
' ; : ^ Emil E. Parker
05/15/98 10:57:29 AM

Record Type: Record

To:
cc:
bcc:

Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP 
Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

Subject: Re: Final Passback on the HHS Contingency Fund Report 

A few minor changes:

In the hand-written insert on the left side of the page, add "during the period from 1991 through 
1994," after "34% of the months."

In the insert on the lower right side of the page, replace "degree to which States would make the 
necessary expenditures to match Federal contingency funds" with "extent of these States' 
expenditures beyond the CF MOE level, which are needed to match Federal contingency funds."

Thank you.

Melinda D. Haskins 05/15/98 09:53:58 AM

Melinda D. Haskins 05/15/98 09:53:58 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP, Sanders D. Korenman/CEA/EOP

cc: Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP, Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP
Subject: Final Passback on the HHS Contingency Fund Report

©
I've just faxed you the proposed final passback to HHS on its contingency fund report. Please 
provide me with specific edits to the document by 10:30 a.m. today. Thanks.



5 ^ Sanders D. Korenman
05/15/98 12:23:14 PM

Record Type: Record

To:

cc:

Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

Subject: Re: Final Passback on the HHS Contingency Fund Report

Change the phrase "none are predicted" to something like "none are projected in current budget 
' ~^forecasts"

Change "These data are not conclusive" "These data alone are not estimates of the adequacy of 
^ the contingency fund during a recession. One would also need to know how many of these 

' ^states...." then follow with the remainder of the next sentece.

Change the word "match" to "draw down" uCordi,

Dicxna,

—4^pQct up.
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W ANALYSIS OF THE OPERATION OF THE CONTINGENCY 

FUND

wmponenls of the Contingency Fund.

Ssei the long-term effectiveness of the fund.
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State A 

State B 

State C

Totat

No. ot Months

3

6

12

Potential pay 
Out If Number* 

of-Months 
Adjustment 

were

Paid Out 
Under 

Current 
Adjustment 

Process
Eliminated

$2,000,000 $500,000 75%

$2,000,000 $1,000,000 50%

$2,000,000 $2,000,000 0%

$6,000,000 $3,500,000

Percentage
Reduction

Questions have been raiseo aoou‘ ^ r ^ ^qq ,qw compared to tne

ra« «99rttew ■=''>'» T?tt,SL"^^!?,Xt,rci«>Unowc, Fund. .du.lly, 
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costs.
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Anil Kakani
05/08/98 04:18:24 PM

Record Type: Record

To:

cc:

Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP

Subject: CF report sentence on the $40 million offset

Forwarded by Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP on 05/08/98 04:18 PM

Anil Kakani
05/08/98 04:16:17 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP@EOP

cc: Matthew McKearn/OMB/EOP@EOP
Subject: CF report sentence on the $40 million offset

How about replacing the last sentence w/ the following:

The Administration will work with Congress to ensure that individual states are not unduly 
burdened by the Adoption and Safe Families Act provision.

We've talked this over w/ Barbara and she's comfortable with it.
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No. of MonttiS Potential Pay 
Out If Number- 

of* Months 
AdjustmonI 

were

Paid Out 
Under 

Current 
Adjustment 

Process

Percentage
Reduction

State A 3
Eliminated

$2,000,000 $500,000 75%

State B 6 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 50%

Stale C 12 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 0%

Total $6,000,000 $3,500,000

UnX S each Stale In the example would retain « 60%
rate rooardless of the number of months for which they received Contingency Funds.
This Stemative would treat all States that
regardless of whether the State met tho triggers for 2 months or for the entire year.

Any changes to the reconciliation fornrKJla could result in significant increases ir» Federal 

costs.

E. Adoption and Safa Familiaa Act of 19B7 Provision

sr".siissi's:ssr;sss=^The orovlslon Increases the remittance amounts of all States drawing from the 
ConUnoency Fund This Increase, to be chared proportionally by alt States ^^nds
?n a year. tLl $2 million In FY 1998. $9 million in FY1999, $16 million In 2W0 and 
$13 million In FY 2001. One result of this calculation is that the fewer the ^lumber of 
States receiving funds, the higher their proportionate share of the offset, and the more
they will have to remit.

S el some perconiage. say 26% or 30%jj3f.the Contirigency J.^s.tgwb!^^they
would^therwlse entitled In any given yeartl Another alternative 

other sources for this $40 million offset in order to avoid such consequences for States
/
^^^meetlng the triggers.



Diana Fortuna 05/07/98 05:12:01
........................

Record Type: Record

To: Melinda D. Haskins/OMB/EOP
cc: Sanders D. Korenman/CEA/EOP, Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP, Anil Kakani/OMB/EOP, Jeffrey A.

Farkas/OMB/EOP 
bcc: Records Management
Subject: Re: Redraft of "Future Funding Needs" Section of HHS' Contingency Fund Report

0MB is too bare bones, while HHS's long paragraph of arithmetic is pointless. After the first 
paragraph, it should say something like, "We are able to look at early 90's recession and determine 
number of states that would have met ue trigger, and the number of months they would have done 
so." (Maybe we could then say something short like, "30 states would have met trigger for at least 
one month, and in 34% of those months sttes would have been eligible to receive porvision 
payments.") "However, this data is far from conclusive for a number of reasons. First, we don't 
know how many of these elig. states would have met the cont fund moe requirements or the 
degree to which states would make (not have!) the necessary expenditures to match fed cont 
funds. In addition, due to the changes made to the food stamps program by PRWORA..." and 
continue as HHS had it from there.

Melinda D. Haskins 05/07/98 01:12:06 PM

Melinda D. Haskins 05/07/98 01:12:06 PM

Record Type: Record

To:

cc:

Sanders D. Korenman/CEA/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP

Subject: Redraft of "Future Funding Needs" Section of HHS' Contingency Fund Report

I've just faxed you my and HHS' proposed redrafts of the "Future Funding Needs" section of the 
Contingency Fund Report. Please provide me with your comments by 2:30 p.m. today. Thanks.
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No. of Months Potantlal Pay Paid Out Percentage
Out tf Number- Under Reduction

of-Months Current
Adjustment Adjustment

• were Process
Ellmlnalad

State A 3 $2,000,000 $500,000 76%

states 6 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 50%

State C 12 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 0%

Total $8,000,000 $3,600,000

Questions have been raised about whether the proportion of Federal funds finally retained 
by needy States, as datermlned by this reconciliation formula, Is too low compared to the 
required State Contingency Fund MOB and matching expenditures. An alternative to 
consider would be the elimination of this flnal step In the reconciliation process. For 
States that met the trigger level requirements, this change would convert the Contingency 
Fund to a matching program for State expenditures In excess of the Contingency Fund 
MOE. Column two In the table demonstrates the Impact on State ftinds if the 
reconciliation procedures were revised to eliminate the number of months adjustment 
Under this alternative, each State In the example would retain a 60% Federal matching 
rale regardless of the number of months for which they received Contingency Funds 
This alternative would treat all States that quall^ for Contingency Funds equally 
regardless of whether the State met the triggers for 2 months or for the entire year.

Any changes to the reconcWaldn formula could result in significant increases In Federal

E, Adoption and Safa Families Act of 1997 Provision

States receiving Contingency Funds under provisional payments may have received 
overpayments, and may have to remit all or part of the Hinds. The Adoption and Safa 
Families Act of 1997 amendments to the Contingency Fund Increased the State 
remittance amount In order to provide sufflclenl Hinding tor thit key adoption Inittativa.
The provision Increases Ihe remittance amounts of all States drawing from the 
Contingency Fund. This Increase, to be shared proportionally by all States drawing Hinds 
In a year, total $2 million in FY1998. S9 mnilon In FY1099, $16 million in FY 2000 and 
$13 million in FY 2001. One result of this calculation is that the fewer the number of 
Statee receiving funds, the .higher their proportionate share of the offset, and the mae 
they wil have to remit.

s

One way to eddresa this issue would be to change lha ramlttance formula in a way that 
spreads out the recovery of Hinds. For example, the additional ramlttance amount eouW 
be capped at some percentage, say 25% or 30%. of the Conttnaenev

_would be otherwise enttMad In any fltyt n year^Ann*haf \
this $4(1 mllllnn affkiiVfc^ ^ H ii nTalas 7
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proposed OMB edits:

Suggested edits to pages 7-8.

* p.7, under header "A: Total Funding Available for the Contingency Fund", delete "Current 
Funding Needs."

* p. 8, delete "Future Funding Needs" and text that follows header and insert:

"Note: some have suggested that the Contingency Fund be adjusted to better accommodate 
future national or regional recessions and increased welfare needs. Proposals include the 
elimination of the current $2 billion cap (i.e., an open-ended fund) and an automatic increase in 
the Contingency Fund level triggered by changes in specified economic indicators.

These and other proposals to change the Contingency Fund should be thoroughly considered by 
the Administration and Congress when the Contingency Fund is reauthorized for FY 2002 and 
beyond. At that point, a complete analysis of the most up-to-date economic projections, state 
welfare needs, and the degree to which States have used TANF funds to establish contingency or 
rainy day funds should be conducted in order to have that information on hand as Congress and 
ttie Administration evaluate tlie appropriate level of funding for the Contingency Fund."
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f.

ErSeSSHSS
SSSSSSSrsSSrb^«s=sj.-5srrsi’a=‘.»-~funds, in addition to the contingency Funds, dunng a recession.

