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SUMMARY

On October 13, 1988, the Family Support Act of 1288 {Public Law 100-485)
became law, This act makes dozens of char geg in the Aid to Families with
Dependent Children {(AFDC} and Child Support Enforcement programs. it

creates a new program of education, training, and other work-related
services for AFDC recipients and mandates the AFDC-Unemploysd Farent
program in all states. It adds to the Child Support Enforcement program
requirements for automatic wage withholding of child support, use of state
child support guidelines, and increases in the establishment of paternity.
In addition, the act extends Medicaid coverage for familiss leaving AFDC
because of increased earnings or loss of the earnings disregards to 12
months and establishes a new program of child care assistance for 12
months to these same families.

New federal government costs projected under the act will total $3.3
billion over the five-year period from fiscal year 1989 through fiscal
year 1993, The act includes funding provisions primarily dezling with the
recovery of debts owed the federal government and changes in the dependent
care credit under the inccme tax system. Revenues and receipts froam the
funding provisions will balance the added spending and leave the projected
federal deficit essentially unchanged over the five years (see Summary
Table),

New projected costs to state and local governments--%0.7 billion---
will be one-fifth of federal government costs. Moreover, states will bhe
affected very differently by the act, depending on whether they already
have an AFDC-Unemployed Parent program and on the size of their existing
work-related programs.

The act will have only a minor effect on the numbers of AFDC
recipients by the end of the fifth year. While scme of the act's
provisions will increase the numbers of recipients, others, such as the
new work-related program, will decrease the numbers of recipients.
Hundreds of thousands of families with a working adult that have lefg
AFDC, however, will receive a new transitional child care subsidy and
extended Medicaid assistance.

This paper concentrates on the provisions of the act that are related
to work: the new work-related program, the transiticnal child care
program, and the transitional Medicaid program. In many respects, these
provisions, along with the changes in Child Support Enforcement, are the
centerpiece of the act. Moreover, the majority of AFDC families aided by
the act will be those who work or who have the potential to work,

Title II of the act establishes a new work, training, and education
program for recipients of AFDC: the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills
Training program, or JOBS. The program's provisions are complex,
egstablishing many new requirements for the states. In terms of the
implications of JOBS for government costs, two aspects of the program are
most Important. First, the federal match rate for these work-related



SUMMARY TABLE. ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

CT
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

- C ] . -
PRET DNAETT U QT I TWDTT AT R 2
OF THE FAMILY SUPPORT OF 1908

B

Five~Year
1989 1990 1901 1992 1493 Total

ramily Support
Spending 62 313 1,024 1,036 3866 3,305
Funding
Provisions a/ -473 -678 -708 -730 -745 -3,334
Increase or
Decrease {~) in the
Federal Deficit ~411 -365 316 308 121 -29
SQURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
NCTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
a. A minus sign indicates reduced spending or increased revenues.

programs is increased, in general to the AFDC benefit match rate with a
floor of 60 percent. Under prior law most AFDC work-related spending was
matched at a rate of 50 percent and most spending on education and
training was not matched at all. These increased federal match rates will
provide states with an incentive to spend more on education, training, and

other work-related programs. Second, the act sets regquirements for
participation in work-related programs among a percentage of nonexempt
AFDC recipients: for single-parent AFDC families the required

participation rate rises from 7 percent in 1990 to 20 percent in 1995,
after which a requirement is no longer specified in the law, and for AFDC-
Unemployed Parent families it rises from 40 percent in 1994 to 75 percent
‘in 1998, when it is repealed.

Together, these two aspects of JOBS will raise combined federal/
state spending to one and one-~half to one and three-quarter times
projected levels under prior law. Over the five-year projection periad,
federal government costs will rise by an estimated $1.2 billion, while
state and local government costs will decline by an estimated $0.4
billicn. Federal spending in the JOBS program, which is an entitlement,
is capped at $600 million in 1989. The cap gradually rises to $1.3
billion in 1995, and falls to $1.0 billion a year thereafter. According
to CBC's estimates, however, federal spending will fall below the cap in
all years.
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Increased spending on work-related programs will permit the numbers
of participants to increase by an estimated 1 million over the five years.
Participation in AFDC work-related programs has been found to result in
welfars savings and fawver families receiving AFDC, although these affects
appear to be modest. By CBO's estimates, 50,000 families will be off AFDC
by the end of the five-year period, a reduction of about 1 percent in
caseloads.

Title Iil of the act establishes a transiticnal child care progr
for all famiiies who leave AFDC because of increased earnings. Assistance
is provided for 12 months, with families making copayments under a state-
established sliding scale formula. Payments are limited to actual costs,
up to local market rates. States may get naxismum payments below market
rates, provided such maximums are at least 3175 a month for each child two
years of age or older, and 3200 a meonth for each child under age two.

Federal costs for transiticonal child care assistance are estimated
to rise from 3$25 million in 1990 to $260 million in 1993, totaling $735
million over the 1989-1993 projection period. State child care spending
is estimated to increase by $430 miliion over the same period.
Approximately 280,000 children, less than half the number of eligible
children, are estimated to receive assistance; the remaining children will
continue in informal and unpaid arrangements. Monthly costs are estimated
to average $123 in 1990, based on $175 in child care costs and $52 in
family copayments.

Title IITI also expands transitional Medicaid assistance from 4 months
for most families under prior law to 12 months. Both transition programs
are effective April 1, 1990, and repealed September 30, 19398. Families
eligible for benefits are the same as those eligible for transitional
child care assistance, except that families with gross earnings after
child care expenses above 185 percent of the poverty thresholds lose
eligibility. After the first six months of benefits, states may charge
a premium to families in which gross earnings after child care expenses
are above the poverty thresholds. The premium can be no more than 3
percent of a family's gross earnings.

The expanded Medicaid transition is estimated to cost the federal
government $430 million over the five-year projection period. State costs
are estimated to rise by $350 million. These costs include the effects
of setting premiums in some states, which will reduce federal government
spending by an estimated 15 percent. An estimated 355,000 families con
average each year will participate by fiscal year 1993. Beczuse a number
of families are expected to drop out of the program rather than pay
premiums, the number of participating families (445,000 in 1993} is
estimated to be much higher during the first six months of transition
benefits.
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INTRODUCTION

The Family Support Act of 1988 will change welfare in significant ways.
Indeed, it will bring about one of the largest additions to spending on

the Aid to Families with Depsndent Children (AFDC) program since its
inception in 1935. The added spending, however, iz unlikely to have any
major effect on the numbers of AFDC recipients. Some of the act's

provisions will increase the numbers of recipients, while other provisions
will decrease the numbers, resulting in little change overall.

This act builds upon and extends changes to AFDC made during recent
decades. For example, it requires all states to provide AFDC for at leasgt
six months every year to two-parent families in which the primary earner
is unemployed, extending the 1961 change that allowed states to provide
assistance to such families. The act further strengthens the Child
Support Enforcement (CSE) program, enacted in 1975 and reformed in 1984,
It also strengthens and funds at significantly increased levels the work
requirements, first instituted under the Work Incentive (WIN) program in
1967..

The provisions related to work are central to the act. The majority
of AFDC femilies aided by the act will be those who work or who have the
potential to work. It is these families and these work-related
provisions-~the new work program and the transition programs for child
care and Medicaid--on which this paper focusses.

This paper has three secticns and an appendix. The first section
discusses the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training Program {JOBS).
The second section discusses the new transitional child care program,
which helps pay for 12 months of child care for families who leave AFDC
because of earnings increases. The third section discusses the
transitional Medicaid program, which entitles families who leave AFDC
because of earnings increases to 12 months of Medicaid. Each section
describes and analyzes the provisions of the act, presents their costs and
effects, and discusses CBO's estimating methodologies. An appendix
briefly describes the other major provisions of the act and presents their
estimated costs for federal and state and local governments. A second
appendix briefly notes the Administration's estimated federal costs of the
act.

JOB OPPCRTUNITIES AND BASIC SKILLS TRAINING PROGRAM

Title II of the Family Support Act establishes a new work, training, and
education program for AFDC recipients. The new JCBS program requires mors
from the states than did prior law and simultaneously provides more
federal funding. Under prior law, states could require AFDC caretakers
whose youngest child was six years of age or older to participate in work-
related, training, or education programs under the Work Incentive (WIN)
program or under WIN demonstration programs. Funding levels for WIN,
wiich have been subject to annual appropriations, were cut sharply during
the 1980s. States also placed caretakers in specific work-related



programs--community work experience programs (CWEP) or workfare, work
supplementation, and job search--funded under the AFDC program, which is
an entitlement.

Major Elementsg of JOBS

The JOBS program will be administered by the state agency that adpinister
AFDC; welfare agencies and departments of laber previously shared
responsibility. OStates are to require participation of all nonexempt AFDC
recipients to whom they guarantee necessary child care, subject to the
conditicn that "state resources otherwise permit.” With this condition,
and except for the participation rate reguirements discussed bvelow,
participation and spending levels will presumably be left up to the

states. The act requires states to institute the JOBS program by
Cctober 1, 1990, but states may choose to participate in the new programn
as early as July 1, 1989. The major elements of the program  are

discussed below. Table 1 summarizes the most important of these elements.

Work-Related Activities. States must provide a broad range of activities
including educaticn, job skills training, job develcpment and job
placement, and job readiness. Also, states must include two of the
following four activities: group and individual job search, on~-the-job
training, work supplementation, and community work experience or other
work experience approved by the Secretary of the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS). Both the intensity of these activities and their
duration are likely to vary, although the act does set limits on hours of
required participation each week for certain families.

Supportive Services. States must either provide child care or pay for it
if it is necessary for participation in a work-related activity. The
amount paid for child care, however, is limited tc actual costs, up to
local market rates. States may set maximum payments below market rates,
provided they are at least $175 a month for each child two years of age
or older and $200 a month for each younger child. Other necessary
expenses, including transportation, must also be reimbursed.

Priorities Among Recipients. Each state must spend 55 percent of its
funds on three priority groups: long-term recipients, defined as those who
have received AFDC for any 36 of the preceding 60 months; parents under
the age of 24 who have not completed high school or had little or no work
experience in the preceding year; and members of a family in which the
youngest child is within two years of being ineligible for AFDC.
Volunteers from any of these groups are to be given first priority. If
a state does not meet this requirement, the federal share of its JOBS
expenditures declines to 50 percent, although the Secretary of DHHS may
waive the requirement if the characteristics of a state's caseload make
meeting it infeasible. CBO estimates that these priority groups together
represent roughly 60 percent of average monthly AFDC families, although




TABLE 1. IMPORTANT ELEMENTS OF JOBS

FUNDIMG Foderal March Rates
PROVISIONS

o 90 percent for $126 million (equal to 1987 WIN funding)

o AFDC beaelit match rate with a foor of 60 percent for most expenditures (the
highest state benefit match in 1989 will be 80 percent)

0o AFDC benefit match rate for child care

0 50 percent {or most administrative costs and other services

Entittement Caps (excluding child care)

Fiscal Year Millions of Dollars

1989 600

19%0 800

1991 1,000

1592 1,000

1993 1,000

1994 1,100

1995 1,300

1996 and after 1,000
WORK-RELATED States must include these activities: education, job skilis training, job readiness, job
ACTIVITIES development and job placement

States must include two of the following activities: group and individual job scarch,
on-the-job training, work supplementation, comumunity work experience or other
approved work experience

PRICRITY GROUPS States must spend 35 percent of their funds on:

(1} Recipients or applicants who have received AFDC for any 36 of the preceding
60 months.

{2) Parents under age 24 who have not completed high school or had little or no
work experience in the preceding year.

(3) Members of families whose youngest child is within two vears of being incligitle
for AFDC.

States must give priority to volunteers within these three groups.

PARTICIPATION ‘ General AFDC-UP

REQUIREMENTS Fiscal Year Percent Fiscal Year Percent
1990* 7 1994 40
1991 7 19935 50
1992 11 1996 60
1993 11 1997 75
1994 15 199§ 75
1995 20

SCURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

a.

There is no penalty for not meeting the 1990 requirement.



considerable variation exists among the states. If only nonexempt
families with children age three or older are considered, they represent
roughly 40 percent of average monthly AFDC families.

Recipients Exempt from Participation. Recipients caring for a child under
three years of age, or at state option under one year of age, are exemnpt,
and those with children under six years of ags cannot be reqguired to
participate for mere than 20 hours a week. At state option, howsver, both
parents in AFDC-Unemployed Parent (UP) families may be required to
participate, regardless of the children's ages if necessary child care is
provided. About 38 percent of AFDC families are those in which the
youngest child is under three years of age. Cthers are exempted if they
are ill, incapacitated, aged, needed in the home to care for another
mepber because of illness or incapacity, working 30 or more hours a week,
under age 16 or attending school full time, late in pregnancy or have
given birth recently, or living in an area where the program is not
available,

Participation Rates,. States must meet participation rate targets that
rise from 7 percent in 1990 to 20 percent in 1995, or be penalized with
a reduced {ederal match rate. The law does not specify participation
rates for years after 1995. In general, the participation rates must be
met on a monthly basis; that is, the targets are defined as the number of
participants in JOBS in a month divided by the number of AFDC recipients
required to participate in that month. For the years 1990 through 1993,
however, the definition is more complex in that it takes the highest
month of participation during a relevant computation period into account,
raising somewhat a state's measured participation rate. If a state does
not meet these requirements beginning in 1991, the federal share of its
JOBS expenditures declines to 50 percent. In addition to this general
participation requirement, JOBS includes a separate participation rate
requirement for AFDC-UP families, which rises from 40 percent in 1994 to
75 percent in 1997 and 1998, after which the rates are repealed. At least
one parent must participate for at least 16 hours a week in a limited set
of activities, including CWEP or other work experience, work
supplementation, on-the-job training, education if the parent is under age
25 and has not completed high school, or some other state-designed program
approved by the Secretary of DHHS.

Performance Standards. The Secretary of DHHS is to develop performance
standards and to submit recommendations for standards to the Congress by
the beginning of fiscal year 1994. The Secretary must also propose to
Congress modifications in the federal match rate to reflect the relative
effectiveness of the states in meeting the standards. The standards are
to include ocutcome measures, such as increased earnings or reduced welfare
dependency, not just levels of activity or participation. A participation
rate target, however, could be part of the standards, continuing the
participation rate requirement that will otherwise expire after 1995.

Funding. Federal JOBS funding is provided through a capped entitlement.
Federal funds for other than child care, which is not subject to the cap,
are limited to $60C million in 1989, rising to $1.3 billion in 1895, and
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then declining to $1.0 billicn each year thereafter. These funds are to
be allocated to states on the basis of each state's share of adult AFDC
recipients (including minor parents}. The federal match rates are 50
percent for most administrative costs and suppori services other han
child care, the AFDC benefit match rats {that ig, the federal medical
assistance percentage) for child care, the AFDC benefit match rate with
a floor of A0 percent for other expenditures {including full-time JOBS
staff}, and 90 percent for an amcunt equal to the state's 1587 allotment
under the WIN pregram--3129 million. WIN funding will phase cut as the
states phase into the JOBS program, but the $126 millicn will remain.

JCBS should alter significantly the extent of training, education,
and other work-related programs for AFDC recipients. Not only will
federal funds for these activities increase, but states should also be
able to count on the funds because JOBS is an entitlement program, albeit
with spending caps. (Supportive services under WIN wers also meant to be
an entitlement, but they were never treated as such by the appropriations
committees.) Moreover, the nature of many state programs will also have
to change because of JOBS recquirements: asgsessments of participants'
needs and skills will now be required, and certain groups of recipients,
thought to beneflit most from work-related programs, will have to be given
priority. The numbers of nonexempt recipients will increase sharply
because of the lowering of the age of the youngest child exemption. As
a result of these and o¢ther JOBS provisions, spending on work-related
programs will rise significantly, as will the numbers of recipients
participating in such programs.

Costs and Effects

The JOBS program will raise federal government costs but lower state
government costs, relative to costs prior to the JOBS program. Federal
net costs--gross program costs less any resulting savings in welfare
programs--are estimated to rise from $33 million in 1989 to $212 million
in 1993, totaling $1.2 billion over the five-year period 1989 through 1993
(see Table 2). States are estimated to save $4 million in 1989 and $134
million in 1993, totaling $412 million over the five-year period. Both
federal and total net costs pesk in 1991, and then decline as savings in
welfare programs build up over time, as discussed later.

Gross costs of the JOBS program, before any welfare savings, are, of
course, higher than net costs. In 1993, federal gross costs are estimated
to be $458 million, more than double net costs (see Table 2). States will
save money during the early years of JOBS as the federal government pays
for a larger share of state spending. As the participation requirement
takes effect, however, states' gross costs will increase and more than
offset savings from the reduced state match rates.

These new costs resulting from the JOBS program will raise federal
spending on AFDC work-related programs two and three-quarter times above
projected levels prior to the JOBS program (see Table 3). State spending
will decline slightly in 1991 but rise slightly in 1993. Total spending--
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TABLE 2.

