK 
Ii Option-
C. Option 

A Sub",!.1 Parental Responsibility 
& Option. 
C, Option 

o 
o 
o 

(5) 

10 
(20) 

620 1,950 
545 1,595 

385 1,185 

o 460 
5 180 

(60) (ISO) 

2,285 
1,780 

1,3411 

795 
275 

(295) 

3.000 
2,265 

1,705 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

A Subtotal Reinventing Government 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 
e Option_ 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 
c... Option 0 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 

'GRANo1'OTA~~:~- '-i',
'_, y, ~~~;:':':.~,:,' , ' '$'':v' ~-- ;:/t<£o _ 

A SI(Srt>.M i. (5) 1,120 3-410 4.580 5.86S W'iil;97jf N/A8,925 Ii]i ,v,~tl!l,M @~Subtotal 10 715 2,110 2,555 3,360 26,285! N/A& 3.080 Jj~ ;, " ""'~4
C. Subt{}tal ·20 325 1,005 I,(J45 t070 ~:1~~3- ; 695 -W5; N/A 

WORKlNGDRAFT 




DlIT AILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
Thn:e Possible Options 0.110 

(By fiscal ycar, in millions of dollars) from 
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady 

1995 1996 1991 1998 1m Total 2004 Total Sta~ 

A 
8 
C 

JOBS Prep: Cau Mmagt'ment for Deferrals 
Umited 0Is< M"""8""",,1 for 108S Prep 
No Case MIl""gemmt for JOBS Prep 

o 
o 
o 

15 
10 
o 

50 

25 
o 

60 
30 
o 

70 
3S 
o 

A Additional J08S Sp<!ndlngt AHum.. overyo.. 
in JOBS is in an eduatiOl'l or training activity 
or job search 9 months out of the )'Cu. 
(about 5O'.li abOft the level in a demo intmd~d 
to achiew maximum pMticlpation) o 260 820 940 980 1,405 

A techniGll ....tinlale of Option A ""Is 
(excludes EITC. health !lire refarm and part time 
work behavior changes) 

8 M"" ..../istic 1""lltipatit:m1_ in 
lOBS: Assu"", I.'!II!I)'U'" inJ08S is i.1m 

eI.artitm or lmining activityorjob 
"",rd! 71lW11l1ts out of the _. 

lPfnmtIOBSs-;,~_~.lJ{.['If/.'~
AFOC !tn!fil . .. 

c • 
_.­

fflUlC' ru,uistic participation ltvds in 
• JOBS: Ass'um.es ~ in JOBS is in 4tJ 

tducaJkm or tmining activity OJ' job 
""rd! 7 months Old of fhe_. 

CSUBTOTAL 

WORKING DRAFT 3f10{9412~3PM 1 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TEl 
Three Possible Options Delta 

(By fiscal y(,ar" in mil1iotu of doll31'S) from ~ 
5Yellr to Year adj...!ed Steady 

A WORK ""'Pam 

A .edmical ....nmate of Option A rosts 
(excludes ElTC, health care refurm and part time 

o 

1997 

o o 120 620 

work behavior ch'lngcs) m:m~~t9J.I.~fr~_;n~~~t~_{h_' 680 

B • Cap Overhtrul.t $.l,500/jobly",r(us. $5)50) ,<00 .,_'" 
This is approximately the~g IeM s..~,$to<.,iaI.)t PtA -

requind for community st1t'ice (work-ftn'­ w...-k. ~",. '.,./.....-­

welfare) ,.tIter tim. 
"",,*-for-WQgr5. 

• -Gap the WORK Slot ~ "t...Sm 

• Umil time on WORK to 3 yetlt$

t"'" 75% of MOC + Food Stamps 
B SUBTOTAt " 0*/1,,'11:' 0'•

ww""~. '," 
m:.:©,,' :"""'S,,. " 

C • C.pOverhead.t$.l,soo/job/!I""l",_$5)501 
• Limit Time on fNORK fol.5ymrs 

,''''' 75% ofMOC .. Food Stamps 
• 1/5 WORK 51""'1. Child C.re/Monitcring 

CSUBTOTAL ,'i': ::'::~"-II!l'''''''H/-' ,:"",':'} ::0 'J:Si.!''''-''''''; .. _,,",',':,'., ,:"" +"" U"N.,""",,_, ::&'< is;;!,, __ 

8,005 

WORKlNG DRAFT .l/l0l941Z,43 PM 2 



DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELlMINARYWELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 

U" .... , 
540&:i 1,470 lIIIl8;~Ot; 16,640) 

Thre. Possible Options Delta 
(By fiscal year, in millions. of dollars) from 

SY~M 10 Year adjustw Steady 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

~"""''''''''''''''"'-

Tot.l 2004 Total St... 

D CPp lhe Work Slot ".",."..'.4,..". 0 0 0 95 445 .5.4:0}~ 1,120 1III[6;830lfi (7,890) 
WORK ~ ot $3,500 ptf' slol 

E CPp til< Work SloI '"IIIm .,.5m.M 0 0 0 95 445 
WORK..,.,.tHiI 01 $3,500 ptf' slol 

F CPp the Work 51c1 "o",m.t .5m OM 0 0 0 lOS 510 .6j~ii:l 1,720 15,490) 
WORK """h<l1II., U.ooo ptr slol 

G CPp III< W",k Slo/ ,",111m of .7m"" 0 0 0 lOS 510 l¥lr('61S.I 2,520 !l:ij'iiJ2ilf.j (3,840) 

WORK ..,.,.tHiI of $4.000 ptr sl., 
H Part·lime ""rim; not digibI. far 

AFOC after two years 0 0 0 110 560 H67i1)! 3.171) frt2;~g (2~70) 

A Savings in AFDC ~ndits from ca.seload Rtduction 
(Savings in JOBS/WORK are incorporated above) 0 (10) (40) (90) (100) 

B Not Yet Estimated a (10) (40) (90) (100) 

C Nat Yet f.stimated 0 (10) (40) (90) (100) 

A Child C..,. for JOBS/wORK Participants Q 240 680 750 871) 

B u.s Child Gl" Nroled 0 230 640 660 770 
C /£<' Child Glre Nroled 0 160 490 450 540 

WORKINGDRAfT 3/l0/9412:43 PM 3 



DETAlLED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TEl 
Three Possible Options 1Jt,lta 

(By !i:s(,f1:1 yurt in milUons 01 dollars. from 
5 Year 10 Ye.,. odlust.d Study 

1995 1996 1991 1995 1999 Total 2004 Total State 

A Transitional ChUd Coue 
B Al/anatiuc under r.roit'w 
C Alfunativt UMeT mriew 

A Enhanced Teen Can Managemmt 
8 Cap cast. m4ttagemtnl admin costs at $ 50 ttt. 
C Defer 

A Economic Developmmt: Mic:mmtuprise lOaM 

and Individual Development Accounts 
8 Modest &anomie CJtvelopmrnf 
c Defer 

A Subtotal Transitional AssI.IanWWORK 
B Subtotal 
C Subtotal 

0 
a 
a 

0 
a 
0 

0 
a 
a 

o 
a 
o 

85 
85 
85 

30 
30 
0 

0 
a 
a 

620 
545 
385 

250 
250 
250 

90 
50 
0 

100 
50 

Q 

l/~'SO 

1,595 
1,185 

300 
300 

300 

105 
50 
0 

100 
50 
a 

2:.285 
I$78(} 

1,J411 

350 
350 
350 

110 
50 
0 

100 
50 
a 

3,000 

:!,165 

1,705 

..985!I: "~~"'t<'% 
~: :985[1~,: :j985:~i 

i'!'300~mr4\~'156 ":/?'"
~tsw~l~ 
f,£<' 0:; ~ 

600 
600 
600 

120 
50 
0 

0 
Q 
a 

6,5)5 

3,235 
2,140 

,:~'iIII$lli\'''}~n 

WORKING DRAFT 3/l0/9412:43PM 4 



DETAILED OITIONS 

FRELIMINARY WELFARE REfORM COST ESTlMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
Three Possible Options Delt.1 

(By fiscal ye'ar~ in miUion$ of dollars) from 
5 Year 10 Y~ar adjusted Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total State 

'PARENfALjfESroNSjijjll'l'fY_F"_+;_""-'-'~.'.:"",,,,_u ,.",""'".~""....~'>'>.~.,m..-,.?_" "m"~Th:_~~~(t~,im®q§\-' ::g~l ~'i:, , . \, "iW~iU2;UH[- ','{,J'. if) 

A Require Minor Moms to Live with PannI! o (45) (SO) (50) (SO) 

8 Nociumg< Q (45) ISO) ISO) (50) 

C Nodumg< a (45) (SO) ISO) ISO) 

A Comprehensive Demonstration Grants o SO SO 50 SO 

B No change o SO SO SO 50 
C Nodumgt o SO SO SO SO 

A Two Parent Provision: Quarters of Work 

and 100 how ru1e o o 440 680 945 
B Qtw"er, of Work Only o o 220 340 475 
C Qtw""" of Work Only o o 220 340 475 

A No additional btntfib lor additionAl dtildn!n 
(Family C.p.1 51.1< Optionl 05) (100) (110) (140) (ISO) 

B Not;hnngt (35) (lOO) (!lO) (140) I1SO) 
C M""dolory Family Cop (65) I1SO) (375) (6{)5) (800) 

WORKING DRAFr 3/10/9412:43 PM 5 




DETAILED OITIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 

A 

B 

C 

Child Support Enforcrment 

Sam, as A, but hightT_putt,<:esls 

0JTl10NB 

Three Possible Options 
(By fisal yeat', in millions of d(dlars) 

10 

45 

45 

40 

85 

85 

(85) 

(25) 

(25) 

(85) 

(30) 

(30) 

(375) 

(310) 

(310) 

5Ytar 10 Yoor 

0.11a 

from 
adjusl<d St.ady 

Statl! 

A 
8 
C 

Non-<ustodiaJ P~t Ptovit-ions 
Modest NOn-atStoditfl Parent Previsions 
Dtp 

0 
0 
0 

30 
15 
0 

85 
45 
0 

110 
55 
0 

165 
85 
0 

A 
8 
C 

Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 

Def'" 
Defer 

20 
0 
0 

25 
0 
0 

30 
0 
0 

30 
0 
0 

JO 
0 
0 

A 
B 

C 

adld Support Assurance Demonstration! 
limilattd Cap CSA DmIos 
Dtp 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

100 
50 
0 

200 
50 
0 

250 
50 
0 

A 
B 
C 

Subtotal Parental Responsibility 
Subtctal 
SubtDtal 

(5) 

10 
(20) 

0 

5 
(60) 

460 
180 

(80) 

795 
275 

(295) 

865 
150 

(635) 

WORKING DRAfT 3{lO/94 12:43 PM 6 



DETAlLED OnIONS 

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

my fiscal year. in millions of doHars) from 
5 Year 10 Y... adjusted Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 ToL""d 2004 Total State 

-..~,-,"-'''''''''''''''''''''';'' - -, -'"~"". ,,' ," W""'~""_ .."",, -",. "'~~i~~~ , 
A 
B 

C 

Working Poor Child Care 
Tatgd Child Care 41 Parmts 26 and undtT 
Defer 

0 
0 
0 

SOU 

165 
0 

1,000 

JJ5 
0 

1,500 

500 
0 

2,000 
6Ii5 

0 

J ryvluvrn.J~>%:;$:K~...niV~~~l~r"ifiUi:~~~;<'J:"'F:~~iiii~;i;':%i'~$!\YM~o; ,'" '" '" ;~ ;: 

A Advance ElTC 0 0 0 0 0 
B NoChan8' 0 0 0 0 0 
C No Change 0 0 0 0 0 

A Subtotal Making Work Pay 0 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 

B Subtotal 0 165 335 500 665 

C Subfotld 0 0 0 0 0 'Lv;,J 

WORKING DRAfT 3/l0/941b43PM 7 
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DETAILED Ol'TIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 

Three Possible Options D<lta 
(By fiscal year" itt miHions of dollars) from 

SYear 10 Year adjusted Steady 
1995 1996 1997 1996 1999 Tota) 2004 Total State-

A Asset Rules, Filing Unit,. 
Simplification of Earnings 
Disregards, A«ounHng and 
Reporting Rules 0 0 0 0 0 

B 

C 

Subtotal keinventing Govemment 
No Chtmgr 
NoC1umge 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

° 

A TOTAL (5) 1.120 3,410 4,560 5,865 NIA 

B Total 10 715 2,110 2,555 3,{}80 NIA 

C Total aD) 325 1,005 1,1)45 1,070 NIA 

WORKING DRAFT 3/l0/94 12:43 PM 8 
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DErAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
Three Possible Options Delta 

(By fiscal year$ irt mil1ions or dollars) !tom 
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total State 

, 

JOBS/WORK Systems Costs 100 300 300 400 
Include; tstimates of SlfttelFdatd rost$ to adapt computa fInd other uMa 11tt ~program. 

300 

Child Care Feeding Costs ijOBS/WORK/TCC) 
1M: CACF? costs assa;iatd with t.:qxmdtd child ctln" 

0 35 95 lOS 120 

Child Care Fe<ding CosIs(Woridng Poor) 

The CACFP costs a3S0CiLzted with erpandtd child am 
0 50 100 150 200 

WORK Program 0 
Rem.ove mcand Htt:lth Care Refqrm Behm:tioral Assumptions 

0 o 10 60 

JOBS Program 0 
Rm"", f.ITC and n",Uh Car'R4omr Il<havi."d Assumptions 

40 110 130 140 

Subtotal 100 425 605 795 82Q 

Sanctions 
Federal Match Rate effect on State behavior 
Food Stamps Interactions 
Medicaid Interactions 
EITC Interactions 
Other Interactions 

No! Yet Estimated 

Not Yet Estimated 
No! Yet Estimated 
Not Yet Estimated 
Not Yet Estimated 

WORKING DRAFT 3{l0/94 12:43 PM 9 



PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR 

OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN A1'TER 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 welfare with Reform 

(Health reform after 1999. EITC, 
 .11 million .21 million .68 million 
Child Care, JOBS, WORK. etc.) 

TAP Pnrticipants 1.72 million 2.66 million1.32 million 
.

Working While on Welfare .16 million .22 million .33 mUlion 

JOBS Participants .66 million .77 million .88 mUlion 

WORK Participants .00 million .15 million .65 million 
1\.28 millionPre-IOBS- disability/age limits work .13 million .17 million 

.fY1 million .09 million .12 millionPre-JOBS-severely disabled child 

Pre-JOBS-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 increase in the percent of recipients working part-time, employment and 
training impacts similar to San Diego's SWIM program aod a modest increase in the percent of 
recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit tha time IimiL Figures for 2004 are r 
subject to considerable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or to determine 
the impact of WORK requirements on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral 
effects from the implementation of health reform. 



PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR 

OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971 


FY 1997 FY 1999 IT 2004 

Projected Adult Cases With Parent 1.43 mUlioo 1.93 million 3.34 million 
Born After 1971 Without Refonn , 

Off welfare with Refonn 
(Health reform after 1999, EITC, , .11 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 .33 million 

JOBS Participants .66 million .77 million .88 million 

WORK Participants .00 mtllion .14 million .40 million 

Pre·JOBS- disability/age limits work .13 million .17 million .50 million i\ 
Pre-JaBS-severely disabled child 

I 
.07 million .09 million .12 million 

Pre-JOBS-caring for child under one .30 mtllion .32 million .40 million 

Notes: 

Numbers assume modest behavioral effectS that increase over time. These behavioral effects 
include a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipients working part~time, employment and 
training impacts similar to San Diego's SWIM program and a modest increase in the percent of 
recipients who leave welfare for work when they hit the time limit. Figures for 2004 are 
subject to considerable error, since it is difficult to make caseload projections or to determine 
the impact of WORK requirements on bebavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral 
effects from the implementation of health reform. 



PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER PROGRAM FOR 

OCTOBER 1996 IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971 


FY 1997 
, 

FY 1999 FY2004 

Projected Adult Cases With Parent 1.43 million 1.93 million 3.34 million 
Born After 1971 Without Refonn 

Off welfare with Refonn 
(Health refonn after 1999. EITC, .11 million .22 million .74 million 
Child Care, JOBS, WORK. etc.) 

TAP Partlcip!l1lts 1.32 million 1.72 million 2.60 million 

Working While on Welfare .16 million .22 million .33 million 

lOBS Participants .66 million .77 mUlion .88 mUlion 

WORK Participants .00 million .14 million .48 million 

Pre-JOBS- disability/age limits work .13 million .17 million .39 million 

Pre-JOBS-severely disabled child .07 million J19 million .12 million 

Pre-JOBS-caring for child under one .30 million .32 million .40 million 

Notes: 

NumhellO assume modest behavioral e!feelS that increase over time. These behavioral effeets 
include a 50 percent increase in the percent of recipients working part-time, employment and 
training impacts similar to San Diego's SWIM program and a modest inerease in the percent of 
recipients who leave welfare for work when they rut the time limit. Figures for 2004 are 
subject to considerable error, since it is difficult 10 maKe caseload projections or 10 determine 
the impact of WORK requirements on behavior. Figures for FY 2004 also assume behavioral 
e!feelS 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 
Option A 
Option B 

Subtotal Parental Responsibility 
Option A 
Option B 

Subtotal Making Work Pay 
Option A 
Option B 

HHS Subtotal Reinventing Government 
Option A 

Option B 

HHS Proposal 

A Subtotal 
B Subtotal 

(5) 

10 
(20) 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

(5) 

10 
-20 

o 
5 

(60) 

500 

165 
o 

o 
o 
o 

1,120 

775 
375 

460 
180 

(180) 

1,000 

335 

o 

o 
o 
o 

3,410 

2,385 
1,oso 

795 
275 

(295) 

1,500 

500 

o 

o 
o 
o 

4,580 
2,945 
1,125 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 



DETAILED OPTIONS 

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

(By fisc.al ~ar, in millions of dollars) /rom 
SVear lOYeaI adjusted Steady 

3/9/9414:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 ToW 2004 Total HHS State 

~.!!!l9~~~~~"<~1?~!r6!yjL,~JIIII~f~H]1{~IF.:~:~:"·":; 

• 	JOBS Prep; Case Management I'm Deferral! 0 15 50 
A Umilt4 c-M~ foi]Olls Prep 0 10 15 
B N. 0,•• Mo"'gtIII<nIfoi lOBS Prep 0 0 0 

• Additional JOBS Spendlng: Assumes.....",.,. 

In JOBS is In an ed.callon or !mining adivity 

or job _"'" 9 monthsout of the year. 
(.bout ~._ the level In • demo Inrended 


to .clUe.., maximum partidpadonl 1/ 0 260 820 


A Illdu1ical reestimate of HHS 00615 

(exdud.. EITC, h ....th <an> refonn and part time 0 3QO 1,070 1,120 I?"""''' 1,ll2O tk '_",) I.~.O
930 4.~;~:~ JHi:5~' 1,940 
work behavior changes) 

A 	 Up frrml JOBS _ /Of 3() days "'for. 

MIX "'...pI 0 150 855 990 1,()35 F~;liWid 925 U7jiS51l (755) 


B 	 Mm",,'ulie partldpo/Um Iet>ds i. 
JOBS, Assu....<V<TY"'" in lOBS is in an 

duCRlion.,. training 4dit>ity '" job 
_7ml1l'fihs QUI of flu! yttlF. 	 W2~Qftl0 200 620 69IJ 710 •. ;.22...... 560 fs;3:i'lidj (3J40) 1.000 

T.\, <-.L.~. 