Future Funding Needs
Some have suggested that the Contingency Fund be ^'1®J

Indicators.
ProponemsofinesectonB«8h*«Po™»»>»''’»';f““®"'Vrf**’'..I!mnud^''" 

rate trigger.

level. This count of eligible months was computed Jy aPP^V'jO! as B?Sb ^

rate in one of the prior two years.

SH5SSSr3S^
Food Stamps trigger during this same period of time.

appropriate level of funding for the Contingency Fund.
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Total Pages-.lo
LRM ID: MDH190

TO:

FROM:
0MB CONTACT: 

SUBJECT: 

DEADLINE:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

Washington, D.C. 20503-0001

Tuesday, May 5, 1998

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

Legislative Liaison Officer • See Distribution below.Legislative Liaison Officer -

URGENT
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference

Melinda D. Masking
PHONE: (202)395-3923 FAX: (202)395-6148PHONE: (202)395-3923 FAX: (202)395-6148 / Q 7

^ REVISED HHS Report on Report on the Status of the Contingency Fund I ^

Noon Wednesday, May 6, 1998

In accordance with OMB Circular A-19, 0MB requests the views of your agency on the above 
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us if this 
Item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title 
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

COMMENTS: Attached Is the third revision of HHS' Report on the Status of the Contingency Fund. 
(The appendices are not included.)

THIS DEADLINE IS FIRM.

DISTRIBUTION LIST 

AGENCIES:
7-AGRICULTURE - Marvin Shapiro - (202) 720-1516 
118-TREASURY - Richard S. Carro - (202) 622-0650

EOP:
Anil Kakani 
Jeffrey A. Farkas 
Emil E. Parker 
Diana Fortune 
Sanders D. Korenman 
Richard B. Bavier
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LRM ID: MDH190 
Conlingenoy Fund

SUBJECT: REVISED HHS Report on Report on The Status of the

RESPONSE TO 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 

MEMORANDUM

If Your response to this request for views Is short (e.g., concur/no commenl). we prefer that you respond by 
e-mall or by faxing us this response sheet. If the response Is slioit and you prefer to call, please call the 
branch-wide Una shown below (NOT the analyst s line) to leave a message with a legislative assistant.

\l) calling the analyet/ettorney's direct line (you will be connected to voice moll If iho analyst does not 

answer); or
(2) sending us a memo or letter

Please Include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below.

TO:

FROM:

Melinda D. Haskins Phono: 395-3923 Fax: 395-6148 
Office of Management and Budget
Branch-Wide Lina (to reach legislative assistant): 395-7362

(Date)

(Name)

(Agency)

(Telephone)

The following Is the response of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject: 

 Concur

_____ No Objection

_____ No Comment

See proposed edits on pages 

_____ Other;

FAX RETURN of__________ pages, attached to this response sheet
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S-I6h>f

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF)

Report on Status of the Contingency Fund

May 19D8
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Executive Summary

matchins basis to qualifylno needy steles that requested such funds.

■H=s.'===nr^i=r-»whether Uianges or Improvements are reeded at this lime

under current national economic projeoHons. the Contingency Fund '«
needs of ouailfyina Slattsi. Any evaluation of the Contingency Fund must be vl^ed as

’«ml« hc.we.«r. .ince Ih. .conomy In nK.,1 areas of«« coanBy'a vaiy Woob. 
and Slates are irr the earlv stages of implementing the new Tempopary Aesistance for Ne^y 
Families (TANF) progrem’. The Contingency Fund has not yet been tested during the periods of 
economic downturn for which It was designed.

Therefore it would be premature to assess the long-term effectiveness of the Contingency Fund. 
Noth?no in thteJeport should be construed as an Admlnisfretlon recommendation or endwsemen 
of an option. As States make further progress in implementing ^beif TANF J®™'g.JJ "

Contingency Fund for FY 2002 and beyond.

For our first ertnual report we are sble to provide basic information on the 

the Contingency Fund:

• Totol funding available for the Contingency Fund;
. How the eligibility triggers target needy States;
• Contingency Fund maintenance of effort requirements;
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This report was Admlnlslraaon on
Contingency Fund. “SSrrr^ation and suoaesUons about the Fund offeteO by

Ccx^gressione. Budget OfT,ce. Congrassiona, Research
Service, and other Interested groups end Individuals.
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I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Background

amended by PRWORAt).

sitsssssssissKs-issr"-Included to ensure that:

• Contingency Funds are targeted to "need/’ States;

. States receiving such funds maintain their full level of historic State expenditures 

for welfare proetfims; end,

• Federal funds are appropriated for this purpose

Under PRWORA, $2 billion was appropriated for the Contingency Fund for fiscal years

qualifying State may retain.

In October 1997, ACF issued a Program Instruction (PI) establishing
notifying Slates about eligibility and requests for Contingency Funos. Soo Appendix A,
To date^ two States (North Carolina end New Mexico) have formally requested

Contingency Funds.

B. Sfafiitoiy Requlraments

piovisions. lliese ohariges are discussed in innie dclail in Appendix A-
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Secrelaty to make recommendations to Congress for improving the operation of Uie 

Contingency Fund.

C. Seopo of

sssipir^SlSfsufflcieni information for Congress in Its preparation for the reauthonzation of the 

Contingency Fund for FY 2002 end beyond.

D. Definition of Terms
Following ore definitions of special terms related to the Contingency Fund as used in this 

report with relevant statutory references;
eligible month • - A month In the 2-monlh period mat begins with any month for which
the Stale Is e needy State. Section 403(bX5)

child care expenditures • - When referencing historic Stale expenditures, the term 

care. Transitional child care and At-Rlsk child care.

2f a State's historic spending level in 1994. TANF MOE expenditures may be used to 
meeftho Contingencrpund MOE requirement unless t^ere chHd cam expenditures or 
expenditures made under “separate State programs. Section 403(b)(4)

hletorlc State expenditures - - The State s share of AFOC benefit payments AFDC
administrative coste, Family Assistence Maintenance Information
Emergency Assistance and JOBS expendilures during certain lime periods. Section

409(a)(7)(B)
needy State - - A Slate Is a reedy State for a month if It meets either the Unemploy­
ment or Food Stamp trigger levela. Section 403(b)(6)

provielonal payment ■ - A prelinilna^ Federal Contingency Fund payment
State for on eligible month. Provisional payments are made when ® f 
eligibility for a month and then requests a payment. Sacliort 403(b)(3)
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Sectlort 403(b)(4)

403(bK4)
State - - Each of Uie 50 Stales of the United States end the District of Columbia. 

Section 403(b)(7)
trioaer - - A statutorlally defined level for either the average rate of total 
h " U « Kood Stamp Maataad f
re^rt for a rnore detailed definition of the triggers. Section 403(bKS)
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II ACCESS TO CONTINGENCY FUNDS

TRIOOER8

the Unemploymont Trigger or Food Stamp Trigger.
UnemDiOvment Trigger - - the State's everaga unemployment rate for the inost recent 3-
mon/ieriod Is at 6.5 percent and at least equal to ® f ®®
the corresponding 3-mor\th period In either of the two preceding calendar yea .

Food Stamp Trigger - * the State's monthly average of individuals partiolpatlng in the

PRWORA been In effect In those years.

PROVISIONAL PAYMENTS

L .. «<= «-b o( ««=.! »n ««>nolMor must bb conducts) to
determine the final amount of Contingency Funds a State may retain.

ELIGIBLE MONTHS

oerlod because the statute defines an eligible month as “a month in the 2-monlh parted that 

only one month.)
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recohciuation process

1).
If a State meoU the Contingency Fund tneintenance of etfon requlr^ent. then the enriount of 
Conimoenoy Funds It may retain Is the lesser of two amounts. The first !*

duriSJ the flKal y«ar Ihrt tho Sim locked Conllnsenc, Funds.

For example o Slele’s expendliures tor FY 97 are $103 million. Ws “"“"1 Modes $2.6

FMAP ?ate of 50%. That amount Is $4 million. Next, multiply the $4 million " J’®* ® , ^
mr>nths The resuit Is $2 million. This is the antount of Contingency Funds that may be retained 

m SlaT St iJwe had baaa paid $2.6 ml.kx< for -ha hsaal yaar. Ih. Slate must

remit $500,000.

mltllon in FY 2000. and $13 pnllllon in FY 2001).

See Apperrdix B for additional reconciliation examples.
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m. ELIOIBILITY STATUS OF STATES IN FY1997

In FY 1997. eight States met either the Unemployment or Food Stamp triggers for ar least one 

month In the year. The Stales are:

Alaska
California
District of Columbia 
Hawaii 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
Wasfrineton

complete the annual reconolllation process.
Oo»b»r 1997 HHS is»U0J 8 Prosram InstniOlon (PI), TANF-ACF-PI-97.8, to provide goldens

SrS^to c:,S:S^I^^?urId.?pd wh^vrer. .v.,»to only for In FY 1997 before e
State’s ImplemSTatSn of the TANF program. See pages 9 and tO rjf Appendix A.)