£

ESTIMATED COST AND SAVINGS OF JOBS PROGRAM

. ERra PR 1 I [l S 3 R,
{2y fiscal year, in millicns of dollars)

Five-Yaar

89 1590 1991 1962 1993 Total
Federal
Gross Cost a/ 38 267 b7 513 458 1,742
Welfare Savings -3 =25 -£5 ~160 =245 -500
Net Cost 32 242 402 352 212 1,241
State
Gross Cost or
Savings a/ -4 -53 -53 2 31 =77
Welfare Savings b/ =10 ~50 -110 ~-165 -335
Net Cost -4 -63 -103 -108 ~134 ~bi2
Total
Gross Cost af 33 214 41k 515 489 1,666
Welfare Savings =5 -35 -115 -270 -410 -835
Net Cost 28 179 299 244 78 829
SOU?CE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
NOTE: Savings are shown as negative numbers. Details may not add to
totals because of rounding.
a. Costs are in addition to spending on AFDC work-related programs
prior to the JOBS program.
b. Less than $500,000.




federal plus state--will be about one and one-half to one and three-
quarter times greater. The higher spending will allow large increases in
the numbers of AFDC recipients participating in work-related programs.

Ag Table 3 shows, in 1992 chere will be 280,000 more participents,

. [ AR ALY

bringing the total to just under 1 miL*iGn.
The numbers of additional participants in work-relzated programs,

above those particivating before the JCB S program, are =stimated to rise
from 15,000 in 1689 to the 360,000 in 1593 (see Table 4. As the required
participation rate rises to 15 percent in 1994 and to 20 percent in 1995,
the numbers of new participants will rise still more-~to an estimated
550,000 in 19%94 and 800,000 in 1995. Requiring, or allowing, more AFDC
families to participate in work-related programs will lead $o savings in
welfare programs, as participants find jobs or as potential participants
are sanctioned (that is, removed from AFDC) for failure to participate or
as they leave AFDC rather than participate. CBEQ estimates that 10,000
families will leave AFDC in 1991 and that 20,000 will leave in 1993 as a
result of the JOBS program, as shown in Table 4. By the end of five
years, 50,000 families will have left AFDC, a 1.3 percent reduction in the

TABLE 3. SPENDING AND PARTICIPATION IN AFDC EDUCATION, TRAINING, AND
OTHER WORK-RELATED PROGRAMS BEFORE AND AFTER IMPLEMENTATION OF
JOBS PROGRAM

Fiscal Year 1991 Fiscal Year 1993
Before  Change After Before Change After

Spending {(Millions
of dollars)

Federal 269 Le7 736 253 458 711
State 537 -53 484 393 31 4a4
Total 806 b1y 1,220 6L 6 489 1,135
Participants 600,000 235,000 835,000 615,000 360,000 975,000

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

NOTE: Spending and participants before the implementation of JOBS are
estimates subject to considersble uncertainty. Firm data, even for
years before 1988, do not exist. In general, the estimates of
participants were based on estimated spending divided by an
estimated average cost for a participant in a work program lasting
about three months.




TABLE 4. ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF JOBS PROGRAM (By fiscal year)

Five~Year
1539 1990 1991 1592 1993 Total

Additional
Participants in
Work-Related
Programs a/ 15,000 85,000 235,000 360,000 360,000 1,055,000
Families
Off AFDC asz a
Result of JOBS a/ b/ 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 50,000
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
a. These estimates represent additions to participants in work-related

programs and additions to families leaving AFDC prior to the JOBS
program. The five-year total may reflect some double-counting
because some individuals may participate in more than one work
program,

b. Fewer than 500 families.

number of AFDC families, The effect of the JOBS program on AFDC
recipiency or on spending on benefits in welfare programs is thus expected
to be modest.!

The special participation requirement for AFDC-UP families begins in
1994, rising from 40 percent in 1994 to 75 percent in 1998, after which
it is repealed. Based largely on 1993 dollars and recipiency levels, the
number of additional work program participants from the AFDC-UP
requirement. will rise by an estimated 90,000 in 1998. In 1998, gross
federal costs for these additional participants will be an estimated $55
million, welfare savings $60 million, and net savings $5 million. These
estimates assume that no general participation requirement exists in 1998.
If it did, states would probably meet both the general and the specific
. AFDC-UP requirements simultaneously. That is, they would use the AFDC-UP

1 The focus of this paper is on the effects of the JOBS program on
federal, state, and local governments. The effect of work programs on
participants, ancother perspective, is discussed in Congressional Budget
Office, Work-Related Programs for Welfare Recipients {April 1987).
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families required to participate in work-related programs to fulfill the
general requirement, resulting in no additional costs from the AFDC-UP
requirenent.

A

As families leave AFDC, or rewain on AFDC with reduced benefits,
savings accrue in the program. Savings accrue to the Medicaid prcgranm as
famiiies leave AFDC and lose automatic eligibility for benefits; savings
may accrie to the Food Stamp program if participants’ earnings rise
sufficiently. Such savings to the federal government are estimated to
rise from $5 million in 1989 to $245 million in 1993, totaling $500
million over the five-year period (see Table 5). State governments also
share in the AFDC and Medicaid savings, which are estimated to total 3335
million over the five years.

Many uncertainties surround these estimates. Data on current AFDC
work-related programs are poor or lacking. Only {rudimentary’ kfdwledge
exists of the budgetary effects of AFDC work-related programs in general,
and even less is known about the effects of specific design options.
Finally, how states react to JOBS will have a major influence on outcomes.
The next section discusses these uncertainties,

Three Critical Estimates and Assumptions

Although dozens, perhaps even hundreds, of specific assumptions and
estimates underlie the costs and effects discussed above, a few stand out
in importance. First are the CBO estimates of current and projected
spending on AFDC work-related programs pricr to JOBS. Second are the
estimates of costs of work-related programs per participant and effects
on welfare programs. Third are the assumptions of how states will respond
to the incentives and requirements in JOBS.

Spending on Work-Related Programs Prior to JOBS. Spending prior to JOBS
is an dimportant component of the CBO cost estimates. The (B cost
estipates always show incremental costs resulting from a piece of
legislation-~that is, the additional costs above current law. Spending
before JCBS determines how much states will save as a result of the
increased federal match rates, and therefore how much they might add to
spending on work-related programs. Moreover, spending before JOBS and
after the match rate change determines how much more states will have to
spend to meet the participation rate targets in JOBS.

In the CBC estimates, spending by federal, state, and local
governments on AFDC work-related programs is projected to total $647
million in fiscal year 1989. Spending is projected to rise to $846
million in 1990 before declining to $646 million in 1993 (see Table 6).
The sharp rise, and then decline, in spending is caused by projections for
California. California is running the largest AFDC work-related program
in the country--Greater Avenues for Independence {GAIN)--for which
spending in  their fiscal year 1988-1989 is estimated to total



TABLE 5. ESTIMATED WELFARE SAVINGS FROM JOBS PROGRAM, BY PROGRAM
{By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)
Five-Year
Program 1989 1990 1991 1992 16673 Total
Federal
AFDC -3 ~15 -45 =105 -160 -330
Medicaid a/ -5 -10 -25 -40 -80
Focd Stamps a/ =5 =10 -30 =45 -90
Total -5 =25 -65 ~1€60 -245 ~5C0
State
AFDC a/ -10 ~L0 -85 -130 -265
Medicaid a/ a/ -10 =25 -35 =70
Food Stamps 0O _0 _ 0 0 0 0
Total a/ ~-10 -50 -110 -165 -335
Total
AFDC -5 -25 -85 =190 ~-290 -595
Medicaid a/ -5 =20 =50 -75 ~150
Food Stamps a/ -5 -10 -30 -45 -90
Total -5 ~-35 -115 =270 -410 -835
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
NCTE: Savings are shown as negative numbers.

a. Less than $500,000.
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$408 million.? In the early years of GAIN, many participants are being put
into education and training activities, which raises costs. Later on, as
more participants are put into activities like CWEP, spending is projected
to decliine. The California GAIN program accounta for aboutr 50 percent
of CEO's estimated non-WIN spending in 1889 and 50 parcant in 1 ;

driving the national spending estimates.

The components of spending for work-related programs are shown in
Table 6. WIN accounts for only 17 percent of spending in 1989 and rises
little over the five~year period. Spending matched by the federal
government under AFDC, primarily on job search and CWEP activities, is
projectad to rise from $240 million in 1989 to $280 million in 1993. It
accounts for 37 percent of all spending in 1989 and a somewhat larger
share by 1993. Spending on education and training paid for entirely from
state and local monies is estimated to total $300 million in 1989,
accounting for 46 percent of all spending.

These projections are very tentative. Even current spending on AFDC
work-related programs is not reported with any regularity or accuracy.
The CBO projections are based, first, on actual and projected levels of
spending in three states with large and growing work-related prograns:
California, Massachusetts, and New Jersey. For other states, spending on
work-related programs covered under AFDC is reported by the federal
government {DHHS's Family Support Administration), but even these data are
poor because not all states itemize such spending. This type of spending
in future years was projected to increase at a 5 percent rate, based on
discussions with state officials and other experts. Spending on education
and training by other states was estimated from data for 1985 reported in
a Government Accounting Office {GAQ) study, and was projected to increase
at a 7.5 percent rate based on discussions with experts.3

Per-Participant Costs and Effects on Welfare Program Budgets. Where
possible, estimates of costs and effects per participant were based on
published studies by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corperation
(MDRC) of findings on AFDC work-related programs in selected states.
These studies were based on an experimental design that compared persons
assigned to work programs ("experimentals") with persons not in work
programs {"controls"), permitting valid findings of the effects of the
work programs. Without such an experimental design, it is difficult to
isolate the effect of the work program on the numbers of participants who

° This was California’'s estimate of spending (including federal and
state funds) earlier this year when CBO's revised estimates were
developed. Recently, the GAIN budget for fiscal year 1988-1989 was cut
to $385 million. Alsc, implementation in some counties has been slower
than projected, so that actual spending could fall short of budgetad
spending.

3 General Accounting Cffice, Work and Welfare, Current AFDC Work
Programs and Implications for Federal Policy (1987), Table 2.4, p. 40.
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TABLE 6. ESTIMATED SPENDING ON AFDC WORK-RELATED PROGRAMS
BEFORE JOBS PROGRAM
(By fiscal year, in millicns of dollars)
198¢% 1990 1991 1992 1993
WIN a/
Federal g6 100 104 108 113
State 11 11 12 12 13
Total 107 111 116 120 126
Spending Covered Under AFDC b/
Federal 120 155 165 145 140
State 120 155 165 145 140
Total 240 310 330 290 280
Spending Not Covered Under AFDC ¢/
Federal 0 0 0 0 0
State 300 425 360 305 240
Total 300 425 360 305 20
Total Spending
Federal 216 255 269 253 253
State 431 591 537 162 393
Total 647 846 806 715 646
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
a. Outlays for the Work Incentive program are based on CBO's February
1988 baseline.
b. Spending on work-related programs covered by the AFDC federal match
rate.
c. Spending on work-related programs for AFDC recipients that is not

matched by the federazl government. Spending is primarily for
education and training and does not include spending under the Job

Training Partnership Act program.
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leave AFDC, because the numbers who leave in the absence of any work
program are large. The MDRC studies found that by. the end of a year or
a year and a half, 30 percent tc 65 percent of recipients not assigned to
a work program~-~-the control group--had left AFDC.

In early 1988, when CBO was preparing revised estimates for the House
and Senate bhills leading to the act, final studies wers availables for
programs in six  states: ‘Arkansas, California, Illinocis, WMaryland,
Virginia, and West Virginia.® The CBO estimates were based on unweighted
averages of costs or savings in five of those states; West Virginia was
excluded because its work program--participation in CWEP throughout a
perscn’'s stay on AFDC--is not representative of the programs mest other
states provide. In addition, the unusually high unemployment rate in the

state makes program savings unrepresentative.

The MDRC findings on costs were adjusted in several ways. Most
important, they were approximately doubled to convert them from costs per
experimental to costs per participant. Based on the MDRC studies, it
appeared that about one-half of the experimentals were never placed in
work programs. Before they can be assigned to a work program, some
registrants may find a job, leave welfare, or be deregistered for other
reasons; other registrants may be excused from participation for health
or other reasons. In addition, a small amount was added for registration
costs (because the control group usually included such registration
costs), and the estimates were adjusted for increases in prices and wages
by the implicit GNP deflator for state and local purchases. After these

%  These studies were: Daniel Friedlander, Gregory Heoerz, Janet
Quint, and James Riccio, Arkansas : Final Report on the WORK Program in
Two Counties (MDRC, 1985); Barbara Goldman, Daniel Friedlander, and David
Long, California: Final Report on the San Diego Jab Search and Work
Experience Demonstration (MDRC, 1986); Daniel Friedlander, Stephen
Freedman, Gayle Hamilton, Janet Quint and others, Final Report on Job
Search and Work Experience in Cook County (MDRC, 1987); Daniel
Friedlander, Gregory Hoerz, David Long, and Janet Quint, Maryland: Final
Report on the Employment Initiatives Evaluation (MDRC, 1985); James
Riceio, George Cave, Stephen Freedman, Marilyn Price and others, Final
Report on the Virginia FEmployment Services Program (MDRC, 1986); and
Daniel Friedlander, Marjorie Erickson, Gayle Hamilton, and Virginia Knox,
West Virginia: Final Report on the Community Work Experience
Demonstrations (MDRC, 1986). For Arkansas and Maryland, information for
longer-term follow-ups was also available; the Arkansas data were
unpublished, and the Maryland data were from Daniel Friedlander, Maryland:
Supplemental Report on the Baltimore Options Program (MDRC, 1987).
Recently, reports for a Maine work program (Patricia Auspos, George Cave,
and David Long, Maine: Final Report on the Training Opportunities in the
Private Sector Program (MDRC,1988)) and for a second California program
(Gayle Hamilton, Interim Report on the Saturation Work Initiative Model
in San Diego (MDRC, 1988)) became available, but the data came too late
to be included in CBO's estimates.
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adjustments, costs per participant in work programs other than education
and training were estimated to rise from $840 in 1989 to $1,030 in 1993,
as shown in Table 7.

The work-related programs studied by MDRC generally did not include
education and training. The CBC estimates of costs of education and
training programns were based on an average of costs in three prograns:
the federal Job Training Partnership Act program, using costs for AFDC
participants; the education and training portions of the Massachusetts
Employment and Training (ET) Choices program for AFDC recipients; and the
training portion of the Maryland AFDC program, as reported by MDRC. Costs
per participant in education and training programs were estimated to rise
from $2,500 in 1982 to $3,075 in 1993 (see Table 7). In these astimatas,
per-participant costs of education and training are roughly three times
per-participant costs for other work-related programs.

As participants in work programs find jobs and as eligible
participants are sanctioned (that is, removed from AFDC), or leave AFDC
rather than participate, savings accrues in welfare programs. Because
savings for a single participant can continue for a period of years,
aggregate savings for all participants build up over time. For a single
- participant, however, savings may diminish over time--for example, as a
job is lost and the participant returns to AFDC. {The rate at which
savings diminish is known as the "decay rate.") The MDRC studies reported
savings over a period of one and one-half to three years, depending on the

TABLE 7. ESTIMATED TOTAL COSTS PER JOBS PARTICIPANT
(By fiscal year, in dollars)

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Education and Training
Programs 2,500 2,635 2,775 2,920 3,075
Other Work-Related
Programs 840 885 330 980 1,030
Average Cost a/ 1,390 1,465 1,540 1,620 1,705

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

a. Average costs assume 33 percent of participants will be in
education and training and 67 percent will be in other work-related
programs. Costs do not include costs of assessments, employability
plans, or extra child care for young children.
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state, and any decay was already included in the reported savings. Based
on the apparent decay in the MDRC-reported savings, CBO used a decay rate
of 19 percent for periods after which MDRC reported data were not

1 et g O ‘- 3 5 - p
ilable, Actual decay rates, howaver, are unclsar, and in some araas

p
18 sven uncertain whether there was any decay.

The CBQ estimates included savings in  AFDC benefits  and
administration, in Food Stawp benefits, and in Medicaid benefits =and
administration. Unlike the HMDAC studies, no savings were shown for

increased revenues--income tax or Social Security tax. Generally, CBO
estimates do not include the effects of spending programs on revenues,
unless the effect is both large and measurable. Because these work-
related programs will probably not result in the creation of any new jobs,
and may largely replace one worker with another, any revenue effects are
very uncertain. Moreover, the MDRC revenue effects were estimated prior
to recent changes in the tax law, and thus are overestimated compared with
current tax law.

For AFDC and Food Stamp benefits, savings per experimental were
reported in the MDRC studies. These numbers were approximately doubled
to adjust them from per~experimental to per-participant savings (as
discussed above for costs), and inflated over time by the percentage
increase in average benefit levels in the two programs. The resulting
number was used for the estimated two-thirds of participants in other
work-related programs.

For the estimated one~third of participants in education and training
programs, another adjustment had to be made to estimate savings. The
state programs studied by MDRC included virtually no education and
training and, in fact, no pertinent studies exist on the effects of
education and training programs on welfare benefits. Because CBO did not
want to influence comparisons of different bills with different mixes of
training and other work programs in the absence of any valid data, savings
per dollar spent on work programs were kept the same for training,
education, and other work programs. Thus, to estimate savings for
education and training programs, reported savings for other work programs
were increased by three (the ratioc of per-participant costs for education
and training programs to costs for other work programs).