6() 70 
3() 35 
0 0 

940 981) !III1:l;DOOl 730 !III1~;9"!oJ IA05 

1 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TEl 
HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives Delm 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) &om 
SYeN 10 Y.., adjusted Steady 

lUI 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 ToW 2004 Total HHS 
• wnRK Program 2/ 0 0 0 120 

A tecluUrnl reestimate of HHS rosts 
(excludes me, health care refunn and part time 
work behavior changes) 0 0 0 130 680 R8:!o~ 3,820 i!!j,~l 10,050 

Al 0Ip Oo<rhead af $3,500/icb/ytxmvs. $5,250) 
Tms is "I'J""'imafLly the sptnding um 
""Iwed for ccmmrmity smria I_k-for­
wtlfil7t) ",the lhan RH5', proposal fo' 
TDOrk-for-wages. Q Q 0 90 400 .49ilI~ 2,210 !i!g~lij IS)loo) s,ns 

A 2 

•limit time on WORK to 3 ~"'''. 
then 75% ofMDC ... FCDd Stamp< Q !! Q !iBJl Il~ U/iQ (1,780) 7.380 

eo.t ofCombine! OpIum AI and A2 0 0 0 90 400 400 (1. a~) 

B I 0Ip Oo<rhead of $3,500/io/I/ytxm.". $5,250) 0 0 0 90 400 1499j 2,210 (5)100) s,ns 
B 2 limit TUn. on Wotk /0 1,5 ""'" 

then 75% ofMDC ... FCDd 5tamp< Q l! Q !iBJl 

.," .366 • 

tH18iliii lJ?1l 

11112

1fS:I!iOWI (6j)S()) 4,970 

~4 
•B 3 115 WORK SlPls in Child Orrt./Monilming 0 0 0 100 510 

eo.t ofCambined OpIion Bl,llZ and !13 0 0 0 70 290 (280)r .320) 

C 0Ip ,'" Work Slot n.m~al.4m 0 0 O. 130 680 61(1 2,570 ,11;930 (2730) 4,120 
V ParI-tim. ""rkm not eligible for 

MDC after two yea.. 0 0 0 lIO 560 ~~t,_:67QH' 3,l70 112):mI.fI! (2,370) 

2 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

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

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

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State 

(;1';& .mlJilrdYiM',.,,~@, 

• 	 Savings in AFDC Benefits from Caseload Reduction 
(Savings in JOBS/wORK are incorporated above) 0 (10) (40) (90) (100) ';;1(2'10)1 (250)

'yoOe"""_',"','._',',',',"
A Not y" Es_ted 	 0 (10) (40) (90) (100) WCZ4IJJIi (250)

'lrz'.'0" -,--,-,}~ 


B Not y" Es_ted 0 (10) (40) (90) (100) 
 CZfO}J (250)lUg
&$%t~ 

• 	 Child Care lor JOBS/WORK Participants 0 240 680 750 870 1:1.5401 2,175 
A Subjed to Clumgt 0 240 680 750 870 ¥M~t 2,175 
B Subjed to Clumgt 0 160 430 450 540 i:i~j, l,n5 

• 	 Transitional Child Care 3/ 0 85 250 300 350 985 600 
A AJtmrative under mriew 0 85 250 300 350 F985 600 

B AJternatWt under Teview 0 85 250 300 350 600 


• 	 Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 30 90 105 110 : -335'''> 120 
A Cap CJ1SI! mIlnagemen.t admin costs at $50 m. 0 30 50 50 50 50r.,11B Dtftr 	 0 0 0 0 0 0 

• 	 Economic Development: Microenterprise loans 
and Individual Development Accounts 4/ 0 0 100 100 100 0: 0 
A Modest Economic Development 0 0 50 50 50 ' 150 0 
B Dtftr 	 0 0 0 0 0 0 0Ii 
Subtotal Transitional AssistanceJWORK 0 620 1,950 2,285 3,000 	 6,535 
A Subtotal 	 0 605 1,870 2,170 2,690 3,960iiIlllB Subtotal 	 0 435 1,260 1,420 1,790 2,345 

3 



DETAILED OPTIONS 

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

(By fiscal yearl in millions of dolJars) from 
5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady 

3/9/9414:44 1995 1996 1991 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State 

• Require Minor Moms to Live with Parents 0 (45) (SO) (50) (50) 

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

• Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 0 SO SO 50 SO 
A Nochangt 0 SO SO 50 SO 
B No change 0 50 SO SO SO 

• Two Parent Provision: Quarters of Work 
and. 100 hour rule 51 0 0 440 680 945 
A 
B 

Quart'" of Work Only 
Quarters of Work Only 

0 
0 

0 
0 

220 

220 
340 
340 

475 

475 

• No additional benefits for additional children 
(Family Cap at State Option) 91 (35) (100) (110) (140) (ISO) 
A Nodumgt (35) (100) (110) (140) (ISO) 

B Mandatory Family Cap (65) (150) (375) (605) (SOO) 

4 



DETAILED OPTIONS 

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

(By fucal year, in millions of dollars) from 
5 Year 10 Year adjusmJ. Steady 

S.... 
• Child Support Enforcement 6/ 

Paternity Establishment 5 20 (110) (165) (215) 
Enforcement(Net) (10) (20) (65) (80) (320) 

Computer Costs 15 40 2Q lli! 160 
Sub-total <:SE 10 40 (85) (85) (3751 

A Includes added cost of proposed match ratt 
Paternity Esttlblishment 5 20 (110) (165) (215) 
En[oramenffN,t) (10) (20) (65) (80) (320) 

Cumput.. Costs (514ft ....."mat,) :ill. Hi llQ ill. ll,2 
Sub-total CSE 45 85 (25) (30) (310) 

B Optic. A 45 85 (25) (30) (310) 

• Notl<UStodial Parent Provisions 0 30 BS 110 165 
A Modest Non-custodial Parent Provisions 0 15 45 55 8S 
B Defer 0 0 0 0 0 

• Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 20 25 30 30 30 
A Def" 0 0 0 0 0 
B Defer 0 0 0 0 0 

• Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 11/ 0 0 100 200 250 
A Umit and Cap CSA Demos 0 0 SO 50 SO 
B Def'" 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal Parental Responsibility (5) 0 460 795 865 
A Subtotal 10 5 180 275 150 

B Subtotal (20) (60) (180) (295) (635) 

5 



DETAILED 0l'I10NS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
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 Olild Care 10/ 
A Target Child Can Ilt Parents 26 and under 
B D<fu 

0 
0 
0 

500 
]65 

0 

1,000 
335 

0 

1,500 
500 

0 

2,000 
665 

0 

• Advance EITC 
A NoChangt 
B NoClumgt 

7/ 0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

Subtotal Making Work Pay 
A Subtottd 
B Subtotal 

o 
o 
o 

500 1,000 1,500 
165 335 500 
000 

2,000 
665 

o 

• Asset Rules, Filing Unit, 
Simplification of Earnings 
Disregards, Accounting and 
Reporting Rules 8/ 0 0 0 0 0 

Subtotal Reinventing Government 
A No Change 
B No Change 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

6 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible AlIem.ti""" Delta 

(By fiscal year, in millions of doUan;) from 
5 Year 10 V.., .dj..ted Steady 

3/9/9414:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 T_ HHS State 

HHSPMposal 15) 1,12!l 3,410 • .sao 5,865 N/A 

A Tol4l 10 775 2,385 2,W5 3.505 NIIi 

B Tot.1 (211) 375 1_ 1,125 1,155 NIIi 

JOIlS/WORK Systems Costs 5/ 100 300 300 400 300 
Inc/wits ""imal<s of Stm<lFtdmd ""'" to adapt computer and other .ad" th< ncwprogram. 

Clilld Care feeding Costs OOIlS/WORKITCQ 0 35 95 105 120 

1M CACFP ""'" ,"'OC'UN with _nIIed mild """ 

Clilld Care feeding Costs(WOrking Poor) 0 50 100 150 200 
1M CACFP _ """,",ltd wilh _aded child ",re 

WORK Program 0 0 0 10 60 
Rem... £JTC.nII HeoJlh Utr< Rtf""" BeJuroio",1 AssumpJimls from HHS', estmuJjes 

7 
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DETAILED OYfIONS 

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

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

3/9/941H4 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State 
140 ~~":~""' "",w_'<", ....'CiJOBS Prognom 0 40 110 130 

Rmlwe EITC and Hmlth Cart Refurm Bduruioral 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 
Otherlnteractions (on) Not Yet Estimated 

8 



DETAILED OITIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
HHS Estimate (Feb 24) and Two Possible Alternatives De-ttl 

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

3/9/9414:44 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total HHS State 

~~_Jj_IGiTI!;~?, •• •········ '/' :'~ N:f~:~~211~!l!F!l1~lf~rr~~_ji(1" .~~f$~4;~~i 
1 HHS dollar estimates were provided only through FY99. Subsequent estimates are based on HHS caseJoad tables. Two technical 


corrections Were made: 1) the Budget oo,seline is assumed. rather than the lower baseline HHS assumes; 2) the share of the cascload 

working is held at cu:rrent levels, rather than increasing 50 ~ as in HHS's estimates. HHS and Technical Reestimates: include 

JOBS/WORK savings due to <1wload reduction. Savings are for options considered independently. O:nnbined effed: have not been 

_ted JIl!I. Steady State estimate uses 2004 caseload with no effects of Err<: increases or health reform. Effects of applicant job 

.search extrapolated from Florida FlP one-year impacts. 


2 RepeatFootrot.1 

3 Working with HHS ttl understand Tee assumptions. 

-4 Economic development is a,3 year demonstration project. 

5 HHS has determined 5 yr. rost but str..",of outlays is not set. 10 yr estimate is placeholder. 

6 These numbers wen: m::ciwd verbally F€b. 28. 0u1d Support estimates are combined ~eral and State 


shares of costs and ooUections. Under current Jaw~ these provisions would have Federal rosts and savings 

1 HHS's cum:m.t proposal assmnes no scoreable costs fOT the Advanced EITe. A change in law in order to mandate the 


ad'lanced E1TC oou1d have signifiamt costs . 

8 HHSs curt'\!f\t proposal assu:mes that the Reinventing Government items win have no net costs. This may be 


difficult to accomplish given the magnitude of the savings and rusts within this category. 

9 COO estimates for a Family Cap are significantly lower than HHS. 


CIlO: Mandatory Family Cap (40) (100) (120) (160) (160) (580) 

10 Place hoidcr estimate - will be revised shortly. 

11 HHS CSA based on outdated CBO pricing. HHS will reestimate. 


9 
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TABLE 1 - PREUMINA.IW COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR A HYPOlHETlCAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By f1....1yN', In mlUlon. 01 doll.n) 
12.!'I'K:nlh WORK ~ rul-.! by ~entl..airlQ to 101' MtIqljQrl, iSOS WORK IItId ~ p-.108$) (WaItar.ond NoowtIl\It'1t~),- ,... ,... ,... T.... .x" •"'"'"' 
PMENTAL RE.,OHSIDrUTY .., ..,, .., .., .., {1Q5)~MOItMIT 

~~Gtants ''''.. ., ...'" .m 
.. .., "".. "".. 

Twrc>Par«rt 1'nMIklrl. 
• ...'" .., '" ... "'" ,,,., ,»» '""'"No~~ fO"Addi\tor'\rel ~ I"'l .., ,>00) ''''I '''~"'" """"'" 

ChId St.1pport -EnI~1Int , ,.Pa!emit.y ~~ (NtQ (110) (215) ,,.. ,"', ,"", 
..",..., ,..., ~10) "'" Erdac.m~ (N.", ".., ..., ,...,

"~ ,. ''''.. ,., '''"I ".... 
Ncn..o..~ PIII$'\I Pr~si_ , '''" .. ., ... '''' ". ... ,.,'" ... ...'" '"" -- ,. ,. ,. ". ,.Me... G-antI and P""'mQ (loomQrln'llJj_ "" 
ChId SlJppat~. ~$trB!k:nIo '", , " :1 '" ..'" ,., 

"" '" '" ., "" ,,. "'" '" SUBTOiAl, C$£ .. ... (41$)"" I ,." '''''I '''''l" 
TRAHSmOHAL Ae&I6TAHct: FOUOWED 6YWOfU( 

JOss._ , ., ,.. ,.. 
""""'"' '""'.,.,.,. • .,.'" "" ..." :1 ?:I ,.,'" rn>'" ,.. ..NkI.'tI..-.a< Chid e.r.fO" JOS8 ... H.....:I $1Wt 100 ... 

". 

"" ... 4,:UO• '"'" '"'" "" ,0 0 ',,,", i,81D 2,Oi() 2,3rorn> '0,1/'10 "..'" '" 
Mdj\lOlW ChId cat. lor WOf\K ""1tl HM.d Slart , .. ... ... ... ,...,'TO• ".., -- , 

"" 
Tl'~ Child car. ~lh 11.....:1 $\tIIf 0 ... "" ..,m".'" "'" "" "" "'" 
Er,hll"";'':/ T ..... eu. Malwg'fWMl'll .. 55 ,. 

" ., . :\ ...,• ""• '00 '" " " '00" 
~.CanlCIIld~"'" 0 14\0) "'" "'" """" "" (I,~ (1,­--- "'" "...,.,~InmChi<:lcat.aM~~ • ''''''• • ''''''~, """ """ 0"""~ '"''"" "" 
AO? F~ MI.1 $l/Ite S.,...."II .. ,ro ,oo ., ..... 
~Mmirii~ Effu;i_V " '" "" ,<OJ ,OO, • {55}oro, "" '''l.,• '''l ''''' SUBTOTAl.., JOSSIWOfIK ..."'" 1,"""" O',Q1O ',,," s,.... 3,Cl1S ',W .""I """,,,.'" '''' 
MAKINQ WORK PAY 


WtrlJrlg !"orA Chad car. (Caw"'"' lSI :13» 
 ',,",,• '"', '.... ','" 2,~1,o,d\'&l'1c. ElTe "" '''''' • ''''''• • • • • • • • ""'"•"""LJ ..,.IlRAHO TOTAL .. ..... 5,:315 f3,2d 0,313 ..n"" '''''' .". ."" ...,""
N;:M; P4N1n1h_ dw!<;u -Wli\ilI, 11~H.""" ....·~3 
SOOIOII; KHStMPE Rd1 ~~~ tvlwi O.w'l1il'w..s with I'Id 'IIIdhir\ KHS IItId 0Me t>\It N.'M I'\oCIt b-. 

~Y~OyCMa n..~ dCA<1~.~t>WXlO'm1"'ds.bQI;ot'h4~~~ 

.EE APPEH-DIX FOR &NClNOTEfI TO TABLE 
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March 9, 1994 

Note 	to Wendell 

From: Steve Bartolomei-Hill 

Subject: Filing Unit Savings Options 

Listed below are the filing unit options that save money that we 
are simulatinq with TRIM2. 

o 	 Remove the provision that prevents SSI recipients from being 
in the AFOC unit; 

o 	 Reduce the maximum payment by 1/3 when a unit moets at least 
one of the followinq conditions: 

The unit receives a housing subsidy; 
The unit is a child 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 equal to the 
increment of the payment standard for a unit of ono adult to 
a unit of one adult and one child (or, one adult and x 
children if there is more than one child in the unit). 

o 	 Make the AFDC unit equal to the food stamp unit. 

o 	 Apply an additional eligibility test: When the pre-AFDC
income of the food stamp unit is equal to Qr 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 option 
would affect only those AFDC units that do not currently 
receive food stamps. 

Simulation results will not he available for most of these 
options prior to your meeting this afternoon. However. using 
available information I have done some back of the envelope 
estimates. I will pass alon9 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 offset would be in the ballpark for most of 
the estimates), and increases in housing assistance. Further, 
under current match rate policy, about half of the AFOC savings 
would be accrued 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. 



.; 


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

About 15 percent of units are child-only units. In 1992, it 
appears these units received about $1.8 billion in benefits. 
One-third of this amount would be $600 million. 

Notes: In some cases, child only units result from a parent 
receiving SSI. If we include SSI recipients in the unit, 
the savinqs from this option will be reduced. 

2. 	 Reducin9 the maximum payment by 1/3 for units that receive 
housing assistance: 

In 1991, 9.5\ of units reported living in public housing; 
another 13.4% reported receiving another rent subsidy. 

Assumin9 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 $900 million. 

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

3. 	 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, 1/3 of their benefits would 
total $800 million. 

Notes: From QC data, it appears that grandparents are 
present more frequently than in TRIM2. 

Also, the cumulative impact of the tbree 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. 

4. 	 Make the AFOC unit equal to the Food Stamp unit (simulation 
V2) . 

You received the simulation results for this. This 
simulation was done in combination with a change in the 
asset limit and the two-parent family provisions. TRIM2' 
estimated that this combination would save 3.3 percent of 
baseline costs (roughly $670 million in 1991). 

If we subtract out the asset increase and two-parent family 
provisions, it would appear from TRIM2 that this option 



would save about 9 percent of baseline costs ($1.8 billion). 
I believe, however, that this estimate is too high. 

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

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

Notes: This doesn1t mean we would get $1.6 billion in 
savinqs. There may be a reason other than the presence of 
the additional person that the unit does not receive food 
stamps. Also, if this peraonts presence means the loss of 
AFDC 	 for the unit, there may be some behavioral affects 
(i.e. the person or the AFDC unit may move out). 

6. 	 I did not do any back-of-the-envelope estimates for 
ineluding 55I recipients or changing the payment standard 
for children. 



.­

• 



DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
Thn!e Possible Options Delta 

(By fisod year1 in millions of dollars) from Annual 
5 Year 10~tar adlasted Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total A State 

ifiiANSffi'ONAiiAsSISTANililrou:OWEOUWwokK1BS1'miL#~-"""""_,,,,,,,",", ,- _ ,', "w__""",_"_#/":j:'''''''''''/-YN,,,,,.¥J: 

A JOBS Prep: Case Management for Deferrals 
/I Limited Case Management fo' lOllS Pnp 
C No Case Managrntent for JOBS Pnp 

A 	 Additional JOBS Spending: Assumes neryone 
in JOBS is in an education or training activity 
or job seardt I) months out of the year. 
(about SO% abo~ the level in a demo intended 
to adtitft maximum participation) 
Using: Budget Baseline 

B MOTe rta1istic paTticipatir:ntll!ct1s in 
JOBS; Assumes ~ in 10BS is in an 

tducatWn or training activity or j()fj
c"""ch 7 months out of the year.-l iliil~·2iio.%6io 


C ~PfrontJOBS""chforJll~IlJIS~_ 
~ benefit 121 	 ¥.Q 

• 	 More realistic ~tion levels in 

lOBS: AssUme$' everyone in JOBS is in an 

education or lraim'nE «1ivityor job
_ch 7 months oul of the year. 


C5UBTaTAL 

" ,.,' 

0 25 
0 15 
0 0 

80 
40 
0 

95 100 

M Y,;;4/?J~tt,_.d>M•.•~,.,~ -_,"_ 

....-I 
S_\~'S 

50 
0 

50 
0 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

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

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

A 	 WORK Program 

Using Budget Baseline 

B • 	 OlpOverlu:tul.al$4/JOOljob/yczr(vs.$S;250) 
Cnp WOIK slots at .5m 

B5UBTOTAL r.:fo <l.-,~ .... , ,lob) 

C • 	 OlpOverlu:tul.al $J.500/job/yczr(vs. $5;250) 
• 	 Limit Timecn WORK to 1.5 years 


Inrn 75% of AFDC + food 51<!mps 

• 1/5 YlORK Slots in Child Care/Monitoring 

CSUBTOTAL 

OTHER WORK OPTIONS 

D 	 Cap the Work Slot number at A.m and 0 0 0 95 m"6,836d (7,830)
~"", - _________·00·0-·0 

WORK uverlu:tul..1 $3.500 p<r ,101 
E Cop the Work stat number al .5m and 0 0 0 95 1 ;8;iJ2o'~1 (6,640) 

WORK overhead at $3.500 p<r sIal 
F Cap the Work Slot number at .5m and 0 0 0 lOS ni'~~li~ (Sr490) 

WORK _head.t $4.000 per sIal 
G Cap the Work Slot numwat .7rn and 0 0 0 lOS !ilii~~ (3,840) 

WORK _"",<1 at $4.000 per ,I.t 
H Pari-lime u.vrkeYli not eligible fen' 

AFDC after two years 0 0 0 110 H12,.29ll (2,370) 

445 fi.'r5.4<l.l 1,120 

445 I!tifs:rolil 1,470 

510 !JII!!~isi 1,720 

510 .6m~ 2,520 

560 N'~' 67tf;':i 3,170 

WORKING DRAfT 3{l5194j~9 PM 2 
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DEiAJLED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL/STA TEl 
lbree Possible Options DtH.. 

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 	 from Annual 
5 Ye.u 10 Year adjusted' Sready 

1995 1996 1991 1998 

A 	 AIDe S"vmp from Behavior Effects 
(JOBSIWORK savings incorporated abov>t!) 0 (10) (40) (90) (100) 

B 	 Q (10! (40) (90) (IDO) oNet Y" ""''''Ulted 
C Net Y" Estimated Q (10) (40) (90) (JDO) 	 o 

A Child ear. tor JOBSIWORK Participants o ISO 555 765 965 

B Less Child Care Neded o 70 3()5 465 535 (2.900) 


C Less Clrild Care Neded o 70 305 465 535 (2.900) 


A Transitional Child C.a.te' 	 0 25 165 250 335 640Iii!B AllerMtive under rerriew 	 0 25 165 250 335 640'I 	 ~ J~;'.
C Atte:rnative under rtvitw 	 0 25 165 250 335 ~ 640 

A Enhanced Teen Case Managemmt 	 0 20 55 65 65 -
B Cap (4$C matUlgement admin costs at $50 m. 0 30 50 50 50 50 430 
C Def'" 0 0 0 0 0 0, 0 (595)E 
A Economic Development: Mic::roenterprlsE: loans 

and Individual Development Acrounts 0 0 100 100 100 
11 OplwnA 0 0 100 100 100 
C Modest Ecorwmic Development 0 0 50 50 50 l{lI,j!;iiIli 0 (150)lIlIlIIfisllllll 


WORKING DRAIT 3/lS/943:49PM 3 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES fFEDERAUSTA TE) 
Three Possible Options Delta 

(8y fiscal year. in milHons of dollars) from Annual 
5 Year 10 Year adjwted Steady 

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total A ! Sta~ 

m:k$ ,- '0 1 :t{':.'ff1j• ''''11!! .'If' • 
A JOBSIWORK Systems Costs 

Fedrmlllnd State SO 80 130 250 320 45 
8 Option A 100 300 300 400 300 100 
C OptionA 100 300 300 400 300 100 

A Subtotal 50 590 1$915 2.635 3,585 7,400 
8 Subtotal 100 630 1,540 2.020 2,590 4,150 
C Subtottll 100 585 1,400 1,835 2,220 1,960 

A kequirt Minor Moms to Live with Parents o (45) (SO) (SO) (50) 

B No change o (45) (SO) (SO) (SO) a 
C Noclumge o (45) (SO) (5Q) (SO) o 

WORKING DRAFT 3/15/943,49 PM 4 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
Three Possible Options Della 

(By fiscal year, in miUions of dollars) from -Annual 
5 Year 10Yrar adJusted.Steady 

. State 
A Comprehensive Demonstration Grants 0 SO 50 50 SO 60~ ~ ': ~:'~~~ --. 
B Capal $5()m 0 5() 50 5() 50 5() (25)t,., .-:~'~~'~~;~~ 
C Capat$50m 0 50 50 50 50 

A Two Parent Provision: Quarters of Work 
and 100 Hour Rule 0 0 440 680 945 

B Indudtdin "ReinventinxGwemnltnt H 
, 0 0 0 0 0 

C Jndudedin "ReinvenfingGovernmenl" Q 0 0 0 0 

A No additional benf'fits for additional children 
(Family Cap al Stare Option) (20) (SO) (125) (200) (265) 

8 No cJuznge (20) (SO) (125) (200) I~ (320) ~): 0(265)
C Mandatory Family Cap (65) (15()) (375) 16OS) (800) (1)995) IBOO) ,!(5J"-lsill (3,845) 

A ond Support Enfor<'f'ntent 10 40 (85) (85) (315) 


B Same as A, but higher computer costs 45 85 (25) (30) (310) -r0{235'jt (I;lOS) I\; (4,4S5il< 55()

0:. "",.;",--t

C OPTION B 45 85 (25) (30) (310) 

A Non-custodial Parent Provisions 0 25 80 120 185 

11 Modest Nan-custodiaf Parent Pruuisions 0 10 6(J 90 140 280 l'ilW!'1l (500) 

C III irllill'i)![1 (2j)20)Defer 0 0 0 0 0 0 , .. _"' k",,-k.{. 