S".==£"rs:'iT?i“Si-r»‘s^”5^nplementation date and $2.1 million of Contingency Funds tor one month
prSgrom began. (See peijes 7 and 8 of Appendix A for an explanation of how States cen
eligible for add-on funds prior to their TANF Implementation date.)
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IV. ANALYSIS OF THE OPERATION OF THE CONTINGENCY 

FUND

components of the Contingency Fund;

• Total funding available for the Contingency Fund;
• Howtheeligibdity triggers target needy Stales;
• Contingency Fund meintenance of effort requirements,

: s.,. a« om997.

Any .v.lu.tlon nf Ihe Con.inc.ncy Fond .1 thl, lim.

;:?loT:;^i^“n^"omrwhlch « »,« d«ignod. Tnorofo,., i. «.o.d ne pr.m..u,, .0 

assess the long-term effectiveness of the fund.

A. Total Funding Available for the Contingency Fund 

Current Funding Needs

are adequate to meet the needs during this period.

?6^ort. The'^bles in Appendix D provide a range of possible 

12 months in a fiscal year.

The Administration projects Contingency Fund outlays at $210 rnlllion for ^
1998-2003. while the Congressional Budget Office (CB) budget baseline projects 
afSsS million for the same period. (Although the Ctv^lingency Futid'® “"'V 

and appropriated through FY 2001, the baseline assumes ..
Under eltlier projection, the appropriation is sufficient to meet projected outlays 
be noted that these outlay ostimatea were prepared assuming that the current favorable 
economic climate would continue. Moreover, neittior CBO nor OMB forecast e^nomic 
assumptions cm^ a regional basis Therefore, if a national economic downturn 
;Suror?f the economic conditions in specific Slates should deteriorate. ^
outlays may differ from the budget estimates that do not build in the possibility of a

recessionary scenario.

in addition, the statutory procedure for recovering $40 million frorn the
as prescribed in the Adoption and Safe Famlllos Act of 1997 will have a direct Impact on
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the amount of funds availebla to needy States. Subsection D below, which focuses on 
ulo reconciliation process, outlines the circumstances under which the Adoption and Safe 
Families Act provision could affect the funding available.

Finally it la important to note that under PRWORA States may reserve any unspent TANF 
funds^lndeflnlt^ as a financial cushion for future periods of °
current cerlod erf declining caseloade. most Stales have some unobligated TANF fl nds 
that may be saved for future contingencies. In addition. PRWORA established a Welfare 
Reformloan Fund with an appropriation of $17 billion fojlve y®®"”®
States during economic downturn, nils Loan Fund can be accessed by a Slate In 
amounts not to exceed 10% of a State's Family Assistance Grant. We will need time to 
assess the choices States will make about how to use these funds. In addtiion to the 

Contingency Funds, during a recession.

Future Funding Needs
Some have suggested that the Contingericy Fund be adjusted to better a^mmodate 
national or regional recessions and Increased welfare needs. Proposals have included 
ihi eUmlMtl” of the current $2 billion cap. I.e„ an open-ended ^
Increase In tfie Contingency Fund level triggered by changes In speciflod economic

indicators.
Propr>nente of these changes have pointed to the recession In the earh^ 1990’s and the 
Inadequacy of the current Contingency Fund to address needs of such magnftude. For a

that peri^ there were 2448 months In which Slate unemployment rates were calculated. 
(The number of months is derived by multiplying 51 States times 12 months times 4 
years) In 34%, or 828, of those months States v/ould have metflie Contingen^ Fund 
unemployment rate trigger level. This count of eligible months was ^
the unemployment rale trigger provisions to the actual unemployment ^ ‘^®
1991-94 Stale unemployment ralo data. The trigger provisions take into consideration 
both the level of the three month average unemployment rate for each f®"®®
and the "look back" provision which requires the unemployment rale to be at least 1 io% 
of the Stale's rate in one of the prior two years.
In this theoretical recession scenario In which there were 828 eligible months i^hlgh 
unemployment, we assumed that ail eligible States requested C^Jngoncy Fur^ 
provisional payments for all eligible months and that ell etigtble States would meet the 
ConUngency Fund MOE requirements. Under these assumptions '®^®'^ 
payments to States would be approximately $6.7 billion. Wtiila this $8.7 billion figure Is o 
Sery high, rough esUnnate representing the maximum arnount .
that would be made to States under a recession scenario given States would still have to 
meet MOE requirements, It does provide some sense of the potential demand on the 
Contingency Fund in the event of a major recession.

These and other proposals lo change the Contingency Fund should be thoroughly 
considered by the Admlnlelratlon and Congress when the Contingency Fund Is 
reauthorized for FY 2002 and beyond. At that point, a complete analys^ of the most up- 
to-date economic projections, state welfare needs, and the degree to ^ich Stales have 
used TANF funds to establish contingency or rainy day funds should be conducted in 
order to have that Information on hand as Congress and the Administration evaluate the 
appropriate level of funding for tho Contingency Fund,
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B. Triggers

Targsting Needy State*

impacted by recession or economic downturn.

rjrrzris=.T5Sff!rsirs.'3=r.;leg In availability of the Iflgger date.

Level of the Trigger*

One consideration In evaluating the effectiveness of the^oOf^rs is

whether the Slate unemployment rale trigger and the Food Stamp
function adequately. We will continue to analyze this provision as we gain more
experience with tfie Contingency Fund.

Duration of a State’a Eligibility

States are ewglble for contingency Funds If they meet the Unemployment Rate or Food
Stamp trigger for only one montn (although the trigger is based on a
3-month averages of unemployment rales or Food Stamp caseloads,. Since the S a
unemploymenUale is an estimate based in pert on a sample survey, some
mTntftly unemployment rates will occur simply because of survey sampling e ror. Or^e
Issue Is whether a 3-month average is sufTident to smooth such error so that fluctuations
represent genuine changes In the stale’s economic situation.

In other words, does meeting either the unemployment or Food Stamp Wgger for only one 
month mean that a State has increasing welfare needs? Does meeting the 6.5% 
unemployment rate for a month or tv.-o reflect an economic trend or only some fluctuations 
[n the unemployment estimates? Conversely. If a Stale meets either trigger or a 
significant number of consecutive months, would that be a better measure of a State 
experiencing an economic downturn?

In considering whether short term eligibility for Contingency Fund.s Is
exemlne the effect of a ct.enge In the qualifying requirements^ For
might require States to meet either trigger for three ® ®
ra^ve Continooncy Funds. Another option might allow a State that has met ttre
lflgger(8) for alx consecutive months to become eligible to receive Contingency Funds for

the entire flecel year.
Another way to address iho duration of need concern Is to provide only one month's 
Duyment for each ellgibi© month. Currently, the statute defines an eligible month « a 
month in the 2-morilh period that begins with any month for which a State is a 
State ” Therefore, a State that is needy in one month Is deemed needy m the next month
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Federal government in the reoondlialion proce*#).

The “Look Back" Trigger Requirement

level, bunt must also be Increasing over past levels The Food Stamp trigger was 

designed, in part, to address this Issue.

consecutive years would not be eligible.

Lag in Availability of Trigger Data
There also Is a question concerning implementation of the provision ‘"T®

"'•Is™' >““• “

fiscal year Due to the process the Department of Agriculture uses to
r!,oH Ri!mo date the data are not available until 90 to 120 days after the end of the

F^r triggers late in the flscal year, there Is little. If any. ti^to
obligato^ Contingency Funds within that year or make obligaton decisions to satisfy 

Contingency Fund MOE requirements.
For example If a Stale meets the Food Slarr»p trigger In August of FY 97, H would not be

“•ir.r.is==&^ri:X’sr.;sr-“
IrlooBrsaltoM»y3U0beell(WelorConllnaonoyFunbehthefollowinatotelyeor. The p?r"4ee^T.n epproacb would bo lo ollow , Slat, wb^

»Ssr~SFSSSi£psifi the beolnnlna of FY 1999. State matching expenditures, which are expenditures in 
iliss of the^F MOE level, would be made In FY 1999 and reconolliailon of these funds
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Statos.
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C. Malntenance-Of'Effort (MOB) and Matching Requirements

The Contlngeocy Fund MOE requirement differs from me TANF MOE requirement In the 

followinfl ways:

or 80% to meet the TANF MOE requirement.

(21 As authorized by the PRWORA statute. Stales may expend their own funds 
in seoarate State programs to serve TANF eligible Individuals. St^e

State’s historic child oare expenditures.

tanV p.0^

of historical levels. Slates must spend at least i00% of histoncal levels.

should be more consistent to the desire for greater Federal eupport to Stetes Jurlrig 
Economic downturns Greater consistency In the MOE requirements could elax fund ng 
G^sUalnts and ease administrative burdens on the States by making It eas*®’' 
to retain Contingency Funds. Any such change would not necessarily inake the 
Contingency Fund more effective and could weaken the Incentives put Into place to 
ensure^hat States share the burden in the event of en economic downturn.