For Medicaid and AFDC administration, savings were based in part on
the MDRC findings. MDRC reported the percentages of experimentals who
left AFDC as a result of their participation in a work-related program to
be 2.3 percent in the first year after participation, 3.1 percent in the
second year, 2.8 percent in the third year, and 2.4 percent in the fourth
year.? The CBO estimates, adjusted as above by doubling and inflating for
the share of participants in education and training, were 6.7 percent,

5 pata for the first year were averages of state data reported by
MDRC. For the second through the fourth years, data were partly estimated
by CBO depending on the length of reported findings for any state.
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TABLE 8. ESTIMATED TOTAL SAVINGS PER JOBS PARTICIPANT

(By fiscal yeer, in dollars)

A

1989 1590 1991 1552 1593
AFDC Benefits 320 330 345 355 370
AFDC Administration hg 45 45 45 50
Food Stamp Benefits 65 70 70 75 80
Medicaid 100 110 120 130 140

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

NOTE: BSavings are for the fourth year after a person's participation in
JOBS. Savings in the first through third years after a perscn's
participation are usually higher because the savings for a single
participant diminish over time.

9.0 percent, 8.1 percent, and 7.2 percent in years one through four,
respectively. For each family off AFDC, administrative savings were
calculated to be $620 in 1989 and $660 in 1993. In addition, Medicaid
savings will accrue for about 65 percent of the families off AFDC.? For
those families who lose Medicaid, annual savings (federal and state) were
estimated to be 32,120 in 1989 and $2,970 in 1993.

Estimated savings (federal and state) per JOBS participant are shown
in Table 8 for the various programs. These savings are gquite modest, and
reflect the modest effects of work programs found in the MDRC studies.
AFDC benefits were estimated to be reduced by $320 in 1989, AFDC
administrative costs by $45, Food Stamp benefits by $65, and Medicaid
costs by $100. Most participants will not find a job or be removed from

6 The remaining 35 percent of families no longer receiving AFDC were
estimated to still receive Medicaid because they qualified as nedically
needy, or because they were pregnant women or children who qualified under
other Medicaid provisions. During families' first year off AFDC, Medicaid
savings will be smaller because of transitional Medicaid assistance,
discussed in a later section. The expanded Medicaid transition in the act
will lower Medicaid savings from JOBS, but this effect is shown in the
cost of the transitional Medicaid provisien.
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AFDC as a result of JOBS, so that savings per participant on average are
guite small. For a participant who is affected by the work program,
however, savings will be much higher.

Moreover, savings do accumulate over time, a3 noted szrlier, hacause
participants affected by the work program may contribute to welfare
savings for a number of years, Table 9 shows how sestimated savings

accunulate over time for a hypothetical 100,000 participants in work
programs each year. For 100,000 participants in a work prograsm in year
1, AFDC savings (federal and state} would rise from $20 million in year
1 to 850 million in year 2, and then decline gradually to $35 million in
year 5. But as 100,000 more participants were put into work programs each
vear, AFDC sawvings would rise from $20 million in year 1 to $205 millien
in year 5. Total savings in the three welfare programs--AFDC, Food
Stamps, and Medicaid--would rise from 330 million in year 1 to $295
million in year 5.

Just as welfare savings accumulate over time, so alse do the numbers
of families off AFDC. Based on an example of 100,000 work program
participants each year, 33,000 families would be off AFDC at the end of
five years, about 6.6 percent of work program participants (see Table 9.

Both the estimated costs and welfare effects are quite uncertain,
though not nearly so uncertain as they would be without the evidence from
the MDRC studies. Nonetheless, the MDRC studies show that both costs and
savings vary greatly among the state programs studied, and even among
counties in the same state with supposedly similar programs. Reported
program costs ranged from 3158 per experimental in Arkansas to $838 per
experimental in Maryland. Maryland's costs were high because its program
included some education and training components, but California's costs,
without education and training, were $640 per experimental. Reported
welfare effects alsc varied sharply among states. For example, the
percentage receiving AFDC in a gquarter was reduced by five percentage
points in Arkansas as a result of its work program but by less than one
percentage point in Maryland and Virginia.”

Many other uncertainties also exist. One results from the absence
of any evidence on the welfare effects of education and training. The
procedure followed by CBO--namely, assuming that savings for each dollar
spent on education and training are equal to savings for each dollar spent
on other work-related programs--may overstate savings from education and
training. Another uncertainty results from the extrapolation of MDRC's
results for all experimentals to estimated results for only those
experimentals who participated in work programs. Finally, having results
for only a few states makes it difficult to estimate savings. Welfare
savings certainly depend on the level of a state's AFDC bhenefits: the
higher the AFDC benefits, the higher the AFDC savings should be, other

7 These statistics were averaged over the quarters for which data were
reported in the MDRC studies. See Congressional Budget Office, Work-
elated Programs, Table 7, pp. 52-53.

17



TABLE 9. WELFARE EFFECTS OVER TIME FROM 100,000 WORK PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS A YEAR

Year 1 Year 2 Yeoar 3 ¥Year 4 Year §

Welfare Savings (In millions of deollars)

AFDC ,
Year 1 Participants 20 50 45 40 35
Yaar 2 Participants 20 50 45 40
Year 3 Participants 20 55 5¢
Year 4 Participants 25 53
Year 5 Participants 25

Total Savings 20 70 118 165 205
Federal Savings 10 40 65 90 ii¢
State Savings 10 30 50 75 a5

Medicaid
Year 1 Participants 5 15 15 15 10
Year 2 Participants 5 15 15 15
Year 3 Participants 5 13 15
Yaar 4 Participants ] 5
Year S Participants 5

Total Savings 5 20 35 50 60
Federal Savings 3 10 20 30 35
State Savings 2 10 15 20 25

Food Stamps
Year 1 Participantsa 5 5 5 5 9
Year 2 Participants 5 3 5 3
Year 3 Partieipants 5 10 =]
Year 4 Participants 5 10
Year 5 Participants 5

Total Savings 5 10 15 25 30
Federal Savings 5 10 15 25 30
State Savings 0 o, 0 0 0
Total Welfare Savings

Year 1 Participants 30 70 65 60 50
Year 2 Participants 30 70 65 60
Year 3 Participants 30 80 70
Year 4 Participants 35 80
Year 5 Participants 35

Total Savings 30 100 165 240 295

Federal Savings 18 60 160 145 178

State Savings 12 40 65 95 120

Number of Familiesa Qff AFDC

Year 1 Participantsa 3,000 9,000 8,000 7.0Q00 6,000
Year 2 Participants 3,000 9.000 8,000 7,000
Year 3 Participants 3,000 9,000 8,000
Year 4 Participants 3,000 9,000
Year 5 Participants 3,000

Total Families Off 3,000 12,000 20,000 27.000 33.000

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office estimates.
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things being equal. In the CBO estimates, the welfare effects for
the five states were simply averaged because the average of their AFDC
benefit levels approximately egqualed average AFDC benefit lsvels in the
United States.

State Responses to JUOBS. The JOBS program combines both a carrot and a
stick approach in attempting to raise gpending on AFDC work-rslated
programs. On the one hand, the program raises federal match rates above
those under the law prior to JOES, inducing states to spend mors. On the
other hand, the program sets participation rate requirements that states
must meet or be penalized. How states respond to these program changes
will determine future spending on work-related programs, but the nature

of their respeonses is uncertain.

Under JOBS, the federal match rate will rise significantly~-from 50
percent for work-related program spending under AFDC, and from zero for
most education and training program spending--to the federal AFDC benefit
match rate, with a floor of 60 percent for most spending. By CBO's
estimates, the average match rate under JOBS, excluding the small amount
of funds matched at 90 percent, will be 59 percent. This rate includes
an estimated 62 percent for most JOBS spending and 50 percent for the
estimated 25 percent of spending not covered by the higher match rate.
At the 59 percent federal match rate, states will save an estimated $25
million a year beginning in 1991 from projected spending levels on work-
related programs under AFDC, and an estimated $14C million to $185 million
a year from projected spending levels on education and training for AFDC
recipients.

These savings will not be spread evenly among the states. A small
number of states with large work programs, especially in education and
training, will be the main beneficiaries of the increased federal match
rate. A few states that spend only WIN monies on work-related programs
will have no savings from the higher match rate, and many others that
spend little on work programs will have smaller savings.

What will states do with these savings? In particular, to what
extent will the savings be used for AFDC work-related programs? Under
JOBS, states will have to maintain their spending at 1987 levels. For
remaining spending, CBO assumed that states will put one-~half of their
savings back into the JCBS program. One-half is cbviously a midpoint

8 Moreover, the CBO estimate ignored many of the other important
changes required by the JOBS program that may affect state programs, such
as targeting certain groups of recipients and the performance standards
yet to be develcoped.
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between the extremes of putting all or none of their savings back into
JOBS. Moreover, it is consistent with the findings of a study on how
states rescted to 2 change in federal match rates on AFDC henefit levels,?

The more of their savings states put into JOBS, the higher will be
federal and total spending increases resulting from JOBS. Over the 1989
1993 pericd, federal gross costs will be $1.0 billion if the states put
none of their savings back inte JOBS other than what the maintenance-of-
effort provision requires, $1.4 billion if they put one-half back as CBO
assumed, and $1.9 billion if they put all of their savings back. Total
gross costs (federal plus state) will vary even more depending on states'
responses: 30.5 billion if no savings are put back into JOBS, $1.2
billion if’ one-half are put back, and $1.9 billion if all are put back.
In the {irst case, states will save $0.6 billion and in the second $0.3
billion. Net costs, after welfare savings, will not be as sensitive
because the more total spending increases, the higher welfare savings will

be, offsetting some of the higher costs.

States will have less leeway in meeting the participation rate
requirement. Nonetheless, states will decide whather to amphagize iob
search, CWEP, or education and training programs, and the different types
of programs may vary considerably in cost for a participant month.
Because the states most affected by the participation rate requirement are
precisely the states that have chosen not to spend much on work-relatad
programs currently, they may well choose tc¢ minimize costs per
participant. The higher the participation rate requirement, the greater
is the likelihood that states will choose the minimum cost route.

States may also choose not to meet the general requirement. In this
case, their federal match rate for the JOBS program is reduced to 50
percent. But states may still minimize their spending by following this
strategy. For example, suppose that a state currently spending $10
million a year on work-related programs for AFDC recipients is now
required to increase spending by $10 million to a total of $20 million to
meet the participation rate requirement. If the state's match rate for
JOBS is 40 percent, its cost will be $8 million ($20 million times 0.4).
But if it chooses to take the reduced federal match rate for not neeting
the requirement, its cost will be only $5 million (310 million times 0.5).
Only if a state's match rate is less than 25 percent will it save money
by meeting the participation rate requirement under this example, and only
one state has such a low match rate in 1989. The larger the increase in
spending above current law required by the participation targets, the more
the state can save by taking the reduced match rate. Of course, in doing
so, the state does forgo the opportunity to increase resources for work-
related programs.

9 Edward M. Gramlich and Deborah S. Laren, "Migration zand Income
Redistribution Responsibilities,” The Journal of Human Resources, vol. 19
{(Fall 1984), pp. 489-511.
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How states respond to the carrot and stick of JOBS is another source
of uncertainty in estimating the costs and effects of the program. There
are, however, offsetting effects of the incentive from the increased
federal match rate and the participation requirement. The less states ars
induced to spend on work-related programs as a result of the increase in
the federal match rate, the more they are required to spend to meet the
participation rate regquirement.

Estimating Methodology

These three critical sets of estimates were combined and added to other
estimates to generate the costs and effects of the JOBS program., The
three major components of the program--the general program characterized
by its changed match rates, the participation rate requirement, and the
special participation rate requirement for AFDC-UP families--were
estimated separately and are discussed separately belcw.

The costs of any one component depend on the crder in which the
estimates were undertaken. The estimates were done in the order in which
they are discussed, If the participation rate requirement had been
estimated first, its costs would have been higher than shown here.

General Program. As a result of the increased federal match rates,
federal costs are estimated to rise, by $1.1 billion over the five-year
pericd, and state costs to decline, by $0.5 billion over the same periocd
(see Table 10). The general work program will account for two-thirds of
the total net new costs from JOBS in 19933.

These estimates of the costs and effects of the general work program
are driven by the states' responses to the increased federal match rate.
In brief, given the estimates of spending on work-related programs prior
to JOBS, the legislated change in the match rates determined how much
states will save--that is, how much their current spending will be
reduced. Then the assumptions about how much of these savings states will
put back into work-related programs determined the increased spending on
such programs. This increased spending was divided by the estimated cost
per participant of the work-related programs, resulting in an estimate of
the number of new program participants. Finally, the number of new
participants determined the estimated welfare savings, given the estimates
of welfare savings per participant.

Two additional aspects of the estimates are important: the effects
of the entitlement caps and ancillary spending in areas such as child care
and assessments of participants. Although the JOBS program will provide
federal funds up to the entitlement caps specified in the act (excluding
child care, which is not subject to the caps), CBO's estimated spending
falls below those caps in every year. The estimated percentage of the
capped amount that will be spent ranges from 59 percent to 64 percent
during the 1990-1993 periocd, as shown in Table 11, In 1994 and 1995, the
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TABLE 10. ESTIMATED COST AND SAVINGS OF THE GENERAL WORK PROGRAM
{ By

fiscal year,

in pillions of deollars)

1989 19GC 1881 1562 1993 Total
Federal
Gross Cost a/ 38 267 417 393 323 1,437
Welfare Savings -5 =25 -50 ~-11 -155 -360
Net Cost 33 242 357 27 167 1,076
State
Gross Cost or
Savings a/ -4 -53 -88 -78 -6l -287
Welfare Savings b/ =10 =45 -80 -105 -240
Net Cost -4 -63 -133 -158 -109 -527
Total
Gross Cost a/ 33 214 329 315 259 1,151
Welfare Savings =5 =35 -105 -195 -260 ~-600
Net Cost 28 179 224 119 -2 549
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
NOTE: Savings are shown as negative numbers. Details may not add to
totals because of rounding.
a. Costs are in addition to spending on AFDC work-related programs

prior to the JOBS program.

b. Less than $50C, 000,
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required participation rate will rise to 15 percent and then to
20 percent, raising spending, while the entitlement cap will rise to $1.1
billion and then to $1.3 billicn. BEased on CBO's estimates, spending in
these vears will also be substantialliy below the caps,

Even though aggregate spending is projected to fall below the caps,
spending will be constrained by the caps because some states will receive
less under the allocation formula applied to the caps than they would have
received under an gpen-ended entitlement. Based on CBO's estimates of
spending prior to JOBS, the allocation fermula will reduce federal funds
available to certain states by about $335 million over the 198G-1993
period, primarily in 1590 and 1991. About 80 percent of the reduced state
funds were estimated to be California's, although the state is not

projected to lose funds after 1991.

TABLE 1i. ESTIMATED FEDERAL SPENDING AS A PERCENT OF ENTITLEMENT CAPS
{By fiscal year)

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993
Entitlement Caps a/
{(Millions of dollars) 75 536 1,000 1,000 1,000
Gross Federal Spending
Subject to Caps b/
(Millions of dollars) 50 345 600 635 590
Spending as a Percent
of Caps 67 64 60 Bl 59

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections,

a. In 1989 and 1990, the entitlement caps in the act are $600 million
and $8C0 million, respectively. States may join the JOBS Program
before 1991. The caps will be reduced to allow for only those -
states actually in JOBS. The CBO assumed that 12.5 percent of
spending in 1989 and 67 percent in 1990 will be covered under JOBS,
and multiplied the entitlement caps by these percentages.

b. Spending subject to the caps is gross federal spending under JOBS,
excluding child care expenses.
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A second adjustment was made in the estimates to account for certain
types of spending reguired under JOBS. State agencies must make initial
assessments of the educaticnal and supportive services needs of
pariticipants, as well as of their skills and pricr work experiencs.- They
must also develop emplovability plans for participants, and may require
rarticipants tc negotiate and enter into agresements with them. Based
largely on data from California’s GAIN program, the cost of
ragquirenents was estimated to average 3235 per participant and total about
75 million to 910G million a year in aGL**lona‘ federal and state co
beginning in 1991. Child care expenses for families with children under
the age of six and other work expenses, not including transportation, were
estimated to total about $30 million to $40 million a year. Child care
for families with older children was already included in the base cost of
work programs per participant discussed earlier. Spending on assessments,
plans, and child care for families with young children was estimated
separately because it is often not included in spending on current work
programs. Thus, without this adjustment, the estimated numbers of new
participants in work programs would have been too high.

The major uncertainties in the estimate of the general JOBS program
have alresady been dJdiscussaed. The wmoest daportant of these is  the
uncertainty of how states will reasct to their reduced match rates.
Further, estimates of spending on work programs prior to JOBS and
estimates of any welfare savings from higher participation levels are
subject to error.

Participation Rate Requirement.. To meet the participation rate
requirement, federal and state governments will be required to increase
spending by an estimated total of $280 million over the 1989-1993 period
(see Table 12). Not all states will be affected by the requirement,
however, because some will already have surpassed their participation
targets.

The effects of the participation rate requirement depend on the
levels of participation in work-related programs before any requirement
is imposed. That is, they depend on participation levels prior to JOBS
and after the increases in participation that will be associated with the
change in match rates under the general work program. They also depend
on the state-by-state distribution of participation in work programs.