A Acass Grants and Parf;!nnng Demonstrations 20 25 30 3D 30 

B Defer 0 0 0 0 0 r 0 0 III (l85) , 


K·-· 

C Defer 0 0 a 0 0 [,Q , 0 (285) 

WORKING DRAFT 3{l5j94 3049 PM 5 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 

A Child Support Assurance: Demonstrations 
B Umil and CAp CSA Ll<mc$ 

C Defer 

A Subtotal Parental Responsibility 
B Subtotal 
C Subtottd 

iMAKiNG'WORK~PAY"""''''''....,.,-..>~'''''-''''-" 

A Working Poor Child Care 
B Target Child ea", 
C Defer 

A Adv;mce ElTC 
B No Chnnge 
C N.CIumg< 

A Subtotal M.aking Work Pay 
B Subtotal 
C Subtotal 

(lJSO) 

(1,500) 

(S,580), 
, (14,1)95) 

Th""" Possible Options Delta 
(By fiscal year, in millions of doll;ll's) from. Annual 

5 Year 10 Year adjusted Steady 
1996 'Total 2004 

o o 100 200 25Q o 
o o 50 SO SO o 
o o 0 o 0 o 

(lSO) 

25 60 (40) (90) (385) 

10 45 «0 745 '11ll 
(1,255) 

aO) (60) (400) (635) (1,110) (2,D15) . 

'l'T' 

o 500 1,000 1,500 2,000 

o o sao 900 900 (8,970) 

o o 0 o o . (16.270) 

0 0 0 0 0 
- -'-I 

0 0 0 0 0 '0 0 0~i'>\11°"0 0 0 0 0 0 0 'Ii0, 0 

0 500 1,DOO 1,500 2,DOO 2,455 

0 0 500 9IJO 900 
 1,1JOO 1;.'101))11 18,970) 
0 0 0 0 0 0 " l!lg~!! (16.270) 

WORKING DRAFT 3{J51943,49 PM 6 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTA TE) 
Three l'ossible Options 

(By fisc.-l )'tall in mimons of dollars) 

1995 1996 1991 1998 1999 
5 Year 
Total 2004 

10 Year 
Total 

Delta 
trom Annual 

adjusted Steady 
A State 

A 

B 
C 

Asset Rules, Filing Unit. Simplification of 
Earnings O;$reg.mis, A(counting. Reporting 
Rules 
Jnclud~ T\OO' Paren1 Prm;isi.o1l$ 
Option B 

B 

C 

Subtotal Reinventing Government 
No Ch4nge 
No Change 

A TOTAL 

B Total 

C T(1tal 

0 
0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

60 

125 

80 

0 
0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

1,135 

690 

525 

0 

0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

3,415 

2,000 

1,000 

0 
0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

4,880 

2,830 

1,200 

0 
0 
0 

o 
o 
o 

6,355 

3,105 

1,110 

Q 
o 

N/A 


NIA 


NIA 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 
, 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAUSTATE) 
Three Fossible Options 

(By fiscal year. in mUllens of dollars) 

S Year 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 Tolal 2llO4 

10 Year 
Total 

Delta 

from Annual 
adjusml Steady 

A Sial< 

A 
B 
C 

Child au. Feeding Co... (]OBSlWOJU<.trCO 
Based on Option B Child Ca", 
Based on Option C Child Om 

o 
o 
Q 

:ro 
10 
10 

7Q 
45 
45 

100 
70 
70 

130 
95 
9S 

A 
8 
C 

Cltild. Care Feeding CO$ts(Working Poor) 
Ba:mJ on Option BChild (Are 
BaSed on Option C Child Care 

o 
o 
o 

50 
o 
o 

100 

50 

o 

150 
90 
o 

200 
90 
o 

A 
B 
C 

Subtotal 
Subtotal 
Subtotal 

o 
Q 

o 

70 
10 
10 

170 

95 
4,5 

250 
160 
70 

330 
185 
95 

Sanctions 
Federl3J Match Rate effect on State behavior 
Food Stamps Inreraclions 
Medicaid Interactions 
EITe Interactions 
Other Interactions 

Not Yet Estimatoo 
Not Yet Estimak-o 
Not Yet Estimated 
Not Yet Estimated 
Not Yet Estimated 
Not Yet Estimated 

WORKING DRAfT 3{l5/943.-49PM 8 
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DETAILED OPTIONS 

PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM COST ESTIMATES IFEOERAUSTA TEl 
Three Possible Options Delta ' 

(By fiscal year" in millions of dollars} from Annual 
5 Year 10 'Year adjusted Steady 

19% 19% 1m 1998 1999 Total 2004 Total A - State 

j§E~~~f~~li3t_q~,'~>m_~~nt;~~:[n:nJ ·,:,:i:~Aibh,,:'";:~'"/·· 
HHSdoliar estimates were provided only through FY99. Subsequent estimates are based on HHS caseload tables. Two technical 
corrections were made; 1) the Budget baseline is assumed, rather than the lower baseline HHS assumes; 2) the share of the caseload 
working is held at currmt 1eveJs, rather than increasing 50 prerrent, as in HHS's estimates. HHS and Technical Reestimates include 
JOBS/WORK savings due to case100d reduction. Savings are for options ronsidered indepcndentJy. Combined effect have not been 
estimated yet. Steady State estimate uses 2004 cascJoad with no effects of EITC i~ or health reform. Effects of applicant job 
search extrapolated fmm Aorida FJP ooe-year impact$. 
Working with HHS to understand TCC assumptions. 
Economic development is a 3 yNr demonstration project. 
HHS has dctennined 5 yr. cost, but stream of outli,ys i$ not set. 10yr estimate is placeholder. 
'These numbers were rcccivoo verbally Feb.28. Child Support estimates are rombint.."Cl Federal and State 
sharf'S of costs and col1E'ctiOl\$. Under current law, these provisions would have Federal costs and savings 
HHS's current proposal assumes no $Corcable costs for the Advanced EITC. A change in law in order to mandate the 
advanced ElTC CQUJd have significant costs 
In IS's (urrent proposal assumes that the Reinventing GoVertlmt."nt items will have no flL-t costs. This may be 
difficult to accompnsh given the magnitude of the savings and costs within thi... category. 
CBO estimates for a Fami!y Cap are significantly lower than HI IS. 
COO: Mandatory Family Cap (40) (100) (120) (16() (l6() (5&» 

Place holder estimate - will 00 r('vised shorlly. 
HHSCSA based on outdated COO pricing. HHS will rrestimall.". 

12 	The net effect of Job Search, cxduding behavioral effects is roughly zero. It is unclear whether or not the 

b<.>havioral effect would be scoreable. Savings from behavior are as fonows: 


(230) (235) (240) (240) (245) (1,1901 

WORKING DRAIT 3flS1943;49PM 9 
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Reinventing Government Assistance 

... 	 Coordination, simplification and improved 
incentives in income support programs 

" Allow families to own a reliable automobUe 
" Allow States to reward w.:>rk 
" Allow families to aeeumubte savings 

A performance-based system 

... 	 Accountability, efficiency, 
and reducing fraud 

" A nationwide public assistance clearinghouse 
" State tracking systems wticli foBow people In the JOBS and 

WORK programs 
" EBT expansion 

April 8. 1994 P.5 
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3Il~, ~~ TABLE 1 - PREUMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAl.. AND STATE) 
FOR A HYPOTHETICAl.. WELPARE REFORM PROPOSAl.. 

(By lI.c.1 y_r,ln million. of doll.r.) 
(24 mQ"l!h WORK program IcllC>f'IWd by a....am.,' leading 10 10% MncUQ"I, 50% WORK and «l% pr.JOBS) 

CW.rw. and Ngnw-'Iarto Impllcts). OPTION A 

,,_ lOY..,.,-, ,." ".•".. ".. '''' "'" ... 
PARENTAL RESPOHIl181UTY '"' "" "" "'" ,,,,Mingr MoCtMn , ,"', ,<0, ,<0,'''l '''l "', '''l '''l ''''l
Compr'Ih..mv. o.ncn.ntIQ"I Cbnb , <0 "'" ..,'" II,Cl70T~PIItWIt PrcMIIonIo , , .., " " " ..." " " " ',,,"" '"""e, ,,,,, "" '",,,, ,,,,, '" (2,150)No Addlllonal a...ftt. k'r Addl1knal O'IIdrwI ,"', '" '''l ''''l ''"'l ''''l ,,"', "'~ "'" 
O'IId ~port Enforcm-.t ,.., (I,ll7$)Pmmtty E~ (NIIQ , (110) ,,,., (215) ''''l ,"" (1110) (I,OIS)Enlorc.,,_ (NIII) (10) ,»)" ,"', (4,~'''''l '''''' """ "'" 

CcnIput_ Com ',,,",'''' "", 
 '''''' "'" "'" , '" Non-CustodIaI ParWlt PrVYIalQ"II " " '" ...'" '" '" '" '"" '" 
 ,­
Ace... Cbnb and ParwtIIng O«no-lIValiQ"ll " '" '" '" '" '" '"' "" '" , '" ,.."ChIld Support Anunlnc. o.nanllnl.!Ia"Il ", ", ,., " " " '" " " " " " '" '" '"'""" 
 '" '" (I,88$),.",SUBTOTAl.., CSE '''l ,"" ""l".'"" " "" " '"'" 

TRAH.mONAL ........TANCE FOlLOWED BY WORK 
 , ,., ',,,",JO........ 
 '" '''' '" ."
... '" noAddiUond JOBS Sp.ndng , " " " ~ ',no',="" = '""" "" 5,3102,125AddiUond ChIld ear. lor JOBS , "" '" e" ."'" '" '" '" '" '"'" , , , 10,Q20 

Addltlond ChIld ear. lor WORK , , , '" "" ',,", 1,1110 2,010 2,370 ',,",,noWO",,'-"" 
4,520',,",'" '" '" ,~, '" (100) (120)'" (ITO)Saving. from ChIld ear. and QIh_ Expanalon , , , '" '",,,, ,"',," 
 '''' """ , no ~TranalUonaI Chnd ear. 'frith Head Start ','"'" '" "" '" '" '"" '" , ..EnhancllCl T.., eu. Manag"'WIt ,., " " ,.," ,.," " ,Ecanc:mlc O.v.opm_ , ", ,.," ,., ,., " '"'" , """" (1,350)(I,Cll0) '" (1,()gOj (1,220) (1,Il00)SlIvlngl. ca..Clad RllClucUQ"I (410),"', ,"", ""', ""', ,,,,ADP FllCln and Slall Syat."lfAdmln Emd.,cy <0 e""'" '''l '''l'" '"'"" " '" '" e,,," 211,175SUBTOTAl.., JOBSM'QRK "", ',,", ',,", 4,415 4,410','"'" ','"" "" 


MAKING WORK PAY· ,,,.,, ,,.,, "", 2,1113 111,2!IeWorking pogo ChId ear. (CappllCl at S2b) ',oro ,oro ',oro '''' ','-", , , , , ,,AdvancI ElTC , '", , , , 
11,120 e,"" e,"" 11,111313.220 "',,,"GRAND TOTAL· OPTION A 4,270 ',,", ', ­

11,155 5,leo 5,328 ',,",GRAND TOTAL· OPTION B (UP pro....1IIon 00.0) .,'" '" ... "'"" ',"" <,,", '.... ','" ", ­
GRAND TOTAL· OPTION C (UP pro'l'l"n co. 0, '" 

Working POOl Chld ear. at SIb in CI9, 

o-nonllnl.1!cmI cui by ~). I,S2O <,,", 4,HI4 4,011 <,"" .,429 ",,," 
GRAND TOTAL· OPTION D (UP provIlIIon com 0, " '" "no ','" 

Working Poor O"IId ear. :)~' 

e,"" 

5,713 2,1115 ',oro ,,"" 3.190 21.0011c.non1tl"ll1lcn1 cut by SO% . '''''" '" "" '''' ""Note: PlIIY1l1"1ot11M d.-wt. laving'. 

Source: HHSfASPE sIaIIldmat... ThaI ..tim&t_ haVI b.., shared M!h stzI1I wfth1n HHS and OMB but haw. not b.., 
dficlally rwI...-IICI by OMa. Thl pclld.. do nat rIp....,t" con...,ous n,eamm.,daUQ"I of !hI WorIdng Group~. 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TABLE 

http:Compr'Ih..mv


;,\\~) \.. ,y; 1MTABLE 1 _ PREUMINARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 

FOR A HYPOTHETICAL WElFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 


(By fI.eal y ..r,1n mllllona of doll.,..) 
(24 month WORK ptOgl'lllTlldlClW'ed by unum....t leading 10 10% .anctIcn, 50% 'NORK and CO% ~es) _ 

(Wtoifar. and Na'1ftWIw.Impac:ta). OPTION" 

,Minco' Uolh.... (1115) "'" (M' '''l, ''''l 
3()~....,aive 0emcn1Jtratl0"l Grantl , , ''''' ''''' ..'''' "'" '"Two-f'arn ProYiticnt " " " " " " '."" '"~,.No Additional Benefitlla Add'~ona/ ChildrwI "" "" '" '" ""(125) """ ,-,''''l ''''l ''''l """"'" '''"' ''''' 

ChIld SUppat Enlc:rcm.... t , ,m,Patlmity EstabliVom.m (NtI) (110) (215) (2~)""l ''''l
Enlor<;:." .... 1 (NtI) I'm '" (320) ~IO) ''''' -,OM, 
Computer eo.tI ''''''''''' ''''' '" No;n.CustodisI PalwIt Pn;llll1Iionfi " , ''''' " '''' '" "'" " '" 
 '" '" '" '" '" '" 3() 3() 3() 3()AccMS GrMtI and PalwIIing OtmalS1tatlO"lI , " , 3() " 3() '"3() '" 
 "" '" '" 
Child Support Aaauranc:. o..non.tnItiO"lI '" " '" "" "" , "" "" "'""'" "" "" .,SUSTOTAl.., CSE ("20) (SIS) (810)""" '" "'""" 


TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOllOWED BY WORK 

JOBS·Prep ..'" , '''' '" ..,'" .., '" '"Addi~c;nal JOBS Sp.,ding 

, 
" 

., 
"'" 3,100 0.,,"'" , '" ,.'"" ,.'"''" 

Addi~c;nal Child Carela JOSS '" '" "" .""",."" '."'"'''' 0" "" no '" "" '""" 
WORK Program , , , ,., ,." 2,1110'" '.- '.""Add,~c;nal Child c..1g WORK , , , .,'" "" '.""'", , ,Savingllrcm ChId ear. and 0111. Expansion '","', "" "'" "" ".., 

"".. 

'''S) '''''l". 
 ''''''''''' ..,,Tranlltlonal Child car. '"" '" '" '" "" ""'" "" ,Enhanced Te«I CU. Mantlg."....t '" Eccnomic OeviOlopm.,t '" " " " " " " '" '" Savings· CUeload Reduc~on 

, , 
"'" "'" (tllO)"'" "'" '" '" (1,100) {I ,tOO)"'"(520) '''''l''''''AOP FedWlll eod Sial. $yst."t/Admin EffiO;';.... cy 

, , ''''' '''''' ''''l'" '" "'" '" " '" '" SUBTOTAl. Joes,woRK 2,370 '.,,", .,010 '.- '.-'''' 3,8208,165 27,720,.'"''" '" '."" 
MAXINGWORKPAY , ,.~WorIdng Poa Child Care (capped at $2b) ,."'" ,.""" ,."'" 1I!J,2M,."'", ,.""', , , , , '.'"", "", '."", , , ,AdVarlc. ElTC "'" 
AuorIs, Coad!n8oO"l, di ,."'" ,.""'"""GRAND TOTAL· OPTION A 

u'" ,.'"" "" .,815"'" "'" 3,325 "" lI,ltO 15,250 ,."""" 0.='" 5,80017 "" 5,873"" 11,215 "" '".'"',., .2,4.51'" ,."" 3,100 .,11lO 1.,150 8,150 !!i,710'."" '."" '."" "" ...,.2,531 11,357 0.,," 4,131 11,027 4,027 3I!J,813'" '" '."" '.""' 
".,'" '"NOlI: P.....,lIleses dllOOIe llI.v1ngs. 

$"'-"""« HHS/ASPE ftsl'I' ..1Ima1... These 8St1m11.1.. haw b..-. shared wIItI.tat! wllhin HHS and OM8 but he.... not b.., 

otficially""';ewed by oua. The palio;,;.. de no! ...."...,Ie~. ~.,daIion allIla Waking Gro.Jp~. 

SEE APPENDIX FOR ENDNOTES TO TA8LE 
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TA.BU! 2 - PREUMINARY COaT E$T1NATEa (FEDERAL AND GTATE) 
FOR A HYPOnlETlCAL WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(B1ft.c.1 y_.1n millions (If doll....) 
(24 .,untll WORK proSIf.m follow" by A....tmtnl.) 

{W_lf.relmptical • OPTION A 

~~(N.t) 

EnforesMht (tuij 

~umdlal Parent~ 

~... GfAntl And PIWnfing o.monatnltkln& -""'"Child $uppcrt ___~ 

- DaIrIonW..tlon Gf.m. 

SUpport Enkln:1Mnt 

SUBTOTAl., CSE 

'tRANSI'nONAL AS8tSTAHCE FOU..OW£D BY WORK 

JOBS-Prep 


AdditlorW JOBS :sp.ndlog 

Addi1JonaJ ChId ear. for .I08S 


WORK Program 
AdditIOnal ChIkt ear. fQr WORK 
$$Irtge froM Child Cal, and 01hw ~iQn 

TrNUltlonai Cnud Care 

Enhanced T~ CUll MatIIlOMlwrt 
~+- E~1c Or./elopm.m: 

Savlog.· ea..oad Rltductton 
ADP F.c:I«al and Stat. Syst.me,lAdmln EfflcMInoy 

SUBTOr~J08S~ORK 

MAKING WORK PAY 

Working Poor ChIld ear. (C~ fit $2b) 