While the Administration does not recommend any change at this lime, f 
could be considered to adjust the CF MOE requirements. One approach '^ould ^ to 
ellow Lies to count expenditures for both child cere and separate Sta e 

toward the Contingency Fund MOE. thereby making
consistor^t with the TANF MOE requirement. A second alternative would be to allow 
States to count only the expenditures on separate Slate Pro^ame JJ* 
Cwitingoncy Fund MOE. A third possible alternative would be to count only child cere
expenditures towards the Contingency Fund MOE.

would be roQUired in the Contingency Fund MOE base level to reflect State
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(Including amounts expended by States to quaw to ^ ^alify lor Federal

made available In section 418.

separate State expending TANF funds In separateequitable to all Stales. Ciirrently, orty 16 States ^ exp® ^
State programs. U is loo early in the „„ n..mher of. While offering the opportunity for a greater number of

and Contingency Fund MOE requirements.

in?proJJ the effecllvenees of the fund or maintain the sfrared Federal /State burden In the 

event of an economic downturn.

a ReconcHMion Formula
Section 403(b)(6) of the Social Security Act as amended by PRWORA provides that State 

the LSunt of matching funds a State may retain decreases

smaller proportton of Federal funds than a Stale eligible for ell twelve months.

Ksrsis5E~ssrrrsKSSSonly 6 months In the year, the last step in the reconciliation formula reduced the $2 million 

by 6M2th8 or $1 million.
Th. law. balow (Ives aadltloaal axamplas of tha appllcatton at lhaJ"™'*,



PAYMENTS
Hypot^etJcal CalcUation of CF Paytnenis Based on Actual 1991-94 Unemployment Rates

—
(A) (B) 1 (AxB)

# of months iof Contlng. Fund 199M994
mat UR 1-month TOTAL TANF Monthly PROVISIONAL

STATE trigger extra payments MONTHS AJIocaOon Allocation PAYMENTS

AK Alaska i 24 2 26 63,609,072 1,060,151 27,563,931
AL Alabama i 12 3 15 93,315,207 1,655,253 23,328,802
AR Arkansas 6 2 7 56,732,858 945,548 6,618,833
A2 Arizona 22 2 24 222,419,968 3,707,000 88,967,995
CA CaliTomla 38 1 39 3.733817.784 62.230.296 2.426,981,559
CO Colorado 0 0 0 136,056.690 2.267.611 -
CT Connecticut 21 1 22 266,768.107 4.446,468 97,822,306
DC District of Columbia i 30 3 33 92,609,815

32,290,061
1,543,497

538,163
50,935,398

OE Delaware 5- 2 7 3,787,261
FL Florida 24 1 25 562,340.120 9,372.335 234,308,383
GA Georgia 11 1 12 330,741.739 5,512,362 66,148,348
HI Hawaii 0 0 0 98,904,788 1,648,413 -
lA Iowa 0 0 0 131.524.959 2,192,083 -
ID Idaho 4 1 5 31,938.052 532.301 2,661,504
IL IJinols 23 5 28 565,056.960 0.750,949 273,026,581
IN Indiana 7 1 e 206,799,109 3,446.652 27,573.215
KS Kansas 0 0 0 101,931,061 1,698,851 -
KY Kentucky 20 1 21 181,287,669 3,021.461 63,450,684
LA Louisiana 31 8 37 183,971,985 2,732,866 101,116,058
MA Massachusetts 24 1 25 459,371.116 7,656,185 191,404,632
MO Maiyland 11 1 12 229,098.032 3,818,301 45,819,608
ME Maine 30 4 34 78.120,889 1,302,015 44,268.504
Ml Michigan 21 1 22 775.352.858 12,922,548 284,296,048
MN Mlnnetota 0 0 0 267,084,886 4,468,415 -
MO Missouri 14 2 16 217,051,740 3,81/,529 57,680,464
MS Mississippi 16 2 20 66.767.576 1,446,126 28,922,528
MT Montana 20 2 22 45.534,006 758,900 16,695,602
NC North Carolina 0 0 0 302.239,599 5,037,327 -
ND North Dakota 0 0 0 26,399,609 439,997 -
NE Nebraska 0 0 0 58.028.570 967,143 -
NH New Hampshire 26 1 27 38.521.261 642,021 17,334,567
NJ Now Jersey 26 3 29 404.034.623 6,733,914 195,283,498
NM New Mejdco 19 3 22 126.103.156 2,101,719 46,237,824
NV Nevada 20 2 22 43,976.750 732,946 16,124,808
NY New York 26 1 27 2,442.030.602 40,715,510 1,099,318,771
OH Ohio 19 4 23 727.968,260 12,132.804 279,054'.500
OK Oklahoma 7 1 8 148.013.658 2,466.693 19,735,141
OR Oregon 23 1 24 167.924.513 2,798,742 67,169,805
PA Pennsylvania 24 1 25 719.499.305 11,991,655 299,791,377

Rl Rhode island 24 1 25 95,021.587 1,583,693 39,592,328
SC South Carolina 18 2 20 99.967,624 1,666,130 33,322,608
SO South Dakota 0 0 0 21.893,519 364,892 -
TN Tennessee 12 2 14 191.623.797 3,102,063 44,688,886
TX Texas 19 1 20 486,258,752 8,104,279 162,065,584
UT Utah 0 0 0 76.829.219 1.280,487 -
VA Virginia 8 1 7 158,285,172 2,638,086 18,486,603
VT Vermortt 17 3 20 47.353.181 789.220 15,784,394
WA Washington 25 1 26 404.331.754 6,738.863 175,210,427
Wl Wisconsin 0 0 0 316,168,410 5,303,140 -
WV West Virginia 27 2 29 110.176.310 1,836,272 53,251,883
WY Wyoming 0 0 0 21.781.448 363,024 -

TOTAL 753 828 16.468.667.235 274,611,121 6,748,011,465

Page 1



APR-28-1998 16:01 TO;192 - D. FORTUNA FROM:DADE, J. P. 1/21

Total Pages■hA

LRMID: MDH176
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
Washington, D.C. 20B03-0001

Tuesday, April 28,1998

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

URGEN
TO:

FROM:
0MB CONTACT:

SUBJECT:

DEADLINE:

Legislative Liaison Officer - See Distribution below

Iv.Janet R.
Melinda D. Haskins 
PHONE: (202)395-3923 FAX: (202)395-6148
2nd REVISION to the HHS Report on the Status of the Contigency Fund

live Liai^n Offi<^- See Distribution below 

I. Forsgfenhor) Assistant Direc^to^tegislative Reference

Noon Wednesday, April 29, 1998

In accordance with 0MB Circular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above 
subject before advising on its relationship to the program of the President. Please advise us If this 
Item will affect direct spending or receipts for purposes of the "Pay-As-You-Go" provisions of Title 
XIII of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990.

COMMENTS: Attached Is the proposed "final" of the HHS Contingency Fund Report to Congress. 
Please provide Melinda Haskins with "must changes" only by noon tomorrow (4/29). (Note: only 
Appendix D Is being reeireulatad for comment. The other appendices remain unchanged from 
previous versions.)

If we do not hear from you by the comment deadline, we will assume that you have no objection to 
the report.

DISTRIBUTION LIST

AGENCIES:

EOP:
Barbara Chow 
Barry White 
Jack A. Smalligan 
Anil Kakani 
Jeffrey A. Farkas 
Matthew McKearn 
Emil E. Parker 
Diana Fortuna 
Sanders 0. Korenman 
Maria J. Hanraity 
Richard B. Bavier 
Janet R. Forsgren
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LRM ID; MDH176 
Contigency Fund

SUBJECT: 2nd REVISION to the HHS Report on the Status of the

RESPONSE TO 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL 

MEMORANDUM

If your response to this request for views Is short (e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer thet you respond by 
e-mail or by faxing us this response eheet. If the response Is short and you prefer to call, please call the 
branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) to leave a message with a legislative assistant.

You may also respond by:
(1) calling the analyst/attomey's direct line (you will be connected to voice mall If the analyst does not 

answer); or
(2) sanding us a memo or letter

Please include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below.

TO:

FROM:

Melinda D. Haskins Phene: 395-3923 Fax: 395-6148 
Office of Management end Budget
Branch-Wide Line (to reach legislative assistant): 396-7362

(Date)

(Name)

(Agency)

(Telephone)

The following is the response of our agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject; 

 Concur

_____ No Objection

_____ No Comment

_____ 8ee proposed edits on pages

Other:

FAX RETURN of pages, ensched to this response sheet
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Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF)

Report on Status of the Contingency Fund

April 1998
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Executive Summary
The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reooncllialbrt Act of 1996 (PRWORA P L
104- 193) reformed the poals and structure ot the nation’e welfare system, in adoitlon to 
establishing block giants for the States. PRWORA established a Contingency Fund for State 
Welfare Programs to assist States In meeOng the need for welfare aselstanoe during periods of 
eoonomic downturn. The Contingency Fund would make additional Federal funds available on a 
matching basis to qualifying needy atatss that requasted such funds.

Section 403(b)(8) of the Social Security Act as amended by PRWORA directed the Secretary of 
the Dapartmant of Health and Human Services (HHS) to report annually to Congress on the 
status of the Contingency Fund. The Adoption and Safe Femllles Act of 1997 (sedton 404. P.L.
105- 89) Included an amendment to the Contingency Fund, end also directed the Secretary of 
HHS to report to Congress on recommendations for improvements. Pursuant to these 
mqiilfimients. this reporl examine* the atnfuK and operatterr of the fund to date and considers 
whether changes or Improvements are needed at this time.

Under current national economic prc>ledipRi.,th9_Cont_ln9ency Fund.is_tolly adequate to r^Uhe 
neadB^Tqi^nfyii^ States. Any eveluetton of the Contingency Fund must bs viawaO as 
prelinxnary at this time, however, since the economy In most areas of the country is very strong, 
and Statoc am in tho oarly etagoo of Implomonting the now Tomporoiy Aoololoncc for Needy
Famlltes (TANF) program. The Contingency Fund has nol yet been tested during the periods of 
ecortomic downturn for which it was designed.