Because estimates of participation in work-~related programs do not
exist by state, the CBO estimates were based on spending on such programs
by state. Estimates of state-by-state spending are available for spending
on programs matched under AFDC from the Family Support Administration
(FSA) and for spending on WIN. The FSA data were adjusted by CBO's
estimates for California, Massachusetts, and New Jersey. This state
distribution of spending was used to allocate by state both prior-law
spending on education and training and increased spending resulting from
the act's general work program. These calculations thus provided
estimates of spending on work-related programs before the participation
requirement.
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TABLE 12. ESTIMATED COST AND SAVINGS OF PARTICIPATION RATE REQUIREMENT

{(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)
Five-Year
1689 1990 19491 1982 13993 Total
Federal
Gross Cost a/ -- b/ 50 120 135 305
Welfare Savings - b/ -5 =5 -90 -140
Net Cost - b/ 45 75 kg 165
State
Gross Cost or
Savings a/ - b/ 35 80 95 210
Welfare Savings - b/ =5 =30 =60 -95
Net Cost - b 30 =0 25 115
Total
Gross Cost a/ -- b/ 85 200 230 515
Welfare Savings - b/ =10 =75 ~-150 -2
Net Cost - b/ 75 125 80 280

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

NOTE: Savings are shown as negative numbers.

the requirement has not yet taken effect.

Daghes (=-) indicate that

a. Costs are in addition to spending on AFDC work-related programs
prior to the JOBS program.

b. Less than 3$500,000.

25



The second step was to estimate spending on work-related programs
required by the participation rate targets. This was done by estimating
a required number of participants by state, and a cost per progran
participant. The numbers of families receiving AFDC were estimated to
rise from 2.8 million in 1991 to 4.0 million in 1995 and somewhat lesgs
than 50 percent of these families were estimated to be subject to the
participation reguirement. Families exempted from the regquirement
included about 38 percent whose youngest child was below the age of three.
Of the remaining families, 3 percent were estimated to be exempt because
they inecluded no adults. As a percentage of each remaining group, 5
percent were estimated to be exempt because of health problems, 2 percent
because they work 30 or more hours a week, and 10 percent because they
live in geographic areas with no available program.l® An estimated 55,000
children over the age of 16 and not in school were added to required
participants. The resulting numbers of persons required to participate
in work-related programs each month of the year were estimated to rise
from 135,000 in 1991 to 400,000 in 1995 {see Table 13).%!

In estimating a cost per participant, affected states were assumed
to spend only two-thirds of the average that states now spend on
participants either in a work-related program or in education or training.
States required to meet the participation targets are likely to opt for
less costly programs. Costs per participant were estimated to rise from
$745 in 1991 to $870C in 1995. Even though these costs are well below
estimated average costs of work programs, they are at least twice the
1991 costs per participant of the Arkansas and Illinois AFDC work
programs. They are lower than average costs of work programs not only
because of the two-thirds assumption but because most of the states
affected by the participaticon requirement spend little on the more
expensive education and training programs.

Because costs per participant were estimated to be lower than what
states spend on other participants, welfare savings per participant were
also estimated to be lower. The rule of keeping savings proportional to
spending was followed, as it was in all of these work program estimates.

The number of states (including the District of Columbia) affected
by the participation requirement is estimated to rise steadily from 26 in

1% The estimate did not allow for the fact that the act permits
persons enrolied in education or training programs prior to participation
in JOBS to be considered JOBS program participants. Such persons will
thus lower the required number of new participants and the costs of the
participation requirement. The number of such persons is not known, but
one California program had 11 perceat of its participants in this
category. See Hamilton, Saturation Work Initiative Model, p. 12.

11 The participation requirement actually begins in 1990, but no
penalties are attached to a failure to meet the requirement. Thus, CBO's
estimates show no effects of the requirement in 1990.
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1991 to 42 in 1995, as shown in Table 13. Thus, about cne-half of the
states will be affected in the first yvear of the regquirement, and over 80
percent by 1995 when the requirement hits 20 percent.

The nusber of new wWork program participancs that results from the
rate targets depends on the average length of time any single participant
is in a work program. In its estimates, CBO has assumed that participants
will be in programs an average of 3.3 months, the approximate length of
time participants seem to spend in work programs now. With this
assumption, the new participants will number 115,000 in 1991 under the 7
percent target, 260,000 in 1992 and 1993 under the 11 percent target,
150,000 in 1994 under the 15 percent target, and 700,000 in 1995 under the
20 percent target (ses Table 13).

TABLE 13. EFFECTS OF PARTICIPATION RATE REQUIREMENT (By fiscal year)

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
Participation Rate
(Percent.) 7 11 11 i5 20
Required Participants
Each Month 135,000 210,000 215,000 295,00C 400,000
Additional Participants
in a Year a/ 115,000 260,000 260,000 450,000 700,000
Number of Affected
States 26 34 34 39 42

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

NOTE: The participation requirement begins in 1990, but no penalties are
attached to a failure to meet the requirement, Thus, CBQ's
estimates show no effects until 1991, -

a. Additional participants are those resulting only from the
participation requirement. The estimates assume that participants
will be in a work program for 3.3 months of the year, so that over
the course of the year there will be more total participants than
those required to be in a program in each month of the vear.
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These estimated numbers of new participants exceed the number
required to participate in every month, because the former counts all
those who participate in a work program during the course of a year. In
fact, the participation rate fargets are more stringent than they appear
because they zust bz mel monthly. An example best illuystrates this point.
If a rate target required that 1,000 new perscns participate in a work
program every month, and if states kept each person in 2 work program for
the entire yesar, then the number of new participants during the vear woul
be 1,00C. I states kept sach person in a work program for three months
rather than one year, the number of new participants during the year would
have to total 4,000 in order to meet the target.

Another way of addressing the stringency of the participation rats
requirement is to ask what the targets would have been if the same number
of new participants were required but participation were measured sometime
during the year rather than monthly. If the number of new required
participants rose from 115,000 to 700,000 over the period, as discussed
above, and participation were measured sometime during the year, then the
target rates consistent with that measurement definition would have been
21 percent, 34 percent, 48 percent, and 65 percent rather than 7 percent
to 20 percent.

These higher rates raise a question that hag been of concern to some
policymakers: Are they so high as to cause some states to lower their
current spending per participant in order to reduce overall spending?
This question cannot be answered at present, but some states that are
already spending significant sums on work programs (though not the states
spending the most) will have to spend much more in order to meet the
targets, especially in 1994 and 1595.

The participation rate estimates are quite uncertain, for several
reasons. First, states could choose not to meet the targets and take the
reduced federal match rate, or they could overshoot the targets in
attempting to meet them. Second, the amounts states will spend per work
program participant could either raise or lower the cost. Third, the
welfare savings are uncertain. Finally, the estimates of state-by-state
distributions of spending on work-related programs are quite pogGr.
Because some states fail to report spending on work programs at all, the
costs of this provision may, on this count, be overestimated.

Moreover, CBO has assumed that states will have cowmputerized data
systems capable of mpeasuring participation rates. Such measurements
appear to be simple but, according to one study, require accurate data and
considerable resources.!? Without such data systems, measurements of
participation rates will be subject to considerable error, and any
penalties for not meeting the requirement could be difficult to impcse.

12 Hamilton, Saturation Work Initiative Model, p. 16.
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(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT OF . Ti FAMELY SUPEORT AT OF 1965

Five-Year
1989 199G 1991 19%2 1993 Total

Family Support Provisions (Titles I-VI)

Family Support Cutlays 364 B8B2 787 528 1170 35802
Furding Provisions (Title VII)

Debt Collection a/ =365 -390 -405 475 =475 ~-2110

Reverues 57 239 286 320 359 1261
Met Budget Impact

Estimated Increase or Decrease

(=) 1n the Deficit ~58 23 56 -169 336 230

SCURCE:  Office of Management and Budget.

NCTE: Details may not add to totals because of roundirng.

3. The debt collection provision results in reduced spendirg.
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Participation Rate Requirement for AFDC-UP Families. Beginning in 1994,
states will be reguired to place a substantial proportion of their AFDC-

UP families in work-related prograzs. The Family Support Act created this

ok

o

work requirsmsent as & conpanicon measure t©o i1ts mandate that all stabss
provide an AFDC-UP program. Only sbout one-half of states now do so.
Arpendix A discusses the AFDC-UP mandate provision.

Because the participation reguirement for AFDC-UP families begins in
1994, after CBO's estimating pericd, only rough estimates could be done
of this provisicon. In general, the estimates were done using 1993 dollars
and 1993 recipiency levels. Table 14 shows these rough estimates for the
1994-1998 period. As the participation rate rises over this periocd from
40 percent to 75 percent, the number of additional participants is
gstimated to rise from 5,000 to 90,000. These participants are the result
of the specific AFDC~-UP participation requirement, and are in addition to
any AFDC-UP recipients already participating in JOBS.

The estimates shown in the table were based on the assumption that
participants will be in a work program all year {except for those only on
AFDC for six months in the newly mandated states that choose to lipit
participation). To the extent that states are able to meet the
requirement by keeping participants in work-related programs for less
time, they will probably de so. Then the number of participants will be
much higher. For example, if participants were in work programs for an
average of 3.3 months, much like now, additional participants would number
25,000 in 1994 and 335,000 in 1998. Although turnover in the AFDC-UP
program is quite high, states would probably need work programs longer
than 3.3 months by 1996 in order to meet the required participation rate
of 60 percent.

These estimates of participants were based on estimates of the number
of AFDC-UP families not exempt from participation and the number of
families already participating in work-related programs. An estimated
200,000 families will be recipients of AFDC-UP in 1993 under law prior to
the Family Support Act, and sanother estimated 70,000 will beccme
recipients because of the act's provision that mandates the AFDC-UP
program in all states. Of these families, 10 percent were assumed to be
exempt from the requirements, primarily because they resided in an area
of the state without any work program. About 90,000 families on average
each month were estimated to have a member in a work program prior to the
requirement. Good data on the number of AFDC-UP recipients participating
in work programs do not exist., The CBQ estimate was based primarily on a
GAQ study, which reported that about 20 percent of AFDC work program
participants in 1985 were AFDC-UP recipients.!3

13 General Accounting Office, Work and Welfare, p. 58. AFDC-UP
families in the late 1990s will acccount for only about 7 percent of all
AFDC families, so they represent a disproportionate share of work program
participants.
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TABLE 14. ESTIMATED COSTS AND PARTICTPANTS FROM THE AFDC-UP PARTICTPATTON
3

Byv fiaral var
By fiscal year;

vy L

e
REQUIREMENT, 1GGL-19C

{3

{
)

s,

1994 1995 1596 1997 1958

Participation Rate {Percent} 40 50 60 75 75

Number of Additional

Participants a/ 5,000 30,000 55,000 SG, 000 50,0C0

Cost and Savings (-} b/
(In millions of dollars)
Federal
Cost 3 20 30 55 55
Savings =1 =5 -15 ~35 =60
Net 2 15 15 20 -5
State
Cost 2 10 25 35 35
Savings c/ -5 -10 -25 =40
Net 2 5 15 10 -5

Total ]

Cost 5 30 55 90 90
Savings -1 -10 =25 =60 -100
Net 4 20 30 30 -10

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

NOTE: Savings are shown as negative numbers.

a. These participants represent additions to persons participating in
work programs before the AFDC-UP requirement. Estimates are based
on 1993 estimated numbers of AFDC-UP recipients. They assume no
overlaps with the general participation requirement.

b. Costs are in 1993 dollars. Savings are based on 1989-1993 progranm
benefit levels.

c. Less than $500,000.
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To calculate costs, CBO estimated a per-participant cost of $1,020
{1993 dollars}, based primarily on costs in West Virginia of a full-tinpe
CWEP reguirement for AFDC-UP familieg.lh Reported costs had 2o be adiusted
in several weys: reduced bto ¢convert them to annual cosis, incressad to
convert them to costs per participant, increased to allow for registration
costs and higher wage levels in other states, and inflated from 1384 o
1593 dolliars. A cost for transportaticn stipends was estimated
independently at 33 per day of participation.

Based on this cost per participant and the numbers of additicnal
participants, CBC estimated aggregate costs (see Teble 14). Total costs
{(federal plus state) are estimated to rise from $5 million in 1994 to 330
million in 1998. By 1998, savings are estimated to total $100 million,
providing net savings of $10 million. As before, savings were kept
proportional to spending per participant, and were thus lower for each
participant than for the general work program., The potential size of any
savings for AFDC-UP recipients in a long-term program is discussed further
below.

The costs and effects of the AFDC-UP participation requirement shown
in Table 14 do not account for any interactions with the general
participation requirement. States will, in fact, probably meet both
requirements at the same time, by using AFDC-UP recipients to meet the
general requirement as well as the specific one. Such an approach will
minimize states' costs resulting from the participation requirements. As
a result, there should be no additional work program participants, costs,
or savings in 1994 and 1995 when both the general and the AFDC-UP
reguirements are in effect. Moreover, if the performance standards
include a participation regquirement that could be satisfied with AFDC-UP
recipients, no additiongl participants, costs, or savings would probably
result from the specific AFDC-UP requirement during the period 1996 to

1998.

Many factors make these estimates uncertain: how states will mesh the
general and specific participation rate requirements, what costs per
participant will be, and how many AFDC-UP recipients already participate
in work programs. In addition, three other factors are important. First,
the numbers of families receiving AFDC-UP are very sensitive to the
unemployment rate. Recipient families have been falling steadily since
fiscal year 1984, when they numbered 287,000, along with the decline in
the unemployment rate. If the unemployment rate were to rise
significantly, the participation rate requirement would be harder ts meet
because more families would be eligible and costs would be higher.

Second, participation rates of 75 percent, or even 60 percent, might
not be achievable. In two work programs with high goals for participation
rates studied by MDRC, actual participation rates fell below target
levels. In the San Diego Saturation Work Initiative Model (SWIM), average

14 priedlander and others, West Virginia: Final Report.
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monthly participation rates were about 50 percent.'5 1In the West Virginia
program, average monthly participation rates for AFDC-UP families cver =

41 ; ~ 0y - . F Ea L P ) - P o ey ey A .
13-menth pericd wers &0 percent: average participation in one month peaksed

ja¥al

at 59 percent.*? Moreover, MDRC analvsits have aotsd that other aresas
might not be able to achieve even these participation levels, because koth
arcas had considersblis experience with work programs.

Third, work programs For AFDC-UP parents could, in principle, yisld
savings that are either larger or smaller than would be obtained from
programs targeted on the regular AFDC caseload, which are the basis of
CBO's savings estimates. On the one hand, average monthly benefit levels
are generally higher for AFDC-UP families. On the other hand, AFDC-UP
cases tend to be of shorter duration. Similarly, enforcement of a
requirement of unlimited duration could yield savings that are either
larger or smaller than would result from shorter work-related programs.
Very little useful information is available for addressing these issues,
and what is available is inconclusive. The West Virginia program for
AFDC-UP recipients did achieve substantial caseload reductions.l? The
Baltimore Options demonstration, which included only 337 cases, found no
significant welfare savings for AFDC-UP families.!® The svaluation of the
San Diego demonstration did find significant welfare reductions for AFDC-
UP families, and the estimated impacts were larger than the corresponding
estimates for single-parent AFDC families.!? The evaluation of SWIM
indicated that the welfare savings for the AFDC-UP group were similar to
those estimated for the entire AFDC group, but fewer of the AFDC-UP group
left AFDC.%®°

Although many uncertainties exist in the estimates for all segments
of the JOBS program, it is clear that the additicnal dollars and the new
participation requirements will sharply increase activity in AFDC work-
related programs from previcus levels. As a result, the numbers of
participants in work-related programs will rise significantly, resulting
in welfare savings. Based on the experience of AFDC werk-related programs
to date, however, any savings will be modest. Nonetheless, with the work
experience, increased education, or training, some additional families
will be able to leave AFDC, and the new child care and Medicaid transition
programs may increase those families' chances of escaping welfare.

15 Hamilton, Saturation Work Initiative Model, pp. 3-4.

16 Friedlander and others, West Virginia: Final Report, pp. 159 and

160.

17 Friedlander and others, West Virginia: Final Report, p. 190.

8 Friedlander and others, Maryland: Final Report, p. 141,

19 Goldman and others, California: Final Report, pp. S4 and 102.

20 Hamilton, Saturation Work Initiative Model, pp. 18-19.
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TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

Section 302 of the Family Iupport Act r@aaires states to vrovide child
care assistance for 12 months to famili who leave the AFDC progran
because of increased ecarnings or loss of earnlqgg disregards. Families
will contribute to the cost of such care based on their ability to nay.
This assistance is intended tc help Families make the transition from
welfare dependency to ssif-supporting employment. Until now, most statzes
either have provided no transitional assistance or haqe provided limited
assistance to families acquiring jobs through work-related programs.

Under the act, states can provide child care diractly, provide
vouchers, reimburse the family, or use other appropriate funding
mechanisms. Reimbursements are limited to actual costs, up to local
market rates. States may set payment maximums below market rates,
provided such maximums are at least $175 per month for each child two
years of age or older, and 320C per month for each child under age two.
States must establish schedules for family copayments, which are to vary
according toe the family's ability to pay. The program ig an uncapped
entitliement, and the federal government matches state spending st the AFLC
benefit match rate. The transitional child care amendments are effective
on April 1, 1990, and are repealed on September 30, 1998. Table 15
summarizes major elements of the tramsitional child care progranm.

Costs and Effects

Federal costs for transitional child care assistance are estimated to rise
from $25 million in 1990 to $260 million in 1993, totaling $735 million
over the five-year period 1989 through 1993 (see Table 16). State costs
are estimated to rise from $15 million in 1990 to $150 nillion in 1993.
In total, the Family Support Act is estimated to increase spending on
transitional child care assistance by $410 million in 1993. These costs
are in addition to an estimated $50 million to $60 million in state
spending that would have occurred in the absence of any federal
legislation.