Erre 
, COordination, StII.t. FladblUty 

on rn.t-oara. 

~~~~f:E~~ (UP provI:&iorI oo*u 0)­I~ TOTAl, onlON C tUP ~ aceta U, 
Wori!log Poor CbIId c-. at $1b In 1il», 

O!!ImQO!ltmlons cut by 2'% ~ to Option Al. 
provIalon GOtU 0, 

• 
(45)• ., 


,.~ (SOj 

, .. 

,,0) ..(2') 

"•
2<l " 
.. " 


711 

•
0 " ''''..• 

, .. 

, ,. 


POl,. •• ,. • 
,. ,eo 

•• 
,eo
• 

• 

(50) (!SO) ,. .,,., ". 
 1>­
(le) (200) 

(110) 	 (1~1 


l'O)
''').," ,,.10• 10. ... 
_"...\~cr1o... ,..3. .. 30... '00 ... "0''''' ...140 210 ,os 

.. ,GO ... 
1,010 1,130 3,160... ". ... ,.. .... 2,205 

.. .,.
• .. '80
• "'. ". 

('0) (OO)• 
,., .20 720'" .. ,.. 


,oe ,oe'00 
70 ... 

i>00j "$Oj (1.0Q0)., ,.. m ..., 
,.... 2.270 ,....3,4""5 

,.... ,.... 2.... ..... 
e..II, "\ i\" 

" ... 2,28' 3,310 .,!!ISO 10,91:1: 

Nota: 

Somu; HHSlASPe.tAft~. n... Mtim4t.. ha".. b..n ttwed with .11111 wlthlll HHS *r.d OMS but nail. not be6n 

offieldy f.v'-ed by OMS. Tt!e, pollo_ do not ~ a 000UI'W1.IIi NCommWldation of tn. WorIdng Group eo-cha.lr•. 

http:eo-cha.lr
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TABLE J - PRELIMINARY SlJMMAkY COST F.sTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATh,) 
FOR ELEMF.",'TS OF A WRLFAkF. REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fi.«'JlI yt'llr, in 111iJUMtS (If dollars) 

5 Year 16 Year 
5 Year f.'ooenl 10 Year Froenl 

Tobol atOO% Tutal . .'60% ,• '" , , " , 
Mil\,lr Molners (85)! (30): (210) {as) 
r;o Additional Bencfll$ (Of AdditloM! Chlldren (810)(660): (22Jl) (2,150),Chlld Support Enfor(:<;mcn! 

Plltcml-ly Establishment {Net} (535}: (90j' (2.080) (400) 
(4<)5) (I60) (4,700)Enfoccllmcnt (Net) (1,555) 

Co~twcr CON 4Ii5 370, 1,085 870 
S UrOTAl., PARI<;!'I!"TAL RF..SPONSllUUTY (1,980){I ,22m (130)' (',055) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOI.LOWED BY WORK 

305 245 1.255 1,005 
AdditioM lOllS Spemling 
JOBS.~ 

2,670 2,135 1,220 5,775 
AddittolUil Child CaN (er JOBS 1,880 1,s05 4,995 3,995 

8,710 
AdJitior.a1 JIJld Care (or WORK 

790 630 to,8-90WORK Pro~rnm 
3,900 

S:tvin~ fwm Child Care 1100 Other" Expansk'll1 
365 290 4.985 
(90), (SO) (l,375) (755} 

, . 
Traositiorut! Child Cure 560 : 450 205SO 2,OM 
Enhanced Tccn Casc Management .415 
Savinj!s • Cascload Rt:tluc\;(ln 

210 170 m 
(520} (2&5) (S,{}90} (2)WO) 

ADP F~eralllnd Sl.Iltc SltSICm.s/Admin Efflcico.:-y ... "0 825 715 
(j,SS{) : 5,670 26,8.0.SlJIITOTAL,.fO'StWORK 2.1,4.15 

SUBTOTAl" Jons/WORK ANn PARENTAL RE."" 5.630 S,540 18.U5 21,255 

WORKINt{I'tlOR elm.I) CARP. (Capprolll $2b 
in oct f~lldifiJt), 5,000 4,000 16.210 '13,615 

REMOV ~ TWO PAREf'.iT M') RESTRICTIONS , ,505 .:;\,1005.6151l'0 

Comprciu:rulin:. Dcm('fn~mt;"n (front! WO 100 350 350 
Non-CuslOdfa! Pllrcn: JOBSlWORK 315 300 1,940 : 1,5$0 

Acc.'-'" Gm!1h nnd PlIf>.:nlillj! DCll:l(>nNlmtwmi 135 110 2&5 : 230 

Child SUPlmct A~$utilrt¢¢ Demo(lltmtldtl.& 550 440 1,500 1,200 
IDA and Microenlcrpn>e Denmnstl1ltloll$ "" 300 240 100 560 

SUtrl'O'I'AL UI~MONSTRA'fto~S 1,560 1,290 4,775 3,!t90 

tMI'ROVING GOVERNMENT ASS"ISl'ANCE (IGAI 
" 

State F!exibility Ull Earned lnoome " 
and chihl Surcport Disregar(b 710 2,225 : 850 

G<:r.entl:y CJ;JI1 Om! A~~ctB to Food Stamps 
385 

655 : 240265 100 
Incr.;asc TcrrihH"ie~' Cap» 535 ' 535 
"Ali Others 

185 185 
275 605 : 680'10 

SUIITOTAL rGA 1,435 !ISO 4,021} : 2,305 

(;RAN!) TOTAL 15,130 12,640 49,50-5 : 4.1,565 
OPTION I - N(~ Child Cllrt .. 2 1~III't'nt, i)t"lIHlli or lCA 5,$40 IS,82$: i 2(.255 
OPTION 2 • Nt! 2 l'an'lII, 50% Child Cart", 50% IlI'mo5 

uttd 50% rcA 

$.630 

:\0,)160 

OJ'llON 3 • ~j!% Chllcl Cllre, .50% lll'IlUlS, and Si}% IGA" 
9,628 8:,675 31,358 

H.U3 9,5iJ$ 36,973 ::U,%O 
OPTlON 4 • ~{l%' J)/tmm and S{)-% !GA· 45,108 40.468 
OJ'llON 5 • TOTAL l'LAN , 15.IJO I 11,640 

13.633 i 11,565 
49,505 43.565 

",Co •• rc.n J~S""~ t:l'" C$&VU)
r-:,::~ 2.: I:iv~ Y:':""lf an'! Ten Year ~"'!¢ml cMimnlC!! rcpn:ilcnt 80% of nil cXjl<!lxlilUfCS exccpt r()r 

;hc fl,l!(IWing: rocIl0fils ate at Cllfrotlt maW!! roles; dlilJ '~:!Pp<lrt is tnJ.tdlcd a~ ra:c.'1 
.p..:cifictl il'l lhc hYptllhcti.:a! plan; Jlj)<.! i'ompwhcn.'iivc dcrr""Il~lra!jofl .gr:lflt.~ arc matched al 100%. 

S<>Uft:.;:: !I! IS/ASPi! v:\ff \.C\!imatcs, The~L" Chlimatcs have ho.:o.:n .shared with surf within H lIS and OM B but 
It;tvc not (ICC!1 "r(x!:Jlly fc,,",cW'(!i1 hy OMS. Til'.' p"licil'-~ ~fl 11"; rrprc~o.:fl! a C'!ll~ensl:~ fJXmnmcm.lll.ti'lfl 
nft!:e Workl1lI" Gnur C",Ch:lirtL 

http:PAREf'.iT
http:2.1,4.15
http:AdJitior.a1
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TARLE 3 - PRKUMINARY SUMMAR\'. COST ESTIMATK~ (FEDERAl, AND STATE) 

..'OR ELEMENTS OF A WEt.FAR": REFORM l'ROl"OSAL 
(By fISCal ynr. in millions of dolb.rsj 

(Mary Jo Bane Option) 

S Y(,Jlr 
Total 

5 Yt'ar 
Fl'1lt'fal 
at 80% 

10 Year 
l'()W 

I()Vear 
Fed('ral 
at So.%. 

, "''' 
Mlnor Mllthcn 
Nv Additional Benefits (or Additi(}nal Cililuren 
Child Support Enforcement 

PaternIty Establishment (Net) 
Enforcement (Net} 
Computer Cos.ts 

SUBTOTAL., PARENTAL RE..,\PONSlRIUTY 

TRANSiTIONAL ASSISTANCE FOI,.LOWED BY WORK 

JOnS''''''r
AJdltiona JOBS Spending 
Addllionlli Child Care for JOBs 

WORK rr«,gram 
Additional Child C<lre for WORK, 
Savings from Child Care I1nd Otllcr ExpArl.slon 

Tntnlltti,lllal Child Care 
Enl'lunccd Tccn Case Management 
Sltvjng~ ~ CAscLoad RcdYCLion· 
ADP Pedenl and Slate SysteMs/Admit! Efficiency 

SUllTOTAL. JOIls/WORK 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK ANn I"ARI<:NTAI# RESP 

WORKING POOR cnu.n CARE (Cappt"d.vt $2it 
in net spending). 

REMOve TWQ l'ARENT (UP) RE."mtlLI'IONS 

Comprehensive Dl4nvnstr'UtlOIl. Grants 

Non"CI!~t<)diHI Parenl JOBS/WORK 

A~cc~1l Grllnl~ "oJ Parenting Dllmon~trlllhH1~ 

Child .support A~sul"Jnce Dcm()nstl'lllicms 

IDA nod MkrocnlclT'rlM: DemDn~trntinn' 
SUIlTOTAL nF....\10NSTRATIONS 

lMPR()VING GOVERNMENT, ASSISTANCE (lGN 

Stale Flexibility (In Earned It\CQffiC 
and Child Support Disreglllrds 

Gcnernlly CnnfDITIl Assets to Frnx:! Stamps 
Increase Temtorie;;' CaPi 
All OI.hen 

SIItlTOTAL (GA 

{~RANI) nHAL 

" 
(85) 

(660) 

{535, 
(405, 
'65 

(1,220; 

30$ 
2,670 
1,880 

790 
365 
190) 

560 
2). 
I".)
68. 

6,l15. 

5.'-'\(} . 

5,000 
895 

200 
)90 

70 

275 
)50 

'85 

7>0 
m 
is'
275 

1,30';'; , 

13.715; 
I 

(30) 
(220J 

(90) 
(160) 
370 

{130i 

245 
2.135 
1,505 .,.

290 
(50) 

AS.
17. 

(285) 
, 580 
5,6'1'0 
5.54(1 

4,000 
495 

100 
)50 

55 

220 ' 
120 

145 

'" $0 ,as 
110 
9)0 

H,7IU 

(210) 
(2.t50) 

(2,080) 
(4,700) 
),Oll5 

(8.055) 

1)55 
7,220 
.4,995 

10,890 
4,98.5 

, (t ,3-75) 

2,580 
595 

(5.(90) 
825 

26,880 

18,825 

16,270 
2,R75 

350 

970 
)45 

750 
350 

2.S6S 

2,225 
330 
535 
605 

~,695 

44,230 

(85) 
(810) 

(4001
(1,555) 

870 
(1,980) 

1.005 
5,775 
3,995 

8,'110 
3,990 

- (755) 

2,065 
475 

(2,8001 
77S 

1.3,2JS 
21)5S 

13,015 
1,580 

35. 
775 

"5 
600 

280 

2,120 

850 
120 
m 
680 

2,J85 

J{t'j!ulatlolls 2.150 I 1,625 : 5,685 
~fu-!; rnr~n'u<:-SC$ Ul.'J)<l c saVH,(l,.... 
Note: 2; Five Year and Ten YC/lr F1.xleral estimate! represent 80% of all expenditures cx<:cpt for 

the foUuwing: hencfits arc at eurrent maleh ral<l!; child support is maMhod at nles 
spedfled b the hypothdieal plan: and comptcllMslve demonstraw.n gfllntt are mntcrwd lit 100%. 

Smm:..:; lIBS/ASpa stAff estimal~t. These -estimates have been shared "'ith staffwilhin IlHS and OMB hut 
have fillll>C<.Ui officially reviewed hy OMB. The policies 40 not represent II {;,fJnscn'U$ recommendation 
H( tile Working Group C,,·Ch3irs, 

http:fillll>C<.Ui


'fABLE 3 ~ I>REUMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTIMATI:S O'EDERAL ANn STATE) 
~'()R EI"EMENTS OF A WELfARE REFORM PROJ"OSAL 

(By f1.tc.lll year, in mll.!ions 01 doliars) 

(Da~·id Ellwood's Option, Full Phue-In in f<'Y 1996) 

1"J<KEl"rI7lI;m'CS1'1IJl'!!;rnJr"n"y---------,--"=,--'==.,.....--'='r-'""="­

Minor Mot:OOrs 
N(l Addilwnal fkoolits for Additional Children 
Child Support en~nt 

P&t.!mity Bstahlillhment (Net) 
Brtfoftemenl (Nct) 
Cmnputcr C".MtI 

SUBTOTAL. PARENTAL IU:SPONSIJHUl'Y 

TRANSITIONAL AS ..l'iISTANCE FOLl.OWED nY WORK 

jOR.<j~Prop 

Additional JOBS SpooJiug: 
AddilianftJ Child Care for JOBS 

WORK Program 
Additional Child Caro for WORK 

Saving~ from Child Care.ll.nrl Other H:lp!tn~[ol\ 


Transitional Child Care 
Enllllncoo Toen case Management 
Savings - Ca",load Reduction 
ADP rcdcml and State SySlems/ Adrnin Efficiency 

SUnrOTAL, JOBS/WORK 

SU:BTOTAI;, ,IOnS/WORK ANn PARENTAL RK'W 

WORKING I'OOR (;fIILV CAKE (Cappffi at S2b 
in nt'l sp('ndin~). 

KI~MO"t: 1"\'O l'ARE"'T {Ul'~ RESTlUe'flONS 

C"mpH:hemivc Dcmnf!$lflH\ofl Gnl:nlli 

NI.';n,Cuilooilil f'llrcfl( Jt;>BSIWORK and 

Accc" Grnnts and Parenting Dl.'monstrations 

Child Support Assurnnee De:m:msl~'!l1inn£ 

lOA ami Mierocfltc:rpri'lc Demonstrations 

SUIJ'l'O'rAl, IlEMONSTRA110NS 

IMI'ROvlNG GOVgRNMENT ASSI~·TANCg (lGAI 

State Flc)!;ihility nn Eamc;j InCl.lnlc 
lInu Child SIlPlJort Disreganls 

Gcn.;rally Con({)rm Assets w Fond Stumps 
lllcrcasc Territories' Cars 
AllOlhers 

SURTOTAI.1GA 

GRANU TOTAL 

Rc~u!!llk!lls 


<,'Ie J: ""n':f!1 H.l"".l~ 1.,,'><'[>': .a"'mt;.~. 


"0 2;225 85038' 
265 100 6$5 240 
185 m m18'275 310 60S 6'.

4,(21)1,435 ... 2,Jl» 

15.70:5 lJ.265 44,97& .:10,895 

2,250 1,625 5,68$ 'J ,975 

Nolo: 2: Pive YC.lr lind T.;n Yenf Fcd.:.n:! cslimah,1 reprUSet'll 90%' of all cxpcf!Jilure~ exCcpt rut 
the (Cillnwin!;: bcncfJ15 ar";;1\ current malch m:~; child sUPI"'''' is mat.chcd at tales 
~I'ccifi<.:d in t..'1c. h)-roth.:'.!k:!.lll!"f!; and t:umprcllt:f!slvc dc:muf!stf:!.tion gOifll.ll are IrultdlCd lit 100%. 

NnlC 3: Fall [99:6 rcl'rcMlnts (,)11 rh,.~o-in in fio! YI:4(; 10% 1996 rt~f'~gents -Il 20% ph~sl.'-:n in first year, 
:;'<):l;~'C: ImSiASPE swff cstlmll(CJl. Tll<:tic <:1<limah.1~ have Men ~h.lf\:J with sw.fiwilhin HHS nnd OMS hut 
have: n,,; b ...-.;u "fficinlly n.'¥icw~·d hy OMit 111C pdicic.I; d,) nol f';jlrc!«!!:~ R l."l!1~Cnl;U~ 1'L~<l!nmcndaji"n 
"fthe Working Gmup Co·Cmirs, 

http:gOifll.ll
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TABLE J - PR.EI~IM!NARY ~UMM!,R.v COST, ~::""TIM~TK" (FEDERAl. AND STATE) 
FOR EI.EMt.:NTS OF A WF.I.J:iARF: REfOkM t ROI"OSAL ­

(Ry fIScal yeal', in miliiolL< or dollats) 

(David 1<:lIwood Option, 20% Phase-In) 

., j ~ 

MinOT Mothers 
Nfl Atklitions.! Benefits for Mdltional Children 
Child Suppml Enforcement 

Patcrnlty EKV\blishmcnt (Net) 

enforcement (Net) 

Computer CoslJi 


SURTOTAL, PARENTAl, RJ~~I'ONSIII[Ul'Y 

TRANSI1'IONAL ASSISTANC~: l<'OI,LOWEU BY WORK 

JOBS·P,,,, 
Additional JOBS Spending 
Additional Child Carn (or JOBS 

WORK Pmgrn.m 
AJditlonul Child Care (or WORK 
SllvillgS from Child Care and OWler e;o;pansi<m 

Trun_~itiolllil Child Care 
EnhnflccJ Teen CaSe Management 
Sllvi:lgs • CUflciolld Reti(letion 
ADP F<:<:kntl lind St4t.c SystemS/Admin BfrlCj~cy 

SUnTOTAt.. JOlls/WORK 


SUnTOl'AI.. JOBS/WORK AND '"ARENTAL Rr....s'·. 

WOKKlNG ]'OOR CIIIL)) CARt: (Cappt'd 3t $2h 

in m't 5l,lt'ntJing,}. 
)U~l\mVtl_ TWO I'ARENT (UP) RF..$TRICTIONS 

COn1prd)ensive Demonstration Grants 

Nn!l,Cl,lstndin! ParMI JOBSNIORK .nd 

,ACN~S Grams ar.d Paret'lling: Demonstl'lliionll 

ChilJ ~upport A~sl,lrnnce Demonstrations 

IDA IIml Microcntcrprise DemQnstrattuns " 

SlJUTOTAL l)j<:MONSTRATJONS 

lMl'ROV1NG GOVI~RNMEr-.'T ASSJ!)JANCE (lGA) 

Stllie PJt:J<ihility on Earned lnoomc 
)I(ld ChilJ Support Dillregardll 

Ccm:rnlly Conform ASSN to Pood Stamps 
lnetealle Temtoric.s' Caps 
All Others 

SUnTOTALIGA 

(iRAN!} 'i'{)TAL 

5 Yt".lr 
'1'01./11 

{B5) 
(660) 

(535) 
(405) 
465 

(1,220) 

305 
2.611J 
I,EBG 

790 

5,636 

5,000 
S95 

400 

300 

!so 
I,U50 

710 
265 
185 
275 

1,435 

14,tUO 

5YMr 
Ft'derul 
a180% 

(30) 
(220) 

(90) 
(t6O)
37. 

(LJO) 

245 
2,135 
1,505 

630 

S.546 

<,000 
495 

320 

240 

1:20 

..a 

385 
100 
'85JI. 
...0 

11,89$ 

10 YMlr 
10 Yeu 'federal 

Total 8180% 

OlO)
(2,1501 

(2,0&0) 
(4,'100} 
1,035 

(8,0551 

1,255 
1,220 
4,995 

10,890 
4,985 

(1,375) 

2,580 
595 

(5,(}90) 
825 

26,880 

18.825 

16,270 
2,875 

350 

1.730 

'25 
350 

3.3f1S 

2,225 
655 
535 
605 

4,020 

4$,295 : 

(85) 
(SIO) 

(400) 
(1,555) 

870 
(1,980) 

1,005 
5,715 
3,995 

&,7JO 
:3,900 

• (755) 

2,065 
475 

(2,800) 
TIS 

23,235 

21,255 

13.015 
1,580 

350 

1,425 

66ll 

310 
2,745 

"0
2'" 
m 
680 

2,305 

4(1,901} 

: i ' cstium!.cs represent S{)% uf,t.1J c;a:pcr;clih1fCS cX,<;ep! rnr 
tn.: (,)llnwiog' Ihloefits !lre at Cl.lfret'lt match me.; clli!d sVPJ",rt i, n'lli"hoo 1\1. rtllClI 
81'ceifi¢<.l i(llht: hypnthetwl\! rum;.nd \'omprehoo~ive \kmo~~trntion s:mnl8 lite mnkhcd at 100%, 

S<l!'i\:C~ llBS/ASPE $1.4(( wimlltCll, 'The1m eMimatc¥ have bC'{'n ,harcd with staff wilhin HIlS und OMO hut 
l)lI'"t: ml! l'I<;c(I cffidaUy fCvicwcJ hy OMS, The p<>lieiCll ,m Qrlt n;r-rcscnlll ,onscmlJs fI.:enmmcnJation 
.If the W"rlung Group Co·ChllinL 

http:cstium!.cs
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TABLE 3 -l'RELlMlNARY SUMMARY COST KIiJI'fMATF--S (FF,I)ERAL ANI) STATE) 
FOR EU~MI':NTS OF A Wl-:U.'ARE REFORM PROP(}SAI~ 

(JJ.y fucai ytar, in millkms of dollars) 

(Wendcll Primus 0pU0n) 

SYf'lIr UlVear 
S Vfilr f~eral ]0 Y(,IU' F('tit"ral 

ll?Ono<n""RE~~.mrD~__________________.--1T~o~U~I.-~.~t8~0~%~__~1~'~W~I,-~'~t!BO~%~ 

(OS) (30) (21O} (85) 
No Addi.tlaoal fknefiu for Atiditimutl ChiJdrefl 
Minor Mothen 

o o o•Child SUf'iX't1 Enforou'!1et1t 
Patenut)' Establishment (Nel) (535) (90) (2,030) (400) 
Enforcement (Net) (405) (160) (4,700) (1.555) 
Comput.« Costs 370 1,085 &70 

SUBTOTAL. I~AR~N'I'AL Rf.:"WHNSIIUUTY 
465 

(5,905) (1,J71})(S...) "" 
TRANSITIONAL AS,\;ISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK 

o o oJOBS,fur •2,670 2,135 7,220Additiomt JOBS Spending 5.ns 
1,880 1,505 4.995 3,995Additional Child Care for JOBS 

790 630 10,890 a,ilO 
AdditiQMi Child Care for WORK 
WORK Pr<:>gmm 

!'Xl 4,935 3,990 
SAvings from Child CJ.~ lind Other Expanswn 

365 
(90) (.'50) (1,315) _ (155) 

560 450 2.SW 2,005 
Enhllnced Teen Case ManllgwlCnt 
Tntosiliontll Child Care 

210 170 595 475 
Saving:; » Cascload Reduclillfl (520, a'5) (5,090) (2.800) 
ADP Fetlcrnl and Slmc SYli!cm~!Admio Eflic!.:ncy 580 825 715 

SUBTOTAL, JOnSlW()RK 
6SO 

6.545 5,425 25,625 22,230 
5,985 5,515 19,720 21,060SUBTOTAL, JOSS/WORK ANIJ t'ARENTAL RE!.;!> 

WORKING roOR cmU) CARE Waid ror <'Itt (If 
rl'vt'ml('ll). o o o 

RJ~MOVE TWO PARI<:NT (UI') RESTRICTIONS 1,50S 83() 5,fil~ i 3, I(lO 

COlllpn:lll1"ll~l\}e D~'mmlstnI11i)n Gt:1!lts 200 200 350 : 350 
Nnll-Custodial Parent JOBSIWORK 345 215 1,15(;) 1.450 

Acca:s Grants &.nd Parenting Demoo:dnlij)n~ 135 i II. 235 130 
360 1,00045. 300Child Suppurt A~$lIronce Demonstntlillos 

~40 500 2,0IDA and Micr.,cntcrprlsc Dem"!1hlt'alj'lOli 300 

SUUTOTAI. m:MON;"'1'KA'I'!ONS 1,430 t,185 3,9-15 J,OHii 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANO: (IGA) 

Stllte Plc);.ibility on Earned Income 
and Chihl Support Disregards • SSG2,225 

Gcncf1lHy Conform Assets to' rmu.l Stamps 
38571. 
100 : 655 240 

Increase l'etritoriell' Ca~ 
265 

ISS' 535 m 

All Olhers 


185 
275 310 : 605 630 

SUBTOTALIGA I,cS 980 ; 4>il20 i,305, 

29,54$CRANII T01'AL 8.510 

RI:j!u!athns 2.485' 1,755 6,670 4,515 
]\in!1! 1: p.• r..:n SC~ en".:: NilVjjli!N, 

.~ole 2: Five Year and Tell Y~r redanI c~1;tnalcs represent 80% of nil experuliIU(C$ e~ecpt for 
thu following: b(:ncfils lin; a\ currenl match mtCll; child 'llpport is matched at rales 
sr-:cifir.d in tl~ hypl>lhctical plan; And cnmprchcn$ivc dcmon~tration grunl.'llln: matched at 100%. 

SoUl'cc: 11HS/ASPE sLa;rr c.~limalcs. Thc~\) estimates have "ceo Nharcd With \wff within HHS and OMB but 
have nol bcc.n offlci,dly reviewed hy OMO. 'l1JC pdicics do not represent n con$C!)~UI> n.:c()mmcn<~aljnn 
pithe Workir.g Group C(l·Cbir~. 
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:'; '""),JECT; Summary of Atlached Tables on Weltan. Rcfunn Options 

AprlI 6, 1994 

'"hed are live tables that display the ""SIS of various welfure refunn options. All tow 

, '"'. matched at an 80 percenl fedetal match rate except for the following: 


• 	 AFDC and Food Stamp benefi.1I ate matched at cumenl match rams, 
• 	 cltild support is malched at rams specified in the hypolbeli.oal plan, 
o 	 comprehcnsiv~ dCl1lQn~ grnnts SIlO matched at a 100 percent fedcml 

match . 

.'., ';0 not show costs on these labl.. for chang.. tlta! will be made through regulation rather 
"I E>ratute. 

following Is a description of th.... options and costs . 

• )\; 1 

" :, Ibe option that was priced for the Pzesid....tilI1 briefing on Maroh 2.2, with sevcml 
',,,,entli in the "Improving Government A.ssistance' (lOA) section. Under this plan, 20 
,,'it of our tuget population would be plwed in during FY 1996, the first yeM of 
;on. This Dian yje)<b " five yea{ III.\lII cost. of iUS biW2IlJIlld l\lt!tl:\ year federal cost 

. J1iJlion. 

'r.)'3rlllon to the lable for the President's brleJing, we have made the following ehange.ll 
, !GA section: . 

The UP p8IlODt provision reflects the fact that IlOlIlO of the c.hanges in !be 100 hour 
rule will be aocomplishcd through ",gulalion and not SIalu1e; this portion of the 
change will not yield a soomble cost. Also, ovemll costli were nMsed downwatd. 

We changed the earned income disregards to $120 per month, indexed to in1lation, 
"nd the cltild support disregard of $SO, indexed to infIaIicn, with state flexibility to 
diorcganl income above those amounts. ~ would be !Xlmplete flexibility in fill the 
cap potictes. 

There are 110 longer COstli atlacl!ed to the changes in the rules ~ IDA', and 
M.icrocntelpris. 	 .. 

http:ehange.ll
http:benefi.1I
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"' W. increase the territories' cap by SO percent rather than 100 percent. 

~ The change in automobile aod _ting procedures will be by regulation. 