Therefore, it would be premalure to assess the toity-lenn effecllywiess of Hie Contingency Fund 
/'Nothing in tois report 8hoffl;»l»nitn^ Adrhlni8tratton.iipqmiwdM 
\ o^n opHon/As-States make further progress In Implemantlng their tANP programs, and we gain 

mofeexpiiienoe in Implementalion of the Contingency Fund, we will be in a better position to 
provide a more enalyticei assessment of the adequacy of the Contingency Fund and the need for 
changes In our future annual reports to Congress. Our goal for these future reports will be to 
provide sufficient Information tor Congress In its preparation for the reauthorizalion of the 
Contingency Fund for FY 2002 and beyond.

For our first annual report we are able to provide basic information on the operation of the 
Contingency Fund, examine possible changes In several of its provisions, and attempt to assess 
the costs associated with such chenqeB. In pstlloular the report analyses five key components of 
the Contingency Fund;

Total funding available for the Contingency Fund:
* How the eligiblity triggers target needy Stales;
* Contingency Fund malntenanoe of effort requirements:
* Calculations under the renonniliefinn formula; and.
Offsetting funds adjustments required by the Adoption and Sate Families Act of 1997.

This report was prepared after extensive consuKations about wettere reform, Including the 
Continpeney Fund, with Slats TANF agency ropraBontativac. In addition, fos Administration on 
Children and Families (ACF) considered Information and suggestions about the Fund offered by
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Ihe National Governors' Association, the Congressional Budget Office. Congressiona; Research 
service, arid other interested groups ana individuals.

we took forward to working with Congress, the States and other interested parties to more fully 
review the operation end adequacy of the Contingency Fund in the years ahead.

iii
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background
The PRWORA repeoled the Federal Aid to Fatnillee with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
entitlement program. The new legislation replaced AFDC with the Temporary Assistartce 
for Needy Fwnllle* (TANF) progrom - a Wock gront whioh providbc oooh Stolo with a 
fixed amount of Federal funds through the fiscsl year 2002. To address oonoems that a 
Ibced btock grant could threaten Otatee’ eblllty to I»»eet Increased needs for TANF during
periods of economic downturn, a Contingency Fund ter State Welfare Programs was also 
inuiuUwJ In PRWORA (sections 403(0) and 4O8(a)(10} of the Soctal Security Act as 
amended by PRWORA).'

The Fund was designed to provide additional Federal support on a matching basis ter 
States expenancing noreased aoonomic Med. Specific satutory provtstons were 
included to ensure that;

Contingancy Funds are targeted to 'needy* States:

States receiving such funds maintain their full level of historic State expenditures for 
wetfere programs: and.

Federal funds ere appropriated for this purpose.

Under PRWORA, $2 billion was appropriated for the Contingency Fund for fiscal years 
1R07 thmugh 7001 for any of the 50 States and the District of 0)lumbia that qua'ify 

JCrtbalJjsmporary Assistance to Needy Families programs art not eligible for the 
Contingency Fund In order to offset $40 million h expenditures for edoptipn and related 
activities, the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 amended the Contingency Fund 
and changed the amount of funds that aach qualifying Stale may retain.

In Ootobor 1997, ACF loouod o Program InctruotiDn (PI) o&tabliehing procedureo for 
notifying States about eligibility and requasts for Contingency Funds. See Appendix A. 
To date, two &tBtttXNorth iCarolina and.New Mexico) have fonrrally requested 

^CoiBr^en^FuDds-----

B. Statutory Raquiramenta

Section 403(b)(8) of the Social Security Act as amended by the Personal ResponsitMlity

’ Section 403 (b) wa.s amended by P.L. 104-327 and P.L. 105-33. P.l- 104-327 permits 
the add on of funds to tl)C State Family Assistance Grant (SFAG) for certain States for 
PY 1997 based on those States* ability to meet certain Contingency Fund requirements. 
P.L. 105-33 umkcb Icclinluil clmiigcs lu llic Cuiiilugcncy Fund MOB, Uic Federal Medical 
Assistance Pcrccniagc (FMAP) rate and the penally provisions These changes are 
discussed in more detail in Appendix A.



APR-28-1998 16:01 TO:192 - D. FORTUNA FROM:DADE, J. P. 8/21

and Work Opportunity Recorwyation Act of 1996 contained a provision that the Secr«ary 
of Health end Humar^ Services should annually report to the Congress on the gtaius the 
Contingency Fund. In addition. Hr9 Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 required the 
Secretary to make recommendations to Congress tor improving the operation of the 
Contingency Fund.

C. Scope ofRoport

This first Annual Report to Congress on the Contingency Fund examines what Is known about the 
status and operation of the Contingency Fund and considers some possibilities for changing Its 
operation. Under current economic projections, the Contingency Fond is fully adequate to meet 
the needs of quall^lng Stales and the Administration does not recommend any changes be made 
to il Of course, any evaluation of the Contingency Fund must be viewed as preliminary at this 
tme. since the economy in most areas of ihe country Is very strong, and States are In the early 
stages of Implementing the new Temporary Assistance tor Needy Families (TANF) program.

As States make further progress In Implementing their TANF programs, and we gain more 
experience In imptemeniation of the Contingency Fund, we wUI he in a better position to provide e 
more analytical assessment of the long term adequacy of the ContingenQr Fund and the need for 
changes In our future annuel reports to Congress. Our goal for these toture reports will be to 
provide sufficient Information tor Congress in its preparation for the reauthorization of the 
Contingoncy Fund for FY 20Q2 and beyond.

D. Oefin/tfonofrarma

Following are definitions of special terms related to the Confingency Fund as used in this 
report with relevant statutory references.

eligible montrt • - A month In the 2-month period thot begins with any month for which 
♦he Rtnfo 1r a nearly State Rertinn XOa(h)(fi)

ehlld esre expendltarM - - When referertcing historic State expendituroc, the torm 
cMd cam expenditures means the State and Federal share of child care expenditures in 
FY 1094 undor Tltio IV A of the 8ooIdI Security Act, which Includoo AFOC/JOBS ohBd 
care, Transitionol child care and At-Risk child care.

contingency fund maintenance of effort (MOE) requirement - In addition to 
qualifying as a needy State, a State’s expendlturos for the fiscal year must exceed 100% 
of a Stale’s historic spending level in 1994. TANF MOE expenditures may be used to 
meet Uw Conlinyency Fund MOE lequiiwinent uiitetca tlwy aits child carts tsxpendltures or 
expenditures made under 'separate State programs.” Section 403(b)(4)

hiatortc State expenditurea • - The State’s share of AFDC benefit payments. AFDC 
administrative costs, Family Aasistsnca Maintenance Information Systems (hAivtiS), 
Emergency Assistance and JOBS expenditures during certain time periods Section 
409(a)(7)(H)

needy State - • A State is a naedy State tor a month If it meets either the Unemploy­
ment or Food Stamp trigger levels. Section 403(b)(6)
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provisional payment • • A preliminary Federal Conthgancy Fund payment made to a 
State for an eligible nionth. Provisional payments are made when a State is notified of Its 
eligibility for a month and then requests a payment Section 403(b)(3)

leconelllation • • An annuel calculation made at the end of the fiscal year to determine 
how much of the provisional payments a State must remit to the Federal government. 
Section 403(b)(4)

ramfttenee - - The amount of Federal ConUngoncy Funds paid to the State that must be 
returned to the Federal government, as calcubted in the annual reconciliation. Section 
403(b)(4)

State - - Each of the 50 States of the UnKed States and the Oistriot of Columbia.
Section 403(b)(7)
trigger - - A staiutorlaily defined level tor either the average rate of total unemptoyment 
In the State or the average Pood stamp caseload in the state. See Seollon II of Uils 
report for a more detailed definition of the triggers Section 403(b)(6)
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il. ACCESS TO CONTINGENCY FUNDS

The following explains the specific statutory requlremente o1 the Contingency Fund and the 
calculation tor providing Contingency Funds to a state. The discusston is arranged In the order in 
which the steps take place, from determining that a State qualifies as a 'needy State* to final 
calculation of the airwunt of Contingency Funds to be retained by a State lor a given fiecai year

TRIOOERB

To receive Contingency Funds a Stele most first qualify as a needy State according to stelutory 
definition, tor one or more months in a fiscal year. A "needy State’ is a Stale that has met eltber 
the Uneinployment Trigoer or Food Stamp Trigger.

Unemploymenl Triooer - - the State's average unemployment rate for the most recent 3- 
month period le at leist 6.5 percent ud least equal to 110 percent of the State rata tor
the OOrree^rtdlno 34nonth perinH In Ahhnr nf ttw twn pmcRriing mlnnrtfir ynars

Food Stomp Trigger • • the State's monthly average of individuals participating in the 
Food Stemp program (as of the last day of tee month) tor the most recent 3-month period 
lo ot boot oquol to 110 pereent of Ite monthly average of individuate in the ooiracponding 
3-monte period In the Food Stamp casekad for FY1994 or FY1995, wttcheverie less, 
hed the ImmlgrBnt provieions of Title IV and tee food stamp provisions under Titte Vlll of 
PRWDRA been in ettoct in those years.