An estimated 280,000 children per month are expected to receive
transitional child care assistance beginning in 1991 (see Table 17). The
majority of these children will be under six years of age. Fewer than
half of the children eligible for transitional care subsidies are expected
to participate, reducing potential program costs. The remaining children
will continue to be placed in informal and unpaid child care arrangements.

Another factor limiting program costs is that average costs per child
are estimated to be lower than market rates for full-time licensed care.
Monthly costs are estimated to average $123 in 1990, and rise by 4.4
percent annually, reaching $140 in 1993, as shown in Table 17. Average
costs were reduced to reflect lower costs for part-time care, subsidized
care, and care by relatives and unlicensed providers. Costs were also
reduced to reflect funding limitations set by state governments,
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FUNDING PROVISIONS

ELIGIBILITY

BENEFITS

MAXIMUM PAYMENTS

FAMILY COPAYMENTS

EFFECTIVE DATES

Uncapred entitlement at AFDC benefit match rate
(50 percent to 80 percent).

Families who leave AFDC because of increased
earnings, hours of work, or less of the
earnings disregards., Families must have
received AFDC 1in at least three of the
preceding six months.

No income limits.

Direct child care services, vouchers, cash,
reimbursements, or other arrangements adopted
by state agency. Care must mest state and local
standards.

Last for 12 months.

Reimbursements are limited to actual costs, up
to local market rates. States may set payment
maximums below market rates. These caps may
not be less than the AFDC child care disregards
of 3175 a month for children two years and
older and $200 a month for children under age
two unless local market rates are lower than
these levels.

Vary with family's ability to pay as determined
by states in sliding scale formulas.

Program begins April 1, 1990.
Program ends September 30, 1998.

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.
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including maximum payment levels and family copayments. Many
uncertainties surround these estimates, which are discussed in detail in
the following section.

Estimating Methodology

Costs of the transitionazl child care program are based on the number of
participating chiidren and on average wmonthly costs. The nuaber of
participating children is estimated by applying an estimated participation
rate to the number of eligible children. Monthly costs are child care
costs less family copayments. The federal share of total program costs
averages approximately 855 percent sacross states, and the state share
averages about 45 percent. State costs are reduced by estimated spending
on existing State-funded transitional child care programs. Costs are
lower in 1990 and 1991 because the program begins April 1, 1990, and
families are assumed to enter the program over a 12-month period.

tr3

TABLE 16. ESTIMATED COST OF TRANSITIONAL CHILD CAR
year, in millions of dollars)

ASSISTANCE (By fiscal

Five-Year

1989 1990 1591 1992 1993 Total

Federal | - 25 205 245 260 735
State -- 15 120 145 150 430
Total - 4o 325 390 410 1,165

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
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TABLE 17. ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PARTICIPATING CHILDREN AND MONTHLY CNSTS

s s .
{By fiscal year}

1839 1590 1591 1862 1893
Participating Children -- 140,000 280,000 280,000 280,000
Average Monthly Costs {Dollars) - 123 129 134 140
Costs of Transitional Progranm
(Millions of dollars) a/ -- 50 370 bis 470

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

a. Costs are higher than those in Table 16 because these costs include
state spending under prior law. For example, the $470 million total
in 1993 includes $410 million in spending resulting from the Family
Support Act and $60 million in state spending that would have
occurred under prior law. Costs in both tables were reduced in 1990
and 1991 to reflect the effect of the April 1, 1990, starting date.

Eligible Children. Eligibility is restricted to families who leave the
AFDC program because of increased earnings, hours of work, or loss of the
earnings disregards.?! Although many families leaving AFDC have some
earnings, the principal reascn for leaving welfare is often the marriage
of the female head of household, or another change in family composition.
One study estimated that only 20 percent to 40 percent of the families who
left AFDC did so because of increased family earnings.??

Based on this research and on AFDC program statistics, CBO estimated
that one-fourth of the 1.9 million families leaving AFDC annually do so
because of increased earnings or loss of the earnings disregards.
Families returning to welfare shortly after leaving were removed from the

¢l Earnings disregards are subtracted from an AFDC family's earnings
when determining eligibility and benefits. The $30 disregard is limitad
to 12 months, and the one-third disregard is limited to 4 months. When
these disregards end, a family's countable income rises and the family may
become ineligible for AFDC benefits.

22 payid Ellwood, "Working Off of Welfare: Prospects and Policies for
Self-Sufficiency of Women Heading Families,” Institute for Research on
Poverty, Discussion Paper No. 803-86, March 1986.
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TARLE 18, ELIGIRLE AND PARTICTIPATING CHILDREN, 10032

Children Children Total Children

Under Ages 6 Aged 6-14 Under Age 15

Eligible Children 300,000 480,000 790,000
Participation Rate

(Percent) 0d i6 36

Participating Children 210,000 80,000 280,000

SOQURCHE: Congressional Budget CGffice projections.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

eligible populaticn, and families leaving because of work programs were
added. After these adjustments, a total of 470,000 families with 790,000
children under age 15 were estimated to be eligible for transiticnal child
care assistance (see Table 18).23

Approximately 300,000, or fewer than 40 percent, of the 790,000
eligible children were estimated to be children under age six with greater
child care needs than school-age children. AFDC caseload statistics
report a higher percentage of children under age six, but CBO assumed that
families working their way off AFDC have fewer young children than
families remaining on AFDC. CBO also assumed that a high proportion of
families leaving welfare as a result of work-related programs will have
school-age children, following the patterns of existing work-related
programs.

The dynamics of how families move on and off welfare are not well
understood. Most existing studies of families who leave welfare are based
on data from the 1960s and 1970s. Transitions between welfare and work
nay be different today because of different economic conditions, increases
in work-related programs, and legislative changes such as those made in
the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act. The Family Support Act may lead to
further changes in welfare. Policymakers hope that transitional child
care and Medicaid assistance will help vulnerable families keep jobs
ionger, and thus reduce movements on and off the welfare system. Some
fear, however, that flows on and off welfare will increase, as some

23 The law does not limit eligibility to children under age 15, but
CBO assumed that older children do not require child care assistance.
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families epply (or reapply) for AFDC benefits for short intervals, in
order to qualify for transitional benefits. Unfortunately, the evidence
is not suffmc;ent to quantify the effect of these potential behavioral

1. -
chan Ee an the number of Eli.i.r‘:aulp f‘&ui.;..z_.a.t;

Participation Rate. Only 36 percent of the eligible children are evpected
to receive government-paid child care assistance. This participation rate
was based on a CBO estimate that 36 percent of children of single working

mothers will be in paid child care arrangements in 1993. The remaining
6L percent are assumed to be in informal and unpaid c¢hild care
arrangements. Estimated participation rates are much higher for children
under six than for school-age children (see Table 18). Thus, although
younger children account for less than 40 percent of the eligible
children, they account for nearly three-fourths of participating children.

Estimates of how many single mothers use paid child care arrangements
were based on CBO analyses of three Census Bureau surveys.2* Arrangements
are quite different for young children and school-age children {ses Table
19). By 1993, 60 percent of the young children are expected to be cared
for by persons not related to them (non-relatives}, and 35 percent by
relatives outside the immediate family, leaving only 5 percent in other
arrangements, including care by the schools, siblings, parents, or the
children themselves. In contrast, one-fourth of the schocl-age children
are expected to be in care by non-relatives or relatives, with the
remaining three-fourths cared for in other arrangements. These
projections are based on arrangements used by single working mothers in
the early 1980s, adjusted to reflect a gradual shift over time toward
greater use of care by non-relatives.

These differences in care arrangements translate into differences in
the use of paid care. Families using care by non-relatives such as child
care centers and family day care providers pay for that care nearly S0
percent of the time; families using relatives pay for that care 45 percent
of the time. Families were assumed to make no payments for care by
parents, siblings, the child, and the schools. Combining this information
with the percentage of children in each type of care, CBO estimated that
68 percent of young children and 16 percent of school-age children will
be in paid child care arrangements in 1993,

2 pureau of the Census, "Who's Minding the Kids: Winter 1984-85,"
ser. P-70, no.9; "After~School Care of School-Age Children: December
198%," ser. P-23, no. 149; and "Child Care Arrangements of Working
Mothers: June 1982," ser. P-23, no. 129.
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TABLE 19. CHILD CARE ARRANGEMENTS USED BY SINGLE WORKING MOTHERS, 1993

T o P AP Y
{In percens)

Children Children
Under Age 6 Agad 6~1L4
Care by Non-Relatives 60 13
Care by Belatives : 35 12
Care by Schools, Siblings,
Parents, Self 5 _75
Total 100 © 100

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

All families paying for child care were assumed to participate in the
new transitional program; families using unpaid child care were noz.2% The
overall participation rate is expected to rise gradually from 35 percent
in 1990 to 36 percent in 1993, following historical trends in the use of
paid care. If the new subsidies cause a greater demand for paid care, the
participation rate estimate, and hence the cost estimates, would be low.
However, there is surprisingly little evidence of such a shift in states
currently offering similar subsidies. On the other hand, if families with
paid child care costs do not apply for government assistance, the cost
estimate would be high.

Child Care Costs. Child care costs for children under age 15 are
estimated to average $159 per month in 1988 dollars. Cost estimates vary
by the age of the child, decreasing from $180 for infants (under age 2)
to $169 for preschoolers (2 through 5) to $118 for school-age children (6
through 14).

In estimating a national average monthly cost, CBO used an agsortment
of cost data from provider surveys, household surveys, state regulations
on Title XX maximum payments, and state budgets. (Selected data on

25 Some families who do not report paying for child care are probably
receiving subsidized care. Likewise, some families who do not participate
in the transiticnal program may use Title XX or other subgidized care.
Thus total government spending on child care for families leaving AFDC may
exceed the transitional program cests shown in Table 17.

39



monthly child care costs are shown in Table 20.) Estimates from several
state work programs were averaged with national estimates based on Census
Bureau datz and Title ¥X maximumzs. All figures were inflated to 1088
dollars. = This process resulted in the averags cost of $169 For
preschoclers. Infant care costs were then estimated as 7 percent higher
than costs for preschoolers, and costs for school-aged children were
estimated as 70 percent of preschool costs, assuning that childresn in
scheol require nine months of part-time {20 hours per week) care and thras
months of full~time care.

These costs may seem low compared with commonly quoted market rates
of 3250 per month and higher. Surveys of child care providers in three
states, however, suggest that average market rates may be lower than the
levels frequently quoted in personal and media stories. Local average
market rates for center care for preschool children, for instance, range
from $147 to $221 in North Carolina, from $223 to 3340 in Minnesota, and
from $161 to $387 in California (whose rates are believed to be among the
highest in the country). Generally, costs seem to be lower in rural
counties than in urban ones, and lower for family day care homes than for
child care centers.

States differ, moreover, in how they use local market rates to limit
assistance. North Carolina, for instance, caps publicly funded child care
assistance at the mean county rates; Minnesota at 110 percent tc 125
percent of the service delivery area median rates; and California at 1.5
standard deviations above the mean county rates. Under the Family Support
Act, reimbursements cannot be higher than applicable local market rates
as determined by the states in accordance with regulations to be issued
by the federal government. States have the further option of capping
reimbursements below market rates, as long as the caps are above certain
minimums established by the act.

Anecdotal evidence suggests that Title XX child care rates are often
set below market rates by states trying to serve as many children as
possible without increasing state expenditures, In 1987, the median state
limited Title XX subsidies for preschool care to a maximum of $192 per
month for both family day care homes and child care centers. CBO assumed
that states will generally use their Title XX maximum payment levels for
transitional subsidies. Some states will have to set higher caps for
transitional care (or raise their Title XX caps), however, because the
caps for transitional care may not be less than the AFDC child care
disregards of $175 for children age two years and over and 3200 for
children under age two unless local market rates are lower than these
levels.

Rates for full-time, licensed care reflect only part of the market
for c¢hild care. Average costs fall when part-time care, care by
relatives, subsidized care, and unlicensed care are included. The Census
Bureau reported that the median cost of paid child care among employed
women was $169 monthly for one child under age 15. Single women
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TABLE 20, SELECTED DATA ON MONTHLY CHILD CARE COSTS, BY TYPE OF CARE

(In dollars)
Family Day Anv Paid
Care Home Center Care a,
Local Market Rates in Three States b/
North Carolina n.a. 147 vo 221 fn.d.
Minnesota 194 o 280 223 1o 340 n.a.
California 184 to 405 161 to 387 n.a.
Title X3{ Maximum Payment Levels ¢/
Lowest (Alabama) 95 140 n.a.
253th Percentile (New Mexico) 163 163 n.a.
Median (Virginia) 192 192 n.a.
75th Percentile (Vermont) 198 274 na.
Highest (Massachusetts) 3% 449 n.a.
Weighred Average d/f 250 273 n.a.

Child Care Costs Paid by Ail Employed Mothers g/

Median Costs for Child Aged 3-14 177 187 169
Median Costs for Child Aged 0-14,
Paid by Single Mothers n.a. n.Aa. 158

Child Care Costs for AFDC Work-Related Programs

Michigan Special Needs Payments to

Employed AFDC Mothers [/ 53 82 54
New York Education and Training Program

Child Care Allowances g/ n.a. n.a. 234
Massachusetts ET Program Vouchers h/ na. n.a. 270

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office compilation of data from various sources.

NOTE: All figures were converted o monthly costs, assuming 9 hours per day, 5 days per week, and 4.3 weeks
per month of care.

n.a. = not available.

a. Includes care by relatives and baby-sitters, as well as centers and family day care homes. Also includes part-
time care.
b. Lowest and highest mean or median rates, by county, for full-time care for preschool-age children. Narth

Carolina Department of Human Resources, 1988 County Market Rates.” Minnesota Department of Human
Services, "Median Provider Rates State Fiscal Year 1987 Updates.” California Child Care Resource and Referral
Network, "California Inventory of Child Care Facilities,” February 1987.

<. Maximum payment levels for full-time care for preschool-age children in 1987. States were ranked by the sum
of rates for both centers and family day care homes. Compiled from information in Children’s Defense Fund,
"State Child Care Fact Book 1987" (Washington, D.C.).

d. State AFDC caseloads were used as weights when averaging. The average is higher than the median hecause
larger states tend to have higher maximums. The four states with the highest maximums (Massachusests,
California, New York, and Chio) account for nearly one third of the AFDC caseload.

a. Median rates for employed mothers with one child paying non-zere amounts, 1984-1985. Census Bureau,
"Who's Minding the Kida: Winter 1984-85," ser. P-70, no. 5.

f. Stephen Smucker, Michigan Department of Sacial Services, "Cost of Day Care in FY82: Savings of the Transfer
to [V-AL"

g. New York Departmeni of Sacial Services and Department of Labor, "Report to the Governor and the
Legislature on Employment Programs for Public Assistance Recipients, 1986."

h. Massachusetts Department of Public Weifare, "T'he Massachusetts Employment and Training Choices Program:
Program Plan and Budget Request, FY88."




generally used less expensive care, paying a median rate of 3158 monthly.
Costs to single employed women were assumed to be a better measure £

trangitional care costs than costs to all emploved women,

Costs for publicly funded child care can be strongly affected by the
funding mechanisms and service delivery systems used in states and
counties. In the HMassachusetts EHamployament and Training {ET} Choices
program, child care costs are fairly high: 3270 per voucher per month was
budgeted for 1988. State officials discourage the use of informal
baby-sitters, do not pay for care by relatives, and have worked to expand
the supply of child care centers and family day cere homes. California's
GAIN work program also places a high priority on child care assistance,
requiring that participants be offered the choice of at least two
providers, and paying up to local area market rates. Furthermore, the
GAIN program was enacted in conjunction with legislation to expand the
supply of after-school child care services. However, some advocates have
charged that local GAIN officials have encouraged care by relatives and
license~exempt providers in order to limit costs.Z2®

The ability of state agencies to control costs is evident in =&
Michigan study comparing child care spending for employed AFDC recipients
in 1981 and 1982.27 Costs fell from $79 per child to $54 per child when
the state shifted from providing care directly through the Title XX system
to reimbursing mothers up to $160 per child per month for care arranged
and purchased privately. The flexibility that states have in setting
caps, selecting funding mechanisms, and regulating and licensing child
care providers is expected to result in significant wvariations among
states in average costs for transitional child care.

Many sources of uncertainty affect child care cost estimates. Cost
variations among states and counties make it difficult to determine a
nationally representative cost. The mix of infants, preschool-age, and
school-age children in families leaving welfare is uncertain, as is the
need for part-time as opposed to full-time care. Costs will also depend
on whether families choose centers, family day care homes, baby-sitters,

26 Heidi Strassburger, "California's GAIN Program Falls Short in
Meeting Child Care Needs," Youth Law News (May-June 1987).