'" :, table costs out the same plan aa shown In Table 1 except tllat this plan fully pbases in 
• l\c. get group in FY 1996. This PM yields a five year f2!l!l eost of Sl1.b!lllon and a five 
':.kdcml !:Ott of $14 billion. ' 

, '[':.ble 3, we use the same basie plan u Table 2 (with the full pba$e-in in FY 1996) with 
'. following adjustments: 

Working Poor Child Can: Is capped at $1.5 billion (decreased from $2 billion) in 
FY 1999, y!eIding a five year Ceders! cost of $3 billion. 

The UP Provision is a Slate option. 

DemOllslraIion programs (except for compmhenslve prevonli,,!, demonstration.) have 
bcc:n reduced. ' 

• "'.l'it'll five year cost of !bill Ill'!!! ia SLibillion wi!b a five yearfedera! cost 0($12 billion, 
, 

•< ,j is the same as Table 3 with the following adjustments: 

The !:Ott of JOBS-Prep Is set at O. 

Working Poor Child C&Ie is capped at $1 billion In FY 1999, yielding a five year 
feders! cost of $2 billion. 

Demonstration programs (~I for comprehensive prevention demonstrations) have 
been reduced by 505 from the IIMlI of spending ""own in Table 3, 

The policy of eonforming uset rules to those in Food Stamps remain! bue the uset 
limits will not belncn!ased. 

There is no inc:t= in th. territories' cap, 

:,' o.t;n yieI<l. !! Io1l!I fiYll year cos! of 112 billion wjth a five year fedcml J:ru!.Jlf 
• t{.l9JL,, " 

,. 

H, 
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, , Ie 5 is !he JamC .. Table 4 wi"] !he following adjumn..,llI; 

We tetum to the Table 1 polley of phasing in 20 pcroent of the laQlet group in 
FY 1996. 

We reduce Working Poor Child Que to $500 milliOll in FY 1999. yielding a five 
year fede.:al ooot of $1 blBIon. 
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'fAIlLE 1-I'IUZl.lMlNARVSQMM.\IlY COSTI!'STIMATIIS IiEl>IlIW. ANI) STAT!!)
WJ{ ELEME!'!'\l! OF A WELFAK& REFORM PROPOSAL 

{8:f fisc.l fUr. III rnlUiru:u;; of dolla") 

SVar SYar 
Total Peden] 

, <> 

:'r.,.,r Mot.t.M::n: 
., .~d<JiWMl~ &r Ad41tional ChiIdrcft (~ ~ (>~J! (II» 

(lIlOJ 
:',;;.1 S~"Bn~ 

......,'" &t.t.bI.iIb.mcn (Nc1)
c;,:l>rcaacat (Nee)
Cv,,=eo.u , STOTAL, P....-rALIUlSI'ONSIBIl.l'fV 

(j3S) 

(~ 
(l,22jlj 

(J:l
370 

(130) 

!!:O"j
4.7(0) 

d~ 
(""'j

(l,$SS)..,. 
(1,980) 

,:c"NSITlONAL ASSISTANCE f'OLtOWl!D DY WOKlC 

J\):<~'i~p~ 
,idi.\[)M .roas~ 

.:;,.!:t:Vndadld {orJOBS 

303 
2.610 
1,11$0 

24S 
1.135
',50S 

1;2S5'.=<.m 
11>03 
5,7753m 

........&,W 
,',: ;;I\! • c..re tat WORK 

790 
36S 

<30 
2>Q 

10,$90 
4,985 

&.710 
....0 

-!. from. Child ~ &tid Otlu:r ~&on (90) (90) (1.315) (711)) 

,T"t,,,tW Child c..rn 
-,G.!.~ Ta::a Cue Mmagam::ul 

S60 
210 

.SO 
110 

2,Sto,.5 2.06S 
4'1'Ji 

.,' t • Cudoad RtductiOn 
. h:-.~~ IIIld ScatcS=Admin B1f~ 

S',llTOTAL,JO ORK 

(>211) 
630 

6,li511 
~ 

S.670 

(S....)

U,m (2~ 
23J;JS 

i'UBTOTAL, J()IISIWOItK AM) PARENTAL IIllSI" 5,630 5,540 18,ftZS 21,lSS 

': ~':!,:'::lNG rtlORClULD CARE (Cappcrl1itS%b 

~::J;"{~AREN'f (liP) ltESTRlCnONS ~ 4,000
IIlO 

16,170 
5;615 

13,Ot5
3,100 

""jdJcmi'IC~QrutI Wl 20Q :ISO ,SO 
'I ~1lIdlal ~ JOBSIWORK ''IS 300 1.... 1.sS0 

• ClmnUsmi1 ~D~nt 

S~;"\poct Alturanoo PeMoMtftdOM 
~,,,' Miomentuprl$e~ 

I" 
SSO 
300 

ItO... ,.. 
1M 

'.... 
700 

no..... 
560 

".UBTOTALDEMONS'I1tA'l1ONS 10500 1,190 4.Tl5 3,890 

'" OYING GOVEItNMJ!NT ASSISTANCE ~G~j 

I 10: 'Mlit;y on &rnad. {naoma 
'IHldSit,port.~ 71. 3&5 2:J25 &SO 
.q Con rm!wct.ll.D ft<XId &amps 

.t)o TetriIDticl· Cape 
26S
las 

100 
IllS 

6$S 
53S 

240
.>S 

,~:'I 

SUBTOTAL ItA 1.JW Is> (165) 
J~ 1.& 

:1: TOTAL l ..m ,',315 48?l5 42,881l . . . . . 
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.'''lSI9< 
TULR' _ PIlltL1MlNA!tY S\lMMAl\Y COSTESTIMA'l'ES IFEIlERAL AND STATE)

FOR ltLEMIlNTS OF to. WltLFAlIE RltFORM PIIOPOSAL 
(8f fLSt.ll ,.ear, in marION or doUar$) 

$ Year 3 Year 10 'Year 10 Year 
ToW lI'tldtnl Total Fedll2'at 

,>::""N.IAJ;lmh'Ol'iSlm17.n...-----,--'~,=~-!!=r-""'''''''-
" :-'!othcn , 

~"lt;Gn.Al BcJdlbI tbt AddWotlll Ctilldren 

,J:>l!llrt 6n~ 

""':'1 Bltablilltmoat (Nd) 
,",,~(N«) 

.mj:>utet' c:o.ct. 
,;UBTO'I'AL. PAIIIlNTAL III!SI'ONSIBIUTY 

. '1.... ;,TIONALASSISTANCeFOLLOWEDBY WOllK 

, Pm!flVl\ ,.) c.w CUe for WORK 

,,,,n Cbiii.:t c.tc &nd 0Cber ~D 


.'!;~I Child: C&ro 

.., T:;QtCqoM~ 

·~;,~Rcd~ 

,.~. t I and Sta10 sJUma/Mm.ia efli:oieMy 

AI';; i'OTAL. JOBS/WOJUC 


:-:UiiTOTAL. JOBSIWOUX ANI) PAABNTAL llJ1.SP 

':l:<G POOBCRlLDCARE (C<pp<d .,$1 bIlIloa 

\1;'i~AIUlNT (UP) mmuCTIQNS 

¢!w'\'Iiw~ OtllWi 
. "JW PumtlOBSlWOU 

"jltl.m JIuuatina ~ 


. It Amn:ulco Oaaon.antioN 

l-::il~DemoIlltnti:ons 

••<fOTAL DEMOI'ISTRATIONS 

t·,· ,NC OOVEaNMENT ASSISTANCe (lCA) 

~l:JTOTAL [GAo 

ns 
2.110 
2ptO 

1.lIII0 
~ 
(lIS) 
555 
110 
(3")
680 

8,545 
7;JU 

110 
2M 
11$ 

lJiil 

loa 
2,%9'
t.610 

1,J30 
61" 

(100) 

44S 

(2{S).170 .,
'.m 

6,860 

100 

39" 
110... 

2<4 

1,l80 

m 
(""
las 

~, 

1,311,J
7,no 
4,911) 

11.490 

(a~ 
2..5&S 

595 
(",0'70)

S1S 
",555 
18,500 

(!5) 
(i10) 

(!~
87" 

(l,llllO) 

9.1"
4,190 

COls) 

1,03"
.75 

0 .......) 

n.w 
21,14& 

l3.7JS ! 

http:sJUma/Mm.ia
http:lt;Gn.Al
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TABLE 3 - raBUMlNAAY S1JMMARY COST ESTIMATIlS IFEDEa.<L AND STATEJ 
>OK ELEMENTS OF A WBLFAIUI itElIOltM PROI'OSAi.

(Dr fisW r"". In mIllIo.. 

~ii""hen 


~.:iti,,~l ~ for AdditimW ~ 


'\'N",rt &foxoemc:nt 
r':;ly~(Nct} 


t<l:~emt:nt(N~ 

u,yJwCom 

SllUTOTAL, PAIlXNTA1~ RESl'ONSIBJUTY 


\.:-I5!TIONAL ASSlSTANC£ rou..owtm BY WORK 

. h"'gn.nt 
>h.1 Child Care.CorWORK 

, ",,1 ClWdCatoilOdOth« &pcamn 

..,..,1 Chl1t.I Cue 

~, TUlI\ caaa Man.agomanll 

• C..<.Sdotd Rb.!u«loO; 
".:-~~! ~ State SystemsIAdrn1rt atfltli0ftj)1 


.....'.TO-TAL, JOiJS1wORK 

S~Jt'iTOTAL, JOllSfWORX .4NJ) PAItENTAL R.£Sp­

,.: ~Jr. POOR cml~D CARR (C.pptd 1Ilt:$1.J btmon 
.:. ~1::n41~. 
""e TWO PARENT (UP) IlESTlUCTIONS 

lid Pan:tl110BSl\VOlK and 
'_and~D«n_ 

:.I rt A.I5um\Qc: Danon&tt:llion# 
:::~.D~ 

,lTOTALIlllII«lNSTIIA'IlONS 

',"')'I'AL 


01 doIbnI 
S'Vftr S Yar 10 YC!lr 10 Yeaf 

Total Pedel'lllT...' Fed.,..1 

(30) (210)
(~ (2:ll!l 0,151)) (8~ 

(00) (2.08Q)!~ (160) (4.'700) (I~
46S m 1.0lI5 87<) 

(I.l2Ol ~ (1.955) (1.98'» 

'7S JOO 1,J'70 1.... 
2."'" 2,195 7.110 S.ti90 
2.010 1.610 4,910 3.930 

lMO 1.330 11~90 9.190 
160 610 5.240 4.190 
(11S) (100) (1.410) (lit<) 

555 ..., l,sGS 2,OS0 
110 17. 59, 47, 

(390) (2'S) (6.0'10) (3,340) 
680 54. 8lS ... 

80545 G,m 16,55S 23~t2S 

7,3lS 6,160 18.soo 2lJ4S 

3,750 3.000 11.115 9,750 
895 4116 '2.187$ 1,580 

200 200 350 350 

400 32l) l.oI'ZSI."'" 
300 .40 B2S @ 

lS<I l2D 350 '10 
1,030 no 3,30S • 1,145 

110 '8 

lGS .00 

.85 185 

(7$) 

1,085 ~ 

14,105 11.900 40 115 
-1'....witb f'oU I'1lI.se-JIIl" ltV t9H ..... ~UItt»-'* la 1CA" workia& Poor ChUd c.n.. 

;: lami UP hreat Pnrn::lioa u S!.ate: Optio!. 

http:h"'gn.nt
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Toto' Foderal 

" .'lurJlet'I 
,,;;"nAl8tlftc&a tor Addil.ltw&l CbU4ren 

"''').11''''11. &to~ 

.e:-:,ity 8ft.bUs~ (Nd) 

.l<m~(Nct) 


'.:<:>r1iplACT Co.tu 
f,vuTOTAL, PJ.III!N'I'ALIIl!SPONSlBILlTY 

.'NSITIONALASSISTANCK FOLLOWED BY WIlIU, 

'-;.I~ 
ti.. talJOBS SpcadJna 

,j"h.~1 Child Care " ..JOBS 


" i':"'!gnuft 
. , child Ca.tc !o1'VIORK 

,~m Child 0ara0Jld 0tMr ~n 


·it ,1 ChlW c:uo 

.• Yeetl Case Mmqernon~ 

. ('.uaIcwi ~n. 


, ,;r..!andSaroSptcmslAdmln 2ffioient:y 

,. L.,lTOTAL. JODS/WOlU[: 


.: J",UTA!., .JOBSIWORK AMI yt.IU!NTAL KlISI' 

",'! "G1'OOll ClDLD CAIUt (eapp..I "$' _ 
'\lt~_(UI')usmcnONs 

,+~nf;ivG~<hum 


(~1ial Patent 10BSlW0RJ{ and 


,":n:tnt5w ~~O«I.I 


• f./'lf( Alaumnoo ~0IlI 
~ ,iil;rDf:Ola':ptiw~ 

... lfl"OTAL DSMONSTRA'ttONS 

.. "'NGGO_ASSISTANClIaGAl 

;~iIky on Bamld Jnoom4 
.'S ....... "......... 


I Coa6>tm ~ ..._) 

i:> rood Swnpa
, 
UHTOTALICA 

sv.... SVou 10 Year 
Total 

(15) 
(<6C) 

~S) 
(40$) ..... 


(l,m) 

0 
1,lrlO 
',GIO 

1..;.;0,.. 

(11S) 

5" 
210 

(300)... 

8,170 

'.I'5ll 

.,soo 
895 

200 

... 

'SO 
75 

625 

110 

(30)..,., 

1"0) 

(100)
:no 

(130) 

0 
'.:19$ 
1~610 

1,330 
610 

(100) 

44S 
110 

(ll.$) 
S45 

6,690 
;i,56O 

. . 
'-m 

... 

... 

110.. 
S40 

(210)
(2,ISO) 

~ 
·1.085 
(ll,GS5) 

1,11.• 
4.910 

11,490 
5,240

0 ....) 

2,S65
.OS 

(6,070) 
I12S 

lS,185 
17,13(1 

8,134 
a,m 

>SO 

... 

415 

11S 
1,ll3O 

o 
(lOS) 

',060 

10Ymr 
Fahnt 

(15) 
(&10) 

<­(1,555) 
m 

OJ8(l) 

0 
5....
3,_ 

9,190 
4.190 
(&!S) 

2.050 
475 

CI,34O)... 
n,m 
%O;!5G 

6,505 
1,580 

>so 

1,. 

130... 


1,5JO 

•(S) 
1145 

'H 
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TABLE 5 - PREUMlNAKYSUMMA\l,YCOST I!ST1MATI!S (nDSKAL AND STATE< 
roR Et.nIl!NTS 01' A WltUlIdU! ~ PROPOSAI,_(B.-...... to ..ill..,.. otdoIIom) 

$Y~ 5Y~r IOYaf 10Y~ 

,,~,)(j,.crs 

_;;".,~t Bcncna (or Ad&i~i4nlll Children 
. rrMt IlI\C4fQeme4\l 
",::/ ~(Netl 
_,,,,,,ncnl (Nel) 
,".L!r Ccnl:f 

..j !)5TOTAL. PAR.£HTIJ,.. RESPONStBUlTY 

:-;;,':-!ONAL ASSlSTA.NCS FOLLOWED BY WOB 

",\1\'l"&m 
) C:ild Ca.rc rot' WORK 

"""; Child Cvo &04 Otbot Bxp&n.lon 

• '",i ...'!;Dc:monatn:bon~ 

. ,',tl Parent JODSNlOR.K-m 

N1t111Rd Parcntln4 ~ 
:t AswnIacc ~tU_:_"'"o.mo._ 
TOTAL DEMONSTRATIONS 

, _:e; GOVI!RNMl!NT ASSISTANCE (IGA) 

':;i:ycl1l!amcd 1Momc 
'·(lPOrtD!srepms 

\;;Iem:t (bUt not~) 
r.:.04~ 

.. ,OTALIGA 

TOCIl Federal Total Fedcnal 

(15) 
(660) 

o 
:1,610I.'"" 

'190,., 
(lIO) 

S$),.. 
~ 

&,s4S 

~ 

I~ 

710 

o 
~ 

1,..J
I.>OS 

63"
290 
~ 

.so 
110 

~J 
S.US 
S,DS 

...
",. 
60 

540 

311S 

• 
~ 

(l10) 
(l."0) 

(l,.'O) 
('.'100) 

~ 

•'.220•.99" 
10,&90 
4.98S 

",3'15) 
"m 

(S.09O):
tr.I5 :

15,w 
l',sro : 

A.OSS 
l,87S '. 

MIl 
4,S 
.7> 

1,830 

o 
s:m'.m 
&:'110 

'S 

• 
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ADDmONAL EN'l'lTLEMIi'.N AND REVENUE OPTIONS 
(In miI1loru; of dollars) 

"5e g perceat royally Ot\ hardroek 
. ,c"Js removed from Ped.eRl Lwl$ 346 

169 

194 

'f"'e all sunset dates on V_' 
i ,; c,ns in OBRA 1993 (I'Y99) 545 

120 

.".' c'RC fees (I'm) 500 

50 

70 

j "olding fee "" """""'" at mlJtiagH.' on public lands (l'Y99) . 54 

" custom setVice user ebarges (l'Y99) 900 

- 'j',emme Items 

". 	 Jiron of markefsb1e ~Ues: 


,j r:-.ated as cash 


, ,'x-def."ecI annuities per couple, 
:.,100,000 800 

2.300 

"",players to offer employ.... CIX-free 

'l. or cash, which would belaXable 
 500 



., c~o DeIldt R1:ductiog Dowment 

e m:tl'ket pricco for electricity sold 

Y"'er marketing administmions (I!NT.oI) 


nudear was!<: di.sposal fees for inflatinn (BNT-04) 

"'ify from pric:e supp<>rt progmms people 

- • coss revenue from commodity sales

.i, >500,000 (BNT-09) 


e FCC U$I!{ r_ (BNT-I6) 

" ;enalty fOr early redemptions 
;ngs bonds (BNT-5S) 

.ortgage in_ deductions 

,ad homes (RBV.Q4) 


• :1mlt for deforrah in salary 

.' 'n plans 10 54,000 (REV-O&) 


" minimum I8X on foreign-owned

.,,, (REV-19) 


- 'me capitll gains from home 

· ·:~cess ofSI2S,ooo (ruN-20) 


" unions wilb more than $10 mlWon 
like other thrift institutions (RBV-2S) 

• ·;ahol fiII:ls credit and partial 
..,< """"'plio. (REV-29) 

" "umbet of timeo the $70,000 exdusion 
,lie earned abroad can be used 10 7. 

'cT fOr individuals and corpomtions 
!\!,j twice 

4,800 

720 

2SS 

670 

575 

2,600 

2,900 

2,600 

1,400 

3,400 

3,200 . 

1 

? 
,,, 




FIKANCING OPTIONS 

5-l'ear 5-l'e.. r lO-l'ear lO-Yeu 
total Federa~ Tgtal Il'ederal 

':.;!") EA 1.5 1.5 4.0 4.0 
·'l·ot child Care .G .G 1.7 1.7 

Food program. 
f',::::Eit Reduetion If 2.1 . .9 4.1 1.9 

Grandparents In 
Dwelling Unit 

)·Hfy sponsor-to-A1ien 2.2 1.8 8.7 G.9 
Oeeming , Tighten 
pl\UCOL 

c.n~:'t yrr.ent By Social 5.4 5,4 21.4 21.4 
Sacur.ity To 
Genara1 Fund 

'>=>':'~,! Assistance .9 .9 1.9 1.9 
~ (: :'!nd Tax Ccmplianea 1,3 1.;1 2,7 2·1 
~. 15.0 13.4 45.1 40.S 
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:."" Emergency .!;ijs:\.staru::.,,--lIodify the current AFOC-Emergency 

",istance program by establishing a Federal matching cap for 

-ch State's EA expenditures. This cap would be set at an amount 
,~"l to 3 percent of the State's total AFOC benefit payments 


. ,,:,urred during the previous fiscal year. gra.ndfather-ins Stotes 


. oet are above that level at their FY 1993 expenditure level. 


.' ·1:get Child Care Food Proqram--This proposal would utilize 

.r,s-testinll in determininll the rate of FederiOl r ..imbursement 

~ ~eals provided to children in family day care homes. Those 

'.fll1y day care homes that are not located in census trl1cts where 

third or half of the children are below 200 percent of poverty 


13 receive slightly reduced Federal subsidies for meals. 

·l·~.fJt Reduotion If GrandDarent§ In owelli~--'l'his proposal
,J,: reduce AFOC benefits 1>y one-third to recipients whose 
""l?arents reside in the dwelling unit with the recipient and 

J', income above 130 pa"e..nt of tha poverty guidelines. This 
"'otion is based on tha presumption that such 9'randparents a"e 

,1: Ibuting to the support and maintenance of the... AFDC 
.: ~ 'entll-~usu"l1y " daughter and qrandehl1d (ren) . 

I.Ltv Sponsor-to-Alien oeeming, Tighten PRUCOL--This option 
.~i{ts of two proposals. The first would: make permanent the 

·~t S-year sponsQr-to-alien deeming period in SSI, and extend 
.,,>licy to AFOC and Food Stamp,,; and, if a sponsor's adjusted 
~ ineoma exceeds $40,000 then continue sponsor-to-a1ien 
i,09' for tan years (or eiti.zenship~ whichever occurred first). 

i;:·eoond proposal would effectively reduce the current number 
~;.lJCOL cateqories of immigrants eagible for benefits, and 

!:hese categories consistent with those eoverad under the 
'. ~.a Security Act. The proposa.l would define in statuta tha 
~fic categories of temporary immigrants that would be 
'~le for SSI, AFDC, and Medicaid benefits (similar to the 

.v"ch already utilized by the Food Stamp program). 

t:~ent By Social Security To General Fund--situations exist in 
" t.he Social Sacurity Trust Funds have benefitted at the 
.",e of the General Fund. We propose that thQse situations be 
,.,ted. This option include" 1) creditin,! the Trust Funds 

__' income from taxation of benefits when those taxes tlre 

,,,I;.ad 1nstead of using the current liability method; 2) 

:'"ent ot the lump sum c .. edited to the Trust Fund by the 


.11 I'u.od t:.o Qffset the cost of granting deemed mil!t:.al'!'Y wages 
·."n~eove"ed military service; 3) eliminating special we'!e 
<:s for military service after 1956 for retirement 
lciaries which would e1ieinate t.he requirement that thQ 

··,1 Fund pay FICA tax on these eredits (credit would continue 
~ granted for disability ~nd survivor bonefits and thQ Trust 
. would 1>e reim1>ursed for the coat of any increase in the 
.tt amount), and; 4) reimbursement by the Trust Fund to the 
,,1 'Fund for the lIlI\ount of the ""tuarial reductlon suffered 

. ,·"current. 55I benefioiaries. The Trust Funds would be beld 
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~ ::ntess by proposals which would increase revenues or reduce 
t:l, inaludinq 1) pro.ective elimination of entitlement of 

'loren and younq wives (entitled on the basi. of a younq child 
~Br eare) of retiroment beneficiaries; 2) extension of Sooial 

~"city aoveraqe to students employed by their educational 
"'ti tutions, and; 3) FICA tax revenueS resulting from increased 

),)yment th:r:ough welfare reform. 

'.£y A'liitanee--currently t several Sta~a8 define a si9'oificant 

.ion of their AFDC grant to families as ·special enerqy 

htanee". The Food Stamp program (l'SP) ..xeludss such 

; ;,;tance from their determination of wincome" t which results in 

~ater amount of food stamp benefits goinq to such households 


, ',!ould othexwbe occur if the full Al'DC q .... nt were taken into 

.• llnt. This proposal would allow the FIP to count. such special 

- '.: 'l assistance as income for the purpose of cleterminin.q food 


f bGneflt., and would result in savIngs in the FSP. 


'~_:me! Tall Compliance--A number of proposals comprise this 

''''';n, and are: meant to modify And improve ourrent. 

".'entation of thG EITC, as well as the treatment of gambling 


,\1198, Improvamenl:s in the EITC include: denying EITC to 

'-L';;;sidant aliens; extending EI~C to active military fami~i.eg 


i .~\~ overseas; an.d counting nontaxable earned. incorne of 

'cry personnel. Changes in the treatment of gambling 

"9" include I increasing ttle withholding rate on gambUng 


, "''18 in excess of $50,000; imposing withholding on certain 

~nq winnings for which there is currently no wlthholdinq, 

"~uiring additional reportinq of information on gambling 


,,,';\ls of flO,OOO or more, 

" 

http:fami~i.eg


Possible Welfare Refonn Package- Federal/State Costs 


5-yur 
1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 TotaE 

dollars In 6mions. 
dollars in billions 

Program Spending Package 

JOBS-Prep 0 0,015 0.085 0.095 
Additional JOBS Spending 0 0.1 0.67 0.85 
Additional Chl1d Care 0 0.07 0.465 0.6 

WORK Program 0 0 0 0.08 
Additional Child Care for WORK 0 0 0 0.04 
Savings from Child Care and Other E-xpansior 0 0 0 -0.01 

Transitional Child Care 0 0 0.12 0.185 
Enhanced Teen Case Management 0 0.02 0.055 0.065 
Savings Cascload Reduction 0 0 -0.08 -0.25 
ADP Ft'dcraJ and State/Admin Efficiency 0.05 0.05 0.095 0.21 

Sub Total Core Program 0.05 0.255 1.41 1.865 

Gencral1y Conform Assets to Food Stamps 0.Q2 0.04 0.065 0.07 
Set Auto Exclusion tp $4500 Equity Value 0 0 0.305 0.32 

Sub Total Add-Ons (rom Demos and IGA 0.02 0.04 0.37 0.39 

Total Costs !lJlZ ~ m U22 

Mandatory Savings Options Under Consideration; 

Limit Emergency Assistance ·0.26 0.35 0.45 0.50 

Target ChHd Care Food Program 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.19 

Tighten Sponsorship and Eligibility Rules 
fot AlienS" 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.36 

Parental ResJX:msibility 0.00 0.05 0.24 0.31 
~), 

Eliminate School: Lunch Subsidies for 