PROVISIONAL PAYMNTS

A State may request Contingency Funds tor any monin tor which it qualifies as a needy state 
Baaed on a request for Contingertcy Funds, the Secretaiy of Health and Human Sarvices will 
provide a provisbnal payment of Federal Contingency Funds tor each qualifying monte, limited by 
statute to V12 of 20 percent of the Sute's family assistance grant (SFAO). This payment is 
provi^nal because at tee end ot the fiscal year an annual reconciliation must be oorxlucted to 
determine tee final amouni of Contingency Funds a State may retain.

ELIGIBLE MONTHS

Once a State qusllfies es needy and elects to receive Contingency Funds, tee State will receive 
payment for a minimum period of two consecutive months. Paymanto are made tor a 7-mnnth 
period because the etatute defines an eligible month as 'a monte in the 2-month period that 
hnQirw with any month tor which the State is a needy State* (Section 403(bXS)). Note: While 
qualifying for a minimum 2-rTK>nte period under the statute, a State has the option to request a 
payment for only one month.
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RECONCILIATION PROCESS

After the cloee of the fiecai year, a reconciliation process must be conducted to determine whether 
8 needy State may retain its provisional ConUrtgenoy Fund payment or whether It nnust remit 
some, or all. of the provisional payment back to the Federal Treasury. In order to maintain amt of 
the provisional payment. HHS initially must determine that the State has expended a aufficient 
amount of State funds In a manner that meets the Contingency Fund maintenanoe of effort 
raquirement set forth In section 403(b)(4). Additional guidance cortoemlno maintenanoe nf effrirt 
requirements was Issued by ACF in January 1997 (Policy AnnourKsemenl No. TANF-ACF-PA-67* 
1).

If e State meete the Contingency Fund meintensnoe of effort requirement, then the omount of 
Contingency Funds It may retain Is the lesser of two amounts. The flret amount is toe 
Contingency Foods paid to the State for the fiaoal year. The eeeond omount a the State 
expenditures above its MOE level, multiplied by. (1) the State's Federal Medical Assistance 
Percentage (FMAP) rate eppSceble for the year In which funds are awarded end (2) 1/12 times 
the number of months during the fiscal year that toe State leceived Conttogency Funds.

For example, a State's expenditures for FY 97 are SI 03 mlllton. Thia amount includes S2.5 
million m Contingency Fonda that have been paid to me State ter 6 months. The state s 
Contingency Fund MOE level is $95 million. The State's FMAP for FY 97 Is 50%. In 
aetermining how muen a «iate may retain or i» Contingency Funds, first subtract from the 
expenditures made by the State, the Contingency MOE level of expenditures; l.e.. $103 milBon 
minus $96 milion. This difference of $8 nr^nion must then be multiplied by the State’s FY 97 
FMAP rate of 50%. That amount la $4 million. Next, multiply the $4 mUlion by 1/12 limes 6 
months. The result is $2 million. This is toe amount of Contingency Funds that may be retained 
by toe State. Because the State had been paid $2.6 milion for the fiscal year, the State must 
remit $500,000.

The Adoption and Sate Families Act of 1997 amended toe annual raconcillatlan process by 
increasing toe amount States receiving Contingency Funds must remit (repay) to the Federal 
government In FY’s 1998-2001. In effect, this change decreases the amount of funds each State 
may retain after the reconciliation prenoee. Thu amruint nf nach fitatn'H innrAHRAd remlttsnea Is 
baaed on its proportion of total Contingency Fund payments for the fiscal year. The increased 
remittenca total it $40 million over four years ($2 mUGon In FY 1998, $9 mBHon In FY 1999, S16 
million In FY 2000, and $13 million in FY 2001).

See Appendix 8 for additional reconciliation examples
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III. ELIGIBILITY STATUS OF STATES IN FY1997

In fV 1 W7. eight Stetee met either the Unemploymeni or Food Stamp triggers for at least one 
month In the yewr. The States are:

Alaska
Canfomla
District of Columbia 
Hawaii 
New Mexico 
Mew York
North Caroiliia 
Washington

Ap|>andix C oontalne tabloo chowing in which months these States met the Unemployment 
and/or Food Stamp Triggaia. It is notable that in 1997 aeven of the eight States met the Food 
Stamp trigger while only New Mexico met the unempioymenllfigacr. In order to retoin 
CortUngency Funds, these States must also meet the Contingency Fund MOE requirement and 
uxi9)ble Uw annual leooncHlatlon process.

In October 19S7, MMS Issued a Program insSucUon (PI). TANF-ACP-Pi-BT-a. lu piwhje yukJwiwj 
to Stales on eligWIlty requirements and appUcatJon procedures far Contingency Fund. Appendix 
A contains a copy of the Pi. (The PI also describes me tanf grant add-on funds which are 
similar to Contingency Funds arid which were aveliaWe only for periods In FY 1997 before a 
state’s Impiementetion ot Ine I ANi- program see pages « and 10 of Appendix A.)

The PI advised States that they would be Informed by letter about any months in which they 
qualified as a needy State far Contingency Funds. HHS will notify any State qualifying as needy 
on the basis dt meeting either the Unemployment or Food Stamps trigger. The first such letters to 
the (Governors were mailed In early March 1998. States had 15 days from receipt of those letters 
to request Contingency Funds. Two Stales, North (Jarollna and New Mexico, have formally 
requested Continoency Funds. North CarolltM will receive State Family Assistance Grant add-on 
funds for three months totaling $15.1 mllion. New Mexico will receive $16.9 million of State 
Family Assistance Grant adrkm funds for 9 months of eligibiity prior to their TANF program 
Implameniatton date and $2.1 million of Contingency Funds tor one month after their TANF 
program begnn. (See pages 7 and 8 of Appendix A far an erptannMon nf hnw .cttaina mn tw 
eligibta tor add-on funds prior to their TANF irnplementstion data.)

^ ■

jf.S pv,



APR-28-1998 16:01 TO:192 - D. FORTUNA FROM:DADE, J. P. 13/21

IV. ANALYSIS OF THE OPERATION OF THE CONTINGENCY 

FUND
In order to examine the EtatuB and operation of the Contingency Fund to date and consider 
whether changes or improvements are needed at this time, this report analyzes five key 
oomponenta of the Contingency Fund; .

Total funding available for the Contingency Fund;
> I low the eligibility triggers target needy Gtates;
• Contingency Fund maintenance of effort requirements;
• Culuulutiorts under the recondllaticin formula; and.
Offsetting furxJs adjustments required by the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997.

Any evaluation of the Contingency Fund at this time must be viewed as preliminary since the 
economy in most areas of the country Is very strong and States are in me early stages or 
implementif^ the new TANF program. The Contingency Fund has not yet been tested during the 
period of ecorwmic downturn tor which it vras designed. Therefore, tt would be premature to 
assess the long-term effoedveness of the fond.

A Total Funding Avallabla for the Continganey Fund

Currant Funding Neada

The PRWORA appropriated $2 billion for the operation of the Contingency Fund for FY 
1997 through FT 2001. The Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1897 rsduced the S2 
bitlion appropriation for the Contingency Fund by 940 million for a total of $1.96 billion. 
Under current economic assurrfoUons, aV estimates indicate that tne appropriated funds 
are more than adequata to maat the needs during this period.

To date, two States have requested $17.2 mniiot> of provisional Contingency Fund 
paymems'-payments that must be reoonoiled under the process described later in this 
report The tables in Appendix D provide a range of possible amounts payable to the 
States urfoer the Contingency Fund, including the maxlnnum amount of Contingency 
Funds that each State could claim if they met the trigger and MOE requirements for a full 
12 months in a fiscal year.

The Administration projects Contingency Fund outlays at S210 million for the period FY 
1998-2003, while the Congressional Budget Office (CB) budget baseline prnJnctB oiiHsys 
at $435 million for the same period. Under either projection, the appropriation is sufficient 
tn'migtfprrjjected miUays it shtxiW be noted ttiat these outlay estimates were prepared 
assuming that the current favorable economic climate would continue Moreover, neither 
CBO nor OM6 forecast eoonomle amumptlons on a regional basis. Therefore, if a 
national economic downturn should occur, or if the economic conditions In speolfio States 
should doterlorata. than the actual outlays may differ from the budget eetimoteo that do 
not build In the possibility Qf.a.reces5ionary scenario—

In addition, the atabitory procedure for reoovering $40 million from the Contingency Fund, 
a» prescribed in the Adoption and Oafo Families Act Of 1997 wiH have a direol In^ot on 
the amount of funds available to needy States. Subsection D below, which focuses on



APR-28-1998 16:01 TO:192 - D. FORTUNA FROM:DADE, J. P. 14/21

z'

me reoondltatlon procees, outlines me circumstances under which the Adoption and Safe 
Families Act provision could affect the funding available.

Finally, it is Important to note that under PRWORA States may reserve any unspent TANF 
funda Indefinitely as a firiancial cushion for future periods of Increased need. During the 
current period of declining eeselosds, most States have some unobllo«t0Cl TANF funds 
that may be saved for future contirtgencies- tn amfition. PRWORA estabfehed a Walfare 
Reform Loan Fund with an appropriation of $1.7 billion far five years In order to assist 
States during economic downturn. Thb Loan Fund can be accesead by a State in 
amounts not to exceed 101S of a Stolo’o Fomily Aaeletanoo Grant. We wiU r«ed time to 
assess the chacses States will make about how to use these funds, In addltbn to the 
Contingency Funds, during a recaeeion.