°7 Stephen Smucker, "Cost of Day Care in FY 82: Savings of the
Transfer to IVA" (Office of Planning, Budget and Evaluation, Michigan
Department of Scocial Services, March 1982).
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TABLE 21, AVERAGE MONTHLY CHILD CARE COSTS AND COPAYMENTS

. s b . : T~7F T A k
{(By fiscal year, in docllars)

1388 1989 1890 1961 1952 1993
Average Costs 159 167 175 182 190 165
Monthly Copayments =47 -49 =52 -54 =56 =58
Net Costs . 112 117 123 129 134 140

SOURCE: Congressiocnal Budget Office projections.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

or relatives, and on whether they use licensed or unlicensed providers.28
Parental choices will be significantly influenced by state regulations and
local practices for implementing the transitiocnal assistance program, and
also by the general availability of child care in local areas. Child care
proposals such as the federal Act for Better Child Care (ABC) bill, or
various state initiatives, could lead to higher or lower costs for the
transitional program by changing the overall supply and demand for child
care.

Family Copayments. Average costs were reduced by monthly copayments
averaging $47 per wmonth in 1988 dollars, as shown in Table 21.
Subtracting the $47 average copayment from the $159 average child care
cost results in an estimated net monthly cost of $112. Net monthly costs
were estimated to rise to $140 by 1993, based on CBO projections far price
inflation. The copayment estimates are quite uncertain, reflecting scanty
earnings and income data for former AFDC recipients and large variations
in state copayment schedules under Title XX.

28 The act states that child care must meet applicable standards of
state and local law. Relatives, baby-sitters, and small family day care
homes are exempt from licensing standards in many states, and so not all
child care funded under the transitional program will be provided by
licensed providers. The Family Support Act does suthorize 313 million in
grants to states in 1990 and 1991 to improve child care licensing and
registration requirements, and to monitor child care provided to AFDC
children.
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Women leaving AFDC because of earnings increases were estimated to
have mean earnings of 3750 monthly and mean family incomes of 3970 monthly
in 1988 dollars. These means were opased on an estimated incops
distribution formed from szrnings deta of former AFDC recipisnts and wags
rates from AFDC employment programs.?? Family income was increased to
allow for wunearned income and earnings of other family members.
Adjustments were also made for wage inflation and state-by-state estimatas

T

of dncome lavels at which AFDC eligibility ends.

Copayments for Title XX child care subsidies tend to vary by family
income, family size, age of child, hours in care, and number of children
in care. Copayments also vary significantly among states. CBO analyzed
the relationship between family income and copayments in a dozen states
for a hypothetical family of three with one preschcol child in full-time
care. At the $970 monthly income level, such a family would pay no fee in
California and the District of Columbia, $41 in Maryland, $73 in Kentucky,
3103 in Cklahoma, and the full cost of care in Alabama. Costs for a second
child in care varied from no cost te full cost. CBO estimated a national
average copayment of $65 for one preschool child in care, under the income
distributicn assumpticns for families leaving AFDC because of earnings
increases. The reduction to $47 for all participating children reflects
lower fees for schcool-age children receiving part-time care, as well as
lower fees for a second or third child in care.

Costs of the transitional child care program are uncertain and depend
in large measure on the future behavior of state agencies and welfare
families. The Family Support Act has created a new entitlement program,
guaranteeing child care benefits to a large number of families leaving the
AFDC program. This assistance, combined with the Medicaid transition
program described in the next section,  is intended to enhance a family's
chances of successfully making the transition from welfare to work.

29 Ellwood, "Working Off of Welfare"; General Accounting Office, Work
and Welfare, Analysis of AFDC Employment Programs in Four States (January
1988); and General Accounting Office, Work and Welfare.
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TRANSITICNAL MEDICAID ASSISTANCE

A family's need to ensure the continuation of its health care benefits may
be an important factor in the decision of an AFDC beneficiary to sesk o
accept employment. Under previous law, an AFDC beneficiary who los
eligibiiity because of iIncreased earnings alse ofiten lost Hedicaid
eligibility within as little as four months of leaving AFDC. Families who
could not replace the lost Medicaid benefits with other basic health
coverage may have had an incentive to stay on AFDC in order to maintain
their Medicaid eligibility. Section 303 of the Family Support Act is
designed to weaken the importance of this incentive.

The transitional Medicaid provision requires states to provide
extended Medicaid eligibility for a minimum of 12 months to all AFDC
beneficiaries who lose eligibility because of increased hours of werk,

increased earnings, or loss of the earnings disregards. Within these
guidelines, states have considerable flexibility in designing benefit
plans for covering those eligible feor the extended benefits. Az a

condition of receiving extended benefits for the second six months, states
may charge participants a premium. This premium cannot exceed 3 percent
of a family's average gross monthly earnings. Moreover, participants are
exempted from paying any premium if their average gross monthly earnings
(less the average monthly cost of any child care required by the
employment of the caretaker relative) are below the federal poverty
thresholds. This program, like the transitional child care program, will
begin on April 1, 1990, and end on September 30, 1998. Tahle 22
summarizes these and other important elements of the Medicaid transition
provision.

Costs and Effects

Federal government costs for transitional Medicaid assistance are
estimated to rise from 85 million in 1990 to $165 million in 1993, and
will total $430 million over the five-year period 1989 to 1993 (see
Table 23). State costs are estimated to rise from $5 million in 1990 to
$135 million in 1993. These are net costs after allowing for the effects
of premium charges.

Premium charges will reduce federal costs by an estimated $16 million
in 1991 and $30 million a year in 1992 and 1993. This reduction includes
both the federal government's share of any premium collections and the
savings resulting from participants who drop out rather than pay the
premium. For many states, the administrative costs of collection will be
high encugh to deter them from imposing the premiums. Therefore, the
federal share of these premiums is expected to be a modest $2 million per
year after 1990. The reduction of federal benefit costs in thoszs states
that do impose the premiums is estimated to be $14 million in 1991 and $28

million in 1992 and 1993,
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TABLE 22. IMPORTANT ELEMENTS OF THE TRANSTTIONAL MEDTCAID PROGRAM

FUNDING PROVISIONS Uncepped entitlement at Medicaid match rate {50
percent to 30 percent).

ELIGIBILITY Families who leave AFDC because of increased
earnings, hours of work, or loss of the
earnings disregards. Families mwust have

received AFDC in at least three of the
preceding six months.

Families whose average gross monthly earnings
(less necessary child care expenses) are below
185 percent of the poverty thresholds.

BENEFITS Last for 12 months.

Second six months are contingent on payment of
a premium, which is at state option.

PREMIUMS States allowed to charge a premium after six
months to families whose average gross monthly
earnings (less necessary child care expenses)
are above the poverty thresholds.

Premiums limited to no more than 3 percent of
a family's average gross monthly earnings.

EFFECTIVE DATES Program begins April 1, 1990.
Program ends September 30, 1998.

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

These costs of the Family Support Act are in addition to spending on
transitional Medicaid assistance under the prior law. When fully
implemented, the new law will increase existing transitiocnal Medicaid
costs by about 60 percent {see Table 24). Under previous law, states were
required to provide only four months of extended Medicaid benefits to
families leaving AFDC because of an increase in earnings or in hours of
work. An additional five months (totaling nine months) was mandatory for
those who lost AFDC eligibility beczuse of losing the $30 and one-third
earnings disregards, as long as they ctherwise remained eligible for AFDC.
Provision of six meore menths of benefits {totaling 15 months) for these
latter families was at state option. Moreover, some families leaving AFDC
may continue to receive Medicaid indefinitely, on the basis of family
characteristics, income, and medical expenses. Pregnant women, infants,
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TABLE 23. ESTIMATED COS

-
4

; o . ) . -

{By figcal vear, in =i

OF TRANSITIONAL MEDICAID ASSISTANCE
1iio

liong of dollars)

1985 1850 1991 1992 1993 %otal‘

Federal -- 5 105 155 165 430
Stata L - 5 85 125 135 250
Total - 10 190 280 300 780

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projecticns.

and children not on AFDC are eligible for Medicaid if they meet certain
eligibility criteria. Also, families may receive Medicaid if they qualify
as "medically needy," paying out-of-pocket for medical care until they
have "spent down" their income intoc the eligible range.

Under the new law, the number of families that will receive the
extended Medicaid benefits will vary before and after imposition of the
premium. An estimated 445,000 families will participate during their
first six menths of receiving benefits in 1993, but the number is
estimated to decline to 265,000 by their second six months as a result of
the premiums (see Table 25). All of these families would have received
some Medicaid under previous law, but usually for shorter periods and
without having to pay any premium. The only group that clearly lcses
benefits is that small number of families who would have received 15
months of transitional assistance under previous law. Families that would
‘have received nine months of assistance could also lose benefits, if they
are charged premiums and choose not to pay them.

Estimating Methodology

The budgetary effect of Section 303 was estimated in two steps. The costs
of providing -the extended Medicaid benefits were estimated first, ignoring
the effects of any premiums charged by the states. Then the effects of
the premiums on revenues and participation were estimated. Benefit costs
less the premium offsets provided the estimated costs of the Medicaid
transition provision.
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TABLE 24, SPENDING ON TRANSITIONAL MEDICAID ASSISTANCE BEFORE AND AFTER
THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT (By fiscal year, in wmillions of dolliars)
1589 1350 1391 1552 1993
Spending After the Act
Federal -- b5 350 L2y 455
State -- 35 2380 340 365
Total - 80 630 765 820
Spending Before the Act a/
Federal -~ 40 245 270 290
State -- 30 195 215 235
Total - 70 44g 485 525
'Additional Cost of the Act
Federal -— 5 105 155 165
State -- ) 85 125 135
Total - 10 190 280 200
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

Nete: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

a. The estimates for 1990 are for a partial year only to be consistent
with the midyear enactment date of the Medicaid transition
provision.

L8



TABLE 25, ESTIMATED NUMBER OF FAMILIES PARTICIPATING IN TRANSITIONAL

MEDICAID AZISISTAMCE (By fisczl yoar)
1989 1990 1991 15992 1993
Families Participating
During Thed :
First Six Months -- 200,000 440,000 440,000 445,000

Families Continuing
Participation During Their

Second Six Months - - 260,000 265,000 265,000

Average Number of
Families Participating
During Fiscal Year - 200,000 350,000 355,000 355,000

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

NOTE: These are gll families receiving transitional assistance. All such
families also received Medicaid under prior law but usually for
shorter periods of time or only after a "spend-down" of their own
funds if they were "medically needy."

Benefit Costs. Benefit costs are the full costs of providing the new
benefits to participating families (before premium effects) minus the
costs of providing the Medicaid benefits to those same participating
families under previous law. FEach of these costs was estimated
separately.

The cost of providing transitional Medicaid assistance depends both
on the number of eligible families and on whether they have private health
insurance, either through their jobs or from some other scurce. An
estimated 485,000 families will be eligible under the new law. This
number includes those who now leave AFDC because of increased earnings,
hours of work, or loss of the earnings disregards (an estimated 25 percent
of the 1.9 million beneficiaries who leave AFDC every year),3® as well as
those expected to leave AFDC because of new work and training programs
and because the AFDC-UP program is mandated in all states. The number is
slightly higher than for transitional child care assistance (470,000
eligible families) because the new two-parent families in the expanded
AFDC-UP program leaving AFDC were assumed to have no need for child care.

3% Ellwood, "Working Off of Welfare."
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An estimated 55 percent of the families leaving AFDC because of
increased earnings will have health insurance.’! Some families with healt
insurance will choose not to use Medicaid, even though they remain
eligible, and the rest will have lcwer Medicaid costs because Medicaid
will act as a secondary payer. Although no data exist on Medicaid costs
for families with private health insurance, CBQ assumed that their
Medicaid costs will be just under 30 percent of "full" costs--that is, the
costs incurred by families without private health insurance--and that 85
percent of these families will retain Medicaid, at least until the premium
is due at the end of the first six months (see Tables 26 and 27).

For the 220,000 families without private health insurance, CBO
assumed a participation rate of 100 percent and standard Medicaid costs
{see Tables 26 and 27). Average Medicaid costs for these families were
estimated to be $2,120 in 1989 and $2,970 in 1993, rising at an annual
rate of about 9 percent. Because the adults in these families will be
working, and presumably healthy, average costs are estimated to be only
80 percent of the overall Medicaid average cost for the same size Family.

The costs of providing Medicaid benefits to these families under
previous law were also estimated as the product of numbers of families and
costs per family. As discussed earlier, CBC assumed that several groups
received benefits under prior law. Of those families, 85 percent were
estimated to receive four months of assistance after leaving AFDC because
of increased earnings or hours of work, and 1% percent were estimated to
receive a minimum of nine months of transitional assistance. About one-
third of the 15 percent were estimated to receive an additional six months
available in some states. The estimated average cost per family of each
of these groups was the same as for families without private health
insurance under the new law, but was adjusted for their differing lengths
of eligibility. In addition, 35 percent of these families were assumed
to qualify for Medicaid under medically needy provisions after they lost
their transitional Medicaid assistance. Costs were alse increased
slightly to account for recent legislation that extended Medicaid to low-
income pregnant women and young children.

Estimated benefit costs, both for the previous law and for the new
law, rest on a number of assumptions about which there is considerable
uncertainty. Projected costs per family are generated from Medicaid
statistics on past usage and costs and are fairly reliable, although the
extent to which private health insurance coverage will reduce costs is an
issue. Estimates of the number of eligible families and participaticn
rates are also subject to error. These uncertainties are potentially
magnified by the fact that the final estimate of costs is a difference of
two benefit estimates~-for new law and for prior law--both of which are
subject to projection error,

31 Congressional Budget Office estimate based on data from the Bureau
of the Census, Current Population Survey: Annual Demographic File, 1985
(March 1985).
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TABLE 26, ELIGIBLE AND PARTICIPATING FAMILIES, 1993

Families With Families Without Total
Health Insurance Health Insurance Families
Eligible Families 265,000 220,000 485,000
First Six Months
Participation Rate {Percent) a5 100 92
Participating Families 225,000 220,000 445 000
Second Six Months
Participation Rate (Percent) 3h4a/ 80 55
Participating Families 90,000 175,000 265,000
Average over 12 Months 160,000 200,000 385,000

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
Note: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.
a. The participaticon rate for the second six months for families with

nealth insurance is 85 percent times 40 percent (the effect of the -
premiums on participation), or 3% percent.

Moreover, extending Medicaid for longer periods tc families who leave
AFDC may affect their behavior in ways that will alter the costs of the
extension. Some analysts have hypothesized that extending Medicaid will
provide an incentive to work as well as reduce the number of families who
return to AFDC. Any such behavicral effects were not included in CBO's
estimate because of a lack of evidence.3?

32 One study in Hennepin County, Minnesota, found that the lack of
private health insurance about doubled the likelihood that families who
lest AFDC eligibility following the 1981 legislative changes would return

to AFDC. See Ira Moscovice and Cestur Davidson, "Health Care and
Insurance Loss of Working AFDC Recipients," Medical Care, vol. 25, no. 5
(May 1987). Only about 12 percent of families losing eligibility,

however, actually returned to AFDC in this study. Moreover, Hennepin
County apparently has relatively good employer-provided health care
coverage. See Bonnie Morel Edingten, "Integrating Welfare Research and
Welfare Reform--the Health Insurance Issue" (paper prepared for delivery
at the July 1988 annual workshop of the National Association for Welfare
Research and Statistics}, p. 11.
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TABLE 27. ANNUAL MEDICAID COSTS PER FAMILY (By fiscal year, in dollars)

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

L)
CO
(93]
]

Families With Health Insurance 594 ALE 713 7
Families Without Health Insurance 2,120 2,314 2,545 2,759 2,970

Average a/ 1,352 1,464 1,611 1,746 1,880

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

a. Costs per family are before premiums are charged; average costs
rise after premiums because participation rates of families with
and without health insurance change.

The importance of this behavioral effect clearly depends on the
availability of employer-provided health insurance, an availability that
appears to vary greatly across geographic areas. A five-city study of
AFDC families that lost eligibility after the 1981 legislative changes
showed that 62 percent to 71 percent of the employed families in three of
the cities had health insurance, but only 27 percent to 33 percent had
coverage in the other two cities.33 In addition to health insurance
coverage, the health of the family members will help to determine whether
a family leaves, and remains off, AFDC.

Although extending Medicaid may well enable some families to leave
and remain off AFDC, another possible effect of the provision could
increase AFDC recipiency, at least for short periods. If families
understood that they could get another 12 months of Medicaid by returning
to AFDC for a short period, they might do so, raising the cost of the
provision. A study of such "recycling" behavior is to be part of an
overall study of the Medicaid transition provision.

33 General Accounting Office, An Evaluation of the 1981 AFDC Changes:
Final Report (1985), p. 106.
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TABLE 28, ESTIMATED FEDERAL BENEFIT COSTS AND
B soa ar n milli of 1

{By figcal year, in o ons of dollars)
Five~Year
1589 1990 1991 19G2 1993 Total

Benefit Costs -— 5 120 185 195 505
Premium Offsets

Premium Rewvenues - 1 2 2 2 7

Averted Costs -- 0 14 28 28 70

Total -- 1 16 30 30 77

Net Costs - 5 105 155 165 430

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.

Note: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

Premium Offsets. The federal costs of the Medicaid transition provision,
before any premium offsets, were estimated to rise from $5 million in 1990
to $195 million in 1993. These costs were offset by the effects of
allowing states to charge a premium during the second six months of the
12-month extended benefit period. The total premium offset reaches $30
million per year by 1993, reducing the costs of the provision by
15 percent (see Table 28).

The premium offsets have two components. The first component is the
revenues collected by states that choose to impose a premium. The second
component is the benefit costs that are averted because some eligible
families drop out after the sixth month rather than pay the premium. The
methodologies used to estimate these two offsets are as follows.