" yJ-'Children with Household Income> $SOK 0.44 0.44 2M \.'"....2M. 

;;p. 
Subtotal 1.06 1.20 1.67 1.80 

Spending min\lS Saving {;
".;,r 

3/24/94 lHS PM 1 

.'\."" 
~~ 
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TABLE 1 - PREUMINARV StJMMA.Ry COST ESTlM.A.1"ES n"£DEllAL,t\Nl) STATE) 
FOR. ELEMENTS OF A WELFAlkE REFORM PROPOSAL 


(By roeal JC2t. iD millioflJ of donal'S) 


SYCU' 5 Year 
Ff:d«al F<dua-I 

Packqel P~~i 
PXKEt"'ItAL kESPONSIBIU I f 

MiMr MoU1en (30) (30) 
No Additiotltl Benefit! fM AdditioMl Childrc:n (22D) (22Dl 
Clilld SupPOrt B.nlOrecment 

httriUty Establishment (NeI:) (90) 
!nfoI'CX'lml!:r.t (Net) 

(9C) 
(lEO) (160)

)7.37.Coms¥il\"f Co'~ 
(130)TOTAL. PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (­

TlUNSI110NAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WOK" 

JOBS>Prep 300• 2,2GJ 
Addltionc.l Child Cero for lOBS 

2,29$AAd~ruUJOBSS~Mg 
1,610 },61/) 

1,33. 1,330WORK ""'r.;m
J\dditioiUl hUd C.W for WORK 61. 61. 
SlIvi.ngs f'rom Child Care Jttd Othcu" E1p4n1ioo (1M) (100) 

Trundtlonal ChUd Ctre 445 445 
Enhaoecd Teen Cue Ma.nlgement 17<1 17. 
Sl\/itt~load RedJX;tion (2tS)(lIS],.,ADP and Ststc- Syttan.IIAdmin BlflGtc.ney 

SUBTOTAL. JOBSIWORK .....'"'.00 .....SUBTOTAL. JOnSfWORK AND PI\K£NTAL RESP ',5<>0 

WORKING POOR CHILD CAllE l.s... J,5<>O 
RE.'1:0VE TWO PARENT (UP) 'R£S'tRICTIONS 4.. "5 

200 200 

Non-Cl,lsmdpJ Parent JOBSIWORK Progn.m, 
Comprche!l$ive GI'*IltS ,..13. 

3.Access QratlM and Put:ming Demooitlalions 7. 
Child Slippon AsJVI'lUlCC Projceu 120.. 2.0 
lOA IUld Mietoenlctprise: Proje.cts I.S 

SUBTOTAL SFECtAL INITIA 11\'£5 540 1.095 

JMPROV1NG GOVERNM£N'T' ASSlSTANCE (lGA) 

s~ AexJbillty Oil Eamed !lIeOm,. ,.,,lind ChiW Sl.tl:!':art Disrq;ltch 385 
Cenc.f\IJly Con (I I'm Meets to FIlM Stamps 0 100 
lnereco Tem(Orlc,s' Caps lOS 
I\J.l Othcfl 3g)

0 

,WSUBTOTAL IGA 

IMISGRAND TOTAl. '.415 
Prmdeat's Table with Full Phas.e.lQ in IT 19% 'fIIIith Further A4,iUS1:rtK!1lts 

in IGA. Workin, Poor Child Care. and DemOll$~; UP Two-P,uUlt 
Pruv'l$ion tIS State Option. ComparUoIU ~ I"uug* 1 and P.I;k.CC Z 

Note 1; Pa!"eAlhescs dmote uvlngs. 

Note 2: fl~ YM.J: and T¢fI Yar F~! eat.imaJ:cs rqJl'CI$eat &010 o( .Ll apenditufCII ""'<:t:pt tot 


tile foUowmg: bent(lU arc. Lt e~ match fll,te&: clilld support is nu.tc:hed at rateS 
sp::.cified in the bj'JOlXhetica1 pJa.n; .ll1d oampJd;ens:ive: ~6m gnmLl Me matched &i 100%. 

SQuroe: HHSIASPE Jtaffcactlml1.ell. ~~b.~b«n siw'ed with J:taffwithin MHS and OMB bot 
have not been ofitei:ally ft\Ikwed by OMS. The polioies do fl()! r1:pn:$¢nt I.. ~Ill n:commcndttkm 
o( the Working Croup eo,..chli.rJ. 

http:eo,..chli.rJ
http:P.I;k.CC
http:Phas.e.lQ
http:Ststc-Syttan.II
http:StJMMA.Ry


, 
~ '" 
'" 
~ 	 04112194 
'" '" 	 SUi\1J',!ARY OF COSTS FOR WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES

C!l1 

~ PACKAGE I COSTS 


g 	
~-

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY'" '", 	 l'RANSlTIONAL ASSISTAN~E ,, 	 WORKING POOR CllJLD CARE 

TWO PARENT M') PROVISIONS 
~ 


~ 

'" 
~ SPECIAL INITIATIVES 

Ii: IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSI~" ANCE 
~.., 

'" TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGF; I
'" 
'" iii 

PACKAGE 2 COSTS 	 - -- ­

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITV 
TRANsmONAL ASSISTANCE 

~ WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 
~ 
~ 	 TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS... 

SPECIAL INITIATIVES 
~ 
~ 
'" 

IMl'ROVlNG GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 
N 
o 
N 

il 	 TOTAL COSTS 
Note t: PatWlthesQS denote savings. 

~ ~ 
~ 

{Dollars in MiWons} 

FY 1999 5 Year 10 Y_ 
_Total ToW Fed<ral Slate ToW FMleral 8/Jl1e

--- ­

(625) (1,220) (IJO) (1,090) (8,055) 0,910) (6,075) 

',3!l5 8:,170 6,690 1,480 25,18.\ 22.030 3,155 

900 1.875 1.500 375 6,930 $,545 1.3&$ 

375 895 495 400 2,875 1.580 1,295 

225 625 540 85 1.830 1,530 :lOG 
'2<i5 635 3!() 255 2,060 845 l,11S 

4.44:5 10,980 9,475 1,505 30,8ZS 29,550 1215 
FY 1999 5Y..... 10 YfW" 

Total Total Fed..... Slale ToW Fed"", Slate 

(625) (1,220) (llO) (1,090) (8,055) (1,980) (6.075) 

3.415 8,545 6,990 1,555 '2<i,555 13.1'2S 3,430 

1.875 ',375 3,500 875 J4,945 11.955 2,990 
315 895 495 400 2,87.5 1,580 1,295 

505 1.315 1,095 220 3.945 3,225 no 
400 t.08S 665 420 3,250 1,620 1,630 

5,945 14,"5 12,615 2,380 , 43,515 39525 3m 

... Neta 2: Five Year and Ten Year Federal e1rtirna1es represEnt ao% 01 atl expqndituJe$ excepl for 
~ 

the follQwing: bilnelits arn at cunent match rates; a,Ud support is matched at rate$
N 
~ 

~ecilied In the hypothWcal plan; and comprehensive demonstratlon gratU i're matched at 100%. 

Source; HHS/ASPE stat! ~$tlrnat". These estimates have been shared with staff wlthln HKS and OMS but 
,'" 
~ 

have not b&eo officially reviewed by OMB. 1M policies do nat represent a oonsel'\SlJS recommendation 
N ,~ of the Working Group Co-Chafrs. 
•
'" 
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TABLE P",""" 1 -DETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (I1EDERAL AlII> STATE)
roa. ELEMIt.Vl'S OF A WELF AitE REFORM PR.OPOSAL 

(By (tSCal )'ear. in millions of doUal'1) 

Mitior MO\hen 
No Additiodal 8cMflU ((lr Additio.na.l ChIldren 
child SUPfX'rt Eniott>MlCn( 

Paternity I!.Nbli,h1'1H:nl (Nel) 

I!nfo;OI:metIt (Nt'It) 

Compl.ltcr CMits: 


SUBTOTAl... PARENTAL IlFSPONSIB1LITY 

TRA..'i51T10NAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWEll BY 'WORK 

JOBS.Prtp 
Additiota' JOBS Spending 
AdditiQnAl Child Clre tot JOBS 

WORK Ptugnun 
Additlonal Cbikl Cs.re for WORK 
Savin,," from ChUd Ca.re and OI:Mr Expamoion 

Trll.taltiOnAl Child Ca~ 
RnhAr.cod Teen Cue Management 
S .. ving» • Casekad Reduction 
ADP Fedcral.nd State Syatan4/Admin Eft'idatCY 

SUDTOTAL, JOUS/WORK 

Sl!BTOTAL. JORS/WORK AND PARENTAL RES. 

WORKING POOR CHILO CARE (C.pped at S900 million 
in nt:t spendiltg). 

REMOVE TWO PARENT (UP) R1?STRICTIONS 

Comptem:nsivo. Grant!;; 

Non-Cw,todial Parrot JOBsfWOfU( ~l'I.tI't1 

Aoeen G~otJ. and PAmltinS o.emo~OIU 

Child Support Auuf'\tneC Projw.. 

IDA And Microenietpruc Proj<x:u: 

SUBTOTAL SPEelA-'. IN']TIATlVES 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE OGAJ 

Stille ~11ily on Earned I..t\wme 
and Child Support Oi"teptd''J. 

Oen<;p.lly Conform (but no< Inon'.:&sc) 

AU~ <0 Food s.amps 
All Others 

SUB'fOTAL lGA 

GRAND TOTAL 

5Y~r 5 Yar 10 Year 10 V~r,T....I Fat 1 't tal Feder I •"" 
(lIS) (30) (210) (OS) 

(...) (210) (2.150) {SIO) 

(535) (90) a.oaO) (400) 
(4OS) (160) (4,700) (1.555) 

1,GaS37. 37046S ,(1,22<) (1311) (8.055) (1.9811) 

0 
2,&10 

0 
2.,295 

0 
1,110 •5.690 

2,010 1,610 4Jl'10 3.~O 

I .... 
7(;) 

(111S) 

t,330.,.
(100) 

11,490 
5.240 

(1,480) 

9.190 
4,190 

(815) 

5" ...., 2,565 2,050 
210 170 $95 • 475 

(3510} (lIS) (6,070) (3,340} 
545 125 ... 

6,691)8,110 25,185 2.2.,030 
20.OS{J11.130',560... 

6tc 

'" 
1,815 1.500 5,545 

8?5 
6.930 

1,580495 2,1l75 

200 2m 3$0'SO 
165 13. 65081' 
3S 30 7S o. 

150 120 33.'15 
IS I7S 140 

'70 

2Q 

1,33. I,m'95 

71. 30S 2,W 'SO 
0 0 

(5) (16S) i (5)g~) 
• • 

2061)'JIW 84' 

••43& 311:8251 19,55010,~2S 

')resideat's T.b~ with Full Phue-In ill Fy l~' with Furthe(' AiljusU!JflllU in IGA, Working Poor 

Child Care, and Demon~tratiolUr tiP 1'WI.>"Pareat I'n."l<;1ol1 M Stale 01'6011.; Elirtlinate luerease 

in TerritOries' Cap; (;ol1(orm Ass« Rilles to F()(l(j S~mP1.. ~h:!"~~~I~""~·",,..,:!:e..!Iu~U~m~"'~,__________... 

NOli!: 1: F>uenthe:.:es denote p...;ings, 

Not¢: 2: Five YI:lAf a.nd Tell Yc.arredera1 =imlW=I ~te$W ttl,; of all ~itures n«pr for 


the foUQwUu;: bMerrts AK at CUrft'J\t mAteh 11'-...,.; child support P: match~ at raf& 
sproeirt«i in the hypothetical plafl: and eomp~.ived~,1'1 gntntJI are m.tJ.t:hed At 100%, 

Source: HHSfASPE Ul" estim:lt¢$. 'MJc::s<:- Qdtna~ hlt.ve bcec $httcd with mtrwithID HHS ud OMS but 
have not beatt <officially ~~td by OM8. The policies do not t'¢f!teSeJ'1; .. <Xl.fIS¢n,UIi. l'e«ltnmond.ti!)n 
ofthe Workin, Group eo..Chaif.l!l. 

http:Fedcral.nd
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TABLE Pat:kage 2_ DETAiLED SlJMM.AR.¥ COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL- AND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By I1.wd Jil:8:f, in milIlottl of dov..rs) 

S Vt:::tr" J6 Yell' 10 Year 
Federal Total Federal... 

Minot MotbeQ 
No Addii,i.)nal Bendils (or AdditiOMI Chiklrcn 
Chlld Support EnCoreement 

Patetnky Rstablishmcnt (Nctj 
Enf¢~t'lIt (Net) 
Com~Co.... 

SUBTOTAl... PARENTAL IU~SPONSIBILlTY 

iRANSmONAL ASSlSTAN(:£ FOLLOWED BY WOltK 

lOBS-Prep 
A.:iditiond 10BS Spending 
AdditiolUl Chitd Care for JOBS 

WORXPm"",m 
Additibn41 Child c..tre fur 'WORK 
SaVIn&$ fwm Child C.ue and Ottic! EXpIlndoo 

Trtt.nsitiGflal Child Cue 
EnhanUd Teen Case Mruag¢ffiWl 
S.ving~ • Caselot.d Reduction 
ADP Faknl and Swc Sy5tQns!Admi.'l EfflCient'y 

SUISTOTAL. JOBS/WORK 

SUBTOTAL, JODSfWORK AND PARENTAL RESP 

WOR.KJNG POOR. CIfiLD CARE (Cappt'd at Sl.9 billion 
in od. spmding). 

REMOVE TWO PAllENT (UI"i &EST1<ICTIONS 

C~l'I'lptchc:mive Gn:nl.$ 

Non-ClUtodial PAtent JOBSiVIORK Pro,r.rilll 

ACCQlII Gt"4nts aM Pa~Jj DemGft$!r&liollli' 

Child Support As~uNtec PfC'jt.d.\ 

IDA.nd Microcntc:Q1ri$e F'toJect$ 
SlIIlTOTAL SPECIAL lJ'lolTlATIVI£,S 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE OGAl 

State Flexibility 'On EArned w.omc 
and Child Support. Oisreguds 

GMeraUy Conibrm Amu to Food Stamp: 
JMfCUC. Temtorlc.tr· C.V­
All Otht'fl 

SunroTAt- lGI\. 

GRAND TOTA1~ 

(liS) 
(660) 

(5'5)(:;> 
O,22G) 

>7$ 
2,810 
2,Ot6 

1,«SO 
7<iO 

(ISS) 

555 
21. 

(3"')... 
8,545 

7.325 

4,37, 
SOS 

200 

490 

8S 

'(jJl ,.. 
1.31$ 

71. 
265 
ISS 
(75) , 

1.085 

1
14:.995 

(30) 
(22(J) 

(lIO) 
(160) 
310 

O:l<l) 

300 
2,29' 
1.610 

1,330 
61. 

HOO).., 
110 

(21S) 
54S 

6,9?4l.,.60 
3.500 

495 

200 

". 
70 

2'. 
14S 

1,(19$ 

mOl 
(2,150} 

(2,0110) 
(4,700) 
1,085 

(lI,055) 

1,:;70 
7,110 
4,91l1 

11,4<)0 
S,2.o 

(1.400) 

2,565 
595 

(6.OiO) 
825 

26.555 

18.SilO 

14,945 
2,875 

"0 
2,000 

18. 

'"420 

3.945 

2,rn 

65'5)5 
(HiS) 

3,>50 

4J.slS 

. 

(&5) 
(RIO) 

(400) 
(I,5SS).,.
(1.980) 

1,095
5,6'"3,930 

9,190 
4,190 

(81.S) 

2,0$0 
47> 

(3,340)... 
23,125 

21.145 

1l.955 
l,sgO 

".1.600 
145 

7.. 

," 
3,225 

.,0 
2'"'
535 

(')
1.62(J 

39,5ZS 

Prcsldtnt's"lIhle with Fun Pbl'ue-In in F'Y 1996 with AdjU5lmc.nts in lGA, WorkUtg Poor Child (;.are. 

~moll$tratioD'j UP r.r~t Prvt'i'l'IoD a! SlMte Option. 

Now. 1: J>.~thescs deM~ ""'in~•. 
~ole 2: Five Y<:u IUld Ten Year Fedenl estim.w reprcaent 80~ (If aU CJ:pendlrurc;s excqlt for 

d-A foUotMing: bme:/ltlt are (It wmmt maIeh n.t.M; child npptOl1l.$ m~~ a[ J1it.el 
sp"ified In the bypoU\ctical ph.n; and IXImp~i>;e~!In gratllI a..re rnaIcl\ed At 100%. 

SoUle<: HHS/ASPH starr e5t\tTUIt.es. Thue uUm!)tcs have bectI ..httred '.with 1I.JIf[wi1hin HHS and OMB but 
h4ve not been ofIi<:i.Uy ~ by OMB. The policies do not tq*tuC1t AtlOh$Ct)'l.tI f'CCammc:nd&tkm 
ofdie Working Group Co-Chain. 

http:tlOh$Ct)'l.tI
http:ofIi<:i.Uy
http:e5t\tTUIt.es
http:SlJMM.AR
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TABLE I ~ PREUMINARV SUM:MARY FErn:;RAL COST E$flMt\l'ES 
fOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFAIU: REFORM PROPOSAL my t\Soelll year. m miliionll of dQIlar.;) 

PARJ;:NTAL RESPONSI81L1TY 

Mia<>< Moth.,.. 

No Additional Benei!(s for Additioud Childree 

Child Suppart EDr(6~ 


P8tetOity £$\ablbhmeot (NU) 

£nfolftmeftt (Net) 

C<>mP"'" c.,.",


SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBIUTY 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED 8Y WORK 

Additionel JObS Spending 
Additional Child Care ror JOBS 

WORK ""'gram 
Additioaat Child Cue tor WORJ(
SImp' from Child Cart.ad Otb.er Expaurioo 

Transitiona1 Chlid Care 
Eaham:ed T eea Can M.:aJ:U)gemeot 
Saving$ * CaseJo.ad Reduction 
ADP 'Fedenl.n4 State S.nt.emsJAdmia Errttltm:1 

SURTOThL, JOBS/wORK 
SUBTO'l'AL. JOBS/WORK ANn PARENTAL RESp 

WORKINe POOR CHIl ..l> CAll£ 

REMOVE TWO PUENT (tJP) RESTRICTIONS 


Temage Prep.llcy Pre..-ootioa GNlnu 

No~..tlJstodial P'arentJOBSfWOlU{ PrognuDs 
Au:£ss Crllnts: and Parenting DemOIlStnlOOIiS 
Child Support As-sUMilDu! P'tojtdJ 

IDA and M"JC:nnatuprise Prnje£:ts 

SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 

IMPROVING COVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (lCA) 

State l<1cxlbUity 011 E¥moo Income 
afl-d Child Support Disrqanls 

Genen!J)" Conrotm Assets to Food St.vmps 
lnert'Jise Territories' Caps 
AllOt ...... 

SUBTOTAL IGA 

GRANDTQTAL 

5 Year 5 Year 
F......I 

PukazclA Pacua4:1B
~~_tral 

(30) 
o 

(!!O) 
(160) 
370 

!!O 

2.195 
1,610 

1,330 
610 

(1110) 

215 
11. 

(lIS)
S4S 

6,37. 
6,460 

1,51)0
495 

2•• 
130 

.. 
)II 

lao 

540 

385 
100 

(S)• 
48' 

9,415 
Pres:idenf'$ Ttbk with Fun Ph.sc--In in FY 199' witIl Fw"tlu.'r Ad,j'l$tmcnls 
10 IGA. Working P~r Child Canlo and DCDlJolUtraOOtu; 1W Two--Pareat 

'"nwbkm as Stllte Option. Comparbol"l5 ~ P.d,.!('$ JA aod IB ud Pac-tsw: 2. 
No«; I: P4~1I&1 Oen<:tl.e ..... ing", 
N<.WI1: FI"'~ Y«.f F.:.deH1 emimal/J, t'I:'p~ 80S ofaU ~itliU el~epl for die followitt£l 

b<:""fitJ. l~ at "I.!.IT1IDl mtll:h (lIto~; ;;bil,j I4pf'Ort if, IN.ll:h"'d H I'I.IU tpecilloJ i4!be 
h)'pcthtliwl pillA; tn4 tc:.:1'\&fI'l pR"tualot)' ptcVenMn Sranu M¢ ~ at 1001'. 

$ovitt: HHSfASPE .",ITUllmate4. The.are cdtl1l;ltU tu.VII be>::n. sh"ted wilh IIIJItr.....ithm HMS .wd OMS but 
have not l>44n n!1:)cQfty N..w~ by OMS. '1be poLil1iu do ~ rql!"e.!o1lll'l • toltlClUIa rtcQtMlendallOIl 
,,(the Work:in, Group eo-o.a!,.,. 

tH81 
(lIO) 

(160) 
373 
(130; 

2,195 
1,610 

1,33. 
610 

(100) 

225 
1711 

(lIS) 
545 

.,373 
6~ 

2'• 

130 
30 

120 
60 

,WI 

tH8l 
(lIO) 

(160) 
3711 

(130) 

2,195 
1,610 

1,)30 
610 

(100) 

215 
17. 

(lIS) 
S4S 

6,)711 
6,240 

3,51)0 
••5 

... 

3% 
7. 

m 
1.5 

1,295 

385 385 
100 100 

o
.g) 

185Jr 

9475 12 195 

t6/"9Z!tO 

http:Fedenl.n4
http:CaseJo.ad


TABLE I - PRELIMINARY SlIMMARY COST &''iTlMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
I<"OR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

(By fISCal ytat, in muooos ur doIhrs) 

S V~r 5 Yf'ar .5 YdU' 
F«l<nl }<'ederal Federal 

l'aciul:l!e lA Il aekl.2.e lB l"arJUlil'.e 1­

1"i\RENTAI. KE,,'iPONSHJlLI'i'V 

MirtQr 1\4oiht-ts 
No Addruooill ~rts. for Addit.lonal Children 
Child Su~ Euforeemif'llt 

Pawmty I':sbtb1ishment (Nd.) 
Enrorrell1ent (Net) 
ComBllter Cru;ts 

S BTOTAL, PARENTAL RF...",PONSI8IUTY 

(30)• 
(96) 

(IW) 
37. 
90 

(30~1,220 : 
(96~

(lW. 
370 ' 

(IJO) 

(30)

=1 
(96) 

{IWI 
370 

(lJO) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BV WORK 

Additional JOBS Spending 
Additional Child Care fur JOBS 

2,195 
1,6tO 

2,195 
1.610' 

2.195 
1.610 

WURKI~alfi 
Additional hiJd Care fot WORK 
SaYings from Child Ca,re and Other Expamioo 

1,330 
610 

(100) 

1,33. 
610 

(100) 

1,330 
610 

(100) 

'J'rartsitiooai Child Cart! 
Enlu\l\(OO T«n Case M1tnagement 
Sayinr.; ~ Castload Redudioo 
ADP 't-det1land State Sftem5/Admilt EfrM:itney

SUUl'OTAI.., JOB "WORK 

22517. 
(2151
545 

6..170 

225 
17. 

(2151 
;'5

6,37. 

22S 
170 

(2151 
54S 

6,370 

SUBTOTAl., JORS/WORK AND PARENTAL RF.,SP 6,.... 6,l4O 6,340 

WORKING l>()()R CIIiLD CARE 
Kt:MOVE TWO PARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 

1.soo 
49S 

1,72Il
4.. 

3.soo 
"5 

T~utgt'; 1'(t'guBney I'rt!vmOOn Grants ZOO ZOO 200 
Non..cllstOOial PSR:Ot JOBS!WORK I'rograms 

Attess Grants .nd Parenting Ilemoostnltions 

Cbild Suppc»1 Assurance Projects 

II)A ami M'lCl'Offitt>tpm Proj«rs 

SunTOTAI. SPECIAL INITIATIVES 

130 

30 

120 
641 

540 

130 

3. 
120 

~ 
'540 

390 

70 

296 

145 
1,095 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT A..IiSISTANCE (IGN 

Shth~ Fli:'Jiibliity 011 ..::.arnt>d locu~ 
and Child SUfoport Dl~rtgards 

(;eucrlllly Olrt or1U As.st'U to Fuod Stamps 

ll\(r(1tse Tf'11'1tories:' Caps 
AllOtbet'$ 

SUUTO'fALIGA 

J8S 
100 

0 
(5)

48. 

385 
100 

•(5) 
480 

J8S 
100 

lBS 
(51..., 

, 

GRANllTOTAL i .475 9.475 11,995 

Pl"t'Sldel'lt's Table with FuU Phase-In in FY 1996 with Further Adjuslmftlt! 

in IGA. Working Poor Child Cue, and l>emonstratlon.~j UP Two-PJlrent 

I'rovuion a$ State Option. Comparisons bt'twffll hekaEel lA and IB and Pad:age 2. 
Noh: 1: PareothllfC. 4t;notQ ,",ying •• 
N~ 2: Fhe Yen.od Ten Vel( ~RI eatirntttJ tt.ptUotllj &0'1 of.n exprn6iw:ruuctp' fM 

!lw (O!l()W["g: bellefiu anl.t eu~ match /''It.u; ctUfd 1t)~!1 is ItIIW;;IwJ.t niu 
lJ'«ifi~ in til. nypOlhd.i.al pl&t!~ IUw;! <romr~ delOO!Ult!Ithm gruIU an: m.akhcd lit 100,", 

Source: HHSfASf'E alT nti~, 'f'h.eae csWnatu htvc Mn dated with uffwilhla n"s.nd OMlJ lim 
tu.ve not been o(fte;.liy 1'1W~ by OMS. 1m polidu de ~ Kt'~. ronJC_ f«<lmmendaoon 
ntll\e Wmimc Group ~im. 

http:nypOlhd.i.al


04126194 
SUMMARY OF CO;TS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFAcRE REFORM PACKAGES 

(Dollars in Millions) 

FY 1999 5 Y.,.,­ 10 Year 

PACKAGE lA cosrs Total Tolal Federal Stare Total Federal Stat< 
- - - -------­

PMU:NTAL RESPONSWILITY (360) (560) 90 (650) (5,905) (1,170) (4,735) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,225 7,770 6,370 1,400 23,465 20,655 2,810 

WORKING POOR CHlLD CAcRE 900 1,&75 1,500 375 6,930 5,545 1,385 

TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 2,815 1,580 1,295 

SPECIAL INITIATIVES 225 625 540 85 1,830 1,530 300 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 335 900 480 420 2,715 1,085 1,630 

TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE lA 4,700 11 505 9,475 2,030 31,910 29,llS 2,685 

FYI999 5 Y.,... 10 y"", 

PACKAGE IB COSTS Total Total FedenJ State Total Federal State 
-­ -­ - - - -------. 

PARENTAL RESPONSWILITY (625) (1,220) (130) (1,090) (8,055) (1,980) (6,075) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,225 1,nO 6,370 1,400 23.465 20,655 2,810 