Puhiiv Pun Jliig Needs

Some have suggested mat the Confingency Fund be adjusted to better accommodate 
national or regional racasslons and Increased welfare needs. Proposals have included 
trte aiiminaiion ot tne current billion cap, i.e.. an Qpen-eftdad fund, and an automatic 
Increase in the Contingency Fund level triggered by changes In specified economic 
Indicators.' c o

Proponents of these changes have pointed to the recewon In the early i990 s and the 
: madequacy of the current Contingency Fund to eddraa^ needs of such magnitude. Fora

very rough example of how great the need might be In precession, we looked back at the 
unemployment rates during the previous recession period (1990 through 1994). During 
that period there were 3060 months In which State unemployment rates were calculated.
The number of months is derived by multiplying 51 States times 12 months times 5 years.
In tony percent, or 1218, of those months States had monthly unemployment rates of 
a l*% or higher. (This count of high unemploymeni months in the reoession did no* take 
tote consideration whether any of those States would have met the ‘look beck' portion of 
trigger rate provision which requires the unemployment rate to be at least 110% of ^
State's rate In one of the prior two years.) In a theoretical recession scenario in which 

, I there were 1218 month# of high u»>employment. in Which every State met the 'look beck' 
provision and In which every State requested Contingency Fund p^lonql^ymente.
Iho total provleionol poymonb to Stotoo would bo opproximotoiy SCS Mlion^ on omouni \ 

^ A ' ter exceeding the $2 billion now available for this purpose. While thisl6:6t«Iiion figure is
e very high estimate representing the maximum amount ot ‘provisiooei payments' that 
would be made to States under a recession scenario given States would still have to meet 
MOE iwquiioiiittitls, il Jims prwviJa SuiiW Sviibe Of the pOlenUal CJOiTiaiid on Lite

I' ^ Contingency Fund In the event of a mqjor recession.

These and other proposals to change the Contingency Fund should be thoroughly 
conelderea by the Admintetrstlon end Congrese when the Coniingoncy Fund Is 
reauthorized for FY 2002 and beyond. At that point, a complete analysis of the most up- 
tcwlate economic projeowns, state wettere needs, and me degree to wheh states have 
used TANF funds to establish contingency or rainy day funds should be conducted in 
order to have that information on hand as Congraes and the Administration evaluate the 
approprtete level of funding for the Contingency Fund.
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B. Triggers
Targeting Needy States

Do the statutory trigger levels properly target States gKrer^ thet the Contirtgency Fund was 
deslgr^d to help States inai are Impactod by a rcoosslon or oconomlc downturn? Aa 
diaoussed In Seetjon II of this Report, in order to receive Contingency Funds a State rnust 
first qualify as a needy State for or»e or more months In a fiscal year, a 'needy State' is a 
State that nas met either Ihe Unemploymeni Trigger or the Food Stamp Trigger.
Therefore the triggers need to be evaluated to see If they efflecHveiy idenlify the States 
Impacted by reoeseion or economic downturn.

This section of the report examines tour topics related to operation of the triggers: level of 
the triggers, the duration of a State's eligibllily. the 'teoK back* trigger requirement and the 
lag in availability of the trigger data.

Level of the Triggers
One consideration in evalualino the effectiveness Of the triggers is whether the level cl the^ 

trigger is set at an appropriate point to Identify or mirror changes in the economic cycle.
Aro the triQOFfr InvAl* QCw^ meaai.vftt* nf «n nmnnmlft rlnwnhim? H i« fnn enon to JitrlflR 
whether the Stale unemployment rate trigger and the Food Stamp trigger are senring this ^ 
function adequately. We will continue to ar>riyae this provision as we gain more 
experience with the ConBfigerreif  Fundi ^

Duration of a State’s Eligibility

States are eligible for Contingency Funds If they meet the Unemployment Rate or Food 
stamp trigger for only one month (although the trigger is based on a coroperlaon of 
3-month averages of unemployment retss or Food Stomp caseloads). Since Ihe Stete 
unemployment rate Is an estimate based In part on a sample survey, some fluctuations in 
monthly unemployment rates will occur simply because of survey sampling error. One 
issue is whether a 3-month average to sufficient to smooth such error so that fluctuations 
represent genuine changes in the state's economic situation.

In other words, does meeting either the unemployment or Food Stamp trigger for only one 
month mean that a State has increasing welfare needs? Does meeting the 6.5% 
unenployment rate for a month or two refled an economic trend or only some fluctuations 
In the unemployment eetimetes? Conversely, if a State meets either tr^ger tor a 
significant number of consecutive months, woirid Ihat be a better measure of a Stale 
experiencing an economic downturn?

in considering whether shortterm eligibility tor Contli^ency Funds to desirable, one could 
exernine the effect of a change in the qualifying requirements. For example, one option 
considered might require States to meet either trigger tor three consecutive months to be 
ellglhto to mrelwe flonrinoenry Fiintijs Another option might allow a State that has mat 
the trigger(s) for six consecutK/e months to become eligible to receive Contingency Funds 
for the entire fiaeal year.

Anolher way to addnaaa tha duration of naad eoneam In to provide only one month'e 
payment for each eligible month. Currently, the statute dsflnes an eligible month as "a

r-A//
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month In the 2-month period that begina with any month for which a State is a needy 
State.* Therefore, a State that is needy in one month is deemed needy in the next month 

may receive Contingency Fund payments for two ooneeoutive months. This provision 
MmK riexignnrl to wnnoth the treriKition 1o reoowery for States. An aSernailve, as nritod, k 
to provide one monthly payment for one month of eligibility for Contingency Funds, 
thereby reducing the amount of Contingency Funds Which a Slate meeting the trigger for 
one month will receive (but also reducing the amount the state would need to return to the 
Faderal government in the reconciliation prooese).

The *Leek Beeh" Trigger ftequlromont

Another triggering question rotates to what might be called foe *look back” provision in the 
Food Stamps and unemployment rate triggers: the requirement that the State 
unempkiytnent (die w Food Stamp uuNrhuid for a inonlli be ul lomit 110% uf Uie kjvtil It 
was in a conesponding three month period in either of the preceding two years. In other 
words, i state's unempioymenr rate or Food Stamp caseload must not only be at a high 
level, but it must also be increasing over past levels. The Food Stamp trigger was 
designed, in part, to address tmt issue.

This definition excludes certain states with high weHare needs, namely, those States with 
consistently high, but level unemployment retes. For example, under the current trigger 
requirement a State with a 6.0% tmemployment rate in one year and an Increased rate of 
6.6% in the sacondraw would be eligible, while a State with a steady rate of 10% in three 
consecutive yeorsTm^^^ be eligible. .

--" ?Lag in AvailabilHy of Trigger Data

There also is a question concerning Impiemenlation of the provision given tne time lag In 
r«mpilln(j and pnNIahing trlgonr data Onna a ftfata haa qualrfiari aa a nanrty Rtata and 
requested funds, it must expend the Contingency Funds witoin the fiscal year, as well as 
expend State funds to meet the Contingency Fund MOE level. For planning purposes, h 
would be helpful for Stales to be Informed of their eigibllity status prior to the end of Ihe 
fiscal year. Due to Ihe prooese the Department of Agriculture uses to oolleort monthly 
Food Stamp data, the data are not avalable until 00 to 120 days after the end of the 
month. For States meeting the triggers late in the fiaoel year, there is little, if any. time to 
expend the Contingency Funds within that year or make expenditure decisions to satisfy 
Contingency Fund MOE requiremenla.

Fur exmiiple ir a SwLv tiieeUi Uw PuuJ Sbimp trigger in August of FT 97, It would not be 
notified until the start of the next fiscal year. At that point the State would offset its 
previous year's State expenditures with tne contingency Funds for FY 67. a reduction in 
the State’s expenditures for FY 97 could have an Impact on the State's ability to meet the 
Contingency Fund MOE requirements.

One approach to resolving this problem would be to allow States which qualify for the 
Contingency Fund on the basis of meeting either the Food Stamps or unemployment 
triggers after May 31 to be eligible for Contingency Funds In the following fiscal year. The 
purpose of such an approach woiM be to allow a State which was oliglbls to receive 
Contingency Funds In June through September to expend the corresponding State 
matching funds in the next fiscal year. For example, a State would meet the Food Stamp 
Trigger in June 1968, but would be eligible for Contingency Funds In October 1998, which 
is the beqinnlng of FY 1996. State matchfog expenditures, which are expenditures in
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•XC68S of the CF MOE lev*!, would M mado In FV1999 and rocondliation of theca funds 
would be after the end of FY1999. September 30. Under (hie approach, the 12 months 
used for reconciliation purposes would have to be redefined as June through May for all 
RtNhttt

C. Maintonane^Of-Bffort (MOE) and Matching Requlraments

\c^

The Contingency Fund MOE requirement differs from the TANF MOE raquirsment in the 
following ways:

(1} States must expend 100% of historic State expenditures for FY 1994 to
meet the Continoency Fund MOE requirement wheraes States must expend 75%
or 80% to meet the TANF MOE requirement.