Estimated revenues from premiums rest on four basic assumptions: the
number of states that will charge premiums; the levels at which premiums
will be set by the states that charge them; the participation rates of
families that will be required to pay the premiums3a; and the costs

34 Almost 40 percent of families will have the premium waived because
of the act's provision that exempts those whose gross earnings (less child
care expenses) are below the poverty thresholds. Earnings of families
after stays on AFDC were estimated as discussed earlier for transitional
child care assistance.

53



incurred by families choosing to pay the premium.35 Assumptions about the
number of states charging a premium and about the levels of premiums set
by those states were combined into one assumption: the revenue collected
as a percentage of the total that could be collected if all states charged
the maximum allowed by the law {3 percent of gross sarnings) was estimaced
at 20 percent of the potential total. A flat premium complying with this

provision would be about 320 per month. If a2 state linked premiums to
earnings, they could range as high as 360 per month. Revenuss--about
32 million per vear for the federal government, as shown in Table 28--wara

estimated to offset less than 10 percent of the total costs incurred for
medical care for participating families who pay premiums. Participation
rates of families affected by the premiums, discussed below, also affect
the amount of revenue collected.

In addition to generating revenues, premiums are likely to deter some
eligible families from continuing to participate beyond the sixth month,
This effect was calculated separately for families with and without health
insurance, because it is reasonable to assume that each will bhehave
differently. Little evidence exists on this question, and CBO assumed
that 80 percent of families without health insurance will participate
during the second six months (either by paying the premium, not being
charged a premium, or being exempted from it}. Only %0 percent of the
families with health insurance were assumed to continue participation.
(These participation rates are shown in Table 26.) For families
continuing into the second six months, higher medicel care costs were
assumed, on average, than for those not continuing.36 Averted federal
costs were estimated at $14 million in 1991 and $28 million in 1992 and

1993.

Premium offsets could be large or small, depending on states'
decisions about the premium (whether to charge one and how much to charge)
and participants' behavioral responses to the premium. CBO's assumptions
about the combined effect of states' decisions and participants' responses
are subject to much uncertainty. Although the program costs estimated to
be averted by charging mcdest premiums are far higher than the estimated
premium collections, the deterrent effect of modest premiums may be less
than assumed, and averted program costs may thus be correspondingly lower.

35 In a voluntary insurance program, those participating {by paying
the premium) are more likely to need and use the benefits than those not
participating. This "adverse selection” phenomenon means that average
costs after imposing a premium will be higher than if one is not charged,
However, since participation will drop, total costs will decline.

3¢ For those with health insurance, the 40 percent of families
continuing were expected to incur 55 percent of the costs expected for
such families in the absence of the premium. For those without health
insurance, the 80 percent continuing were expected to incur S0 percent of
the costs expected for such families in the absence of a premium.
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APPENDIX A: EFFECTS OF THE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT OF 19088
ON FEDERAL AND STATE BUDGETS

fn FY 0 .8 - e F i = - s - s 4o
he Family Support Act 1s estimated to raise federal spending on welfare

ams by $3.3 billion owver the 1989-1993 pericd. To pay for this
the act includes provisicns that will either raise revanuss or
ther outlays by the same $3.3 billicn over the five wyears. The

o
ederal deficit is estimated to decline by 229 million through 1983,

b B 'lé) oo

Most of the spending increase will be in programs like AFDC, which
are administered by the Family Support Administration in DHHS. Medicaid
spending, however, will account for 30 percent of the total increase.
Food Stamp spending is projected to decline, primarily because of
increased AFDC benefits or work program effects. WIN gpending declines
with its repeal.

Costs to states and localities will be much less than to the federal
government. They are estimated to total $0.7 billion over the five years,
around one-fifth of federal costs. Groups of states will be affected
quite differently by the act. States that do not have an AFDC-UP program
will experience significantly increased costs, tates that already have
large work-related programs, especially if they also provide some
transitional benefits, will face only small increases in costs or perhaps
gven save money. States with minimal work-related programs, on the other
hand, will experience substantially increased budgets.

The numbers of families receiving AFDC benefits will be changed only
gslightly by the act's provisions during the next five yesars, according to
CBO estimates. The provisions that mandate the AFDC-UP program in all
states and change the deductions from earnings will add an estimated
80,000 families each month, an increase of about 2 percent from the 3.7
million families now receiving AFDC., On the other hand, the JOBS program
is estimated to reduce the number of AFDC families by about 50,000 after
five years. Also, the Child Suppert Enforcement provisions and the pre-
eligibility fraud detection provision will reduce the numbers of families
receiving AFDC, although the size of the reduction is not certain.

Beyond the five-year projection pericd, the numbers of families
leaving AFDC because of the JOBS program will continue to grow. If the
participation requirement is not extended beyond 1995, however, the
numbers leaving will be smaller than they otherwise might be.

The two transition provisions will also increase benefits, but only
to families that have left AFDC. Transitional child care assistance will
provide new benefits to 280,000 children and their families each month.
In addition, transitional Medicaid assistance will provide expanded
benefits each month te an estimated average of 355,000 families who now
receive some Medicaid after they leave AFDC.
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This appendix briefly describes the major provisions of the act not

covered in the body of this paper. Appendix Table A-1 provides a summary
of the effects of the act on federal spending, revenues, and deficits.
Appendix Table A-2 shows estimaeted costs to the federal governament by
spending provision and by program. Similarly, Appendix Table A~3 shows
estimated costs to state and local governments. The tables appear at the
end of this appendix.
Title I. In Title I, which deals with the Child Support Enforcement (USE}
program, the federal government is estimated to save $3%9 millicn over the
five-year pericd, and states and localities $640 million. The federal
government pays for a larger share of program costs--66 percent beginning
in 1990--and receives a smaller share of child support collections. The
act includes three major provisions affecting CSE:

o Mandating automatic wage withholding on all new and modified
child support orders implemented through the CSE progran,
beginning two years after enactment:

o) Requiring increases in establishing paternity, so that as of
fiscal year 1992 states nmusi: establish paternity for 50
percent of relevant CSE cases; increase the percentage of
relevant cases for which paternity is established by three
percentage points a year from a 1988 hase beginning with fiscal
year 1991; or establish paternity, for relevant cases, in the
same proportion as all states in that fiscal year.

o) Requiring judges to use state guidelines for child support
awards, applied to all new or modified orders, beginning cne
year after enactment. '

Titles II and IIT. Title II of the act deals with the JOBS progranm
discussed earlier in the paper, and Title III deals primarily with the two
transition provisions.

Title IV. Title IV includes a number of provisions that will expand the
nusbers of AFDC beneficiaries and AFDC benefits. Together, the provisions
are estimated to cost the federal government $1.3 billion and state
governments $1.0 billion during the 1989-1993 period. Most of the
provisions do not start until fiscal year 1991. By 1993, their annual
estimated federal cost is $473 million.

The major provision mandates that all states establish AFDC-UP
programs for two-parent families in which the primary earner is
unemployed; the provision is effective October 1, 1990, and will be
repealed September 30, 1998. Currently, 22 states do not have the AFDC-
UP program, States will be given several options: to limit cash
assistance to a period of no less than six months in any 12-month period
(but states with existing AFDC-UP programs may not limit their
assistance); to require participation in work-related activities by one
or both adults for up to 40 hours a week; and to pay benefits only after
performance in the work-related activity. Even if a state limits the
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duration of AFDC assistance, it must provide Medicaid assistance as long
as the family is otherwise eligible. This provision is estimated to bring
an average of 65,000 new families onto AFDC each month, based on the
agsumption that newly mandated states will 1limit benefits to six months
a year. If all of the affected states instead provided 12 months of
benefits, 105,000 new families would be on AFDC each month and federal
costs would rise from $420 million to $520 million in 19G3.

Title IV will alsc asgsist AFDC families with earnings by liberalizing
the earned income disregards. The act will raise the standard earnings
deduction from $75 a month to $90 a month. This change is estfimated to
bring about 15,000 new families onto AFDC and to help another 220,000 cor
s0 with earnings. The cap on deductions for child care will bhe raised
from $160 per month per child to $175 for children two years of age and
older and to 5200 for younger children. Also, instead of subtracting the
allowed child care from earnings bhefore taking the one-third disregard,
families will take the disregard first, which will increase its amount.
Finally, the Earned Income Tax Credit will be disregarded. Together,
these provisions will cost the federal government $165 million over the
five years.

Titles V and VI. Title V includes a number of demonstration projects that
will cost the federal government an estimated $68 million over the 1989-
1993 pericod. Title VI increases AFDC support for U.S. territories,
extends the moratorium on collection of AFDC fiscal sanctions until July
1989, and requires that states institute measures for detecting pre-
eligibility fraud. The provisions in Title VI are estimated to save the
federal government $105 million over the five years, primarily because of
the measures for detecting fraud.

Title VIT. Title VII includes funding provisions that will result in $3.3
billion in receipts and revenues to the federal government over the 1989-
1993 period. One of the provisions reauthorizes the Internal Revenue
Service's (IRS's) refund offset program. This program, which allows the
IRS to withhold refunds from taxpayers who are delinquent in repaying
debts owed to the federal government, expired on June 30, 1988. By
extending this program until January 10, 1994, the government will recover
an estimated $400 million annually that otherwise would have gone
uncollected, totaling $2 billion through 1993. These amounts are counted
on the spending side of the budget, either as offsetting collections or
of fsetting receipts. :

Title VII also includes provisions affecting federal tax revenues,
including modifications to the dependent care credit and to the tax
treatment of certain business expenses, and a requirement that taxpayer
identification numbers be reported for dependents who are at least two
years old before the close of the tax year.

The dependent care credit is modified so that it applies to children
of taxpayers only if the children are under the age of 13 rather than
under age 15. The amount of dependent care expenses eligible for the
credit is now reduced by the amount of such costs that are reimbursed
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under an employer-provided dependent care program. In addition, the
credit now can be claimed only if the taxpayer reports the name, address,
and taxpayer identification number of the dependent care provider on his
or her fax return. Under pricr law, thig reporting was not required.
Tegether, these provisions are estimated o ralse revenues by $50 million

in 1989, and 3959 million through 1993.

Title VII changss the tax treatment of business expense allowancss
for which the employee {1} is not regquired to substantiate his or her
expenses and (2} may retain amounts in excess of actual expenses.
Previously, taxpayers with such "nonaccountable" plans could deduct the
amount of the allowance above-the-line, in arriving at adjusted gross
income., The new law mandates that such allowances must be taken as an
itemized deduction subject to the floor for business expenses of 2 percent
of adjusted gross income. This change is estimated to increase revenues
by $22 miilion in 1989 and $350 million over the 1989-1993 pericd.

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 required that taxpayers repcort the taxpayer
identification number of dependents who are age five and over. Title VII
makes this provision applicable for dependents who are at least two yvears
0ld. Reducing the age for which taxpayer identification numbers must be
reported is estimated to raise revenues by $1 million in 1989, and $25
million through 1993.
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OF THE FAMIIX SUPPORI ACT OF 1988

(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)
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Five-Year
1989 1950 1891 1992 1953 Total
Family Suppert Provisions (Titles I-VI)
Direct Spending
Estimated Budget Authorilty 73 364 1089 1117 5463 3606
Estimated Outlays 73 384 1089 1117 983 3606
Amounts Subject to
ApprUleathn Action a/
Estimated Authorization Level -10 -25 -64 =93 =112 -302
Estimated Outlays -11 -51 -65 ~79 =57 =301
Total Family Support Spending
Estimated Budget Authority, £e
Estimated Authorization Ievel 63 339 1025 1024 851 3304
Estimated OQutlays 62 313 1024 1038 866 3305
Funding Provisions (Title VII}
Debt Collection b/
Estimated Bugget Authority =400 -400 =400 400 -400 =2000
Estimated Outlays -400 -400 -400 -400 -400 =2000
Revenues 73 278 308 330 345 1334
Net Budget Impact
Estimated Increase or Decrease
(-) 1in the Deficit -411 -365 316 308 121 -29
SCURCE: Congressional Budget Office projections.
NOTE: Savings in spernding are shown as negative numbers.
a.

Amounts subject to a wgﬁroprlatlon action include those for the Work

Incentlve Program
resulti

The debt collection provision results in reduced spending.
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FAMILY SUPFORT ACT OF 1988, BY PROVISTCON
(Outlays, by fiscal year, in millions of dollars)
Five-Year
1889 1990 1991 1892 1593 Total
s QOID SUPECKT
Mardate Income Withholding
Family Support Admin. &/ o w15 =4 =60 -115
Food Stamps —— —— -5 =10 =20 -35
Medicaid _ -5 -5 ~10 =20
Total — m——— =25 =B =5{ -170
Alter $50 Disregard for
Months Due
Family Support Admin. 1 i 1 1 1 5
Mandate Child Support
Fiidelines
Famllv Suppcrt Admin. -— =20 -55 -85 -115 =275
Fcaod Stamos — ~5 =10 =20 =30 -65
icaid —_— b/ -5 =10 -15 -30
" Total ——— ~25 ~70 -115 -160 ~370
Require Demonstrations
}{g\g Ly Child T fgg
view
Avards Suppe
Family Support Admin. b/ 4 4 e— 8
Require Monthly Notifica-
tion of Child Y ﬁmnAmounts
Family Support 2 2
Mandate Increases in
Paternity Establlshnent
Family Support Admin. — —— 40 25 15 80
Reimburse Iaborato
Cogts at 290 Percent
Family Support Admin. 2 2 3 4 4 15
Establish Standards for
nse Time .
amily Support Admin. c/ c/ c/ c/ cf c/
Mardate ADP for Most
States i
Family Support Admin. 2 2 7 7 7 25
Re Percent Match on
ABeal Effective 9/ Q/95
Fam;r. Yy Support ——
Permit Access to
DOL INTERNET System | _
Fam:Lly Support Admin. E— b/ o/ b/ b/ b/
e Disclosure of
Soc:La_'L Security
Family Support Admin. —_— b/ b/ b/ b/
Establish Commission on
Interstate Enforcement
Family Support Admin. b/ 2 b/ = - 2
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TABIE A-2 (Continued)

Five-Year
1989 1890 1991 1992 1993 Total
Alter Incentive Pavments
by Evcluding Interstate
Demonstratidn Cogts L
Femily Support Admin. oy 1 1 i i &
Study Child-Reari:
Family S’\,‘J}Oft min, b/ B/ b/
Require Data Collection
on CSE Apﬂilcants
Family wort Admin. b/ b/ o/ b/ Db/ b/
Subtotal Title I
Family Support Admin. 5 -8 -14 -87 -1i45 ~249
oo Stam e -3 ~15 =30 ~30 -1C0
Medicaid —m b/ =10 -15 =25 -50
Total 5 =13 -39 =132 -220 ~399
TITIE II: JOBS PROGRAM
Establish JOBS .
Famllg Support Admin. 45 319 48L 425 335 1605
Food Stamps b/ -5  -10 ~20 =25 ~60
Medicaid L/ -5 =10 =20 -30 -85
Wi =12 -57  ~104 =108 ~113 =404
Total 33 242 357 277 167 1076
2dd Mardatory Participation
RaF 1120 g?lp rt Adm b/ 4 9¢ 75 210
ami rort in e b 4
Food gtamps —— b/ b/ =10 -20 =30
Medicaid — b/ b/ -5 =10 -15
———— b/ 45 75 45 165
Require Participation in Work
Prcgrams by ~-UP Families
ggrglodlgtanps Tt —
Medicaid —
Total —_—
At}l}rt%lorlze Dem;:qnsﬁratlon
ects on Wor Prc%'rams
forj Fathers Who Can’t Pay
Family Suppert Admin. — b/ 2 2 2 6
Authorize Implementation Study
Family Support Admin. b/ b/ b/ bf ——— 2
Authorize Demonstrations
on_Cecst Effectiveness
Family Support Admin. — 1 5 4 —-— i0
Subtotal Title II
Famllg Support Admin. 45 320 533 521 412 1833
tamps b/ -5 =10 =30 -45 -90
Medicaid b/ -5 -10 -25 -40 -380
WIN -12 =67 -104 -108 -113 ~404
Total 33 243 409 358 214 1259
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TABLE A-2 (Concinueq;

. Five-Year
1989 199C 1991 1892 1993 Total
TITIE IIT: SUPFORTIVE SERVICES
Reimburse Child Care for 12
Months After lLeave AFDC ) -
ramily Support Admin. e 25 205 245 260 733
Provide Medicaid for 12 Months
After Teave AFLC
Medicaid am— 5 105 i55 165 430
Ee_a Effective Date for
cky to 10/1/90 .
Fam; Yy Support Admin. - -1 -1
e Studies by DHHS of
Transition Provisions
Family Support Admin. -_ —— b/ b/ b/ b/
Authorize Grants to States
for Child Care Standards
Family Support Admin. -— 9 13 4 —— 26
Extend Medicaid to Families
Who Ieave AFDC Because of
Increased Child Support
to 10/1/89
Medicaid 10 10
Subtotal Title III
Family, Support Admin. e 33 218 249 260 760
Medica 10 5 105 155 165 440
Total 10 38 323 404 425 1200
TITLE IV: RELATED AMENIMENTS
F tel Support A 175 175 180 530
aml —— ——
g -— —-—— =50 -55 =55 -160
MEdlcald “— — 180 260 295 738
Total w—— —— 305 380 420 1105
Allow States to Amend
Q“%“efs SephOLE Amin — — 9 1
Sl g o . 1 12 33
tamps ——— -5 -6 -6 =17
MEdlcald —_— 5 6 7 18
Total —_—— — 9 12 13 34
Raise Earnings
Deduction to $90 .
Famllg Support Admin. E— 25 30 30 30 115
Food Stamps -— =15 =15 -15 =15 -60
Medicaid e 5 15 15 15 50~
Total —— 15 30 30 30 105
Raise Child Care Cap
and Alter Sequencing
OfFDle Aot
aml port Admin. e 8 32
gtamps — -3 -3 -3 -3 =12
Total — S 5 5 20