WORKING POOR CHlLD CARE 1,000 2,150 J,720 430 7,780 6,225 1,555 

TWO PA~-r (UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 2,875 1,:580 1,295 

SPECIAL INITIATIVES 225 625 540 85 1,830 1,530 300 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANeE 335 900 480 420 2,715 1.0SS 1,630 

TOTAL COSTS 4,535 1l,lZO 9,475 1,645 30,610 29,095 1,515 

Nota 1: Parentheses dMlOt. Uvtngl. 

NQtllll~; Fro-. Y.at And Ten Ye.ar Federal ..1ima.tes ropreslfl1'l160'lb 'Of all upilndlM'n .x~lIIpt for 

the fQfJcwing: btiHJ'flts &HI Ilieurrem mateh tlllt..; child support Is mateMd at ffltH 

specffied fn tn. ~ plan; and eomPf1l~ d.moNtratlon grlll\tl are matched at 100%. 

$txIr¢.: HHSlASPE daft _tima:., 1'hoM "tim~ have bean shar~ with .ttltf wIth!n HH$ And OMS but 

han net been otflelally ~ by OMD. The p<:Ilk:~ do not lepnl$lIU'It,. C1)(IMMln f.commendaticm 

01 the WoJ1(ing Group Co-<::tI4lr1I, 



•, 

SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFOIL\I PACKAGES 04126194 

(Donat'S in Millions) 

PACKAGE 1 COSTS 
FYI999 

Total Total 

5Y..,. 

Federnl Sta'" I Tola! 

10 Year 

Fedenl Sta'" 

PARENTAL RESPONSmlLITY (625) (1.220) (130) (1.090) (8.055) (1.980) (6.075) 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3.225 7.770 6.370 1,400 23.4<;5 20.655 2.810 

WORKING POOR cmu> CARE 1.875 4.375 3,500 875 14,945 11,955 2.990 

TWO PARENT (UP) PROYISIONS 375 895 495 400 2.875 1.580 1,295 

SPECIAL INITIATIVES 505 1,3t5 1.095 220 3,945 3.225 720 

IMPROVING GOYERNII!ENT ASSISTANCE 400 1,085 665 420 3.250 1.620 1,630 

TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 2 5,755 14,220 11.995 2225 40425 37.055 3,370 

Notli 1: PuWlth..n d.not. nvlog•. 

Not. 2: FlY, Yoat and T~ Yoot FItd",al ntim4m fftjlresettl8G% of all upenciih.JtH ':':Ctlpt fOI 

tIM foUowlnQ: benIIII'ltt .,. at currw m4tcll r.1n: chitd wppGl't is m41(:n.d at tam 

.~1f*I1n 1M- ~ttt.1kaf ptan; and eomptfd:l*,,*tv. dtmon.ltatkm ;11U!'t$ iml m&tch.d lit ,OO~ 

Sauro.: HHSIASPE neff M'tlfMtft. Th... Mtlmatu haVll been .ruu.o with s'!a.ff withln HHS and OM!! but 

ha~ not bwrl offkllalty ~ by OMS. TM policies do net r.pruClt II conunsIA r.commfll'ldatlon 

of tht Wctkln; Group co.ctWI't. 



TABLE I 


PROJECTED CASELOADS UNDER A HYPOTHETICAL PROPOSAL, 

ASSUMING IMPLEMENTATION FOR PERSONS BORN AFTER 1971 


, 

. 


Projected Adult Cases With Parent 

Born Afier 1971 Without Reform 


Off welfare with Reform 
. 

(Health reform after 1999, EITC, 
Child Care, JOBS, WORK, etc.) 

. 
Program Participants 

Working While on Welfare 


JOBS Participants 


WORK Participants 


JOBS-Prep-disability/age limits work 


JOBS-Prep-severely disabled child 


JOBS-Prep-caring for child under one 


FY 1997 


1.43 million 


.04 million 


1.39 million 


.12 million 


.74 million 


.00 million 


.24 million 


.06 million 


.24 million 


FY 1999 


1.93 million 


.08 million 


1.85 million 


.17 million 


.S9 million 


.17 million 


.31 million 


.06 million 


.25 million 


FY 2004 


3.34 million 


.81 million 
. 

2.53 million 


.21 million 


.92 million 


.54 million 


.44 million 


.OS million 


.35 million 




TABLE 2 


Projected Welrare and Work Status for Persons Bom 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 
Mandatory Education, Training 
or Placement; or Off Welfare 
with Reforms 

23% 74% 

Not Working: nor In manda­
tory Education, Training or 
Placement 

77% 26% 

TOTAL . 100% 
• 

100% 

\ 

'\ 




TABLE J - PltELlMlNAltV SUMMARV COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PltOPOSAL 

. (By r...... ye&r, ill millioos of dollan) 
. 

5 V_ 5 Year 10 Year 10 V_ 
Total Fed ..... 1 Total ~'ed....1 

III 

Minor Mothen (85) (30 (210) ) (85)
No Additional Bencfita (or Additional Child_ 
Child Support En(orcoment 

(660) (220 (2,!S0) ) (810) 

Patemlty I!stablishment (Net) (535) (90) (2,080) (400) 
Enro""""""t (Net) (405) (160) (4,700) (l,SS5) 
Compu~rCoa~ . 46S 420 1,085 975 

SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 

TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLWWED BY WORK 

(1,220) (80) (8,055) (1,875) 

JOBS-Prep :lOS 275 1,225 1,105 
Additional JOBS Spending 2,580 2,320 7,140 6,425 
Additional Child Co", for JOBS 1.8OS 1,625 4,900 4,410 

WORK Program 790 710 10,150 9,135 
Additional Child Core ror WORK 365 330 4,585 4,125 
Savings (rom Child Care and Other Expansion (90) (50) (1,275) (100) 

Transitional Child Care 560 505 2,580 2,320 
Enhanced Teen Case Management 210 190 595 535 
Savings - CAseJoad Reduction (520) (285) (5,090) (2,800) 
ADP Federal and Stale SyslCm,/Admin Ilme~y 680 665 825 900 

SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK 6,685 6,285 25,1lJ5 25,455 
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 

WORKING POOR CIIILD CARE (Capped al Slb 

S,46S ~ 17,580 lJ,580-
in ntt 'pelld~, 5,000 4,500 16,270 14,645 

REMOVE TWO PAR.:NT (UP) RES1'RICTIONS 2,210 1,160 8,260 4,355, 

Comprebensive Demonstration Grants 200 200 350 350 

Non-Custodial p,,,,ot JOBSIWORK 370 335 1,855 1,670 

Access Grants and Parenting Demonstrations 135 120 285 255 
Child Support Assurance Demonstrations 550 495 1,500 1,350 
IDA and Microenterprise Demonstrations 300 270 700 630 

SUBTOTAL DEMON!;TRA TIONS 

IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE (IGAI 

State Fle><ibitity on I!smed Inoome and 

1,555 1,420 4,690 4,255 

and Child Support Disregard, 1,720 945 4,895 2,695 
GeneraU)' Confonn Assets to Food Stamps 26S 100 655 240 
Set Auto Exclusions to $4500 Equity Value 955 955 2,785 2,785 
Double Territories' Caps/Adjust for Inflation 370 275 1,060 790 
All Ollle", 905 555 2,265 1,375 

SUBTOTAl. IGA 4,215 2,ll30 11,660 7,885 

GRAND 'toTAL 18.445 16,IIS 58,460 54,720 

OPTION 1 - No Child Care, 2 Parent, Demos .... 1GA 

OPTION 2 - No 2 1'0..,.,1,50% ChUd C ..... , 50% Demos 
5,46S 6,205 17,580 lJ,580 

and 50% IGA 10,850 10,580 33,890 36,973 
OPTION 3 - 50% Child Carp, 50% Demos, ond 50'JI. IGA 13,060 11,740 42,150 41,328 

OPTION 4 - SO.,. Demos aDd 50% IGA 15,560 13,990 50,285 48,650 
OPTION 5 - TOTAL Pl.AN 18,445 16,115 58.460 54,720 
''IIOLC J: nrentnes:es oc:nrn.e SAvmgs. 
Note 2: Five Year and Ten Year Fcdetal estimates represent 90~ of alJ expenditures except for 

the following: bcnefiLS Are at current match niles; child support is matched at rates 
specified in the hypothetical plan; llfld oompreheflsive demonstration grants are matched at JOO%. 

Source: HHSIASPE staff estimates. These estimates have been shared with staff within HHS and OMS but 
officially reviewed by OMS. The policies do not represent a consensus recommendation 
of the Working Group Co~Chain. 
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TABLE 4 ·I'RELIMINABV FlNANCING ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE) 
(By fiscal r-. ill milJions .rdollars) 

5 V_ 5 V_ 10 Y_ 111 Year 
Total F_ Total F_ 

Cap Em....___ 

Target Child C .... F.... J'rovam 

Conform AF'DC ... F.... Stamps 130'11> 1'0•• 
Reduce by 112 
Reduce by 113 

rlghlEft Spoosor&blp aad FJIg>"ijity RuIeI 
ror AIieou: 

M.ke cummt 5~year 55l deemine rul." 
pcrma.oent and extend to AFDC and 
Food Stamp • .ud li.mit ~uiJtanCc to 
PRUCOLS 

Exu:nd d«minB perind to 7 Y"'" 

Exu:nd deemi., perind to ciW:enahq, 

EITC: 
Denilll to oofl"re.~nt ,lie", 

Inf() reporting (or 000 pef'tOJJJW;1 

Reduce inappropriate credill 

Gamblin«: 
lncreate withholdins on gambUDi 

",inning. >$50,000 to l6!1\ 

Withholding rate of 28 ~ on ieoo, JlocJ:, 
and biogo wi....'" > 51,500 
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TO: 	 David Ellwood 

Mary Jo Bane 


FROM: 	 Jennifer Mezey 

TRHOUGH: 	 Wendell Primus and Don Cellerich 

DATE: 	 March 18, 1994 

SUBJECT: 	 Child Care Cost Estimate Spreadsheet Model 

Introduction 

. Over 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 10 those whose parents 
do not receive cash assistance but are still poor. In order to accomplish this task, we have 
been looking at data from different sources to inform us 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 Grant; results 
from demonstration programs like the Teen Parent Demonstration; and national surveys like 
the National Child Care Survey (1990), the Profile of Child Care Settings Survey (1990), and 
Ihe Survey of Income and Program Participation. In addition, we have been in close 
communication with CBO about their methodology. assumptions and unit costs. 

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

• 	 There will be more people participating in JOBS. 
• 	 There will be more younger children served boeause of changed exemption policies. 
• 	 With the increased participation standards and fewer ""emptions, it will be more 

difficult for states to 'cream' by preferring participants with older children, smaller 
families andlor access to informal arrangements. 

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

The following memo will deseribe the methodology used to operationalize these assumptions. 
This model estimares the total Federal and State costa fur the provision of child care to 
AFDC and working poor families. I will also discuss the assumptions and unit costs that 
inform the estimares. Since many policy decisions are still open, all estim.res 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 Cl're. 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-tbne 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 infonnal 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 TeC-eligibles. 

Current Law 

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



Transitional Child Care 

Number of Children 

Each year, a certain percentage of the AFDC easeload 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 Pavettl. an avotage of four percent of 
the adult AFDC easeload leaves the program each month, and sixty percent stay off of 
AFDC for at least one year. Half of these exits are for work. 

In a welfare refonn 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 TCe 
costs that have been reported up until now, might be overestimated in scoring terms. 

FuU-Time vs. Part-Time Care 

In ~ost states it does not pay to leave AFDC for a parHime job. Therefore, I assume that 
the majority of AFDC recipien'" (75 %) 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 defmed as forty hours 
per week of work, requiring 50 bours per week of care • 

. Take-Up (UtDization) Rate 

For the purposes of our estimates, we divide tile TCC-eligible population into three groups. 

GROUP 1: Those who are not phased into our "26 and under" welfare reform will leave 
AFDC at baseline rates and will utilize TCC at a baseline leveL It is very difficult to 
determine what this level is, but we assume tI1at it would reach about 20% in 1999 and stay 
at that rate over the next five years. This take-up rate will be phased in over the next five 
years at tile following rate: 

]994: ]0%. 1995: 13%. 1996: ]5%. ]997: ]5%. 1998: 17%. 1999: 20%. 

There is no additional TCC cost attached to this group. 



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

1994: 0%, 1995: 0%, /996: 10%, .1997: /5%, /998: /8%, 1999: 20%. 

We are in the process of discussing the costs for this group with OMB. It is likely that this 
cost is not scorable and its inclusion in our estimates has caused them 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 to leave for work. We assume that these recipients 
would not have left AFDC without our program and that their utilization rates will equal the 
baseline rates plus the marginal rates of the group above. Therefore their rates will be the 
following: 

1994: 0%, 1995: 0%. 1996: 25%. 1997: 30%, ]998: 35%, ]999: 41)%. 

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

Current Law 

Current law is 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 whet kind of sliding fee seale we are going 
to have for the TCC program. All estimates up until this stage do not account for such a 
mechanism. 

Workin; Poor Child Cart 

Number and Age Di'ltribution of Children from Working Poor Families 

The first step was to determine the size of the population of children who were under 130% 
of poverty and whose families did not receive AFDC. We had the Urban Institute do a 
TRIM run using average monthly data in order to accurately gauge the number of children 
who received and did not receive APDC. Using this data, I 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 mw some estimate of how the number 
of working poor children would change over the next 15 years from 1991 to 2004. The 
Census Bureau performs population projections by age each year I but no one projects poverty 
rates, Therefore, I used Census data to detennine the total number of children in 1991. 

Using the TRIM data, I dctennined the percenlage of children who were below 130% of 
poverty. Then, keeping these percenlagos conslant, I applied them to population projections 
in subsequent years to dctennine the overall population of children below 130% of poverty, 
To get the number of working poor families, I subtracted ACF's AFDC cascload projections 
from that number, My justification for using conslant percenlages is the fact that 
macroeconomic conditions might lead to a decrease in poverty rates, but demographics 
(increasing number of single parents, out-of-wedlock births) would balance this out by 
increasing poverty rates. 

Finally, I removed TCC participants from Ihe 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 slay below 
130% of poverty. Approximately 900,000 children each year will be potentially eligible for 
Tee, representing abeul 12% of the working poor population. Non-Tee eligible children 
below 130% of poverty represent approximately 88% of the population of children below 
130% of poverty. 

Full-Time .s. Part-Time Care 

I determined the work statuses of the parents of these children. Families were oonsidered to 
need full-time care if they lived in a two parent family in which both parents worked full­
time or in • 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 tbe other worked part-time, If a single parent worked part-time, his or her child 
would need pan-time care as well. If one parent did not work, the child was not <:onsidered 
to need child care..These same S!andards applied to legal guardian. of children who did not 
live with tbeir parents. 

Our definition of a full-time worker was someone who usually works full-time (40 hours or 
more) during the year. We defined a part-time worker to be someone who did not usually 
work full-time 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 approximately 15 % 
had parents who satisfied the definition of pan-time work. 

Take-Up (Utilization) Rates 

I assumed that working poor families would have the same utilization rates for full-time and 
part-time care and that these rates are the same as those for AFDC families in part-time 
work. These rates are 45% for full-time and part-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 lXlints increase over average current 
rates for families below 130% of poverty (Current rates from SIPP). 

CUJTellt Law 

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

Up!! Costs 

In my estimates, 1 used tile same unit costs for AFDC and working poor families. 

Although some 2 to 4 year olds will be in preschool, this estimate assumes tIlat all of 
children will need full-year full-time or part-time care depending on tIleir parents' 
participation in the labor foree, 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 tile average Head Start 
child is in care for 20 hours per week. 

I assumed that the average 5 year old would be in kindergarten during the school year (38 
weeks) for 3 hours per day, 5 days per week (Department of &lueation). The child would 
then need wrap-around care for tile time tIley are not in school and full-time or part-time care 
during the summer (14 weeks). I also assumed that tile average 6 to 12 year old would be in 
school during tile school year for 6 hours per day, 5 days per week (Department of 
&lueation). If a child's parents work full-time, he or she would need 20 ndditional hours of 
care per week during the school year and 14 weeks of full-time care during tile 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 National 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 per<entage of children in each setting. These weighted averages come out to 
approximately $1.70 for children under I, $1.75 for 1-2 year olds, $1.90 for 3-4 year olds, 
$1.70 for 5 year olds, and $1.80 for school age children (in FY1994 dollars) (pCCS-NCCS, 
1990). 

The 1994 full-time and part-time costs are shown in Table I. In subsequent years, they will 
be inflated by inflation (3%) plus 1%. 
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Table 1 - Unit Cost per Child 

Age otCbild Full-rune Part-Time 

0 4602 2779 

1 4669 2820 

1­ 4724 2875 

3 4931 3044 

4 5057 3147 

S 3604 1791 

6.12 2726 802 

Other Alisumptioos 

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

o 	 All costs are combined federal and state costs. NQ final decisions have been made on 
the issue of match rates. 
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March 14, 1994 

Note to wendell primus 

From: Steve Bartolomei-Hill 

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

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

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

r believe that the eligibility estimates generated by TRIM2 
reflect the financial oircumstances of 1ow-income families. 
These estimates are supported somewhat by FSP OC and SIPP data. 
I also believe that some adjustments need to be made to the TRIM2 
estimates. That is, wbile I am comfortable with the eligibility 
estimates (with a minor adjustment), the participation estimates 
need some adjustments. 

Below I discuss the different sources and the estimates generated 