(2) As authorized by the PRWORA etetute, States may expend their own funds in
nnpamtR fUnte pmoniiTM tn seive TANF eligible Indhrlduels. Slate expenditures In 
separate State programs do not count toward the Contingency Fund MOE, while such
expenditures do count towards the TANF MOE

(3) The Contingency Fund MOE excludes the Slate's child care expendituree 
under Title tV-A from the historic base level, while the TANF MOE includes the State's 
historic child oere expenditures.

FRWORA included both the TANF and Contingency rund MOC lequiremonta in order to ‘ 
ensure that States continued their essential partnership role in support of welfare 
piuyiartUf. A lilyhei end more stringertt MOE was required for the Contingency Fund so 
that Stales would meet Icey goals of the TANF program, while sharing the burden of 
Increased needs during periods or recession or economh: difncuities In essence the law 
says that, in order for the Federal government to inerease Its spending to more than 100% 
ot histoncMliiidi^tates must increase their spending from B0% to ioo% of rristoricai 
levels. ^

There have been a range of concerns raised about the Contingency Fund MOE 
requirements - both from the perspective that TANF MOE and Contingency Fund MOE 
should be more consistent to the desire for greater Federal support to States during 
economic downturns. Greater consistency in the MOE requirements could ease 
administrative burdens on the States and relax fuitding constraints by making it easier for 
States to retain Contingency Funds. Any such change would not neoessariiy make the 
Contingency Fund more effoolive end could weaken the Incentives put into place to 
ensure that States share the burden in the event of an economic downturn.

While the Adminjistration floes not recommend any change at thisJlme. several options 
could be corislcierrki to ^u8t4o4Kqast the CF MOE requirements. One approach would 
be to allow States to count expenditures for both child care and separate State programs 
toward the Continger^y Fund MOE. thsreby making tha traatmant of such expenditures 
consistent with the TANF MOE requirement. A second alternative would be to aHow 
States to count only the expenditures on separate Stata programs toward the 
Contingency Fund MOE. A third possible alternative would be to count only child care 
expondilures towards the Oontingeney Fund MOE.
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There are advantages end dlsadvontagM to eaoh of Iheeo aHemativec. Mekirtg TANF 
nnd Contingortey Fund MOE rOQUilonfwntO Olmilar. wouW prevUo edminlotrativo almpheKy. 
Howovor, einoc expenditures under (he AFDC ehlld cere programs urcre excluded from 
tho base as well as from the Conlingeney Fund MOE level, we assume that an 
adjustment would be required In the Centingeno|f Tund MOE base level to reflea Otate 
child care expenditures made underthe AFOC (^Ud care programs In 1964. This 
adjustment would produce a higher hlsloricel spendlnri level and codsuguenUy a iiigliei 
MOB lequIiMiiiHiit. as uliwvn fci UaUttlile In Appendh-Cjlo^dhton, if child care 

'sp^idlrig were Included In the Contingency Pufid^MOE and matching requirements 
(Including amounts expended by States to quaniy fbr Federal child cara matching 
payments). States could use the same State child care apending to quality for Federal 
funds Trom two sources • - the Contingancy Fund and the criiU care matching amounts 
made avallabie in section 418.

Exporting the qualifying expenditures definition for the Contingency Fund MOE to include 
separate Sta‘« program expendburas, but not child care expenditures, would not be 
equitable to all States. Currently, only 16 States are etqpending TANF funds in separate 
Slate programs It is too early in the impiemerUation of the TANF program to know If this 
number will Increase or dacraase. Vi/hDe offering the opportunity fbr a greater number of 
Ststea to retain Coningen^ Funda, this altemalive does not slmpliiy the Contingency 
Fund calculation because It does not treat TANF and Contingency Fund MCE 
requirements in the same manner. Further, it could pmvide unintended IncAnltvcf: tn 
Sretnit tn shift mom resniimiM! ftnm their TANF pm(jnim tn Reparate State programs 
where TANF workrequifemeuts and other requirements do not apply. Similar arguments 
could be tnade for changing the daftnMon to Ineiuda child cere, but not separeto State 
program expenditures. While tha alternative would benefit those States who epend 
relatively large amourtts of their TANF fUnds on QhHd oare, It does not simplify tho 
Contingsnoy Fund ooloulotion oinoe there continue to be difforcncos between the TANF 
ond Contingoriqy Fund MOE roquinomonts.

Any changes to the definition of the Contingency Fund MOE requirements could result in 
significant Increases In Federal coals, it remains uodaav wheU>ei t>udi dmngus wuulJ 
Improve tite elTecliveiiess of Uw fund u> niaiiiUii Uw siwied FMIerel /State burden In the 
event of an economic downturn.

D. ReconGltlatlon Formula

Section 403(b)(6) of the Social Security Act as amended by PRWORA provides that State 
expenditures above the Contingency Fund MOE level are to be motohod, at tho 
opplioablo FMAP roto, by Fodorol Contingoney Fundo. in the rooonoiliation procedure, 
tho amount of motohino funds a 6te(e may retain decreases for those Otatee receiving 
Contingent Funds for lees then 12 months In a fiscal year. The lest step in the 
reoonoilietion formub reduces the Federal funds payable to the 9ute to 1/12 times (he 
number of months the Otete received Contingency Funds In the fiscal year (see page 7). 
Therefore, a Stele receiving Contingency Funds for only a puiUoii of ilie yeai receives a 
emeller proportion of Federal lunJa llieii e Slate diyible for al< twelve months.

Fot exernplB. Sieie expenditures in excess of the Comlngertcy Fund MOE amount entitled 
the State to receive 92 million at the FMAP rate. However, since the blale was eligible for 
only 6 months in me year, the last step In the raocndiiaTion formula reduced the 32 million
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by6/12thBor$1 miUion.
nia table below gives additional examples of the application of the feconcHiation formula 
In this table, the assumption Is made that prior to the last step in the process in which the 
number of months adjusiment is made, all States were retaining $2 million. However. 
State A received Contingency Funels for 3 months; State R fnr R mmfhR; anrt State C for 
12 months. Column three of the tabis illustrates the effect on funding to States under the 
cuffent formula. In this example, assuming a State's FMAP rata is SO%. State A s final 
Federal matching rale Is 12.6%, State B’a Is 26% arxJ State C’e remains et 50%.

No. of Months Potential Pay Paid Out Percentage
Out IfNumber- Under Reduction

of-Months Corrent
Adjustment Adjustment

were Prooaaa
Eliminated

State A 3 52.000.000 $600,000

State B 6 $2,000,000 $1,000,000 50%

State C 12 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 0%

Total $6,000,000 $3,600,000

Questions hswe been raised about whether the proportion of Federal funds finally m1ain«ri 
by needy States, as determined by this reconciliation formula, is too low compared to the 
required State Contingency Fund MOE and matching exportdlluree. An alternative to 
consider would be the elimination of this final step In the reconciliation process. For 
States that met the trigger lovol requirements, this chongo would convert the Contingor>cy 
Fund to a matching program for State expenditures In excess of the Contingency Fund 
MOC. Column two In the tsbie demonstrates tha impact on State funds If the 
reconciliation procedures were revised to eliminato the number of rtonths adjustment. 
Uixlt# tills elleriiutivu. uedt Slele in iliu uuiiiplti wuuld retell^ a 60% FbOuiid inutdiiiig 
rats regardless of the number of months for which they recelvad Contingency Funds.
This alternative would treat ell States that quailiy tor Contingency Funds equally, 
regardless of whether the State met the triggers for 2 rrtonths or for the entire year.

Any changes to the reconciliation formula could result in significant inereases In Federal 
costs.

e. Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 Provision

States reoeiving Contingency Funds under provisionol payments may have received
overpayments, and may have to remti all or part of the funds. The Adoption and Safe 
ramilies Act of 1887 amendments to the Contingency Fund increesed the State 
remittance amount In order to provide sufficient funding for this key adoption initiative.
TIm piuvleiuii Inueustis ilm leinUiurivw arnuunte of ell States diwwing from the 
Contingency Fund. This Increase, to be shared proportionally by all States drawing funds



APR-28-1998 16:01 TO:192 - D. FORTUNA FROMiDADE, J. P. 20/21

they will have to remit.

would be othcfwlae entitled. Another artemative would be to look tor other source for 
thifl $40 million offftet In order to evoid eueh eonsaquences for States rrwetlng the

triggers.
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Appendix D

BIG EIGHT STATES’ MINIMUM AND MAXIM UM 

CONTINGENCY FUND AMOUNTS

STATE Aritiuul 3FAO'* 
Allocation

Continyency Fund 
Eligible One Month

Contingency Fund 
Eligible 12 Months

CAUFORNIA 3,733.817,784 02,230.296 740,763,937
FLORIDA 562,340,120 9,372,335 112,488,024
ILLINOIS 585,056,960 9.750.949 117,011.392
MICHtQAN 775.362.868 12,922,548 155,070,672
NEW YORK 2,442,930,602 40,715,510 488,586,120
OHIO 727,968,260 12,132,804 145,593,652
PENNSYLVANIA 719,498,305 11,991.655 143,869,861
TEXAS 480,266.762 8,104,278 97,251.350

Total 10,033.222,641 167,220,377 2,006.644.628

T«bl« D-2

* SFAO B State Pamity Avtlstenc* Oram wttlc^ it tr« sututoiy term for the TANF block erant.