TAdis A~2 (Concinued)

Five-Year
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 Total .
Disregard Earned Income Tax Credit
Famil Supporf Acdmin. —_— 20 290 20 20 80
Food —— -10 -10 -1 =1C ~40
L@ta* e 10 10 16 10 45
qulre mvaiuatlon of AFDC~UP
ly rt Acmin. ———— e by b/ 1 i
Require Minor Parents to .
Live with Parents at State Opticn
Eammig Support Admin. —— =5 -5 =5 =3 ~20
Food 5t et b/ b/ b/ b/ b/
Medicaid e -2 -2 -2 -2 -8
Total ———— -7 -7 -7 =7 -28
Require Evaluation of
Need and Payment Standards
at Ieast Every Three Years
Family Support Admin. b/ b/ 1 1 1 3
Re Study on Partnershi
Acteqlng? 198%1y P
CRO b/ b/
Study Alternative Minimum
Benefit Proposals (NAS) )
Family Support Admin. 1 1 by e e 2
Subtotal Title IV
Famllg Support Admin. 1 49 238 241 247 776
Food Stamps -—— =28 -83 =83 -89 ~289
Medicaid —— 3 198 279 315 795
CEC b/ b/
Total 24 353 431 473 1282
TITLE V: DEMCNSTRATION PRQJECTS
Authorize Famil rt
Demon$trationsy Supp?
Family Support Admin. —— 1 6 6 5 18
Authorize Demonstrations
on AFDC Parents as Child
Care Providers
Family Support Admin — b/ 1 1 1 3
Require Demonstrations
onFlooiHour Ru%g b/
aml Support Admin. m 3 4 7
gtamps —— — b/ -1 =1 -2
MEdlcald ———— m—— 1 3 5 9
Total —_— —— 1 5 8 14
Authorize Demonstrations B
on_(hild Access Problems
Family Support Admin. -— 1 4 3 e 8
Autgﬁréze De?ogstratlonst
wi. onprofit Organizations
to Creagg Job ggportunltles
Family Suppo — 1 6 7 6 20
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TABLE A-2 (Continued)

Five—Year
1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 Total
Authorize Demonstrations
on Counseling and Services
for High-Risk Teenagers
Family Support Admin. e o7 2 2 1 5
Extend Minnesota Prepaid
Medicaid Eemanstrarlon
Medicai b/ b/ b/
Subt t«:] ;lu..l_@ 1‘
Fam4l Supmort Admin. e 3 19 22 17 61
g ——— b/ -1 -1 -2
MEdlcald / b/ 1 3 5 9
Total b/ 3 20 24 21 &8
TITLE VI MISCELIANEOUS PROVISTONS
Include American Samoa in
Family Support Admin. 1 1 1 1 1 5
Increase AFDC Caps for
Territories
Family Support Admin. 11 i1 11 i1 11 55
Require Pre-eligibility
Fraud Detection Measures
lnF 1y Support Admin. 5 25 25 25 70
aml e - - - -
g e — 10 -5 -5 -5 -5
Médlcald R =10 -25 ~-30 =30 ~95
Total — 5 ~55 -60 =860 =170
R i Uniform Reporti
% amily Support ,lng 1 1 1 1 1 5
Reguire Anmual Reporting
in Social Services :
Social Services 0 0 0 0 0 8]
Extend Moratorium on
Fiscal Sanctions to 7/1/89%
Family Support 2Admin. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Make Technical Corrections
to Medicare and Medicaid 0 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal Title VI
g Support Admin. 13 18 ~12 -12 12 -5
— 10 -5 -5 -5 -5
MEdlcald —_— -10 -25 -30 =30 -35
Social Services 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 13 18 -42 -47 =47 - =105~
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TABLE A2 (Continued)

Five-Year
1889 1990 1881 1992 1993 Total
TOTAL CUTIAYS BY PROGRAM
Family Support Admin. 64 415 G82 934 779 3176
Food Btames o/ -28 -113 =155 =139 ~435
Medicaid 10 ~7 253 367 380 1018
WIN ~12 -7 -104 -108 =113 ~404
CBO . , b/ b/
Secial Services 0 0 0 Q O J
Total 62 313 1024 1038 gs8e 33085
SOURCE:  Congressional Budget Office projections. !
NOTE: Savings are shown as negative numbers. Dashes (~~-——) indicate that
the réquirement has not yet taken effect or is no lornger in effect.
a. The Family Support Administration (FSA) in the Department of Health
and Human Services has the tional responsibility for both
the AFEC and Child Support orcement prograns.
b. Iess than $500,000.
c. Standards are to be set by the Secretary of Health and Human Services.

Because the standards are not yet known, an estimate of costs cor savings
cannot be done at this time.
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FAMILY SUPFORT ACT OF 1988 BY PRDVISION
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

Five~Year
1989 1990 1991 198%2 1993 Total
TIITE T: (HILD SUPEFCRT
Mardate Income "r‘ié"h*g Ty e 5 20
(a‘m o ] lil. & [ —— . weafm {7 nean i} T P
Aoy Loppgore Adnin. &/ = I %% TG =0
Medicaid —— e b/ ~5 =10 -15
Total ———— =25 -85 =105 ~185
Alter 350 Disregard for
Months Due
Family Support Admin. 1 i 1 1 1 5
Mardate Child Support
Guidelines
Family Support Admin. ——e =35 =80 -125 =165 -405
Foocd St e 0 0 0 0 0
Medicaid — b/ -5  -10 =15 =30
Total e -35 -85 -135 -180 -435
Requiire Demonstrations
on Mcodel Pm rg
Reviewl
Rards, o
Family Support Admin. b/ b/ b/ —e— - 1
Require Monthly Notifica-
ticn of C&uldYSup Amounts
Family Support 1 1
Mardate Increases in
Paternity Establishment
Family Support Admin. —— e 20 b/ =20 b/
Reimburse Iaborato
Costs at 90 Percent |
Fami1ly Support Admin. -2 -2 -3 -4 -4 =15
Establish Standards for
nse Time
amily Support Admin. c/ c/ </ c/ ¢/ c/
Mardate ADP for Most
States '
Family Support Admin. b/ b/ 1 1 1 3
Res S0 Percent
tch on ADP .
Family Support Admin. s
Permit Access to
DOL INTERNET System B
Family Support Admin. — b/ b/ b/ b/ b/
R Disclosure of
SR Aot s
Family Support Admin. — b/ b/ b/ b/
Establish Comission on
Interstate Enforcement
Family Support Admin. 0 0 0 = - 0
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Five~-Year

1989 1880 1591 1992 1993 Total
Ay Bl Tnterseate
c
gyenmmtrau cr: Costs
Family Support Admin. b/ -1 -1 -1 i § -4
Study Child-Reari Cc*'sﬂ:
Family Support . o 0 0
Require Data Collection
on CSE At,m,.}.c:gn.s . i ) X ' .
Family Support Admin. ol by by b/ B/ o/
FO ?;l T %‘t Admin 1 37 87 188 282 594
ami - - - - - -
Food :%SUPPO —— 0 0 0 0 0
Medicaid ———— b -5 =15 —-25 -45
Tooal ~1 -3 -52 ~203 307 ~540
YTITIE IT7: JOBS FPROGRAM
Egt?‘bllih Soon rt 3 56 111 126 131 427
amL Admin. - - - - - -
ood & Suppo 0 ) C 0 0 0
Medlcald b/ b -10 -20 =25 -55
WIN -1 - =12 =12 -13 =45
Total -4 -3 =133 -158 -16% ~527
Agd N@}ﬁahorﬂéspartlmpatlon
RaF EO o rt Admin. b/ 30 55 45 130
Ami. ——
gt?azr%go e 0 0 0 0 0
Medlcald —— b/ b/ -5 =10 -15
Total e b/ 30 50 35 115
Require Participation in Work
by -UP Families
Famllg Support Admin. ——
Medlcald —
Total e
A%ogé%g Demwnsktration
on Wor Pro%:mms
fo]:j Fathers Who Can‘t Pay
Family Support Admin. ——— b/ 1 1 1 3
Authorize Implementation Study
Family Support Admin. 0 0 0 0 -— 0
Authorize Demonstrations
on Cost Effectiveness
Family Support Admin. —— b/ b/ b/ = b/
Subtotal Title II -
Famlg Support Admin -3 -56 -80 =70 -85 ~284
Food Stamps 0 0 0 0 0 0
Medicaid b/ b/ =10 =25 =35 =70
WIN -1 -7 =12 -12 =13 ~45
Total -4 -63 -102 -107 =133 -409
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Five-Year
1989 1990 1991 1992 13893 Total

TITIE TIT: SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

Reimburse Child Care for 12
MCnfhs After Teave AFDC

amily Support Admin. B —— 15 120 145 150 420
Provide Medicald for 12 Months
After Ieave AFDC
Macdicald s 5 £5 125 135 358

pe¢a%hrf*eft wve Date for
cky to 10/1/90 .
Family Support Admin. —— -1 ~1

Require Studies DHHS of
TTHHSltan Prcv?glcns
Family Support Adain. s o 0 3 Y

Authorize Grants to States
for Child Care Stardards
(90 Percent Federal Match)
Family Support Admin. ———— 1 2 b/ - 3

Extend Medicaid to Families Who
Leave AFDC Because of
Increased Child Support to 10/1/8%
Medicaid s 3

Subtotal Title IIT

Family Supmort Admin. e 15 122 145 150 432
MEdlcal 8 5 85 125 135 358
Total 8 20 207 270 285 790

TITLE IV: RELATED AMENDMENTS
Mandate AFDC-UP

Famllg Support — ———— 11% 118 128 358
MEdlcald ———— ——— 105 160 180 445
Total, ——— — 220 275 300 795
Allow States to Amernd
Quarters of Work Rule
Famllg Suppert Admin. —— —— 7 10 10 27
r— or— 0 0 0] 0
Médlcald —— —— 4 5 6 15
Total —— ———— 11 15 16 42
Raise i
RS 0
g Support Admin. ————— 20 25 25 25 95
e 0 0 0 0 0
MEdlcald — 5 10 10 15 40
Total e 25 35 35 40 135
Raise Chlld Care Ca%
Alter 1?% Qo Dlsregards
Famllg Suppo ——— 7 7 7 7 28
— 0 0 0 0 0
— 7 7 7 7 28
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Five~Year
Total

1589 1990 1991 1992 1993
Disregard Earned Income Tax Credit
Fanu.l Suprort Admin. — 15 15 15 15 60
gtdﬂ:,.: — 2 0 0 8, ¢
FORoSt ——— 1 15 15 15 e
squire Evaluation of AFDC-U
amily Support Admin. — — O 0 G O
Reguire Mincr Parents to ,
Live i th Pm’a;_s_ts at State Option B N = -
Famil Admin, o -5 -5 - w5 ~20
Food Stanpe. —_— 0 o 0 0 “d
Medicaid ~ — -2 -2 -2 w2 -8
Total —— -7 -7 -7 -7 -28
Recquire Evaluation of
Néed ard Pavment Standards
at_ILeast Every Three Years
Family Support Admin. b/ b/ 1 1 1 3
e Study on Partnershi
Rz%gtulgf 3.98(7iy o
CEC o 0
Alternmative Minimm
Beneflt Proposals (NAS) )
Family Support i, 0 0 0 - G
Subtotal Title IV
Famllg Suppert Admin. b/ 33 162 168 178 548
Medicaid ~ —— 3 117 173 159 492
CEO 0 0
Total b/ 40 282 341 372 1035
TITLE V: DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
Authorize Famil rt
Dermn$trationsy SUPPO
Family Support Admin. ——— 1 6 6 5 138
Authorize Demonstrations
on AFDC Parents as Child
Care Providers .
Fanuly Support Admin. e b/ 1 1 1 3
e Demonstrations
onFlOOiHour Fﬂﬂ£ by 5 3 s
amily Support Admin. ——— ———
Feod gtamps —— — 0 0 0 0
Medicaid ——— e 1 2 4 7
Total — ——— 1 4 7 12
Authorize Demonstrations -
on Child Access Problems
Family Support Admin. — b/ 3 l - 4
Autheorize Demonstrations
with Nonprofit Organizations
to Create Job Opportunities
Family Support Acdmin. ——mn 0 0 0 0 0



i s i § et e s

Five-Year

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 Total
Authorize Demonstrations
on Counselln% ard Services
for Hi Teenagers
Family Support Admin. —_—— 0 0 0 ¥ 0]
Extend Minnescta Prepald
Medicaid Demonstration '
Medicaid b/ b/ b/
Subtotal Titie V
Family Support Admin. 0 e 1 w0 16 9 20
Food e ) 0 0 .
Medicaid / b/ 1 2 4 7
Total b/ 1 11 12 i3 37
TITIE VI: MISCEITANECUS PROVISICNS
Ipgpde American Samoa in
Family Support Admin. b/ b/ b/ b/ b/ b/
Increase AFDC Caps for
Territories
Family Support Admin. 4 4 4 4 4 20
Require Pre-eligibili
Fraud Detectlog Meaqgge
lnF 1y Support Admin. 5 30 30 3 95
ami 0O e - - - -3 -
gfamps -_— 10 10 10 10 40
MEdlCald — =10 =20 -25 =25 -80
Total e -5 -40 ~45  —45 =135
Req%ire Uniform Re rting
amily Support 1 1 1 1 1 5
Annual Reporting.
in Secial Services
Secial Services 0 0 0 0 0 0
Extend Moratorium on
Fiscal Sanctions to 7/1/89
Family Support Admin. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Make Technical Corrections
to Medicare and Medicaid 0 - 0 0 0 0 0
Subtotal Title VI
Famllg Support Admin. 5 0 =25 -25 =25 =70
— 10 10 10 10 40
Medicaid © -_- =10 =20 =25 =25 -80
Social Services 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 5 0 =35 =40 -40 =110
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Five-Year
1889 1990 1991 1992 1993 Total

TOTAL SPENDING BY PRCGRAM

Family Support Admin. 1 =40 108 40 -850 47
Food Stamns 1n 10 10 10 40
Medicaid g - 1B 2358 253 552
WIN - - 12 ~12 -13 -5
CEO, . 0 0
Social Seyvices O G 0 0 0 ]

Total 8 -39 27% 273 190 704

SCURCE: Congressiocnal Budget Office projections.

NOTE: Savings are shown as negative numbers. Dashes {—---) indicate that
the requirement has not’yet taken effect or is no longer in effect.

a. The Femily Suppcrt Administration (FS3) in the Department of Health
Human Sexrvices has the operaticnal responsibility for both the
AFDC and Child Support Enforcement progranms.
b. Iess than $50C,000.
c. Standards are to be set by the Secretary of Health ard Human Services.

Because the standards are not yet known, an sstimate of costs or
savings cannot be done at this time.
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APPENDIX B: ADMINISTRATION ESTIMATE

The Administration estimates that the Family Support Act will raise

foderal spending by 23.6 billion over the 1289-1997% pariod, slightly above
- B A IR e PR DY I S S, . g e ]
CBC's estimate (see Table B-1j. The funding provisions are estimated to

save $3.4 billion, resulting in an increase in the federal deficit of 80.2
hillicon over the five-yszar pericd.

The sgimilarity between costs as estimated by CBO and the
Administration over the five~year period masks several important
differences. First, the time path of the spending varieg significantly.
In the CBO estimate, federal costs peak in 1992 at $1.0 billion and then
decline toc $0.9 billion in 1893 because savings in Child Support
Enforcement (CSE) and in welfare programs as a result of the JOBS program
outpace spending increases. In the Administration estimate, costs peak
in 1993 at $1.2 billion. The Administration's estimated savings for the
CSE provisions show virtually no growth between 1992 and 1993.

Second, the CBO and Administration estimates vary sharply for scme
provisions. Among the major differences, CBO's estimated costs zre
somewhat higher for the JOBS program and for transitional child care,
while the Administration's estimated costs are higher for transitional
Medicaid and their estimated savings are lower for the CSE changes.
Because no written documentation is available for the Administration's
estimates, the reasons for differences between CBQ and Administraticn
estimates cannct be determined in any detail.
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rmm GOV”E.RMEHNO} fﬁm FATlY SUPBORT 'Acr OF"" 1588
(By fiscal year, in millions of dollars)

Five-Year
1889 1990 1891 1952 1993 Total

Family Support Provisicns (Titles I-VI)

Family Support Outlays 384 832 787 626 1170 3801
Funding Provisions (Tifle VIT)

Debt Collection a/ =365 =390 ~405 =475 =~475 -21310

Reverues 57 239 286 320 358 126l
Net Budget Impact

Estimated Increase or Decrease

(—) in the Deficit =58 23 96 -169 336 230

SCURCE:  Office of Management and Budget.

NOTE: Details may not add to totals because of rounding.

a. The debt collection provision results in reduced spending.
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