from them. ,:.,:;>, _" J...tL•..L..... 

"'v" """"' "-.W­
EXPERIENCE IN 'l'i!O S'l'A'l'ES I;"f0.r~ 

Two .tates have received waivers to eliminate the lOO-hour rule 
and the work history requirement: Michigan and Washington. 

Michigan 

MiChigan implemented the cbange on October 1, 1992. From 
September 1992 to October 1993, the UP caseload in Michigan
increased by 29 percent while benefit costs increased by 33. 
percent. 

However, it is possible that not all of this caseload growth can 
be explained by the cbange in rules. For example, nationwide 
(net of Micbiganand California) the UP caseload grew by 1 
percent. 

Mucb of the change experienced in Michigan results from stste 
transferring two-parent families from a previously state-funded 
program into the AFDC program. The state estimates that about 
2/3 of the growth is direotly attributable to transferred cases. 
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Washington 

Washington implemented the chanqe 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 case loads had increased 50- to 65\ in 
demonstration sites (overall 63%). However. further evaluation 
may suggest that some of the increase was related to other 
changes that were made as part of the reform. Net of those 
changes. it appears that elimination of the special eligibility 
requirements for two-parent families increased the UP caseload by 
25 to 30 percent. 

ESTIMA'l:!!lS FRQH SURVEY AND IiROGRI\M !)!ITA 

TllIM2 

TRIM2, a CPS-based micL'osimulation model developed and used by 
the Urban Institute, estimates that elimination of the speoial
eligibility requirements for two-parent families would inorease 
the UP caseload by 90 percent and increase annual AFDC benefits 
by 62 percent:. 

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

Notes about the TRIM2 estimates: 

TRIM2 does not simulate the quarters of work rule. However, 
TRIM2 requires that the principal wRqe 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: TRIM2 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). 	 Beoause it would underestimate the number currently 
eli9ib1e, the participation function used in TRIM2 
would be too high. 

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

Of 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, TRIM2's labor force attachment requirement is 
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likely a good proxy for caseworker behavior, although there 
would be Bome exceptions. 

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

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM OllJILlTlt CQIflROL (FSP DC I DA'l'l\ 

FSP QC data was used to estimate the effects of the rule change
from units currently receiving Food Stamps. The analysis was 
limited to Mpure M two-parent households with children under age 
18. That it, 

from this group). Estimates from 
FSP QC indicate that from current food stamp households alone 
that UP caseloads would increase by 63 percent (204,000 units in 
1992) and benefits by 36 percent. 

SIPP was not used to estimate the impacts of this reform option.
However I tabulations ware done on the number of low-income two­
parent households to check the estimates from other sources. 
These tabulations are of reported income and program 
participation, and do not correct for underreporting. 

In January 1992, among pure two-parent households with children 
under age IS, there were 197,000 with income below 50 percent of 
poverty who reported receiving Food Stamps but not AFOC; another 
94,000 with income between 50 and 7S percent of poverty reported. 
re~eiving Food Stamps but not AFDC. 

Assuming 90 percent of those under half of poverty and 50 percent 
of those with income between 50 and 75 percent of poverty would 
be eligible if tbe two-parent eligibility requirements were 
eliminated would yield 224,000 newly eligible units from among 
those currently receivinq food stamps. This estimate is olose to 
botb the FSP QC and TRIM2 estimates. Note, too, the SIPP 
tabulations are for pure two-parent households only. 

There were another 320,000 households with income below 75 
percent of poverty who 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 may 
understate increases in AFOC eligibility I 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 Qf 
eliminating the special eligibility requirements for two-parent 
families. 

I}. 	 Using estimates from the experiences in Michigan and 
Washington; 

2). 	 Using estimates generated by TRIM2, 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. 	 Michigan and washington 

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

Unfortunately, neither state reform effort baa an evaluation 
component that can indicate why caseloads.cbanged as they did. 
For example, it is unknown whether cases came from current food 
stamp households, or households who were brought into the welfare 
system as a result of the reform. Further, it is difficult to 
isolate the impact of the change from other cbanges that may have, 
been occurring locally or nationally (recall, Michigan's change 
was made during a recession). 

One note, in Michigan, benefit costs increased more than the 
caseload increased. ~his result is different than those 
generated by TRIM2 or FSP QC, and different tban what one would 
expect. I have contacted the state for possible explanations. 

Extending Michigan's experience of a 33 peroent increase in 
benefit costs to the entire UP caseload would inorease AFDC costs 
by $730 million in 1999. 

2. 	 TBIM2 

TRIM2 is time-tested and well-understood ss s tool for estimeting 
expansions to the AFDC program. Further, it appears that the 
estimates generated by TRIM2 could be substantiated by the FSP OC 
rosults and SIPP tabulations. 



In addition to the concerns noted above regarding TRIM2's 
estimation of currently eligible UP units, it may be appropriate 
to adjust 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 
reasonably 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 unewly eligible U 

based solely on the labor force participation screen are in 
fact currently eligible. 1 

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

3a). 	If we stopped there, and applied the new participation rate 
to the new estimate of eligibles, we would increase the 
caseload 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). 
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In the recommendation above, I have ignored the distinction 
between newly eligible units who are and are not current FSP 
recipients. But. we need to think about the secondary effects of 
this reform on the Food Stamp program. 

Some individual components of the particiR~tiQn estimates 
generated by TRIM2 do not make sense (although# in the aggregate. 
they appear reasonable). As an example, TRIM2 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 partioipation rates for 
those who do not currently receive food stamps. This does not 
make sense. ~hereforet I believe another -adjustment ft is 
necessary. 

TRIM2 estimates that 55 percent of new eligibles currently 
receive Food Stamps, and 45 percent of new eligibles do not 
receive Food Stamps. In the aggreqate# 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 t s participation estimates). 

I attempted to apply different participation rates to each group, 
but the results would only increase the TRIM2 aggregates. For 
example, if I assumed 85% of FSP units and 15% of non-FSP units 
participated in AFOC, I WQuld end up with more new units than 
TRIM2 estimated. I preferred generating a new participation 
number in this manner, but it does not make sense for new units 
to have a higher parti~~pation rate than currently eliqible
units. ­

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

TRIM2 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 ESP costs would 
increase by 1.2 percent ($300 million in 1999). In fact, it 
would likely generate Food Stamp savings. 

Finally, I don't believe that our assumption that it would take 
three years before the full caseload affects would be felt is a 
good assumption. Michigan and Washington experienced their 
case load 9rowth in a relatively short period of time. And, 
looking at caseloads in the new UP states may-suggest that two­
years is a sufficient period before the full impacts of the 
program can be expected. 



A note on these costs: 

The mandatory UP provisions of the Frumily Support Act expire on 
October 11 1998. These estimates assume that all states will 
continue to operate UP pro9rams as they do under currant law. 
However, CBO may score this differently. This would potentially 
increase the costs of this provision. 

Also, the participation ~ates used in TRIM2 are historically low, 
in part resulting from the extension of eligibility for two­
parent families in all states (likely also a function of economic 
conditions). Subsequent years of the CPS may have higher 
participation rates, which would increase the costs of this 
proposal. For example, when TRIM2 was based on the 1990 CPS, the 
UP participation rate was 79 percent. The current model, which 
uses the 1991 CPS, uses a participation rate of 54 percent. 
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Costs (AFDC oosts increased by 55% over the UP baseline. Also, 
at this timet we will assume no food stamp costs, although our 
assumptions will likely generate some modest food stamp savings 
(modest housin9 savings will be experienced as well. and are not 
reflected here) 

l2ll illl litl l.lli ll!12 fJ)tal 

AFoe 0 0 600 1,200 1,200 3,000 

FSP Savin9s TBD c~IJ? 
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March 16, 1994 

Note 	to Wendell 

From: Steve 

Addendum to UP estimate 

Two things that could result in lower estimates. 

1). 	 I am reconsidering my conclusion on the take-up rate. In 
concluding that two years was ample time, I wasn't 
considerinq the average monthly caseload, but the caseload 
at the end of each 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. 

2). 	 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, 

register with the 
employment agency 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. 

~,~e:~:~r:;~:~~~!:~~l~a~bo~r~f~o~r~c~e~~~~~~~or for example, 
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March 16, 1994 

Note to Wendell 

Fro~: Steve Bartolomei-Hill 

subject: Reinventing Government Savings 

Several filing unit issues regarding reinventing 90vernment are 
discussed below. ~alevant TRXM2 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. 

1. ,Reduge Payment Standard for Child-Only Unit. 

First, some caveats. Reuben did some work on child only 
units last summer. He found that the number is 9rowing. and 
it is somewhat volatile. For example, this analysis is 
based on the 1991 QC model at the Urban Institute, and 
estimates that 13% of units are child-only units. Reuben 
found that" in FY 1992 15\ of units were child only. A 
graphic done by Reuben showing chanqes in the number of 
child-only units is attached. 

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

~he policy simulated here was to set· the payment standard 
and maximum payment for child-only units equal to the 
increment of 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 savings of ·L 3 
percent. 

Applying that AFOC benefit savinqs percentaqe to the 
baselines in other years would yield the following savings: 

AFDe Savings Food St.amp Costs 

1995: $ 1. 00 billion $ .0 billion 
1996: 1.03 .0 
1997: 1. 07 . 0 
1998: 1.10 .0 
1999: 1.14 .0 

5-years: $5.34 billion $ . billion 

Food Stamp estimates generated by the QC model were 
implausible. I am having some tabulations done that will be 
used to do out-of-model adjustments. For now~ I think Food 
Stamp costs of $1~5 billion per year is close to what we can 



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

lmpacts in California are forthcoming (California has 
rou9hly 1/4 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 (99%) 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 is a table Canta did showinq how the payment 
standard would have changed if this policy were in effect in 
January 1992. 

We canlt e~amine poverty impacts because AFDC QC data is 
used. TRIM2 is not a good source for examining child-only 
units. 

2. Include SSI recipjents in the AlOe unit 

The policy option simulated here is to not exclude people 
from the AFDC unit based on sst receip~. Unlike other times 
we have simulated this option, this time we did not include 
a disre9ar~ for income from 8SA programs. 

Some caveats: 

TRIM2 does-not identify·children younger than 15 as SSI 
recipients. It would appear, then, that these estimates 
would he much too low, because S8I kids are missed. 
However, TRIM2 does note the presence of SSI income in the 
family; it is usually assigned to an adult -- perhaps 
erroneously to the AFDC casehead. Nonetheless, in those 
cases I it would bring an SSI recipient into the unit. 

TRIM2 is based on the 1991 CPS. Therefore f any growth in 
SSt case loads among people who would otherwise he in an AFOC 
unit would not be reflected in these estimates. 

TRlM2 estimates that including SSI recipients in the AFDC 
unit would reduce the average monthly number of units by 5.1 
percent and reduce annual AFDC benefits by 5.4 percent. 
Some of these savings were offset by increases in Food 
Stamps (1.6% of baseline) and housing (.6\ of baseline). 



AFDe Food stamps Housing TOTAL 
(savings) (costs) (costs) (savings) 

1995, $1. 25 bU. .38 .13 .74 
1996, 1. 29 .39 '.13 .71 
1997, 1.34 .41 .14 .79 
1998, 1.38 .42 . 14 .62 
1999, 1.44 .44 . 14 .86 

5-year: $6.70 $2.04 $ .68 $3.98 

Poverty Impacts: 

If onc defines income to include Food Stamps and housing
assistance, and the relevant unit is the household {versus 
the Census definition of the family}~ then, among households 
who would participate at some time during the year in either 
the baseline or the alternative: 

t of Households in poverty increases by 2.3% (50,000 
households) 

• of kids in poverty increases by 1.7 percent (86,000 kids) 
The poverty gap increases 3.1 percent (~234 million). 
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THE URBAN INSTITUTE 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

FROM; 

SUBJECT; 

DATE; 

Steve Bartolomet-Hill 

Linda Glannarelli' 

SimulatiOn g. \Vith the AFDC-gC model: 
Redudng benefits for chlld~only u:11ts 

March 15. 1994 

Attached are t.wo tables with the results (If $imulatiol1 g, We simulaled this 
allcmative using the AF'DC-QC model for IT 199 L Let us know j,fyou need more details. 

What we Simulated 

We modified both the paymentstandard and the ma'<imum payment (but not the 
need standard) for child-only unitS, 

For a child-only unit of n children (and 0 adults) we set the payment standard to 
the difference between the payment standard for n+1 people and the payment standard 
[or 1 adult, And we set the ma.ximum payment to the state's maxtmum payment for n+1 
people minus the maximum payment for 1 adult. NoUce that the calculation uses the 
payment standards and ma."Iilmutn payments for 1 adult; some states have lower payment 
standards and ma:dmum payments for units consisting of just one child vs. uni1.S 
consisting of just one: adult. 

The results 

Theresults look good. Keep in mind that aU the data apply to the average month. 

Table I gives the aggregate results. Average monthly caseload falls by .4 percent. 
because the reduction in Ule pa;trnent standard and maximum payment is enough to 
make some units ineligible for any benefit. Total benefits fall by 4.3 percent. . 

Table 2 shov.'S more detail on Ihe losers, A total of 552 thousand units lOOt some 
or aU benef1ts. TIus seems correct because published dala show about 560 thousand 

IPaul Johnson did the programming for this analysis. 
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child~onlv units in FY 199L:.t Most of the unHs losing benefits in the simulation, 532 
thousand. receIved lower benefits but \;.>ere stHl cllgible:' the average loss was S 130. Only 
a handful lost aU their benefits. . 

l Probably. all the chUd-only units the model found lost sorne or aU benefils. Tht! differe.nce between our 
532 thousand and the SGO thousand in the publJshed data Is pTObablydue to oW' dropping ~orne 'Wl.lb from 
the QC mOOeh baseline ~lmulation because they look lndl.g1ble. We could check this to ~ certain tfyou 
think Irs Important, 

2 
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TABLE 1 

EFFECT OF REDUCING PAYMENT STANDARD AND :vlAXIMIM PAYMENT 


FOR CHILD·ONL Y UNITS' 


BASED ON THE AFDC·QC MODEL, FY 1991 


Average Monthly Caseload 

Units (milL) 

Persons (mill,) 

Benefits (bit. 01 91 $) 

Avg. benefit per unit 

Annual Benefits (bil of 91 $) 

Baseline: 
1991 law 

4.375 

12.974 

$1.731 

$396 

$20,776 

Alternative: Percent chg. 
Reduce bens. Alternative 
for chllg.only vs. Sas,?ling 

4.356 ~O.4% 

12.939 '0,3% 

$1.657 w4.3% 

$380 -3.9% 

$19.878 -4.3% 

Source: The Urban Institute's AFDC·QC model. FY 1991 data 

1 For a unit consisting of n children and 0 adults, the payment standard and maximum 
payment are both set to equal the amount for n+ 1 people minus the amount for. 1 adu~. 
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TABLE 2 

AFDC STATUS CHANGES DUE TO 


REDUCING PAYMENT STANDARD AND MAXIMIM PAYMENT 

FOR CHILD·ONL Y UNITS' 


BASED ON THE AFDC,OC MODEL, FY 1991 

Number 
of units 

(mill.J 

Redy(:1i9n in AFDC Elene!i!s 
Aggregate Per unit wi 

(bill,) H1L'l...ch~ng8 

TYPE OF CHANGE 

Lower benefits, still eligible 0.532 $0,069 $130 

Become ineligible 0,019 $0.005 $282 

TOTAL 0.552 $0,075 $136 

Source: The Urban Institute's AFDC·QC model. FY 1991 data 

, For a unit consisting of n children and 0 adulls, 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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